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Identifiction of Rhizoctonia solani Kithn’s Anastomosis
Groups and Its Infection Observation

ZHANG Ming-hui,ZHANG Yu-zhu,SUN Dong-mei
(Heilongjiang Bayi Agricultural University,Daqing, Heilongjiang 163319)

Abstract: In order to research the change of Rhizoctonia solani Kiihn's anastomosis groups.,the strains of dif-

ferent areas were collected. Through safranin O-KOH staining,almost all of these fungi belonged to multinucle-

ate mycelium. The results showed that the obtained 35 strains of R. solani belonged to AG4 anastomosis

groups, by the means of bi-culture with standard strains, the hyphae infection of potato were observed by R. so-

lani through microscope.
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Table 1

Chemical screening test

24550 4 Pk

)% / % Inhibition rate

Drug name

500/(mg-kg!)

200/(mgkg!) 100/ (mg-kg!)

Z# R Carbendazim

H % %« £4d Casugamycinecopper oxychloride
L T i » 75 K 70 Ffamoxadone® cymoxanil
HEFE R U454 Oxadixylemancozeb

H 4 Chlorothalonil

T #%F Propineb

345 7 R Thiophanate-methyl

HEfiE M Difenoconazole

I #%#§+ Dimetachlone

TR A 14 « 2 ik B 3R Propiconazol« difenoconazole
Ik ff Jfiz Prochloraz

SHMK Rovral

CK

20

30

35

65

68

75

80

100 85

100 100 85
100 100 95
100 100 100
100 100 100
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Table 2 Indoor toxicity measurement results
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Wk #f i Pprochloraz y=0.88724x+4. 36217 0.98519 5. 24 66. 01 18.51
SH IR Rovral y=0. 74558244, 4295 0. 98689 5.82 74.81
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Study on the Indoor Chemical Fungicide Filtration

and Virulence Test of Rice Browning Ear

LI Peng,MU Juan-wei

(Institute of Plant Protection, Heilongjiang Academy of LLand Reclamation Sciences, Harbin,

Heilongjiang 150038)

Abstract; In order to clarify inhibitory effect of chemical fungicides, using mycelium growth rate method. two

chemical fungicides.namely Prochloraz and Rovral that inhibit mycelia growth of the pathogen of rice browning

ear better were filtrated from twelve chemical fungicides. Toxicity regression equations of Prochloraz and

Rovral were y=0. 887 24x+4.362 17 and y=0. 745 58x+4. 429 5,rare were 0. 985 19 and 0. 986 89, EC;,

were 5. 24 mgekg' and 5. 82 mg+L"',F test results showed that toxicity regression equations were in promi-

nence leve. Rovral was systemic and curative fungicide to develop the field efficacy trials.
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