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Table 1 Control effect of different soil treating agents on cabbage Fusarium wilt
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Field Control Test of Three Soil Disinfectants on Cabbage Wilt

CHEN Ai-chang., WEI Zhou-quan, LIU Xiao-juan, WANG Wen-hui,MO Juan
(Dingxi Station of Plant Protection and Quarantine, Dingxi 743000, China)

Abstract: In order to screen out effective field control disinfectants for preventing cabbage wilt, which were se-

lected for closed treatment on heavy wilt area of continuous cropping cabbage. The results showed that the con-

trol effect of 98% Dazomet MG was 85. 02% ,the yield was 34. 85% higher than that of CK,the control effect
of calcium cyanamide soil purifier was 72% ,and the yield was 23. 80% higher than that of CK. In a word, 98 %

Dazomet MG was the better field control disinfectant which was screened out.
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