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Effect of Novel Fungicide Loss-control Agent on
Potato Late Blight and Yield
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Abstract: The high loss and low utilization rate of fungicide are serious problems in present agricultural production.
The use of novel fungicide loss-control agent can reduce the loss and improve the utilization of fungicide. Meanwhile, it
also can decrease other problems caused by overuse of fungicide. In this experiment, the field experiments were
conducted to investigate the effects of using novel fungicide loss-control agent on potato late blight control effect and
yield during potato production. It aims to provide a theoretical basis for reducing fungicide quantity and increasing

control effect and yield in potato planting. The results showed that on the conditions of not any reduction of fungicide,

YR EH: 2016-04-13

EEWB: PEBEBR IS M4 (KFI-EW-STS-067)

EHREI: KL (1980-), H, fit, MELVAHLIHRES5HE .

*E{E1E#& (Corresponding author ): fhJ55E, IE &g TARN, 32 5 4% AR RO A 25 it 3 A B R F & . 4R IS 7RTE, E-mail:

nqzhong@im.ac.cn,



it PR AR 2447 2R R0k Eh % e i R I A R S —— B DAL, PR, 240, 45 -l61-

adding fungicide loss-control agent significantly improved the control effect on potato late blight and potato yield. The

increase rates were 47.53% and 38.93%, respectively. Under eliminating one fungicide application and reducing 10%

every time, adding fungicide loss-control agent still improved the control effect on potato late blight of 45.69%. Meanwhile,

the yield slightly increased 3.95%. It indicated that the novel fungicide loss-control agent could significantly improve the

control effect of fungicide on potato late blight and play a remarkable role in reducing fungicide quantity and increasing

control effect and yield in potato production.
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Table 1 Control efficacy of different treatments on potato late blight

i TE 6L Disease index
Absi X2 (%)

TG FEEL Disease index
hb3H AT B2 (%)

Treatment 1 I 4 Average  Control effect Treatment I I 14 Average  Control effect
A1IBIC1 15.28 17.28 16.28 - A2B1C1 15.79 17.24 16.52 -1.45
Al1BIC2 14.04 16.36 15.20 6.64 A2B1C2 17.65 15.63 16.64 -2.19
A1B1C3 13.16 15.94 14.55 10.63 A2B1C3 23.81 18.52 21.16 -30.00
A1B2C1 14.93 8.87 11.90 26.92 A2B2C1 17.50 4.29 10.89 33.09
A1B2C2 8.79 8.64 8.72 46.46 A2B2C2 10.34 7.34 8.84 45.69
A1B2C3 11.43 12.47 11.95 26.60 A2B2C3 14.10 6.35 10.23 37.19
A1B3C1 9.68 7.41 8.54 47.53 A2B3Cl1 13.48 7.23 10.36 36.39
A1B3C2 6.75 10.38 8.57 47.39 A2B3C2 13.73 14.04 13.88 14.74
A1B3C3 10.00 13.46 11.73 27.94 A2B3C3 12.82 11.67 12.24 24.79
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Table 2 Analysis of variance for different treatments on

potato late blight

hb 3 withE A Differﬁeiijn%cam
Treatment Disease index 0.05 001
FAFE A Main plot A
Al 13.42 a A
A2 11.94 a A
24X B Split plot B
Bl 16.73
B3 10.89 b A
B2 10.42 b
WX C Sub-split plot C
C3 13.64 a A
Cl 12.42 a A
Cc2 11.97 a A

T RJSSRIERIBHFE WS RS T E R 4l
I 22 571 8.3 (P < 0.01), AR/NG TR R AL 22 57 53 (P <
0.05), WAMETHFREFAEE. T,

Note: The significant difference is tested by SSR. The data with different
capital letters in same column indicate highly significant difference (P <
0.01); the data with different lowercase letters in same column indicate
significant difference (P < 0.05); the data with a same letter in the same

column indicate there has no significant differences. The same below.
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Table 3 Potato yields of different treatments

I I : K (%) e ;
A = : = V4477 4 (kg/hm®) e LA (%)

B o P (gio6Tm®) DA R o 7y BT BRI gyerage yield i Compared to

Treatment Sld Equivalent yield Sl Equivalent yield (kg/ha) sized tuber conventional method
Yielc (ke/ha) Yielc (ke/ha) percentage

A1BIC1 2715.14 40727 2739.14 41087 40907 58.17 -
A1B1C2 2472.46 37 087 2103.44 31552 34319 66.07 -16.10
A1B1C3 2959.15 44 387 2367.12 35507 39947 64.83 -2.35
A1B2C1 2302.78 34 542 3048.82 45732 40 137 42.93 -1.88
A1B2C2 3200.49 48 007 3346.17 50193 49 100 64.53 20.03
A1B2C3 267547 40 132 2661.47 39922 40 027 58.28 -2.15
A1B3C1 3525.84 52888 3880.86 58213 55550 71.14 35.80
A1B3C2 1997.77 29 967 2897.81 43 467 36717 57.78 -10.24
A1B3C3 3017.15 45257 2091.44 31372 38314 61.27 -6.34
A2BI1C1 2496.46 37 447 2220.44 33307 35377 56.72 -13.52
A2B1C2 2355.45 35332 2664.13 39962 37 647 31.47 -7.97
A2B1C3 1446.41 21 696 2195.44 32932 27314 61.46 -33.23
A2B2C1 2558.46 38377 2625.80 39 387 38 882 54.67 -4.95
A2B2C2 2267.11 34007 3402.50 51038 42522 53.29 3.95
A2B2C3 2532.79 37992 2 445.46 36 682 37337 58.16 -8.73
A2B3C1 3433.84 51508 4143.54 62153 56 830 80.81 38.93
A2B3C2 2339.78 35097 2166.44 32497 33797 71.30 -17.38
A2B3C3 1 662.08 24931 2835.14 42527 33729 73.74 -17.55

TE: KERE>T5 g

Note: Big tuber standard > 75 g.
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Table 4 Analysis of difference significant for different

treatment combinations

[8]

[9]

255 WM
Qb P Difference significant

Treatment Yield 0.05 0.01
FALFL A Main plot A

Al 41 669 a A

A2 38159 a A
ZX B Split plot B

B3 42 490 a A

B2 41334 a A

Bl 35919 b A
ALK C Sub-split plot C

cl 44614 a A

2 39017 ab

C3 36 111 b A
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