5512 %5 5 3 W REEYMER Vol. 12 No. 3
2021 4E 9 H JOURNAL OF TROPICAL BIOLOGY Sep. 2021

NEHS: 1674 — 7054(2021)03 — 0375 — 05

BEMRELBEMELEE R REFINEANSANE

?}%Z\\ll, %J\ﬁ?%:z’ F/if\ 27 %%H /_\\2\2’ }EJ%&%Z’ 7"{‘1@/))%2
(1. VR R4 MR 2408, W11, 570228; 2. W EBGHE AL R e FR5E SR IFFTRT, ¥, 571101)

1 E: MBS 50 FEY Ik, XERE T A CE T SR IR R AR S5 2 dURh AT
W8, B H N S B S AR S5k B (Meloidogyne enterolobii), [a]BF I 58 3 Fli FH AR LFI X R H- G AR 5L 0 2
WA N EE ST AR R, 95% B 4E TR 2R I 2 0 Z H AR S5 4 R 2 A BN B R SUR IR U, LCso (H
0351 mg-L™'; 85% WM JBE i 245 1 95% JR AL BT Bt e Ji 24 %of G HL AR 2 2 it 2 i 4l U LCso (853 00)°A
0.82 mg-L™' fl 7.783 mg-L™',

KR G ARAELR G S & A 2450k

FEDHES: S481°9 SCERIRE: A

SIREI: 2R, VDY, BRb, 55, 7 IR S5 2k R 28 Mg M AR 40 10 28 N2 I E (0], i AR 024k,
2021, 12(3): 375-379. DOI: 10.15886/j.cnki.rdswxb.2021.03.015

PUREICCPEIC, W25 I 75 IS ) J2 T F P R €8 s RO 1 2 J87 74, 2020 4F I pg A 1 AR
333333.33 hm™?, 457 {H2Y 100 {270 o, & AR R0 1 B RHVAE IR M ER 3 000 ~ 4 000 hm ™,
Febr W BT PR, B YR RIS FE R 2 —P ITAER, Bl R AR R A6 3%
TN EEANE, ARZEZE B (Meloidogyne spp.) 7 2 AR 25 2 HUI C) BUCA T B U T IRA 7 1 A —Fh = ZEAR
BRI, UHAE SRR L AR D7 . ARt KM IR b 3 & A, — T F: 3 20% ~ 30% F= Jdii ok, ™
HI R RTE 50% DL EEEZR At i TR A RO SR, A2 b SO b A R A BA T
ATARZEZ Hos 3 o HA, 115 b 0 10 A7 B 24 7 2R I e Gt R b o P e 25 /D B B 2 R 2R
A PURINTARGE L AU [ e A= ek 22, FLAE SCAED HiR T8 ORI 4542 o A /e T AR 452k
(M. incognita) . FEARREEL (M. arenaria) FIAL T REE L B (M. hapla) o e 1R A5 5500 16 F 165 P G 25
JIC A TORR 235 286 HJg s IR ) SR B R 2 g R ah 4k i (M. incognita) . JINHEAR 2546 L (M. javanica) 15
HOARLEL d1 (M. enterolobii) ; 5 8 56" il 1 T AREE LR (M. incognita) 2163 P9 TR 45 26 d i AL
PFPHE o X R PR HOie 3 i A B v, 2B R PR 45 4 {2 e A 3 1 MR 35 35 I ( Cucumis
melo L. var. makuwa cv. ‘Silver Light’) . ASHFFE R FITE A F55T 48 08 KR AL I AR S5 4 U A AP 2R 45, W]
IO e 1 LA FH R A0 At A, 23 B 0 s RS SR B 1) e v 7 SR 45 4 R AR A28 ), B e s 8Bl 4
FH [R] AR 45 4t 5 B LRI A

1 MRERE

1.1 HOFHE T 2019 AR R A SCR T SRR RAE S EA I 8 MREE AR A9 A U AR o A T
AR PRI 1) BN S A AR 3 SR HEA TR . BEA S Al TR

YisEER: 2021 -01 - 31 &2 BH#A: 2021 — 04 — 02

E4WB: BERE ST AITHI(2018YFD0201209); HE Al Bl 22 Be 36 AR Y 45 35 %01 (1630042017024 ) 5 Al A AT
TREBI TR H MR FA RS S AR AR T S R

F—EE: FRE1995-), L, M RAARY R 2018 HAR 58 4E. E-mail: wode591@qq.com

BIEEE: igP(1984-), BIFFF . DFFE 7 ) A2k H1 2. E-mail: longhb@catas.cn


http://dx.doi.org/10.15886/j.cnki.rdswxb.2021.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.15886/j.cnki.rdswxb.2021.03.015
mailto:wode591@qq.com
mailto:longhb@catas.cn

376 AT AW 2 R 2021 4F

1.2 HIXBFIREHRE B AL 25 P IR D 8B, A 0.1% AYrE iR 80 A AR BC il A 5 ik
FE(E 1),

x®1 HFIRHKRE

Tab. 1 Nematicides and their concentrations
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85%MEM % 5124 Fosthiazate AL =g AL TA BRA 8,4,2,1,0.5
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Fig. 2 Morphological characteristics of the muskmelon root-
knot nematode

a: The head of the second instar larva; b: The tail of the
second instar larvae; c: The perineal pattern of female larva

M12345678910111213141516171819

a. IDNA-ITS 5513 14

2 000 bp
1 000 bp
750 bp
500 bp
300 bp
100 bp

b. ITS2 &5 1

&3 FNMZE4E H (DNA-ITS (a) & ITS2 (b) JF34"
M: DNA marker D2000; 7k 1-18: 7 INARZ5 2k s Fh B
VKIBE 19: 25 FIXT IR
Fig. 3 Amplification of rDNA-ITS (a) and ITS2 (b) sequence
of the muskmelon root-knot nematode

M: DNA marker D2000; Lane 1-18: Muskmelon root-knot
nematode population; Lane 19: Blank control
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Tab. 2 The toxicity of 3 nematicides to M. enterolobii in laboratory

AL EylulEpiy s RE R B Bk E 95% {5 IX.[H]
Nematicide Regression equation R? LCsy/ (mg-L™") 95% confidence interval
FT4ERR 3R Avermectin y=1.45x+0.67 0.930 0.351 0.173-0.580
WEME B Fosthiazate y=1.58x+0.15 0.959 0.820 0.679-0.981
S RBERE Fluopyram y=1.59x + 1.42 0.977 7.783 6.495-9.559
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Identification and Laboratory Screening of Muskmelon
Root-knot Nematodes

LI Zhourong'?, SUN Yanfang?, CHEN Yuan?, PEI Yueling?, FENG Tuizi’, LONG Haibo’

(1. College of Plant Protection, Hainan University, Haikou, Hainan 570228, China; 2. Institute of Environment and Plant Protection,
Chinese Academy of Tropical Agricultural Sciences, Haikou, Hainan 571101, China)

Abstract: A root-knot nematode population collected from Wujitang Village, Wenchang City, Hainan Province
was identified by using morphological and molecular biological methods. The result showed that the root-knot
nematode infesting the muskmelon was Meloidogyne enterolobii. Three commonly used nematicides were
further tested to determine their toxicity to the second-instar larvae of M. enterolobii under laboratory
conditions. The tests showed 95% avermectin had the best toxic effect on the 2™ instar larvae, with an LCs,
value of 0.351 mg L', followed by 85% fosthiazate and 95% fluopyram, with the LCjs, values of 0.82 mg-L™
and 7.783 mg L™, respectively. These results will provide reference for the precise control and prevention of M.

enterolobii in the muskmelon field in Hainan.
Keywords: muskmelon; root-knot nematode; identification; laboratory screening of nematicides
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