th# B 2H% (Jour. agric. Res. China) 30(1) : 51~56 (1981)

B 76 46 #im B A B
REM FHE HAAE BRA B2xd’ WL

HE © AT (Hinodan) 35 % WM BIZER i M 1 38 B AR BV Z B ol B ke » B »
HERAF YRR EHRIS T BRERS 4.9 B 41.5% B HEHRELES 20.0 B 20.2%
HRBAFEZ AR EHRIE 2 T BRMEE 14.8% B HRBHRME 8.2 % o B (Hinosan
) SONBAMHERBR LSRR TRE » ERFREOQRAEFREE 50.1 & 54.2% - (B4
TRBGATIHE RAPHEBE o BRI (Kasumiron) 2.19% #EI AR &R MASRNE » =
W (Beam) 3% RIfl MM K AN A B2 REHEE o

BiiafasR 2 SRR R 26 2% © » TEVRMEBE 40% 508 (Fuji-1) » Z8&® 75 %
AIRMEH (Beam) » EBE 21.2 % TRMEMEl (Kasurabcide) RiE&#h 6 %4 (Oryzemate)
» FEHERZERIE IE 30 fEx % @ o R 64 LRI 21 MERHER MUGE » ERENERRE
EREHST (Hinodan) 35% "IEHME L ER I (Hinosan) 50% L8 - fhik L EHEHB INE
AERABRES » DU EREIS SR 44 (68) EEHE—IIES DIESLE - 2 Fif - BISER
FURB R FEBRERBES T ITREURD AR AR - B HRERE HRERET AR S
TEARR » BBENE  BiERE -

HERAEE

ARESBRES » AR B ERHERIR RN AR R EES - AR EBE
LRI EERBIRABH R R -

HEa—  StRRBH (1) ZBER 2.1% ¥#El (Kasumiron 2.1% D) ( Kasugamycin 0.1 %+
Phosdiphen 2%), (2 )##5 50% L%l (Hinosan 50% EC) (O-ethyl-S, S-diphenyl dithiophospha-
te (EDDP)], (3) #EhTT 5% REMAE (Hinodan 35 % WP) (O-ethyl-S. S-diphenyl dithio-
phosphate 15 9% +4, 5, 6, 7, -tetrachlorophthalide 20%) - RS REHEMEYE » T2 EBE£H7
s /NEFER 0.128 a o F—RESER AL 2.1% BEl > AEEEEREBARG AEXRSE 0.63 ke
ai.fha o FRBEEEEKR 2.1% ¥HE > AEELEREBEVRAERSE 0.84 kg aifha o §
ZREBERIRS0% LB » EREEERE% S 0.550.6 cc a.d./ha » HMBEHBENTT 35% WRE
WE EREBBHEIGES 0.35 R 0.42 kg a.i.fha - FRBEBIHEELRIE  5H— LB @
B B G » S REmEERIA BB R AY o EEARH AR ENAES NERE 40 %

1. EEERRRARIT WRRE F 97135 .

2. K FEEERRS L » EEEFE -

3. 4~ 5 BHBIABERAEUESNE  BhEREURSNE  HNREERRSEL BB REURBER
DHEE

1. AFEmREAEIE » ZWE iR Bk
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B BRABIMIRERFRREE - ERRER NEWEEA—1TR » Kb R > FHEE » HiQRFHERSE

RERBREMRENAEER - ARNEREERINEL -
& 1. FBHIEE %% B
Table 1. Testing localities and date of application
T T T
) o Date of application
oo B wOR OB T i@ # W & 2 i
Localities Date of o Leaf blast Panicle blast
transplanting - = 3 — ‘ 5 - XK
— _1st time 2nd time 1st time | 2nd time
A=t 3/11/1979 9/111 22/111 30/1V 21/V
Pai-ho, Tainan :
B A 18/1/1979 23/11 2/I111 9/1V | 23/1V
Wan-luan, Pingtung f
]
HiE AR 18/1/1979 2/1V 12/1V 9/V 24/V
Min-chien, Nantou ‘
i pE 1711171979 12/1V 22/1V 31/V 17/V1
Juang-wei, Ilan 1

a. WESEERTFARAR - 23R 248 BT » #E 3 A 20 AifEZE—K -

It stormed in the afternoon, Mar. 23 and 21 continued to rain, hence applied again at Mar. 26.

HERT I EEH (1) =ZFEW 3% f#l (Beam 3% G) (Tricyclazole : 5-methyl-1, 2, 4-
triazolo (3, 4-b)-benzothiazole) , (2) ZFER L 50% 3.7 > (Hinosan 50% EC) (3) #Ehif+ 35%
RERE (Hinodan 35% WP) o REAGABHE - MEYE > FEHKEET], JNEWE 0.128 a« H—RE
TREBZEW 3 pRAl o EEANREEIREGEHE  H—BEHEES 2.01g ai./m?s FE
BREERS 1.5¢g ai./m? HEREAERR 50% LB EHEERBER 35% "iRERHE » HH
ZEER 0.35 kg a.i.fha o H—REREBAFRN—REBEKE » DFHOBIGRBRBEERK » 16547
Rz FENETIE  MHENFRBEFRE F=REEEBMANEERERZ - ERRAMRL
HRERAETERRRE—  ABMMBEHERIInNE?2 -

* 2. ABMEERHGEZEE 1A
Table 2. Testing localities and date of application
! il 32
Date of application
oo B L Ly R I PRI Eadyn GE=RERE)
Localities Date of Seedbed Leaf blast (3rd and 4th treatment)
transplanting E1R2EE) — = =
Ist and 2nd treatment 1st time l 2nd time
e
ZiE ANl 3/11/1979 2/11 9/111 22/111
Pai-ho, Tainan
B 4 9/11/1979 8/11 2/1V 12/1V
Min-chien, Nantou ) |
oIRGB 6/111/1979 i 5/111 13/1V 21/1V
Wuo-may, Hsinchu !
TW OHE 1/111/1979 | 28/11 12/IV 22/1V
Juang-wei, Ilan i
| |

a. RFE 1M o See footnote on Table 1.
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He—
— - ERRBHERR
B~ R BRRHESHE4 4838 17T B~ 48 27T HES5 A7 HRAGE 4 BIARERE
B2 ERIRERB R GEME 3 KRR 2.1 pHBEESEZ I AR E  HRB4AM  BS
B > MAEAL ERCR S o BRI 50 sl BIZbiREA AN » E s AMREES S 19.5 52.4
50.5 K §7.5 % » Mg 35 % IREMBIZBIEET 5 61.2 % » BiiAERIF
* 8. ZEAREEHEEZ ERBGIRRRHRE (%)

Table 3. Disease severity of leaf blast and percentage of control
under different chemical treatments (%)

) l e e " ] R
; EE Al | FE EE I A HW A *F B
ﬁil‘ tﬂ 1 \jVan—lluan, Min-chien,
reatmen Pai-ho, Tainan Pingtung Naatou Juang-wei Ilan Average
|
Kasumiron 2.1% D 33.9(45.5”)’;1 \ 3.6(81.0) a 24.9(46.5) ab 333(34.8) b 24.1(52.0)
0.63 kg a.i./ha
Kasumiron 2.1% D 31.3(497) a i 2.5(86.8) a 22.3(52.0) a 41.5(20.2) b 24.4(52.2)
0.84 kg a.i./ha '
Hinosan 50% EC 50.1(19.5) b I 9.0(524) b 23.0(50.5) a 22.1(57.5) a 26.1(45.0)
i
Hinodan 33% WP 35.2(43.4) b E 1.9(899) b 271(41.7) b 15.7(69.8) a 20.0(61.2)
Untreated control 62.2 c “ 189 c 46.5 c 52.0 c 449

a. FEMRBBFEBIHIAE o Figures in Parentheses are percentages of control.
b. ERELFRHEREZRK Duncan’s LEIRRIERTE S BRUZKHENERTEZ o Figures followed by the
same letter are not significantly different at the 5% level.

 MREgmbiaE

B~ B AREREESHE6H 25 B 578 17 B 67 21 HR7R9 BHAA% - LERFR
BB BRAREREERRERME 4 - S ESBERBERT L CRCLE AR MATR
B > AT T A SO A TR Y BRI » SERLER 509 LRSI A ML S 3
FREYBH TR BCR B > DR E 58.2% ©

® 4. FETRSAEE MEAFENEERBRE (%)

Table 4. Percentage of disease panicle and percentage of control
under different chemical treatment (%)

ZHE An FE B #H Bl HE r 0B
Treatment ) . Wa}n—luan, Min-chien,

Pai-ho, Tainan Pingtung Nantou Juang-wei, Ilan Average

Kasumiron 2.1% D 0.8(75.0%) ; 1.6(52.9) ab 5.8(34.8) a 39.7(90) ¢ 12.0(43.0)
0.63 kg a.i./ha

Kasumiron 2.1% D 0.7(78.1) a 0.7(79.4) a 45(494) a 35.1(195) b 10.3(56.6)
0.84 kg a.i./ha

Hinosan 50% EC 0.5(84.4) a 1.2(64.7) a 45(494) a 28.7(34.1) a 8.7(58.2)

Hinodan 35% WP. 1.7(46.9) ab 1.3(62.7) ab 46(48.3) a 25.1(42.4) a 8.2(50.1)

Untreated control 32 b 34 b 89 b 436 d 14.8

a~b: BE35HM o See footnote on Table 3.
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ZEREE

B39 ~ i ZRHESE6H 27 H- 6568 23 H~64 23 HR7A 16 Blk# - &#ERR
MR Y R IENE S o A BB BN EE T ERRE  (IHRERER - ARLERZE
B > (RHIEEREE o SRR 50 %ILEINGERFT 35 % IR BEE E R YRR E -

% 5. ZMEAAEHEEZER (ke/ha) BIBES (%)
Table 5. Yield and percentage of yield increased under different
chemical treatment (%)

i - e an | BE &M | g KM | wW BE | F0®
T reatment ) Wa}n—luan, Min-chien,
Pai-ho, Tainan Pingtung Nantou Juang-wei, Ilan Average

2,256.0(58.3)b | 4,213.7(31.0)

Kasumiron 2.1% D 2,177.8(38.5"); I 6,877.0(9.9)ab | 5,5440(17.1)a
0.63kg a../ha

Kasumiron 2.1% D 2,070.3(3L.7)a 6,909,0(10.5)& 5,580.0(17.9)a 2,018.0(41.8)b | 4,144.3(25.5)
0.84kg a../ha

Hinosan 50% LC 1,972.5(23.8)a | 6,920.0(10.7)a ‘ 5,472.0(15.6)a < 2,579.0(81.2)a | 4,235.9(33.3)
| ‘

|

Hinodan 33% WP 2,246.0(42.8)a | 6,610.0( 5.7)ab | 5,525.0(16.7)a % 2,813.0(97.7)a | 4,298.9(40.7)

Untreated control 1,572.3 b | 6,252.0 b 4,734.0 b 1,4230 - ¢ | 344953
|

a. SENRAYE S A8 EER « Figures in percentage of yield increased.

b. B 37 « See footnote on Table 3.

He=
ERBRBEEaEE

B SR IRIERES A4 A4R-48 20 B-58 11 AR5 AT HAE  2ETFEER
I BRI RS BB RN 6 o S 396 B EIEIAEAS BURAYEH R UR L R RIRE X - SR
1R 509 FLEE B RIGUBS I (E » TEEE R BE » DHAEE 18.7% » #EFT 35% AR B
RSRIERE  LIHREENEAEE 749 %

3% 6. #AEAREHREZERBRENARBEER (%)

Table 6. Discase severity of leaf blast aad percentage of control
under different chemical treatment (%)

I H E =101 M A T IRYE HW AE 7 ¥
Treatment - Min-chien, Wuo-may, Average
Pai-ho, Tainan Nantou Hsinchu Juang-wei, Ilan
Bean 3% G 47.7(28.5%) abb 16.2(44.1) a 11.6(48.0) a 27.8(41.8) b 25.8(40.6)
2.01g a.i./m?
Beam 3% G 458.2(30.7) ab 16.1(44.5) a 12.2(45.3) a 35.2(26.4) b 27.4(36.7)
1.50g a.i./m?
Hinosan 50% EC 54.2(18.7) ab 17.5(39.7) a 13.3(40.4) a 17.7(63.0) a 25.7(40.5)
Hinodan 35% WP 36.7(40.5) a 17.0(41.4) a 12.0(46.2) a 12.0(74.9) a 20.2(50.8)
Untreated control 66.7 c 29.0 b 22.3 b 478 c 41.8
\

a~bfF3 M o See footnote on Tadle 3.
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E2 RBEIFEERBAR AR EREENBENST 35 % MRIEHHA » EAR—-HPIRRER
20.0 % » BHAEE 61.2 % » ERBRTHEHRER 20.2 % > BHIAER 50.8 % » A 50 %382
FHEREERR—B 26.1 % BHiAK 45.0 % » BB RERI P RE » BHBHTN -3 ERRREN
BB FHREE 50.1 % BWAERE 19.5 % EEBEHREZRRER 18.9 % - MENE 50 %
B2 BREIRE 9.0 % - (HAEHRERREE 52.0 %ritE 2 BHRERE 22.1 % » MEHREE
57.5 % » IR PRI 7 B A RO IR B 2 2k BB MBS R T S 20O R R — B » BB R BRI BRRR
T B ASE - RE6AGEEATE 21 MRAE A ERIEBER » R BN A ERRERT
35 o EMI T » HEHRES 29.0 % (HRES92.3%) » HEHIAER 68.6 % o HARBERR 50 %
SLE > HEHRES 31.3% 0 BHRES 66.1 % @ » RAFEH RBRBERIE - 255 5K 50 %
SLBIBF G BRI E B A= 3 %R > (LEAT « ARSRIBRIEREZR - =T 3%RAIAR
MAEK > FRETLENRERNE » BIEGHEENHRTE - 3B 2.1% HAELESBARN
By AN o (BFERMMER R R R o BHERBRZBI A BRI AR 502 SLBI R KT 35%
RGBSR E o FHERERTIS5% T RENEIR &S » HARERR 50 %7K B kER
EIRBURT B E > FTLERILEB L ARMAE -

2EXR

. EEEAKE 1963 A RERARRNEEAERERRER o

. BRI EAREE 1974 WY IRETH (6342E) 150pp. ZEIEE BUR B HEELRED ©
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Effectiveness of fungicides for control of rice blast'

W. H. Tsai? S. C. Lee?, Y, Z, Yang*, C. M. Yu®, W. T. Leu® and C. C. Chien’

Summary

Among the fungicides tested at different locations, Hinodan 35% WP was the most
effective and stable fungicide for controlling rice blast. The disease severity of Hinodan
35% WP tested plot were 20.0% or 20.2% while the disease severity of control plot were
44.9% or 41.5 %, respectively. The percentage of disease panicle was 8.2 % while the
control plot was 14.8 9%. The effectiveness of Hinosan 50 % EC on leaf blast control
was not stable among the different locations tested. The disease severities Hinosan 50 %
EC tested plots were 50.1% and 54.2 % at Pai-ho area where the leaf blast was severe.
However, it still gave an excellent panicle blast control at that arsa. Kasumiroa 2.1 %
D. also could be applied for both leaf and panicle blast control and B:am 3 % G.
applied on the szedbed before transplanting to protact plants at early stage in thz
paddy field.
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