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Comparison for Late Blight Resistance and Chemical
Control of Twelve Potato Varieties
DONG Aishu*, HU Xin, SHAO Xiaomei, WANG Xinxin, WU Qiangian

( Plant Protection and Quarantine Station, Heilongjiang Land Reclamation Bureau Jiusan Branch, Nenjiang, Heilongjiang 161441, China )

Abstract: In a field trial, some fungicides or combinations of fungicides were tested for their late blight control efficacy and

tuber yield for twelve potato varieties and some resistant varieties were identified for further experiment. At the beginning of
symptom appearance, Fluopicolide Propamocab Hydrochloride used alone or combined with other chemicals could control
potato late blight effectively, and increase yield. 'Helan 7', 'Huangmazi', 'Helan 15" and "Youjin' were susceptible to late blight
(Phytophthora infestans), so precautions should be taken against late blight in field managements. 'Kexin 18", 'McCain', "Yanshu
4" and 'Kexin 13' were resistant varieties. 'Zhongxing 202", 'Lt-5', 'Shepody' and 'Kexin 1' were intermediate resistant varieties,
and chemical management should be deployed to control late blight at the beginning of symptom appearance.

Key Words: potato; variety; Phytophthora infestans; resistance

10%~40% .,
12
[1]
1
1.1
1.1.1 LAZEmA
EN ‘ 18 ¢ 2027, ¢ 7.
2012-02-08
1971-

* Corresponding author E-mail: ppsjiusan@163.com,



* 303 -

12 —
‘ S 13 0 | N 4
N N | B B R
1.12 XE A 7d . 3 .
687.5 ¢/L 1.24 587 %*k
68% 0 1
( ) 80% 5% 3 6%~
10% 5 11%~20%
70% 7 21%~50% 9
o 50% o
1.2 =2 X /
12,1 wa e i X 1 x100
22.4 m?
pH 5.71 5.94% 200 g 50~200 ¢
2011 5 18 7 /hm?, 50 g N
5 22 6 6 -8 5
330 ml/hm? o 0
1.2.2 K&t % =| + /
2 1 ] x 100
12 1.2.5 #ELEE M
5 1 1 Excel ~ DPS2000
22.4 m%, o
2
7d o 2
2.1
1
7d
1 °
1.23 HAEF* o
5 3 2.2
2 ¢ LS 15 ¢ ’
1 ¢ 157 ¢ )
Table 1 Code and treatment
Code Treatment 46% .
1 0.8 ke/hm? + 1.5 ke/hm? o
2 0.8 kg/hm?® + 2.0 ke/hm? 3 ‘ 157 ¢ ’
3 1.2 kg/hm? 31%
4 1.5 kg/hm’® + 1.5 kg/hm’ i ‘ 1«
5 2.0 kg/hm? ) 60%
6 CK
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Note:1-Kexin 18; 2—-McCain; 3—Zhongxing 202; 4—Helan 7; 5-Shepody; 6—Kexin 13; 7-Kexin 1; 8-Yanshu 4; 9-Huangmazi; 10-Helan 15;
11-Youjin; 12-Lt-5. The same below.
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Figure 1 Disease index of potato varieties infected with Phytophthora infestans in field
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Table 2 Efficacy of fungicides 7 days after 1st application on late blight control in field trial (%)

18 202 7 13 1 4 15 Li-5

Treatment  Kexin 18 McCain Zhongxing 202 Helan 7 Shepody Kexin13 ~ Kexin1l Yanshu4 Huangmazi Helan 15 Youjin
1 72.17 97.46 71.83 94.68 65.42 92.42 35.90 87.34 21.67 15.51 45,92 88.16
2 89.57 76.14 77.13 95.33 70.42 93.91 42.08 34.88 16.17 22.79 44.67 81.38
3 68.70 97.82 81.03 96.66 47.39 92.40 65.72 95.30 33.00 14.46 27.58 77.08
4 61.74 93.00 70.63 96.89 51.85 90.44 45.38 93.73 33.19 17.80 2151 85.88
5 86.12 96.44 78.94 97.28 59.24 88.55 46.32 76.54 45.67 20.47 29.09 89.36

7d %o
Table 3 Efficacy of fungicides 7 days after 2nd application on late blight control in field trial (%)

18 202 7 13 1 4 15 Lt-5

Treatment  Kexin 18 McCain Zhongxing 202 Helan7 Shepody Kexin13  Kexinl Yanshu4 Huangmazi Helan 15 Youjin
1 93.29 99.10 72.09 98.17 89.97 91.81 32.28 68.90 56.96 18.54 14.09 87.72
2 87.83 87.79 93.79 97.97 89.89 93.81 36.81 72.14 64.90 23.30 13.02 67.21
3 93.37 99.09 95.83 99.01 84.45 80.43 56.88 93.52 67.92 29.33 31.06 46.22
4 95.18 95.39 90.14 98.88 84.65 91.97 16.61 93.76 69.63 24.67 30.95 36.04
5 87.04 84.77 95.28 98.78 89.44 89.48 32.44 59.94 72.17 22.44 2756 44.08
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B 08 kg/hm*+ 1.5 kg/hm® Fluopicolide Propamocab Hydrochloride mixed with Metalaxyl
| 0.8 kg/hm? + 2.0 kg/hm® Fluopicolide Propamocab Hydrochloride mixed with Mancozeb
B 1.2 kg/hm? Fluopicolide Propamocab Hydrochloride
B 1.5 kg/hm? + 1.5 kg/hm? Metalaxyl mixed with Antracol
B 2.0 kg/hm* Metalaxyl
B CK
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Figure 2 Effects of fungicides on potato yield
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Table 4 Effects of fungicides on the number of potato infected with Phytophthora infestans
18 202 7 13 1 4 15 Lt-5
Treatment  Kexin 18 McCain Zhongxing 202 Helan7 Shepody Kexin13  Kexinl Yanshu4 Huangmazi Helan 15 Youjin Lt-5
1 1 1 2 0 2 1 0 0 13 2 8
2 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 21 0 9
3 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 10 6
4 1 0 3 10 0 1 0 0 4 2 8
5 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 3 1
6 5 3 4 4 2 0 0 2 24 2 4
5
Table 5 Effects of fungicides on the number of potato infected with Alternaria solani
18 202 7 13 1 4 15 Lt-5
Treatment  Kexin 18 McCain Zhongxing 202 Helan7 Shepody Kexin13  Kexinl Yanshu4 Huangmazi Helan 15 Youjin Lt-5
1 4 1 2 56 0 0 1 0 0 37 3 0
2 0 0 3 40 6 0 2 0 2 27 0 0
3 1 1 5 31 0 0 0 0 1 35 6 0
4 3 0 3 26 2 0 0 0 2 0 4 1
5 1 1 2 21 0 0 0 0 0 25 7 0
6 1 1 1 27 0 0 0 0 0 37 3 0
100 7 Helan 7 —e— 18 Kexin 18
Youjin B
- 90T Huangmazi —a— McCain
£
= 80T —&— 202 Zhongxing 202
j‘ 70t —— 7 Helan 7
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Figure 4 Comparison for late blight resistance of potato varieties evaluated

Favorita 7
Shepody B3]

el

2007~2011



N « 307 -

5532 B 1672-3635 2012 05-0307-03

450015

LAY EHERE AR RGE SR IT LS F R R, SRS BRI AR AR
TR PR IER F ALY A ARE I RAEARRELOARRA R, ALEZEZNBHARE T, SHAR%
RFpA AN BT MG, ARECGARSE T, AL FBERRFPHEAPARLS GO @, IR
I LT MRF AR R ISR E e KGR,

LA, M, BAKE

Research Progress on Callus Regeneration System of Potato
FANG Guanna, PANG Shumin*

( Zhengzhou Vegetable Research Institute, Zhengzhou, Henan 450015, China )

Abstract: Callus regeneration system of potato was established, which was the base for potato genetic transformation.
Explant selection, medium formula and browning control of culture process are key factors influencing the callus inducement and
the regeneration system establishment. This paper summarized the three phase of callus inducement, subculture and
differentiation. Itraised some questions and gave future research direction aboutthe callus inducement and establishment of callus
regeneration system. ltwould provide theoretical and technical references forestablishing the callus regeneration system of potato.
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