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Chemical Control of Potato Late Blight in Mountainous Area
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Abstract: In recent years, potato late blight in Guangyuan mountain area is more and more serious. In order to find
out an effective method for chemical control of potato late blight in mountain area, Infinito, Curzate, Mancozeb, Bai Tai, and
Ridomil Gold MZ were tested in treatment combinations of 1. Mancozeb + Infinito + Ridomil Gold MZ, 2. Mancozeb +
Mancozeb + Mancozeb, 3. Bai Tai + Bai Tai + Infinito, 4. Bai Tai + Infinito + Bai Tai, 5. Infinito + Infinito + Infinito, 6.
Ridomil Gold MZ + Ridomil Gold MZ + Ridomil Gold MZ, and 7. Curzate + Curzate + Curzate using water as a control.
The fungicides and water were sprayed in sequence three times to a variety 'Favorita' at intervals of 10 days beginning
on June 1st. Spraying 2-3 times continuously of different or the same fungicide highly significantly decreased the
incidence of late blight; spraying three times continuously of different or the same fungicide significantly reduced the late
blight disease index, but significantly increased (except for treatment 3 and 6) plot yield. Diseased potato percentage

was found highly significant difference among different treatments. For the treatment 1 of Mancozeb + Infinito + Ridomil
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Gold MZ, disease index and diseased potato percentage were the lowest, only 0.64% and 2.30%, respectively, and

relative control effect, yield per plot, large- and medium- sized tuber percentage and average yield increase percentage

were the highest, reaching 97.1%, 21.9 kg/12m?, 74.60%, and 43.1%, respectively. Correlation analysis showed that

yield and yield increase percentage were positively correlated with control effect on June 11th and June 21th. These

results suggest that alternate use of mancozeb, Infinito, and Ridomil Gold MZ at intervals of 10 days from the beginning

of early June is suitable for late blight prevention of spring potatoes in Guangyuan mountain area.
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Table 1 Fungicides tested and their descriptions
25 e R PSS ARG BRSO ER R i ESpEN
Fungicide Manufacturer Specification Formulation Active ingredient Content Dosage  Application method
FRIEA Infinito T HA 25ml/E B S - MERL 687.5¢/L 75 mL/66Tm’ 55 5%
TiiE Curzate FEFp LA B A ] 100 /4% AVRHERR FER - R R 72% 120 g/667m? W35
OBRERSE Mancozeb  EDERGHELIIAIRA R 500 gr4% AR AURESF 80% 180 g/667m’ 55 5%
T4 %% Bai Tai T L e A ] 20 /4% RIVRPERYR] ek AOAREE 70% 175 g/667m’ 5%
4 Ridomil Gold MZ Fii LAEIEIAEYIARAR 100 g/4% AR Metalaxyl-M 80% 100 g/667m’ M55 5%
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Table 2 Treatment and application method

b E 55 LRI 24577 (01/06) 5 2 RN Z4 77 (11/06) 5 3 I Z4 77 (21/06)
Treatment The first application (June Ist)  The second application (June 11th)  The third application (June 21st)
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Table 3 Incidence of late blight, disease index and relative control effect
Jase K% (%) Incidence W TE 54K Disease index FIXFB5%4 (%) Relative control effect
Treatment 01/06 11/06 21/06 01/06 11/06 21/06 01/06 11/06 21/06
1 0.0 6.7 bB 16.0 bB 0.00 0.13 0.64 b 100.0 98.0 97.1
2 0.0 12.0 bB 17.3bB 0.00 0.25 0.79 b 100.0 96.0 96.3
3 0.0 8.0bB 21.3bB 0.00 0.11 0.69 b 100.0 98.3 96.8
4 1.3 8.0 bB 18.7 bB 0.07 0.82 0.64 b 35.2 86.9 97.0
5 0.0 4.0 bB 16.0 bB 0.00 0.18 2.13b 100.0 97.1 90.1
6 0.0 4.0 bB 10.7 bB 0.00 0.05 1.51b 100.0 99.2 93.0
7 0.0 5.3bB 13.3bB 0.00 0.06 0.99b 100.0 99.0 95.4
8(CK) 2.7 42.7 aA 88.0 aA 0.11 6.28 21.65a - - -

T NETFRFR0.05 BEH K, KEFRMUK0.01 ZE K. RIVH WL 72255 B EVENE . T,

Note: Lowercase and capital letters indicate significance at 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively according to Duncan's multiple range test. The same below.
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on yield, large— and medium- sized tuber percentage,

diseased tuber percentage and yield increase percentage

ARRE NS (kg/12m?) A 4 (kg/hm?)

KA (%) WERERT (%) THH (%)

Treatment Plot yield Equivalent yield (kg/ha) Large— and medium~ sized tuber percentage Diseased tuber percentage Yield increase
1 21.90 aA 18 250 74.60 2.30 bC 43.1
2 19.22 abAB 16 017 68.40 420 bC 25.6
3 17.50 beB 14 583 63.74 3.56 bC 14.4
4 18.40 bAB 15333 71.52 6.12 bBC 20.3
5 18.92 bAB 15767 63.82 2.62 bC 23.7
6 17.94 beB 14 950 68.42 15.88 aA 17.3
7 19.24 abAB 16 033 72.66 13.26 aAB 25.8
8(CK) 15.30 ¢cB 12750 62.30 7.40 bBC -
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Table 5 Correlation analysis of different characters

K R

I Incidence T HEEL Disease index  FHXTHAL Control effect - .
j7H  Large— and Diseased
Yield medium- sized tuber
01/06 11/06  21/06  01/06 11/06  21/06  01/06 11/06 21/06 b
uber percentage percentage

11/06 0.88%**
Koo
Incidence 21/06 0.89%%  (.99%

. 01/06 0.99%*% 0.82*%  0.83*

il
Disease 11/06 0.93** 0.98** 0.99%*  (.88%**
index

21/06 0.87%% 0.97** 0.99%*  0.80* 0.99%#*

) 01/06 -0.99%* -0.82* -0.83* -1.00%** -0.87** -0.80*

AR BRL
Control 11/06 =0.93%* —-0.98%* -0.99%* -0.88** —1.00%* -0.99%* (.88**
effect

21/06 -0.87#* -0.97** -0.98** -0.80* -0.99*%*% -1.00** 0.80* 0.98**
FEHE Yield -0.69 -0.68 -0.71* -0.65 -0.71* -0.71* 0.65 0.71* 0.71*
PNGEE =S
large— and medium- -0.35  -0.50  -0.55 -0.30 -0.50  -0.55 030 050 055 0.78*%
sized tuber percentage
Bﬁ&m%% 0.01 -0.06  -0.06 0 0.01 0.05 0.00 -0.01 -0.05 -0.27 0.18
Diseased tuber percentage
\/i}i—.‘n;<
q:_/]‘_a, * -0.68 -0.69 -0.73* -0.64 -0.72% -0.74* 0.64  0.72% 0.74*% 0.99%* 0.82%* -0.25
Yield increase
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