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ABSTRACT

An experiment was conducted to evaluate the efficacy of ten insecticides against castor shoot and capsule 
borer Conogethes punctiferalis. Pooled efficacies of treatments revealed that combination treatment of 
chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC + azadirachtin 1EC @ 0.3 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1 was recorded as the most effective 
treatment which exhibited highest efficacy against C. punctiferalis (77.26% reduction over control) followed 
by chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC @ 0.3 ml l-1 which recorded 73.46% reduction over control. The highest 
yield was obtained with chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC (0.0055%) + azadirachtin 1EC (0.01%) @ 0.3 ml l-1 
+ 1 ml l-1 (2369 kg ha-1).

Key words: Efficacy, castor, castor shoot and capsule borer, Conogethes punctiferalis, combination, 
chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC, azadirachtin 1EC, reduction over control, capsule yield.

Castor Ricinus communis (L) is mostly cultivated in 
the semiarid and arid regions of India as a non-edible 
oilseed crop. Insect pests, particularly the lepidopteran 
defoliators and capsule borer, play a major role 
and cause 35-40% yield loss. Of them, Conogethes 
punctiferalis causes drastic yield losses. Therefore, 
it is necessary to manage this pest to increase the 
productivity. Application of newer insecticides has an 
opportunity in the management of pests as they are 
ecofriendly, pest-specific and less persistent. However, 
information regarding efficacy of novel molecules 
against castor shoot and capsule borer is very limited 
(Narayanamma et al., 2013). Hence the current study 
is to evaluate some novel insecticides against C. 
punctiferalis of castor.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

An 8x 5 m plot with eleven treatments and three 
replications was carried out in a randomised block 
design. The seeds were dibbled with a spacing of 90 x 
45 cm and all recommended practices were carried out 
except plant protection measures. The treatments include 
T1: spinetoram 11.7SC @ 0.5 ml l-1, T2: cyantraniliprole 
10.26OD @ 1.2 ml l-1, T3: chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC 
@ 0.3 ml l-1, T4: chlorfluazuron 5.4EC @ 0.3 ml 
l-1, T5: azadirachtin 1EC @ 1 ml l-1, T6: spinetoram
11.7SC + azadirachtin 1EC @ 0.5 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1,
T7: cyantraniliprole 10.26OD + azadirachtin 1EC @
1.2 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1, T8: chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC

+ azadirachtin 1EC @ 0.3 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1, T9:
chlorfluazuron 5.4EC + azadirachtin 1EC @ 2.0 ml l-1

+ 1 ml l-1 and T10: quinalphos 25EC and T11: untreated
check. The insecticidal treatments were applied when
the pest reached economic threshold level (3-4 larvae
plant-1). Insecticidal treatments were applied twice viz., 
at capsule formation stage and at capsule development
stage with 30 days interval. Ten randomly selected
plants were tagged and observations were taken on
total number of capsules and damaged capsules and
% worked out one day before spraying (DAS) and at
one, five, ten and fifteen DAS. The data was subjected
to arc sine transformations and ANOVA prescribed
for randomized block design with the help of SPSS
statistical package (SPSS, 2020) was carried out.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The efficacies of C. punctiferalis after two sprays 
indicated that the plots which were treated with 
chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC (0.0055 %) + azadirachtin 
1EC (0.01 %) @ 0.3 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1 recorded highest 
reduction of capsule damage and remained significantly 
superior. The next effective in the descending order of 
efficacy were chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC (0.0055 %) @ 
0.3 ml l-1 and cyantraniliprole 10.26OD (0.0123 %) + 
azadirachtin 1EC (0.01 %) @ 1.2 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1 with 
73.46 and 71.31% reduction over control, respectively 
and statistically at par. The highest reduction was 
obtained with chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC + azadirachtin 
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1 EC @ 0.3 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1 might be due to the combined 
mode of action. The capsule yield was highest in 
chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC (0.0055 %) + azadirachtin 
1EC (0.01 %) @ 0.3 ml l-1 + 1 ml l-1 (2369 kg ha-1). The 
next best were chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC (0.0055 %) @ 
0.3 ml l-1 (2063 kg ha-1), and cyantraniliprole 10.26OD 
(0.0123 %) + azadirachtin 1 EC (0.01 %) @ 1.2 ml l-1 
+ 1 ml l-1 (1836 kg ha-1). 

These results are in line with those of Ranganath 
(2020) that chlorantraniliprole 18.5SC was the best 
with highest yield. The results on yield are in line with 
Jayanth and Kumar (2022) who found that maximum 
yield in chickpea was recorded with chlorantraniliprole 
18.5SC Chaudhari et al. (2020), Dhuraimurgan and 
Lakshminarayana (2014) and Prashant (2016) also 
obtained similar results. Narayanamma et al. (2013) 
indicated that chlorantraniliprole was found to be 
the most effective. In case of cyantraniliprole 10 
OD the results were in accordance with the findings 
of Harshita et al. (2021) in pigeonpea. Kumar and 
Mohan (2020) reported that highest grain yield was 
recorded in spinetoram 11.7SC in maize. Therefore, 
the combination of insecticides with neem formulations 
such as azadirachtin (0.01 %) fits very well in IPM of 
castor.
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