2 R R AF 2016(9):60~62

Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences ﬁ%‘%#
JURP 2557 2H e D76 5 5% 25 W0 52 0 B 00Tty

BEX.KERE
(4 a8 R LA SR AT, H R G4k 730900)

WE: DS REGRG S LAFRER, EFT IOABMNARG ELAFZRE RGBT, ER AN
232 B[80Y% 235 # ECH+80 %A A 4548 WP+ (80% Z#5% ECH0 W4k & 4: 4 WP i fie) |t 1 4h 305, J& 5% 04
Bt R R LKA CI80% L # % ECH80% & 44 WPH(80% T 3# % ECH50% 2 ¥ % WP itfie) 4=
KS8U T HE R -44 WPH58U PH 244 WPH8U PTHER-44 WP, e 245 4 8l.54%,
74.66%.71.27% , #A %= % 504242 B, 31 303,95 kgehm? , k2 42 C 4= K, 2 24 363. 60 kgehm? |
23525.25 kgehm”, 1% KF L AL BAAREH. ZAEZWART AR ZH S 3 AL, ST & ARy

FLEBRBT R ARR AN,
KBIA . 2h N L A 0 R R T AL

FENHKE . 35,32 TEERIRA.A CEHS.1002-2767(2016)09-0060-03  DOI.10. 11942/]. issnl002-2767. 2016. 09. 0060

LA BE W P2 i | Phoyto phthora in festans (Mont. )
De Bary |2 5y 4% 2 i) 58 K PR 3%, )™ E 5% I 5 4%
e A R L R R DR X
) — A B E IR R TR A R
AETE & WA M) R L A7 38 L 8O i 7 DR B e L S8
R A U R e e T [ B A Y NS AL
ZxAb 7 A AR € 0 2 B R B R0 K R e
BE L BE 25 N B B, SRS B R BE R K
W TS RS 2 5 R A A — B A 2
B 9252 7 A v T S 0 280 A K TR 5 3 I RN K R o
48 hWE 2RI o kKA.

AR PR TR RAEY . 2 B AR
S e FHAE P, 2 B 28 1 JE i T SR At B
FEVEY . A LAR FAR T B S oA R A
6.67 J7 hm’ Zidy . AHJE . — AR 03 TR e 92 9 i 7™
2060 254 s B RAE Y I 5000 LA b A B B L
A 25 VAR T S L AR A ok T E A
TG T ERIETA . 2013 4 5 A ML
A VR TR K W 2, IR 2510 5 T A0 % . %
WTE VR T AR R — R RN — RAE
5 H FAITFIRRWAT s & L ALK = & AT
BB HAE 6 H b b R o AR R B R
B BLAE T, 2 AN R A 0

K Fs B H9:2016-07-16

EEWE  Hifra AR AL HoR R RS B H (HK20111-

2-005A)
E—EEB NGBS 019765 L HOR A FR T O B,
A2, M FH K 4 P BF 98, E-mail: hwhelenfeng @

163. com,

60

R T BTG S B R e 1 2 7 R R
Z ARTEA S b S DIHET SR — 2GR B R
F, H— 22 5 K Bl e B 2 7 A T Hi gk,
Bita sk R 22 . A BRI B 3 Y S 0 R Y
AR BIG T 58 AW T 4 FieE R T
AT 9 PPN [R) 2 550 4 L, A% AR i Bl I S
HEAT T E B S W R 2 B8
1 MRS gk
1.1 X Ie R

RIS T 2013 AE7E AR T X & 3G R AT
o #4530, A8 58 (A, F 43K 1 600 m A AT,
Ja& YAl 2 TR AR AR R K i 200 mm, 4P
W% 1 742.6 mm. FEHSE 9.1 °C. H AT
2624 h, LFEM 180 d 5 . E A K1) 200 d /2
A R Z2 o0 PE G XL B b ok D R A AR .
B 4457, 43 pH7. 6,

1.2 ##

HEIR R B ) R 80 20 4R AR Al B T IR R R R
400~800 fi5 ¥k - 58 Y6 H 7 « 4 B PT ¥B £ K3 571 500 £
W80 % 2 EFLI 1 000~2 000 F5W .50 %0 £ 1
R AR 7] 600~800 175k (fLiak 24 7] ¥y K
TR P P-4 0 A R 52 AR A "l e i) . bl 5
A SR R > M G R A SRR S AN B B 3
1.3 A&

1.3.1 &KE&it i 10 ML D,3
WHEL BEVLX A /DX AR 1101 m®, FdE 5
17 BRAT 35 8 . Wil K Xt B, IRECZG /I DL 2y
R E MIF R 1/2 SEATIREL., 2013 4F 5 AF



9 A E SR R B s I A E R R AR

AR

CIBIR L ESRY S RN ke L e ) W i
ikt 2 AR L 3 U 2y I 2 2k 15 ¢ 00-
17:00, B K. Jo MmE 2 47, 3% 25 &2 50 K
900 kgehm™. BLEIIHN , B Bk & 6 AL R K
YRS+ A 30T ) AN it JH HG o8 )

RO FA 2k 5 i HURE B /N X BEALEE X 2 5
VR I R I TR B 2 B B L e R, T
5 H 25 H Bijia 55 — W £, [ g 10 d6 A 5 H)
Wi k2. B 10 d(6 H 15 H) W4 =

Fz1 At
Table 1 The experiment design
R A Fungicide combinations
poy:il
Treatments F—U(5 1 25 PO 06 5 HD 2 B A 15 HD iz
First spraying Second spraying Third spraying
80% L% EC 80 R AR 4l BF WP 58% HI 7 R -4 5 WP
B 80% L% EC 806 R AR fih B WP 80% 2wk & EC+80 YAt #R 4k 4% WP IR i
C 80% L% EC 8026 R FRfil £ WP 80% L ECH50% £ W % WP iR i
D 80 Y0 R R bl WP 58% H 76 R -4 5k WP 58% H 76 R -4 5F WP
E 80 6 X FR fifi £ WP 50 Z W R WP 50% £ W R WP
F 80 Yo R R bl £ WP 80 Yo A% #k i 4 WP 802 X AR fili £ WP
G 50% ZH R WP 500 Z WA WP 58% H 76 R -4 5k WP
5040 Z W R WP 5040 %2 W R WP 50% £ W R WP
K 58% W FE R < 4h5E WP 58% W 7 R -4 F WP 58% W 7 R -4 5F WP
CK ik K K
1.3.2 BuiEma B4Rk OB 1 % DSOMEZHERARE AMG 548 H

BE 7 AR (5 R A T A 5 %0 LA TR 53 9. e BE i AR
A A 690 ~10% 35 % 5 B 1A A o B A it
TR 1190 ~20% ;7 9. 5 B 1 A o 4 4> o T FR
21%~50% 59 9k . 95 BE T AR 7 2 Ak AL 50 %6 LU
L it 2 R A B 3 YR N 24 ) 4 il AE
2 7 d AR BRI . RS R RO 6
A 21 BBy 2558, B ia 808 LUE Kl X IR, 22
SR EMER A R R . 5 10 A Ab R,
30 MM NR =R 1101 m® SEIR ™, R
FA 7 250 itk A7 22 5 W 35 M

I T 58 B =100 X 20 (& G R B0 X & Gl
XHED / Gl A MR 8 X e v D

AT B 96 3R (%) = O BR 5 15 48 B — 4b 78
a5 48 0 /X B 5 48 £ < 100
2 RS nbr
2.1 ARAGHFALENISREBRERFBSH

H2E 2 a0, B iR RO I i 2 AL B B, R
81.54% H K Z A3 C MALFE K, Jy 74. 66 % .
71.27%, AF F.A.D.E.G.H W2/ F
69.90% ~44.88% . i TE 6 E 2 7 W VAT 4
REKW5UKFEE B AB.F.K 548 C 2
[ EFANEE, OB A F.KHJ4H B 2ZE2ES
BE., B D 54 G HZE S EEH, 4L

ZHZESARE, 10KF E A ABF 54
HCKZRBZERARE, L C ML K ZHE
LERAEE ME D.E.G.HZHERARE,
o 155 418 BRI 17 ¥ 280 34 2 7 245 790 i A ROCR L (3
Je HERIIT I HoM . gia BB R
15 16 8022 Ve BT A5 5 B IR ROCR B9 0 Bl 2R

R2 IMANARAEDSREGRERBETN

Table 2 Condition analysis of nine kinds of

fungicidecombinations against potato late blight

b ¥ o 1 4 4

Treatments

SRR R %

Disease index Average control effect

A 30. 88 66. 86 dC
B 17. 20 81.54 eD
C 23.61 74.66 deCD
D 42.21 54.70 cB
E 48. 86 47.56 beB
F 28.05 69. 90 dC
G 49,90 46.45 bB
H 51.36 44.88 bB
K 26.77 71.27 dCD
CK 93.18 0 aA

KPR NEFESHER 1%, 5% KF 258 H .
TR
Different capital letters and lowercases mean significant

difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level. The same below.
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Table 3 Yield analysis of nine kinds of

fungicidecombinations against potato late blight

Jib B AN kg iz 7/ (kg hm™)
Treatments Yield of plot Yield
A 20.53 18504. 75 ¢CD
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C 27.03 24363.60 bB
D 18. 67 16828. 20 cDE
E 18. 00 16224. 30 cDE
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Control Effect Evaluation of Nine Kinds of Fungicide
Combinations Against Potato Late Blight

FENG Hui-wen.,ZHANG Xiu-fang
(Baiyin Institute of Agricultural Sciences,Baiyin, Gansu 730900)

Abstract: In order to prevent potato late blight with high efficiency and low residue.field experiments for nine

kinds of fungicide combinations against potato late blight were conducted. The results showed that the control
effect of the treatment B[80% Ethylicin EC+80% Mancozeb WP+ (80% Ethylicin EC+80% Mancozeb WP
mixture) ] against potato late blight was the best,followed by the treatment C[80% Ethylicin EC+80% Man-
cozeb WP+ (80% Ethylicin EC+50% Carbendazim WP mixture) ] and the treatment K[58% Maganese Zinc
WP +58% Maganese Zinc WP+ 58% Maganese Zinc WP . The control effects were 81. 54 % ,74. 66% and
71. 27% respectively. The yield of B was the highest, 31 303. 95 kg » hm?, followed by C and K,
24 363.60 kgehm?®,23 525. 25 kgehm™®. At 1% level,there was significant difference between B and CK. Pota-

to late blight should be prevented more than thrice where the disease often occurred. In the early part of the

disease, protective agent was used,and in the late part of the disease, therapeutic agent was used, the effect of

which was more ideal.
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