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Abstract

A field experiment was carried out to explore different fungicides on rice sheath blight. The re-
sults showed that the control effects of four tested fungicides were different on rice sheath blight.
The mean disease efficacy was between 79.19% to 91.27% after 14 days of 2 consecutive chemical
control. Descending order of control effects was thifluzamide 24% suspension concentrate > hex-
aconazole-azoxystrobin 24% suspension concentrate > azoxystrobin 40% wettable powder > va-
lidamycin-pyrimidine nucleoside 6% water aqua. There was no significant difference in the effi-
cacy of the four agents, but they were significantly higher than the contrast agents. And they
showed good safety in the range of tested dose. Meanwhile, the four tested agents had certain ef-
fect on yield increase, which was 6.32% to 7.85%. So all the tested fungicides can be used as an ef-
fective agent to control the rice sheath blight in the production.
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1. 51§

TKFB LSRG I93 95 JR N STk 22 8% W (Khizoctonia solani Palo), ;2R E MAIREX FEREZ —, HELEK
A, NEERE, AERSOKRE A R R B A S s R, TR EE N, P E RS KRS B A T, —
T R AR 5%~10%, 7 AT 20%~30% [1][2] [3] [4]. $F5) & ir e faIX 22 35°CLL L
W E RSN, ) SR SRR SN E T SO R AR VSRR R . AR TS 2 A B — A X
BRYIAKRBENG, BRPROEE TR, CARRERIEAPARR5], Hik, A/ EA SR
T2 BT K B R N B E IR L — N TP RAPIEKIBSUE R =3 22 2570), A=
A AR AR AR KIS, ARSI T URAS [ 245770 B 16 K FE SUR 9 24 35005

2. MMERHE
2.1. %)
0%l A 95 T 0 A 59 P T A LT WA )5 2% ELIAE- W AN PR A0 L 95 J5 R R AT IR A )

6%31 4« WV BT S 2 KRR AR 1= A D TR 2 ) 240 5/ MERKTRR I B Al 7 {2
FRatarih): 11%3R D0 « CLMAREITIRME N IR 5 A 1A IR A 7).

2.2. ALEHHRSL

BRI H 2 HEE BT AL BB AT SR Al Ieuh iy, Ak BT 2R X ((E121°22', N30°53"), J& TF
Par N AR, SRS, HERE, WAKRM. HEFESE 16.1°C, HEMEWE 1191.5 mm, FFE
TFEH 225 do HhEASFE, JBFRKIT =Mt T E . R H HEAFE & LRV TUE, B, HEE
JifE, pHAH 6.6, RIGIXIR N EFEFHEKRE, DIESOR R4, KR Ry et 147, 3
Wiks, BIHEVEMIREE, RATe8EH, KIET 2014 4E5 H 18 &R, 6 H 10 H/NE UGB R .

2.3. IRIGALTE
IR R R BENLX i, 3 WEE, f/AXHEHR 48 m?, % 6 MAEIE: 1) 40%m5 G ] 9B
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F, 225 g/hm?; 2) 24% CLMe W5 S B 7, 375 ml/hm?s 3) 6% X - BEIE A% H 25505 E KA, 1500 g/hm?s
4) 240 7o/ FHBERREEIZ 2375, 300 mUVhm?s S)XFHRZG7, 11%IEX- CMEEE R IE MR 7, 900 g/hm?; 6) &
10 R (M3 5 BB K)o TOKFESUR R RIW AT 55— IR 2, B 10 d EAT 28 IR, ¥ WS-16
BT E 2 5Im %, SKEIIN 750 kg/hm®, R56 HAAEARE B R R d . BREE R L0, B
TR 2GR LA AR B ) — A FAE
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Al TG 10d 38 25 14 d A 1 IR, R/NXCR S SRR, B Sl B AHE
5 MFERR, $£25 M, 3 Rilid sk R AR KR TR B

o T AR AEAN T «

0 Zt: MRTOH: 1 P FIUM R UUN & R R (AT S — i, B8N 3 2. 28
= K UL &I R 5 R S RUUN &R MR 7 e S S BLUR &
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24.2. FEMREE
TR, VREAS R AL EE A 1A 25k, (RIS A/ X B AR R AR AR 10 JCHT = N EAT$E
EENEE: Bk, Sohi. TR E. BigrE., Lhrrgs,
2.5. HEITELAR
D) JHIHTRE = (B ZURREL x X HEUE) x 100/(RE BAREL x i KR H D)
2) TRERBI (%) = (&5 X IR OB — AL PR X Bk 550/ 25 6 BR X AR B < 1005
3) IEFEBT (%) = (&5 EX R OB SR 5 — AP XS TR E0)/25 B IR XS TR 30 x 100;
4) B RFEFE/hm?) = FHE hm? 3 x PEA AR RS
5) KRG B (kg/hm?) = AF hm® H R x SRRSRIE < 45908 (%) x THiE(g) x 10°°%
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A I K df 4 £ Excel2003 A1 SPSS17.0 70 Hr i fF Bt AT $edis Ab 22, J5 2273 >R Duncan’s 2 # L
B
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3.1. =X 10 d BUERRE AR EL i

TR AR, ANFEZ S S 10 d AR RO T B0 (R ERATAE 2 5 TR KB AUTE 35.29%~70.59%
Z 18], iR AE 62.33%~83.10% [ o FLH, 240 5/ MEMK I G AN 10 A2 5 Ak [ 2000 A2 995 Fa B A B 4
BEE TR HUORFE B : 24%C M « BEEEE . 6% F X « MEnE R 5P R A 40% 0%
g, #RLE 70%LA L, 2 HIEEA B2 7 m Y 15.8% 11.98%A1 10.78%, =FH M ILEEER. REL L
3 PRGN R s T 27, ERE R ENER . iR E R AR], R 35.29%, R
FRBIRCN 62.33%, WEIKT 240 S/ ERR I .
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AEHFNE XY )5 14 d IEAENE 2. B, MWIRBRBNISCRE, Bra SH 2570 95wk B SC8 =
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Fxt 257, HIA R E AT . AR R = A2 240 5o/ FHHERREEZ, N 80.16%, & T xRz, H
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(FIRARBT BOF 2, 3N 66.67%F1 65.08% . 1% HE 25 7 IR Ik 17 20 0H 43.65%, 2 E KT HAth 2471

WK, WRIRGIRCRE, 4 Pt 25 50w 8 B i i 2 T 25 (1% X« CPEEE), 16
79.19%~91.27%Z 18] o Hfm & /& 240 bo/FHHERRE L, i 4RBIR0E 91.27%, 3 & T B2 RIn P &k, H
UHe: 24% CL M- WE B S, R TEBIZCN 85.12%; 55 =72 40%M5 g, WRIERIRCN 81.28%; KIRMZENZ 6%
FEX « BERERZ A RBUE R, RIRPTRCN 79.19%. EAR LA I 4 Fh 25570 1 57 20080 2. 35 i T e BR 2G50, (H A%
[F)AH L LA B 2 5
3.3. AEIZFIR EERERm

RIREE RR W, JUMA RIZ5 570 o e KR & BA — e 3), SaxtMtt, Bra2in
XK FEHER A AN EREE R = . b, DL 24% M « MR RS 7 it %, IR hm? #6877 7.85%; K
& 240 TO/THEERKELRG, A hm® B 6.75%; 5 =St 40% M F BRI 6.55%; 6% R « WAL FERPIE R
BP= 6.32%; WP B/ H RS IRAFI(11%E X « CUMefE), 3877 6.10%. @i 7200 EmH, BIR 5 it
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Table 1. The comparison of 10 d prevention and control effect after the first dose of different fungicide

% 1. TRGHE—RMEZEE 10 d PraRLE

3w 257 EZ AR itk %ﬁ% TR B2 FiTRBI AL
(g, ml/hnr’) (#) (%) AL (%) (%)
40% 1% i g 225 746 322 0.36 52.94ab 73.11ab
24% CLM: - TR i 375 720 2.62 0.29 62.75ab 78.13ab
6% X - e A S H B 1500 711 3.08 0.34 60.78ab 74.31ab
240 /TR K I f 300 731 2.03 0.23 70.59b 83.10b
11%F K- UM EE ) 900 731 4.52 0.50 35.29a 62.33a
CK(Z=H) 1BIK 710 7.20 1.33 -

e FIZEHE A NG FRERIRTE 0.05 KT 2R R

Table 2. The comparison of 14 d prevention and control effect after the second dose of different fungicide

% 2. FEZBHIERIER 14d BasRLR

b5 EanllEEh=s R 7= Stk P SR BT &% VEEEIIE
(g, ml/hm?) 23] (%) EiFEd (%) (%)
40% 14 1 g 225 743 5.70 0.82 66.67b 81.28b
24% T W15 1 i 375 729 5.04 0.65 70.63b 85.12b
6% X - BENERZE R & 1500 731 6.01 0.91 65.08b 79.19b
240 TL/TFE R i 300 729 3.42 0.38 80.16b 91.27b
1% - CEEE R 900 724 7.61 1.16 43.65a 65.48a
CK(ZH) 1EIK 724 17.40 436 - -

e FSIERE A NS FRERIRAE 0.05 /KPR SRR E.
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Table 3. The effects of different fungicide on yield traits of rice

% 3. NEIGHIR KT~ B MR EH

40% 4% b I 297.0

24% CLM: - TR iR 297.6
6% X - e A B B 2942
240 BT/ FHERK I 298.5
1% X - UM (X R 294.0
CK(Z=H) 286.5

(CRL/AH)
156.4

160.0
158.0
160.4
156.8

152.7

P
%)

81.20
80.63
81.01
79.80
80.74

80.55

TFRiE
()
28.5

AL
(kg/hm’)
10749.92

10826.09
10732.42
10812.86
10607.81

9972.78

bR
(kg/hm’)
9032.43

9142.18
9012.55
9048.93
8994.16

8476.86

It CK
77 (%)
6.55a

7.85a
6.32a
6.75a

6.10a

e RSB A NG FRERIRTE 0.05 KT 2R R
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