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FAARN AT EF] RABELERZREMNZTT 1A AE R 5 F L4577 H 693 H AR, B o247 6 AP
TFAEZF A ERRIFREAT XL (LER] 10N T AL B FHATA LA RIPHAERN KRR, EC A H
0.008 pg/mL; #7 B A RAAF e 25 7 A 3 b BE A 85 -v2 F X BB A A2 200 g/L RBL A - R Pk 3%
F,ECy 482 #1 % 0.051 pg/mL A= 0. 093 pg/mL; & £4k 71 8 8 £ £ K x5 5020 48 % R 7T I8 W4 7l Ao
25U R A B R F A R LA RS AN A3 76349, LR A 15U 5 H R - EREFHRAN, 4%
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1 #RFF*E

1.1 RIEFRE
1.1.1 #Xmikd Mg ZEHRIIWAETH
AR K 2F L PR 7 2 E R 0 TR A B W) 2 R

112 BRaXeadedh SR D)% 5 A 4 0l B 1 % ik

(potato dextroseagar, PDA) #EA7 i ',

1.1.3 B FEE A
F1 FEFREFEL

R B AL TR (R D).

Table 1 Fungicides and manufacturers

P EIES i PR
1 50 %% 4% 36 W WP INZR B+ B E Y R4 A B W
2 39/ bk s Tk T TR - W GR W LT AR R 2 A PR )
3 116 A - 0 - 5 R FS T AL AR AT B ]
4 325 g/L 2R H - 5 T g SC SEIE 35 M EAE Y PR P A BR A H
5 500 g/L H B8 8 R SC VLA B WA TR0 A B )
6 43 Y% FTA - 5 T R SC FERAEYRE2E O ED A BR A 7 6504324 )
7 15% 2T 2 - 18 W FS REE CEY R R A
8 187 WE R - 1 - 5 1 FS Fii - SE I A AE Y R AP A BRA )
9 200 g/ L Fl Bt 5 - 4% F e SC Tt -+ Se 1E R AE W AP A BR A )
10 1095 BB mg SC I T IR AR M B A BR A ]
11 25 %6 UM TR R SC VLI AR 25055 BT e 00y A B A )

TE WP S alBE R 5 SC BT 5 GR OB s TS S Ff 1Ak BT

1.2 ENHABUE

SR FH B 22 1 K S 1 T AR T R G 2R B R D T
o 30 TR AR o R U T PR 7E PDA B3R &R LA E
25 CHWE A& MF T 9% 3 d, 76 Tl 4 14 FH BB 4T 4L
AR TE TR 75 N ST B S mm B DR 45 5 1 IR 56 245 1 8
% T AR G B K TR 5 A VIR R B BE B T T R B
FEHE TR S5 8 10 i R 24 0 K TR R I
50 ‘CAEAT [ 49 ¥ 35 S rh iR #2 4), 57 RIS F 9 cm
f14 35 35 10 HR )BT B, DG B AR 24 1 SRy X R
FHAE RN BRI DR R T & 25 P M rh e TR Z 11 W1 F
FEIW,ET 25 CHRMTREFR6d)E, H 538X
I EO AR BT O E IR LT AR
TR %

T R = (25 10 BT & 2 A2 — 2450 Ak 2R 9%
1) /25 FIxE BB TE 242 X 100 967
1.3 HEZHYKRE

T 1) 245 203t 96 A T 8 A sk 4 i M DT S
WA HEAT A3 56 SR FH D Ak 305 vk AT U o T )
MR 24 50 & H 5 R A B L L 20 SR /N IXGR G
FEA/NX KN R 13 mxX 10 m, F 34 /NX, A 3w R

390 m*, 25 7| [A) B AR 9P AT o A R ORERCT BTRT R i b
43 500 R A O g 2% R ™ B AR 1 i BRI B TR AL
FCRA/NX IR T0RRRL o ARE G K A5 Bl
PLUR 43 BAmfE

098 - AR I Ef Ak 46 18T TS BAE

1 2% AR 3 TR T A 2 B ) BT o B 7 AR 1
TR I 0~25%0 5

3 BEAT wE A B AR AT 2520 ~5074 5

SR BEA AR B AR AT 5020 ~7524 5

TR BEAE SR AR 7520 ~1002%

9 9%« BEAL 5 AR b R AT 10000, HAM SR A
BIBAR

I I R B B R BRI B A R

R = (R /P8 A BRRE0) < 100 %

I 1 8 B0 = > (45 G5 R B30 < A oL 9 850) / (i
SR B S = G ) X 100

B ¥ R0 = [ O FR 55 i 450 — A 3305 195 45 450 /
Xof HE 9 155 5 £ ] X 100 %6
1.5 HEsSMELE

3 ] Microsoft Excel 2010 F1 SPSS 24. 0 4k {f %f
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Table 2 Agents required for seed treatment and their information
F5 Rb T2 5 FilE] B L TR
1 1156 K5 H - 0% - w5 FS 450 mL/100 kg il ¥ b T 5 Al A B
1 kg/10 kg ff 7
1 kg/50 kg fft 7
2 10004 cfu/ g Hi 55 2F LT 1 DP DR AE R A A PR W
1 kg/100 kg Fi 7
1 kg/200 kg Fh 7
3 25 g/ LIS B G+ 10g/L K 1 75 7 SC 400 mL/100 kg F 1 i S IE IR E W AR 3 A B A
4 18 %5 g R - % < A FS 200 mL/100 kg fil - i S IE IS E W A AT B
5 15% Z T R - 1 25 3L FS 200 mL/100 kg fift 7 REE CEYRHA PR A
6 50 %% 45 52 XL WP 500 g/100 kg Fh 1+ WA E - BAED PR A BRA H
7 25 6T R
BOHE PEAT 3BT o K A0 T R A B A LR A, 2450 W FE O 10 pg/mL 1100 K§ HY - % - BE TR FS W £

R B AR D X B, I [R1 DRk 5K 5 7 19109 75 7 A
ARG Z B, 5 A% 2% TR A 0 ) o R EC o fEL.

2 HER5HMW

2.1 REFINEZERINEELEKOH G IER

11 ol % T 590 % 252 6 e 7 1R XA S [l R ) 40
YERD, HLBE A& W BE 35 B0 R 3w  Hoh 1590 2
R - M@ 3K FS M 10% B M SC 7E ik BE 43 Bl
3 pg/mL A1 pg/mL I 400 B 2 1 35 3] 100 20 , #1074 &K
AT & AT R, 24 300 Nk mk ok B R - PR R L GR

5 pg/ml \25% U H g SC W IE N 15 pg/ml 15% £
PR R IERUFS A 1896 e - 1% K5 H FS ¥Ry 1
ng/mL I, M B R A T 90% ~100% 2 [, 1 5 2R
B, B 500 g/L W L6 18 2 SC ¥ 28 0. 05 pg/mL
PA Kz 25 %0 T T TR SC# B2 0. 5 pg/mL i 411587 2% 53
Bk 4.99% FIA.73% 1% U BE 255 LT %t 32 B 4k 0T
B2 R K TG RIE . NI, 159 Z B R - 46 2 W SC
10 26 W BT SC X 22 T Bl 71 T8 T 22 1Y AR I 1A s
A OR (B 1) (£3)

E1 ABRANFERITEHZEKHIMNEER
Fig. 1 Antibacterial effect of the agent on the growth of F. flocciferumhyphae
HA50% fZEM ;A—a:10 pg/mL,A—b:30 ug/mL,A—c:50 pg/mL,A—d:70 pg/mL,A—e:90 pg/mL,A—f:CK; B:15%
ZWR I ;B—a:0.01 pg/mL,B—b:0.3 pg/mL,B—c:0.5 pg/mL,B—d:1 pg/mL,B—e:3 pg/mL,B—{:CK; C:200 g/L %t
HEHE B ;C—a:0.005 pg/mL,C—b:0.01 pg/mL,C—c:0.08 pg/ml,C—d:0.2 pg/mL,C—e:0.5 pg/mL,C—{:CK,
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Table 3 Inhibition of hyphae growth of F. flocciferum with fungicides
o . - : WY& E A%/ cm .
P45 A B A HH B/ (pgemL ) - e e/ %

10 7.52 10. 23

30 6.33 25.45

1 50% 4% 3 WP 50 8.32 5.08 41.43
70 3.43 62.53

90 1.63 85.55

0. 005 6.50 23.27

394 e AT I - VB 0001 >-08 A

. 0.001 8.32 3.92 56. 27

oR 1. 000 2.63 72.76

10. 000 1.18 91. 30

0.010 7.78 6.91

0. 200 5.87 31.33

3 1156 45 HY - i - W TR F'S 0.500 8.32 4.97 42.84
1.000 3.93 56. 14

5. 000 1.15 91. 69

0.010 6.92 17.90

0. 050 5.85 31.59

4 325g/L A H - W B iR SC 0. 500 8.32 3.75 58. 44
3.000 2.52 74.17

10. 000 1.43 88.11

0. 050 7.93 4.99

0. 500 7.13 15. 22

5 500g/L F & H R SC 5. 000 8.32 5.15 40. 54
8. 000 2.97 68.41

10. 000 1.73 84.27

0. 005 6.62 21.74

0. 050 5.58 35.04

6 43 %6 FLEE - 5 T g SC 5. 000 8.32 4.53 48.47
10. 000 4.08 54.22

15. 000 3.82 57. 54

0.010 7.55 9.85

0. 300 6.10 28. 39

7 15% ZWH R -EEWFS 0. 500 8.32 4.00 55. 24
1.000 1.08 92. 58
3.000 0.50 100. 00

0. 005 7.48 10. 74

0. 050 6.17 27.49

8 1800 WER -1 - K5 H FS 0.100 8.32 5.15 40. 54
0. 500 2.55 73.79

5. 000 1.10 92.33

0. 005 7.23 13.94

200g/1L JEL S - 36 1 s 0.010 6.08 28. 64

) 0. 080 8.32 4.67 46. 68

s¢ 0. 200 3.65 59. 72

0. 500 2.77 70. 97

10 10 M- mE SC 0005 8.32 6.02 2941
0. 008 4.08 54.22
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gR3

o . et & AR /em e
75 N Rl Qb PR BE / (pgemL ") prgen o IR/ %

0.010 3.05 67.39

0. 200 1.75 84.02

1. 000 0.50 100. 00

0. 500 7.95 4.73

0. 800 6.27 26.21

11 25 % B TR SC 1.000 8.32 4.98 42.71

3. 000 1.83 82.99

15. 000 1.03 93.22

T PR AR 6 d T 7 58 S B i 22 A S 3 CE RSP S

2.2 AARBEFINEZERINENEANFTAH

AN TR) 2% TR 76 K 32 B iR D A R D AATE T
25 (F4), 10% HHEME SC I ECo i e/, 4 0. 008
g/ mL, 3 B2 TR 09 B ) o 245 R0 U 5 AR TR
T 1R A 2 300 Nk mae ik T i - WEAE R GR R 200g/L
SEE S - A W SCL, H ECy (543 8 0. 051 png/ml

0.093 pg/mlL;18% WE R - 1% - K5 FS . 325g/L 4 H -
WE DA TR SC L 15% 2 W R - 46 L XUFS F 1106 K H - g -
W5 FS B ECy fH 4 T 0. 15 pg/mL~0. 56 pg/mL Z
], 22 B LA b 2% T 700 0% 410 7 A0SR A58 5 T 50 %6 4 25 3L
WP 1) EC f fc K, 35 8 49. 272 pg/mL, Xt 2 B ]
LSRR E ST

x4 IRHREFAMNZERITENZEASN

Table 4 Indoor virulence of 11 fungicides againstF. flocciferum

=2 AREH HHEETE Y= M RE(R) EC,/(pgemL ")
1 50 %4 4 32 XL 3.76x—6.26 0.891 49. 272
2 3 IR ek R T - TR 0.962+1.23 0.964 0.051
3 7% LR A 1.76x+0.6 0.946 0.558
4 325 g/L 2 - BETA iR 1.13240.7 0.991 0.247
5 500 g/L HH A A 1.132—0.26 0.885 2. 054
6 43 % U - 5 e 0.41x—0. 24 0.969 3.8
7 159 Z 1 R - 47 W 1.92r+1.26 0.724 0.315
8 1894 Wi 7 - 1% - 5 H 1.58r+1.33 0.988 0.151
9 200 g/L F LS - K H e 1.25r+1.28 0.967 0.093
10 10%6 I T 1.24r+2.67 0.721 0. 008
11 25 %% T T R 3.492—0.9 0. 869 1.468

2.3 ZERIEXNAEREF B SRRE

R ML 7 B R R AT LR (R 3) 78 TLFP R
R0 Rk R A Y A 5096 A 9% XU AT R 1 R R RN
2500 B T TR B E R L 0 0l O 3. 76 F1 3. 49, KRB B
B T T T 22 0 OB ME B o 5 1500 2 T R - AR R L
FS . 11% K5 H - 0% - M5 TR FS 1820 WE R - 1% - K5 H FS,
200 g/L S BEF2 - 25 F g SC .10 % M-k SC 325 g/L
K H - R R SC & 500 /T H LB 7 SC AR K
YU /DN L 7 i 245 750 1) R ME AR R A 5 AR 0. 41 11
43 %6 FTA - 15 B TR SCFIREAR N 0,96 1Y 370 Mt wk i T
fits - W R GR AU e 59

2.4 HEIZHRHIE

6 i Fft 7 Ak B ) AE F KT I BT — R BT R
R (F5), Hih 100042 cfu/g #i B 28 AT B8 77 5
Fift T L Sy 12 200 B 955 155 48 ke /N, o 33. 33, B ACH
47.83% , B it R R b HoR g2 450 mL 1106 45 1 -
W« e AT b PR TF R BC L 100 kg Bl R R HOR S
BN A1, 67, B 1E R RA BEhfo 6 FloRh - Ab B ¥ 1
R WU TS0 1 By VA ROR $ A0 25, B0 AR Ab Y 245 3L
N S NN EE R

3 it

E N E R RGE A B TR T 20154F 4 A 7E 1D
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Table 5 Field efficacy of seed treatment against Fusarium root rot of maize

GhFR 25 L B ES LA
93 1 46 L Bii &/ % 93 13 46 5L Bii %/ %
1106 A5 HY - 1% - W5 T 450 m1./100 kg # 7 41.67 34.78 44.40 17. 32
1 kg/10 kg fl v 55. 56 13. 04 60. 00 0
L000 12,/ 95 45 5 25 LT B 1 kg/50 kg ff T 55. 56 13. 04 73.30 0
1 kg/100 kg 7 42.22 33.92 51. 10 4.84
1 kg/200 kg F 1~ 33.33 47.83 46.70 13. 04
25g/L W TH i +10g/L A% 1 75 R 400 mL/100 kg fil ¥~ 44. 44 30. 44 60. 00 0
186 WE R - 1% - K H 200 mL./100 kg F T 44. 44 30. 44 47.20 12. 10
15% 2 W R - 18 26 3L 200 mL/100 kg ff - 52.78 17. 39 65.10 0
5056 4 32 3L 500 g/100 kg Fh 7 55. 56 13. 04 53. 30 0.74
G =Ropl 63. 89 53.7

VG 25 7 M T T B Rl 26 B 48 b o B A R
T AE B RE 3 /0N 22 B0 5 RAR JE i v 43 5 75 30 1
R BT L A SO T AR e /AN I T AT
X B — R A5 KSR 9 28 Ak & W R AT R A, o m] R %
TR GT R FITERL 190 A= 4 B R T Ak B R K0
WM AT A A AR il A 7 T e A K TR R B
OC 98 S E , AT AT 3 4 et A7 3G DR
P R R MR R . EARRE RN EE
i 01 B AT A P 2 R0 s DA B DR S R Y T Ok
993 3 A FH b A B 50 3R 47 B R B 3G, S R ok gk
PR TR AR

LR, R R 70 55 8 T8 51 R 1 3 Bk B 2, X
T4k 7 T 0 PN 2 R0 S AR X & T 4 BE AT
i 38 A€ H R P X 97 %6 2 B R WP X LA A ik )
PRI TR A0 B A5 A G A5 R G A TG R YA X ik H
PR W X 346 2 9k ) T (F. avenaceum) B AT Bt 19 40 41
FH 5 90 4 A 250 9 38 2 R - T B s EC X2 41 4k 0T 1R
(F. semitectum) MR A5k T i (F. oxysprorum) ¥ ECs,
(E /I 55 7 0 5 KR4 0 iR 0B 80 %0 s 3 AS X
B2 Bk O T (F. solani) (40 T 250 B b5 9% 427 il
502 HEEBT I R WP X R B4 0T I8 kT T
8 400 VR B K, 3006 WE R R AS X 4Rt Bk U7 B Y
EC, fH 5/, 8 F7 ik o PO, mae 28 % B ) R g %
A VA 70 % e ) TR T 22 A KA R AR R . T
2 G AR T A O DR R = ek ) (F
tricinctum) ¥ 50 %0 B 6 - 2 8 R WP e, 22 fL i 7]
T X 60 g/ L s mi it SC 4 #URR , A T3 T T % 60 06 e
ik - FQ AR IR W G A AT SRR 5 2 A5 e A5 i Gl A T

SRy SRR B AR A 5 DT B X 400 g/ L R Bk e EC R
5 5 b A B A O 1L PG A O P I 2R TR e ) TR
Xt T3 75 45 A% B R EW SBURCPE 5 R [ S U R G AR T e
AN R R R T X 450 g/ L K f it EW
R, PRI, S T R 0 T Xt R TR R A AR R ] OF:
1) o Bk 0 B S [t X6 2% 1 ) A9 0P R )
XA S AW A A S BEY RS 2R
AR

H A, AN R 09 B 35 K 3 1A R b
BRI AR 2, 57 7 HIE 800 Nk mk ik 1A iR FS+
20% A5 H AR R FS+25 g/L M B I FS(5+1+2.5)
g/ (100 kg) B A fff F B X6F 5 K 25 15 9 4 B 55 dme g 5 7
P 4 A5 B 20 26 Dbk - R - 30 MR A b 3R TR ) 5
T EE A 1e 50 B X T K 22 PR 1 B A SR AL B
RT3k 86. 904 5 b s i SE VA Y 2820 KM FS 5
40% fRsE FS IR G H 5 FhBC b Ry 1:500 B, B i &
SR IR PR 9 AR B A, Bl AR 56. 4%, Ui B 2 AN L
Ji% 53 1R TC 24 390 R A 8 B TR RO

4 Hie

L1 Fofr 3% 390 T 22 26 4 0 TR AT 2 10 1 802 R Y
R 10% mF B SC, H vk Ry 390k mk ok By g - A R
GR 1200 g/L 8 EEFE - 48 H s SC 5 11 22 B Hik T 0 1R 2
Xt 50 %6 4 38 B WP F1 25 %6 U R SC i fUsk 5 78 H
[E1] Bl 25 v, 6 i Aol = Ak L 24 550 7 BT S A0 SRl w1 3
fF, 1 00042 cfu/g #fi B 2F #14F 18 DP 5 # 5 Bc L
1:200 LA}z 450 mL 11 % K5 H' - 1 - 5 18 F'S Bt Lk 100 kg
ol B5f B TR RO BT
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Indoor efficacy determination and field efficacy
screening of Fusarium flocciferum

Qi Na', WANG Ai-wen*,XU Yong-feng,HE Shu-wen, YANG Cheng-de"

(1. Laboratory of Biocontrol Engineering of Crop Pests and Diseases in Gansu Province , College of Plant Protec-
tion , Gansu Agricultural University , Lanzhou 730070, China. 2. Zhangye Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Zhangye 734000, China. 3. Zhangye Station of Plant Protection and Quarantine , Zhangye 734000, China)

Abstract: [ Objective] To screen for highly effective and low — toxicity fungicides against Fusarium flocciferum,
the main pathogen affecting maize roots. [Method] This study imployed the mycelial growth rate method to deter-
mine the inhibition effect of 11 fungicides against F. flocciferum. Six seed treatments were tested for their effective-
ness in controlling maize root diseases. [ Result] The results showed that Carbendazole 10% SC had exhibitied the
strongest inhibitory effect on mycelial growth, with an EC;, value of 0. 008 pg/mL. Fungicides with notable fungal in-
hibition included Pyraclostrobin hymexazol 3% GR and pydiflumetofen difenoconazole 200 g/1. SC, with EC;, values
of 0. 051 pg/mlL and 0. 093 pg/ml.,respectively. The hyphae growth of F. flocciferum was most sensitive to Thiram
50% WP and Phenamacril 25%SC, with slopes of 3. 76 and 3. 49, respectively, followed by carbendazimethiram 15%
FS with a slope of 1. 92. Various seed treatments effectively controlled Fusarium root rot in maize with the most ef~
fective being 100 billion cfu/g Bacillus subtilis powder at aseed-to-treatmentr atio of 1: 200. Additionally, seed treat-
ment using 200 mL/100 kg of seeds with thiabendazole fludioxonil metalaxyl-M 18% FS and 450 mL/100 kg of
seeds with metalaxyl-M fludioxonil azoxystrobin 11% FS showed good preventative effects. [ Conclusion] Carbenda-
zole 10% SC provided the best inhibition of F. flocciferum mycelium, while the seed treatment with 100 billion cfu/g
Bacillus subtilis DP to seed of 1: 200 achieved the most effective control. These findings offer a basis for selecting
chemical control agents for managing Fusariumin maize roots.

Key words: Fusarium flocciferum ; growth rate method ; chemical agent;efficacy;test;field efficacy
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