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Table 1

Control effects of different fungicides on leaf blast

— W45 10 d

“iZiJE 10 d

sk 2 ﬁfﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘%%é& 10 d after the first application 10 d after the second application
Treatments Discae index it B % it B %
before application
Disease index Control effect Disease index Control effect

1 0.48 1.13 80.51 Bb 2.72 73.48 Cc

2 0.51 0. 65 88.75 Aa 1.53 85.06 Aa

3 0. 45 0.68 88.22 Aa 1.45 85.91 Aa

4 0. 46 1. 04 82.08 Bb 2.24 78.19 Bb

5(CK) 0. 45 5.78 — 10. 29 —

EREFHRRAR 0.01 BEKV /NG FRLIR 0.05 BEKF. TH.

Note:Capital letters mean significant difference at 0. 01 level,lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Table 2 Control effects of different fungicides on neck blast

e e i Jiti 25 J5 10 d MizhE 20 d
it 24 5 99 15 8 B . o . o
Kb 7 10 d after first application 20 d after first application
Disease index . . . .
Treatments o s T 45 4% ik / %% 93 1% 8 5K i %/ %
before application ) ) . )
Disease index Control effect Disease index Control effect
1 0.35 0.49 82. 85 Be 1.09 75.75 Ce
2 0.33 0. 38 86.68 Aa 0.70 84.56 Aa
3 0. 31 0. 39 86.25 Aab 0.76 83.29 Aa
4 0.33 0. 44 84.75 ABbc 0. 95 79.09 Bb
5(CK) 0.52 2. 86 — 4.52 —
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Table 3 Yield components change of rice after different applications

Ab A BLRERL /A e m? HORL B /R THE/g SN A/ te hm'? Wi/ %
Treatments Effective panicles Grains per panicle 1000 grain weight Yield Yield increase rate
1 464. 2 Bb 102.4 Bb 27.8 Aa 8.20 Be 16. 71
2 473.1 Aa 104. 7 Bb 27.7 Aa 8. 36 ABbc 18.88
3 472.2 Aa 109.0 Aa 28.1 Aa 8.53 Aa 21.39
4 473.3 Aa 108.0 Aa 28.3 Aa 8.38 ABb 19. 27
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Effects of Different Fungicides on Rice Blast

FU Jiu-cai' , HAN Yu-jun®
(1. Jiamusi Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Jiamusi, Heilongjiang
1540073 2. College of Agriculture, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang
150030)

Abstract; In order to use drugs scientifically and reasonably, the control effects and safety of four fungicides on
rice blast were researched through field trails. The results showed that all four fungicides had best effects to
control rice blast and had better safety on rice, the effect exceeded 70% ,increased yield by 16. 71% ~21.39%,
Tricyclazole and Isoprothiolane had better effects among four fungicides.
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