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Abstract

In order to clarify the effects of different pesticides on Meloidogyne goeldi on the yield of white ra-
dish, four drugs, Lufida, Phalaenopsis, Paecilomyces lilacinus, and Aino, were used to conduct field
efficacy tests on root-knot nematodes, and the new compound method analysis and comparison of
the differences between the various drug treatments and control treatments. The results showed
that the yield of white radish planted after irrigation with “Lu Fuda” in the seedling stage was the
highest, with a yield of 83 kg and a yield of 6147.81 kg per mu. The third planted after irrigating
the roots with “Huolinlin” was mixed with water, and the yield after planting the soil with “Ainuo”
was not significantly changed compared with the blank control.
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A MEET BN EERERMEL —, EEERHFERLE 13,000 ABCLE, Sl &5 &
HOORT KREAEMALE S —. mT A% MM, HARED . EEAHBL BRI~ e,
RS TS, EERBOR, PR TR O A Tk I, R S A R
of, BB BRI ROR O 2 IR B b SRR T R, WIS Ja — FEI T Bl 4k g
KRR, A kB o s BRSHER N, ORI RS B2 e —. (B2, WEEIR
FRE, A MRGLCRE AR RS, B ISR TS, S AT I A R AU JE
TR, PIE IR EACHRSS, MRS A AR ZE (1] M AR E AN, MR sk, TS
Wi (8 N AP G . N T EE DI R A . DARSE UM A B MRS B RUR, &
ZXAY MURESAT MG, NS RET BEE AE MR R, KA &
M AR AR H IR SRR B %[ 2]

2. X R RIFRFEM
2.1. FRER

2.1.1. iRIREFR
PR MRS,
224 Meloidogyne goeldi
JEL 4 HR: root-knot nematode-

2.1.2. FE7SHHE

MEME A . M RO T3 EARALR N, B RRIREERIE . REERR, BIEE2RE. Bl
HETFKEE 0.4~1.3 mm, “FHITEEEN 0.3~0.7 mm, HARRETHA — 5 H I35 . HEM 24 T FF 2 B BR T,
TR VRS BRI, HEM S (00 B2 S e P B B E 2 — o BT TRIALT T s His &5+ -3
BCMEEONEE b WG BT, K 12 mm; RYHAI 2 WEADHEE TS T . RRLRAl, iE R, K
£ 0.3~0.5 mm. FIEFEFAH, /NI S EER(3].
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EARHE: A% MNETRZERGSE, HAER® Ma—. “HEERARY). RAR, KETE. HE
KEHEY, WEAt. ZE, M, BEE, dad, AR FAEM KR T EHMA KN, @% Ak
FRDE, YT, MR 134, LgaENsEz]; 2. LR REEEEEOE, [ EHEN, A
REMNR, AMEZE. AUFIE: A% MR LGS, AR, HuRIR Rk, SR
AT, WP iUE. BkDUE. @OPR. HYHES, m5 R EAIEE ERF .

2.3. mf: fFE1S

FRAERPIE: A A el b B R MR 22 e i 07 2 BT S b B 2 L S I B3 0T Rk Rk 1
BAEED Mrinfr. EEM 60 KAf, R, MR, HaiRs, WRIRKEER. Mzt K
WRER. WRLLFs AMEE, PURPIRIEGR. — B 4000 kg i

BRIEER: PR X iR, FRMEEM L2 525 HE3 A5 HAE,
KRR RILL 9 A 15 2 9 A 25 HOvE; il X A 5 A ERE 8 A BRIt fiFh, Rr8: b
o AP 5 M e SO B, HORR Ok, SRR AR 9000~10,000 R, FERHEEHE, &
AR BER S, SRLFHRYT . BB LR, SRE PR REE, KR

2.4. IFGEENG

RIS ZHEE oM B T BB U A X UP 56 — 4 8 DIt Hh AL 4% 104°10'16", Jb4h 26°52'52",
R 2160 m, RIS EL L AP, HIEAR JyhSE, RN VDIE L, TIEPH(E 6.8. I THEMBEAE N,
WA b G ER P E, BARIGWIA, S & A0 B HH A B K P A — 3

3. WML R Bt
3.1. I AbE

AEFE 1. PR EIR(ALT% IR I SRR, AR RS R EA IR A R SR AbER I KBER(1%
FIYER R + 20%MEme K FL70), FYLPE AR TA PR A A H24); AbHE I REIWEWQ L7/ 5wk
A, BTV R AR PR A A3 JHLIV: ZH1%MM4ER = + 10%MEMe KL, a2
LR Z A RA AR CK: XFH[4].

3.2. ARG

I 5 AR, AL, 3 EE, WERHIYE R RS AT, 1, 1L 0L, IV, CK &R, ab#
AN 2 0.20 m, A2 1A LAELiE NI A2 0.20 me /NX AL 9.00 m* (1.50 x 6.00 m); 3R X K 21.80 m;
R X % 11.90 m; RKE X R 259.42 m* [5] (FEHLE 1)s

Table 1. Processing methods

F1. BLEAR

b ¥R 5 R i
I T S KREAR(BD 30 m> FIZ45 2.6 ml, 37K 27 kg #EAR)
I T, FEFRG A MEEZS L, 750 ml/F 57K 1000 £ (ED 30 m? FZ4 33 ml)
11 B KERR, 1500 ml/4E 7, (BN 30 m? FHZ4 67 ml S KHERR)
v SLKEEAR, 2000/87, (B 30 m? FIZ4 90 ml 5t /K #EAR)
CK X, R ERIE AN E AT b 2

T FTANX 2 JE KO e
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4. MM EDHEI6]
4.1. WFEER
SRFABEHLIERI =%, BIEE A1 D RABIRE X BEHLR 10 bR BRI BRI R AR, T3 th &N X

HE MU EGERE 2).

Table 2. Yield of each community (unit: kg)

2. ENNXHIFTEENM: kg)

Ab#
I
I
I
v
CK

81
70
78
56
56

78
69
71
55
55

PR

90
70
71
57
52

249
209
232
168
163

AN R
83.00
69.67
77.33
56.00
54.33

PR
6147.81
5160.46
5727.83
4147.92
402422

T PR NX IR T

4.2. FESH

SR «

EZN N

(SSR M%) 7 58 A 7> A (VE LA 3).

Table 3. Analysis of variance

A H ARG Gt M A (GR AR £R) (SAES.5.0) (1 AR HT(V)— BEHLIX 20 45 5 77 2 40 4

=3 HESH
BRKIR SEHH BHE Ty F BEHC F(0.05) F(0.01)
S| 1936.93 4 48423 51.33 " 3.84 7.01
HE 14.53 2 7.27 0.77 NTE 4.46 8.65
R 75.47 8 9.43
AR 2026.93 14
e TRREREE, TRRERNEE
4.3. LSR (FiE W= NLE)
WRYEH AL 15 H i/ N R B W ZEAE, BRI sgmn g5 RO WK 4).
Table 4. Significant difference test (SSR method)
4. EREEMMIE(SS)R &
NS HRF5 FI% 5% BEH 1%EEH
I 2 83.00 a A
111 3 77.33 a AB
I 4 69.67 b B
v 5 56.00 c C
CK 6 54.33 c C
S= 1.7 LSR0.05 = SSR0.05(8)*S

LSR0.01 = SSR0.01(8)*S

i AL By CRRE %RV LEREENE, WHLLE, ARFRERORZERNEE, MATRRRZERARE; a by ¢ R 5%KF L
ERBEVE, PR, ARTRRRERRE, HRTRHRRERARE.
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44. TRELGFILENEE MIREM
Mg, THIARLE T NS 2 A IRNKALE, A RIE AR A S b EGENLEAR

5. GRS N

R4 4 W= =7 B0, ST AS MR N 15 CK. 4AH 1V,
WHE I ERREE, SOE I NERATE, WIS CK. B IV NERREE, S IIKE
FRE; M5 CK. IV INESHESE; LFEIVE CK IERALRE.

6. BE5R

B “BEEIR Y AKEMURREI S N R RIS R AR RS M AL E 5
s R EOKEERR AR = A “ R BRI M KRR, SR LF
VAR, A% MRERA RS, ATRLEFBRE L. WERLERE . KB =Fh 2550 pi6 IR 4
g,

FiAh, BEES T EH AN FE A B 3 N R AR, R A MREL R et EaE
EMIRIPIE R BAT HHRE 5 00, AR5 et — 2 RGUHIR AT

SE3Hk
[11 R, 734 F, e, ZEABIIRE MRALHIN]. LI RLREH, 2018-8-29, 2 003 fiR.
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[3] FhEZE, A, skBflE, & BERRSLRRNLGEPIE0]. HE B, 2011, 1(13): 26-28.

=, B, PR RIEYR R FE SO A M. bR A E RO AR, 2014
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