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Table 1 Test drugs, dosage form, the active ingredient, manufacturers and the role of types

25500 44 Bk HRORY TR FEFIZE A
Drugs Active ingredient Manufacturers Types
68. 75 Y0 UM BT i « 76 B R BRI R B 7R 68.75% Fluopico- 7 5] 3 - ) BT
68.75% Fluopicolides Propamocarb(Infinito) suspension SC lide* Propamocarb
80 Yo AR AR Bk A AT R MM ] (KR M-45) 80 Y0 AR A% i B O A Ak A R RIPTRIRYY
80 % Mancozeb WP(Tai Sang M-45) N
75 Yo AR AR B K 4 0T GIEED 75 Vo A% BR i B OB PRy FRIT
75% Mancozeb moisture powder(Jin Fu) WG
64 26 A% 7 < 4B TR R R CREEILD 8% oxadixyl+56% Fii = e IE IR 28 AP FIR YT
64 % Evil froste MZ (antivirus alum) WP Mancozeb
72 %5 FE IR 4R BE L ER) IR MR R 64 % Mancozeb+8% AR AL AT R 2 F (G iAk IR EEig
72% Urea creame*MZ(g gel) WP Cymoxanil
25 Y6 WU I 41 iz (e L) Bk 77 741 25% Mandipropamid Fit - S IE Ik 2 F BT

25% Diacetylene amine acid bacteria(Rui Fan)SC

25 %6 W TR Tk (BT K 7Y 3 ) 2 7 ) 25% Azoxystrobin Fii - e IE IR A A PR FIR YT
25% Azoxystrobin( Amistar) SC

50 6 47 Tk 1 bk (22 52 ) AT 3P ) 57 50% Dimethomorph EEEH R A EXig
50 % Dimethomorph( Anchorage) WP
e SR AR AT 87, 77, ol 25 % W

0.1 TREZ5 AN IE B B A 3 B A i o) >R PG 38D 87 AR 1 72 06 R IR+ B B (TR
i 2 TRLT T 10 FRAE R A sk 0 PE B R B R RCR 9 0l v 86, 2670 A
Bt 3 A . 2 5 v 56 0206 DI AR 2 B 8096 1X 2 6 b T 2
S AT AN 0.46%~1. 310 B TR BIREORGTA. 2000 8 AREGAIBAACR
LA 8036 A% ARG R T EHERY IR O 83. 849 LIAETANOMLL _
817 HE A R IR R WOk g s B2 RRSALENFE .
50. 84394 78 AL TR 45 BOHB A T X, A TR IE AL RAD S 5 RTAL
DFIARCR 168, 75 % T A - AR g p /P RHORITI LT GLR D).
%2 FEBALEGEDEEREHOHHEELRG AR
Table 2 Disease indexes and control effect of different pesticides

pretreatment against potato late blight

%1 W EA#A The first survey 5 2 A The second survey

pis:il
T . URLE £ O B iR R/ % RIETRE/ % BRIREIR/ Y%
reatments

Disease index Control effect Disease index  Control effect

68. 75 U Mk T4 JHe - 6 5 (AR 1 D B v 5 3.487 — 6.217 87.77

68. 75% Fluopicolide+Propamocarb(Infinito) suspension SC
80 26 1R AR Al 42 1T 1M B ) (R AR M-45) 0. 460 83. 84 13.083 74.27
80% Mancozeb WP(Tai Sang M-45)
75 Yo AR AR S B K 43 18O GIE D) 1.107 61.12 8.557 83.17

75 % Mancozeb moisture dispersant agent(Jin Fu) WG
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Continuing Table 2

5 1 WHAF The first survey % 2 84 The second survey
Ab B

Treatments

it TR 8/ 7% Bl iR/ 7 WG % BHRBCR/ %

Disease index Control effect Disease index  Control effect
64 26 A « B AE TR R CR AL 0. 660 76. 81 9.010 82.28
64 % Evil frost* MZ (antivirus alum) WP

725 R MR - B R RO R ) AT PR A 0.643 77. 40 7.110 86. 02

72% Urea cream+MZ(g gel) WP
25 00 WU T AT e (il L) B 17 51 2.927 — 10. 477 79.39

25% Diacetylene amine acid bacteria(Rui Fan)SC

25 U6 1% T Jig (B K 75 3%) BV 25 % Azoxystrobin( Amistar) SC 1. 310 53.98 6.983 86. 26
50 Y% i T 0l Bk (22 ) TV B 5 50 26 2.200 — 8.243 83.79

Dimethomorph(Anchorage) WP

7K (CK) Water 2. 847 — 50. 843 —

R3 TRAFLERHEIRERERFRHTELER
Table 3 Yield of different pesticides pretreatment against potato late blight

o . 50 WF KT I/ S
Trcﬁints Fgél;gl:ihm h 5% level 1% level
of significance of significance
68. 75 % JHUALL A1 e + A L CHR R D) BT R 33847.59 a A
68.75% Fluopicolide+ Propamocarb(Infinito) suspension SC
T2 FE R - 4 L) PR E R3] 72%6 Urea cream« MZ(g gel) WP 28184.28 a A
50 /0 945 Tk M ok (22 58 ) 1T 3824 3 571 27449.26 ab AB
50% Dimethomorph(Anchorage) WP
75 20 AR AR B K 4 HIOR GEERD 27446. 90 ab AB
75 % Mancozeb moisture dispersant agent(Jin Fu) WG
64 06 A « B A TR AR A R CR D 27147. 36 ab AB
64 % Evil frost* MZ (antivirus alum) WP
25 Y6 W B TR (BT K P 35 B 9F H 25 % azoxystrobin( Amistar) SC 27036. 36 ab AB
25 6 RUHL Tt 141 e (o L) 8 1 79 25848. 18 ab AB
25% Diacetylene amine acid bacteria(Rui Fan)SC
80 6 AR B T I 1 ) 24280. 98 ab AB
80% Mancozeb WP(Tai Sang M-45) WP
W 7K (CK) Water 17918. 30 b B

ISR 3 AL, 77 o d e (2 68, 7500 MRME I 28 184,28 kgehm™, 515 /K X B 4 22 S5 1K B4R

g « R L FD BAR A, HOKOR 720 R4 KT e 45 A B IX h 4% S B s T i K

B iR TR MR A SR 5 33 84759 R xR LEOR B . o ym B AR A9 80 Y AR ARAE
62



3 TRR AL S NAY 2 A T T A 9R R AY B AR 2 Rk B o AT

R

BERTIR R R I AL B, A 24 280. 98 kgehm?, = A
g5 R 5 BRSO A R A ]
2.3 BFHE=E

X A [) 245 351 B 9 T R 2 W R S R AT 28 U Ak AR
PEH . Hov 68. 75 0 JU N TR B - A B Ak AR VR 1D
BT T250 FRIK - 5 A L) IR ] L 75 %
IRFRER K EOR (IE 5 64 Y0 R AR B (R
AR AT 3 7510 25 V6 s R i AT oK 1 KD B TR
50 V0 H BE N Wbk (22 5 ) AT R R0 7 (R H 1 0 AE

9 000 JGehm* Pk b, Hirp 68. 75 %0 MMk 7 i « 7R B
Jal R 1) B V7 300 BT 48 77 {5 o 15 930 JG+hm*,
R 3 YR 25 1Y A L 68, 75 %% FR NN T B - S
Ja AR R S R ) .72 %0 FRE IR < 5 B (G 88D R
W00 .75 Vo AR R BE K 4 BOR) 3 R 2 B IR I
B BE gl e A Ay A8 14 805.9 315 Hl 9 045
JGehm? , Hop 25 7] A 3 4l A B3 T 6 030~
8 700 JG+hm™, R BIIX 8 Fh 24 7 #F 24 fig X 1 44 25
Az P e A B R AR R RS (LR 4)

x4 TRALEREDSRBIBREREFUZITN

Table 4 Economic evaluation of different pesticides pretreatment against potato late blight

25 A/ B/ w A/ s
bigi JC+hm™* JC+hm™* JC+hm™* WA /TT s hm*
Treatments Medication Output Added Add net
costs value value income
68. 75 2% FRR ML T + 7R 4 CHRL v D B0 5 1125 33855 15930 14805
68. 75% Fluopicolide* Propamocarb(Infinito) suspension SC
8OV ARARGRFE T B 330 24285 6360 6030
80% Mancozeb WP(Tai Sang M-45) WP
75 00 FRAR B K A3 BOR) GHERD 480 27450 9525 9045
75 % Mancozeb moisture dispersant agent(Jin Fu) WG
64 26 7 < 4R B CREE L TR MR 3R 840 27150 9225 8385
64 % Evil frosts MZ WP(antivirus alum)
726 MR « B (R T A A 945 28185 10260 9315
72% Urea cream+MZ(g gel) WP
25 6 MUK Bk T e i L) B 17 51 1485 25845 7935 6450
25% Diacetylene amine acid bacteria(Rui Fan)SC
25 /6 1 A R IR K 7 ) B 7 571 1125 27030 9120 7995
25% Azoxystrobin( Amistar) SC
50 % J5 Pk M Wk (22 52 ) 1] 3 3 5 825 27450 9525 8700
50 % Dimethomorph(Anchorage) WP
7% /K (CK) Water 17925

< AR 24 PR 10 IR I AR M A A A TR 3 R A A B T TH A S0 R S I B B S S A 1 T ke TSR

Note; Pesticide cost was according to retail price amd three times per hectare; The price was calculated according to the average price

at that time.
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Control Effect and Economic Benefits Analysis
of Eight Pesticides on Potato Late Blight

ZHANG Rong-hua',LIU Shuang-li* . XU Qing-fen' , XU Ning' ,ZHANG Hong-liang'

(1. Institute of Economic Crop, Heilongjiang Academy of Land Reclamation Sciences, Har-

bin, Heilongjiang 150038; 2. Heilongjiang Erlongshan Farm, Wudalianchi, Heilongjiang

1644131)

Abstract: Chemical control of potato late blight is still the dominated method,in order to screen the suitable a-

gents, the design of randomized block was used and 8 kinds of chemicals control were tesed against to test late

blight. The results showed that the control of 8 kinds of pesticides on potato late blight had obvious control and

increased yield, the control effect was more than 74 % . the highest control effect,the yield were to use 68. 75%

Fluopicolides Propamocarb (Infinito) suspension SC treatment, its control effect was 87. 77% , and compared

with water control and yield difference reached significant level. Net income increased 14 805 yuanshm?. Ac-

cording to the anti efficiency pesticides and yield effect, the reference pesticides against to potato late blight was

proposed,68. 75 % Fluopicolide « Propamocarb ( Infinito) suspension SC, was the best followed by 72% urea
creame* MZ(g ge) WP, 75% Mancozeb moisture powder(Jin Fu) WG was better which was followed by 50 % Di-

methomorph( Anchorage) WP.

Key words: potato;late blight;chemical pesticides;control effect;economic benefits
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