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A study on the rice sheath blight’s developing rules in rice-duck compounded

ecosystem of wetland
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Hu'nan Agricultral University, Changsha 110128, Chinas 3. Agricultural Bureau of Taojiang. County. Taojiang 413400, Chain). Acta
Ecologica Sinica,2004,24(11) :2579~2583.

Abstract: To study and document the occurrences and developmental influence of feeding ducks in rice paddies on rice sheath
blight, and to provide the basis of rice sheath blight prevention and treatment in a rice-duck compounded system. Through the
accounts and trials of feeding ducks in middle rice and late rice fields by the author, the results indicated that: in every 666. 7m?*
middle rice paddy fields, 15~ 20 ducks weighing about 150 g each were fed, duck usage reduced the ratio by 56. 0% in diseased
hills of rice sheath blight. The ratio of diseased plants was reduced by 57. 74% , decreasing the ratio of diseased hills by 9. 0%
and the ratio of diseased plants decreased by 15.25%. This was in comparison to disease prevention through the treatment and
use of Jinggangmycin. The occurrence of disease decreased by 26.46% as compared to an untreated area, at 0.95. The
prevention results with the use of ducks proved remarkably affective and on a whole the damage of sheath blight can be
considerably controlled.
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Table 1 Diseased plant comparison ratios of sheath blight during

57.74%;

45.00%  29.88% .,

2
Table 2 The development of diseased

9.00% 15.25%,

hills ratios during different

different treatments treatments
Diseased plant ratios (%) Diseased hill ratios (%)
Period Time P?esljlcide Duck-feeding CK Period Time F?esl?cide Duck-feeding CK
application area area application area area
07-19 2. 00 2. 00 1 07-19 0 5 0
07-26 3.61 2. 40 1. 05 07-26 16 8 4
08-03 5.33 2. 60 6.48 08-03 18 10 24
08-09 11.73 4.77 25. 80 08-09 20 13 50
Middle 08-16 17.25 7.45 28.32 Middle 08-16 30 22.6 58
rice 08-23 22.77 10. 59 52.38 rice 08-23 40 32 84
09-01 29. 88 14.63 72.37 09-01 45 36 93
09-10 18.93 14. 62 68. 87 09-10 50 40 92
09-15 14. 60 12.27 60. 70 09-15 40 35 88
08-04 0.18 0. 29 0.08 08-04 2.0 2.0 2.0
08-11 17. 80 21.17 24.48 08-11 28 23 25
08-21 43. 4 51.71 59.53 08-21 95 80 92
08-31 74.4 58. 25 65- 90 08-31 100 80 96
Late Late
rice 09-07 71.7 63.91 72.37 rice 09-07 100 82 94
09-14 69.43 53.6 74.77 09-14 90. 3 82 91.3
09-24 21.8 46. 24 55. 89 09-24 82 70 91
10-03 17.93 37.55 45. 39 10-03 71 58 88
, s 3
s 15.3% 10.86%; Table 3 Diseased degree during peak periods of different treatment
N 18.00% 10.52%, stages
7D CZP)
h ‘ Diseased hills ratios  Diseased plant ratios
2.1.3 Period Treatment X X
19.62, 18. 67, AverageX Discrepancy AverageX Discrepancy
45.13, , ® 45 Bb 29. 88 bB
i . Middle rice Z 36 Ce 14. 63 cC
€ 92 Aa 72.37 aA
15. 01, 34. 11, 49.10, ® 100 Aa 74. 43 aA
14.99, 19.10C 4), L ate rice @ 82 Bb 63.91 bB
2.2 © 97.3 Aa 74.77 aA
, , (D Pesticide application area; @ Duck-feeding area; 3) CK
33.33%~97.50%, 56.67% ; 33.52% ~ 98.79%, 67.23%,
4
Table 4 Disease index of sheath blight during mature period during different treatment stages
Disease index Disease index
Period Treatment X Period Treatment X
Average X Discrepancy Average X Discrepancy
@ 19.62 bB o 15. 01 cC
Middle rice : 18. 67 bB Late rice N 3411 bB
45.13 Aa 49.10 aA

(DPesticide application area; @2 Duck-feeding area; 3)CK
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