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TSR 2P, 35X 2 P SRR G VR 5 R e 35 1
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BRI, A R S B R ROR | s s A 2 il
TSR VE K R, IR R B s e U 5]
an, 5K Sz A P ST WoR, BB 750 ¢
0.5% ZE 7 ML Z5 52 U AT ¥ YR A 315 g 7.5% S
R Mk RO TR R RS, FTID 30% fhaeqk 2y
e, IF HPHG 22 ROR 5 7.5% SR ik o
FERIBT A, 15 dJ5 9 22 B B3GR 3 97.04%.
F/INTE S F AT R, 43% Ik S =& (Panax
notoginseng )YEWWITE 1 185 1 : 2 )5, BiiA
BB BE 1) 38 R FR L (SR) 73 1 Ol 3.15 1 4.29,
2018 AFLAS1] STK A wIHEHHY REGEV ™R 7]
MG EE M EYRA SRR A i, HAg
P B4 36 B A M A T2 (Melaleuca alternifolia)
P2 AR Ik F P, B I R RGO HL AR RO,
& HITOKES R, #A . AR S 2 R EY)
MR FE B . KR 5 R 25 2 TSR R 258
P T R ) — A B 5 1> 2

A E ARV T 48 75 8 Bk H B2 I 5
4 T A2 2% T 7R AN [) b 48] V6 TE X 7K RS S8Rt g AR
R Y A N IS B D, G845 S R A PR )
AR 25 Pe 3, LU T Ba R8CR, w12
ARG, SEZEHT 25 PE 1) K e, Fii /% B
HYSEI o X FPAE FC SR WA B TR 2547k I A R B
IR ATRFLRA ™ i, I AR IRAR LT Z BhiR e .

1 HREF%

1.1 ARt
111 BREREEY T2 (Rhizoctonia
solani ) F1FLZETE UK & (Podosphaera xanthii) ¥4
T P R PO AR BE 3 15 L S IR o I A
22} T PDA RHA_LARAF T 4 °C UKA; SIS B
PR — PP L PTG A SR R A A B, IR T UL
A

T 75 T Bk (S, infrarubiginosum ) K 5 T
A ETLAE BIA e, T R R  Pal R Be
1.1.2 BRHEA  CMROTE. K CEE, KR
B (o3 Hratl, PR R = IR A W) ) s 4¢3 6017 LUK BE
IR SR 4R 2 045 Tk (EL—40, VT84 1546 A4 il 4L T
I 7)o 25%(wiw, T[i)) ZIEWETEH] . 40%(wiw, T
[Fi)) 2 gk HHY B s B0 50 K 30% (wiw, T []) Wbt sk
PR i A T R (V7 2 R A TRy A BR 23 W) ), 240

g L BEnK e R (H ek att) o
1.1.3 BHR3ERA DR FLURE AR R
(PDA): 7&K 1 L, £ B 55 200 g, K A&
25 ~ 30 min, S, WAKESS 1L, MR/ K, S8
AHIEHE 18 g, Biflg 20 g, RS2 VIR, B4, 5
., 121 °C, K 20 min, % .
1.2 LWH*E
1.21 BEBAKTERRYHE TGETFHPkH
A, FEIR S TR A 50 °C HET KRR, KA
58 BE R AR T 90% (v/v) B F 2 (MeOH, 5 L) ¥
VR 48 h, AR 3 K, Tk R 5 H
PSR TR TR AR R L 10 10, B IF 3 IR,
i BERR LR, 50 ~ 60 °C U8 HEZE W 4 B IR,
4 °C fRAEP),
122 BXE&B4l HH5:10:10:5:
10 : 60 AYLLEI (BT L), DA 5 g 487 vl Bk H st
BRE, LA 10 g ZFR M. 10 g K2
P, fff R ST FERS 78 IR AT, SRIE TN 5 g 43
6017, 10 g EL-40, fJ5 I ATCH K, &2 100 g,
FEPEFEIR ), 153 5%(wiw, FIa)) 4 1 ipk B s
PEEITFLIG, 4 °C P17

25% Wy B IF ] L 40% K ik PR s B F
5. 30% M e ik TR i L 7 7 L 240 g Lt MENK A%
BT T K EL ], PEBCELA
1.2.3 BF AT ERIME 473 E M KA
SAERB A EARE PR A K R
T NEE S E o AR 10052 50 4% 24 7] A B0 i) o3
B 6 MREERLE, LA RS M EZEWEY 1Y
LR 35 I G 22 0 e 19 7 1k, 1 25 AR 4l 1
B, AR HIZE 45 ~ 50 °C () PDA J; 355,
FEAMRAT, 5B 90 mm 53R ML, Ak B E
B3, MHICHEATILAS TG 2 d B2
TR T 75 M ZFTFLBCE AR 5 mm AR DF, IFH HA%
FhF PDA AL, B H . EREARE T (27+1) C
B, SRRERE SR 2 do AR F A I AR T
B BEHEILY) . £ WE By | W IR | Rk Y A
b e Pk T il K AT 24 79 e 7K R SR o A T 22 A
=

I= [(Dek—Dy)/(Dek — 5)1 X 100%, (1

Kb, T2 A KRR (%) ; Dy R RA T %
HAE(mm); D, 2RI BLH P 7% BAE (mm) o



730 o W

2R 2025 4F

1.2.4 BHF BT ERRYE 473 & H 25K
SAERE GRAFHRE 5% W85k B
B AL S 4 MR IR 1 101 2 2,
1:3.1:4,1:5.2:1.3:1.4:1.5:1iEEM
il o F Wadley 777550 1 $E4r — 08 B 2557 i Bk
ABE ST, % TR AT DA VA far v BE R AR =2 1R 1Y
HAE, VEO T 5 5 A B I K T A B
3o R G ALR B (SR) ARV B LRI R S
YER, WA AE 4 A5 PUEH (0 ~ 0.499) . AHINAE
JH(0.500 ~ 1.499) | $#04F FH (1.500 Lk 1), TR
RIS rh v BE ECso(th) ™2 FE LR £ (SR)
AR AT

ECso(th) = (a+b)/[a/ECso(A)+b/ECs0(B)], 2)

SR=ECs(th)/ECs¢(ob), A3)

ﬁq: A 1 B 2 5 R o R b AR E B

At AFD B I 5 AR AR L ; ECso(A) . ECso(B)
53 51A AL B Y ECsq S5 B 30 1 7 ¥ B, mgeL
ECs,(th) k& B 57 A #2384 1 o ¥R B, mg-L
ECs,(ob) KR AL 24 7 SEBRIp il Pk B, mg- L'
1.25 AKBEHEFRBEZAGEERME K
Pl fd IR K IR0 1 h, f#2F 24 h, B & R F35
FEF WA, Y2 10 cm B E R
o, AL 1 BR, RIS RN BE T AR, PRk —
SR KRG R AR AT T 0 2, K R 4 3R UK RE L
R TEIERN NES PR ED . EHOR A, 3T
oA 1A 3 mm B/ R, KIEHET 2. )
B PDA Bi 3T R FR ML, PREUNA A& TR 57
ML, 5 2 155 25 5008 HEE [ 5 1 1% 95 ML [a] 42 Fh
KBS E I, 55T 28 C H MG IR 40 s 3%,

FEAR R R TR 22 J5 AT 2 IS R o 24 3514
0.2%(v/v, FIA]) i 7E—80 7K i e il it 0.2 g L
P HE 2,45 20 mL 25 FH o 24700 AR 4 3 M
i, S5 WP AR 25 T KRB AR I, 24 h JEKes
BN B i A K REAEAR I RL T 5 YA T7 6 PRI A2 B
FMalr /N R 24 h 5, BRI 25, ARSI
IKFEIEH BE 9% . 0.2% ik 1 —80 /K % M 25 1 %
M, B E R 3R, 7 d 2 )5 g A RR
8 &0 1 O o KRS ORI A 9 S 25 X i R
PR 1), IRIERR AR A IR .

DI = [Z(DNXGN) /(DrXGr)| x 100%, 4)

F1 KBYURKBRENFEENERES Rk
Tab. 1 Indoor activity determination of rice sheath blight
disease and its classification standard

Tt 734k

Disease

T R 1 B

. . Infection of leaves with rice sheath blight
classification

04% fat T

E3 o RE T ERCA B TET AR 0 ~ 25%
3% P BRE TR R B TR AY 26% ~ 50%
59 S BRETED AR RS TR AR Y 51% ~ 75%
TR BE TR Ry B TR 75% LA I,

% TR % 3% 1
oy TPESLSHUERTU, O e R,
FHHRATE
CE= (DI¢ - DI1)/DIcx100%, 5)

A, DI RTS8 Dy 4 B AR EL Dy R i
B RR B Gy N XTI IR 2 s Gr ok die i 0 42
Cp NBHIRRR; DI ]t BRI $8 55 DI Ak
PHEIE T FEEL
126 LIABFRBEZABERRME RHX
Mk [35] A 2%, B FR 01 G0 A AP UL S 00 R
PR, 005 4 1 T Ok Y B U LR S 2wy |
IR A . Tk P I | L T R T 7 VR LA 4
S TR TR BT LR R B IR RO . FH 0.2% 1)
IR —80 K A W L 1 0.5 g L™ By ZH %, 20 mL
. G R T 52520 AR Lt 7 Y
F A B 00T A & JC B /K B /N T, R P IR
T AE AR TR 5 < 10° CFU-mL ™ A7
FRIVEW, BB A . AL G TR T, 15
d J&, FFIL G KB 2 IR, R/ M S
B ST 0 AR AR AR A TG P A o 00 2 R0 PR A
PR 20 B AT B EL SR b, B R )
A BT A T, 24 h s, Y5 BT AT B R G
FE N FNRITIE R, TR S WA B PR 24 h
Je, Yo AR 2 ), BB AR IS A0 A i A
o Ph0.2% 80 /KW Zs X IR . AR~Ab
FRE SAEE, §igE 14d)5, WEIHC R G
B R I 0L

Z: 7% SCHK [36] B AT b A HE HE 17 905 17 4 K
(3 2), S TE R BB ARG TR 1.2.5 s
K (F(5),
1.3 #HiIEAIE %45 K A IBM SPSS Statistics
21.0 KRR GA Excel 40FE, PAN R 522005,



H5H FK B A M T e pk BRI 5 2% TR0 S B 1) 917 90 ROR AT 9 731
®2 LS ABRENEENEREES R HPER/NIES I (LSD)JEFT B HESMHT (P<0.05)
Tab. 2 Indoor activity determination of cowpea powdery
mildew disease and its classification standard 2 _Q_:In:% '—5ﬁ$ﬁ
proyen
e HAIE T Rttt 21 BFIMEEGH T ATESEREE AIE
classification Infection of leaves with powdery mildew : ! £ l JR1HZ A ENHE
0% J— a2 R K R SO TR %) A T A
1 REEIRL R AR T ARRF 3. MBI (ECso 7y 0.039 mg 1),
S FERERRU A ERS% - 15% RTSEIE (ECso 2y 0.043 mg L) AR SR (ECsg
S EEER R R e -2, 0 O0W ML DRI A PRI
e SR AR 5 i R TR 926% ~ 50% S B 30 T AR e B T BB P B Cso
O FEBERL S I B S0%E] I 110719 mg- L™, Z#B} ECso 4 246348 mg'L™
319 36 AR, A 11 AR A ER
£3 BHMEMBGFIKBAHFENSHAUE
Tab.3 Determination of the virulence of single agents and mixtures against Rhizoctonia solani
s e %ﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂﬁ% 5&%?&5& ECyy(th)/ ECsy(0b)/ 95% {7 X [H]/(mg L") ﬁjﬁ%’?
Reagent Mass ratio Linear regression Coef.ﬁm?nt of (mgL) (mgL™) .95% conﬁdencfe SR Vlruler?ce
equation determination(R?*) interval/(mg-L™") evaluation

A y=—2.86+1.40x 0.967 - 110.719 77.862 ~ 282.943 - -

B y=2.14+1.52x 0.996 - 0.039 0.026 ~ 0.053 - -

C y=—4.85+2.17x 0.936 - 246.348 188.864 ~ 337.054 - -

D y=0.84+0.61x 0.996 - 0.043 0.018 ~ 0.086 - -

E y=1.25+0.92x 0.957 - 0.043 0.018 ~0.073 - -
y=1.23+1.01x 0.984 0.078 0.060 0.043 ~ 0.081 1300  AHAN
y=1.23+1.09x 0.911 0.058 0.054 0.005 ~ 0.162 1.074  AHAN
y=1.52+1.33x 0.976 0.052 0.075 0.034 ~ 0.131 0.693  AHMM
y=0.60+0.54x 0.978 0.049 0.078 0.045~0.172 0.628  AHMM

A:B y=1.42+1.13x 0.984 0.047 0.056 0.039 ~ 0.080 0.839  fHM
y=0.37+0.94x 0.927 0.117 0.383 0.246 ~ 0.765 0305 1L
y=0.79+0.91x 0.964 0.156 0.135 0.039 ~ 0.428 1.560  AHAN
y=1.15+1.07x 0.975 0.195 0.083 0.01~0.172 2349 HERL
y=1.16+1.06x 0.954 0.233 0.078 0.001 ~0.167 2987  HERL

y=—7.75+3.57x 0.958 152775 147.975 130.873 ~ 184.250  1.032  AHMN
y=—6.10+3.03x 0.99 174.932  103.416 85793~ 112467  1.692 4%
y=—4.08+1.87x 0.971 188.592  150.802 139.411 ~164.858 1251  AHMN
y==3.70+1.78x 0.946 197.870  135.509 117.940 ~ 151913 1460  AHMN
A:C y=—4.40+1.99x 0.946 204.580  163.436 140.441 ~220.538 1252 AHMN
y=—1.83+0.97x 0.977 135605  76.315 66.342 ~ 82.771 1.777  H%
y=—4.79+2.36x 0.978 128391  107.454 97.879~115.759  1.195  HHm
y=—2.96+1.60x 0.944 124.419  70.743 51.759 ~ 84.195 1.759 MK
y=—1.60+0.81x 0.994 121.905  91.580 86.561 ~ 96.743 1331 Afjm
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43R 3 Tab. 3 Continued

2y ikl %ﬁﬁw 37?& gﬁ%ﬁ ECs(th)/ ECso(0b)/ 95%BEAIX IR (mg L) %jj i
Reagent Mass ratio Linear regression Coef.ﬁcu?nt of (mgL") (mgL) .95% conﬁdemie SR Vlmlegce
equation determination(R?) interval/(mg-L™") evaluation

1:1 y=0.25+0.91x 0.960 0.086 0.532 0.159 ~5.326 0162 bt

1:2 y=0.22+0.72x 0.995 0.064 0.501 0.272 ~ 1.701 0.128  Hi

1:3 1=0.23+0.85x 0.965 0.057 0.548 0.317 ~ 1.308 0.104 L

1:4 3=0.28+0.95x 0.983 0.054 0.505 0.311 ~1.029 0.107 ¥t

A:D 1:5 y=0.414+0.97x 0.965 0.052 0.375 0.247 ~0.691 0139 bt

2:1 3=0.52+0.52x 0.989 0.129 0.103 0.09 ~ 0.233 1252 AW

3:1 1=0.38+0.56x 0.990 0.172 0.211 0.076 ~ 0.553 0.815  Ahm

4:1 1=0.40+0.64x 0.964 0.215 0.235 0.110 ~ 0.541 0915  Hhn

5:1 3=0.44+0.61x 0.971 0.257 0.190 0.074 ~ 0.411 1353 A

1:1 y=1.23+1.01x 0.992 0.086 0.048 0.020 ~ 0.074 1792 %K

1:2 y=1.50+1.07x 0.978 0.064 0.040 0.021 ~ 0.060 1.600 MR

1:3 y=1.39+0.82x 0.950 0.057 0.021 0.005 ~ 0.038 2714 3ERKL

1:4 y=1.52+0.91x 0.990 0.054 0.022 0.007 ~ 0.038 2455  HERL

A:E 1:5 y=1.35+0.85x 0.960 0.052 0.024 0.007 ~ 0.042 2.167  HERKL

2:1 $=2.19+2.06x 0.993 0.129 0.087 0.063 ~ 0.109 1.483  AfAm

3:1 y=1.75+1.79x 0.929 0.172 0.106 0.075 ~ 0.135 1.623 %K

4:1 y=1.29+1.55x 0.984 0.215 0.148 0.108 ~ 0.195 1453 Hlm

5:1 1=1.83+2.62x 0.993 0.257 0.200 0.169 ~ 0.240 1.285 A

E: =" R ICRAE; A 5% (wiv)HE Tk T B S U R LIRG B S Yow/wiltk ek BT B2 C 5% (w/w) L Iy 8 i
T8 DA 5%(w/w) AT5E HH RIEE TR I BN 5%0(w/w)WE K ISE R 17

Note: '=' means no data; A: 5% (w/w)methanol extract microemulsion of Syzygium infrarubiginosum; B: 5%(w/w)
Pyraclostrobin suspension liquid; C: 5%(w/w)Ethirimol suspension liquid; D: 5%(w/w) Difenoconazol suspension liquid; E:

5%(w/w)Thifluzamide suspension liquid.

AR IERAEH, SR 1E 1.600 ~ 2.987; f1
19 2R 7 A B A B8 S R B A AVE SR 7F
0.628 ~ 1.483, f7 6 ALIRFIAYEE G 7 )1 KI5
HiAEH, SR 7 0.104 ~ 0.305,

o T Bk AR Y S 2w | WK A
e Ak SRR S, ¥ 2 B AR AR F sl Ve . 48
W MEHR BRI S W R 12,
2:01.3:1.4:1,5: 10, ERMEFEHEERT
3 71 3 Bk R 4R A R 2 g BA R £ P ) 3 5
Sk R 1:2.1:3.1:4,1:5, %
FAC T R T R A Y TR 4 R W 1 e i
205 P ) 356 1 5 40 T i K Y A U -5 b e ik
S fio R o 2 ¢ 1 I, B AP, Hogy
1R AN AE P B 0 F 5 48 1 ik HH I e
5 2R ik PR A T, 4 T i R Y R O £ T

ATk P RS, g R B AR AR, R 2 0 e B
AR
2.2 HFIF0 6 FHERAFIITKBLHEFEZE N
BRER 5%wiw) W1 A BRI M ELIR S
5%(wiw) B WET | WENK TR | ECPA ik D R Ak 7 W
3 I0IR ) 6T 7K R S A s 1 7 VR A8CR L TR 1
B2 fime 4 FiEa B A RO H A, fA7E B 22
S, Hor 5%(wiw) WE W T i B VR R AR B
90.24% FIIGYFIGTE 65.86% F I ffE.
5%(wiw) ¥ 15 7 Ak B EE U LW S
5%(wiw) IH 1 ik BT 7 2 7 TR, LR 0 1 B
AN 51.21%. 60.98% 5 BAFI 75K 65.86% H
B, AR B BE R IR T TS M AR B Ak o B ok
56.09%. 65.86% 5 HL B AL 51.21% AHEL, 18K
. 5 5%Ww) OB BRI TR 2 0 1R



KB A% 18T AR B 5 3% 1 790 SRS ) B RCR BT 7 733

AN 5%(wiw) ¥ FF 3 Bk B B B L B Y
5% MWL FE PR R A TR IR C R 5% (wiw) LW PR E oA
5%(wiw) WE W BE Bt B TR W ; FH A:B=4:1; GA
A:B=5:1; HN A:C=2:1; I A:C=4:1; I h
A:D=1:3;KHA:D=1:4, T

A. 5%(Ww/w) methanol extract microemulsion of
Syzygium infrarubiginosum; B. 5%(w/w) Pyraclostrobin
suspension liquid; C. 5% Ethirimol suspension liquid; E.
5%(w/w) Difenoconazol suspension liquid; F. A : B=4 : 1; G:
A:B=5:1; HA:C=2:1; 1. A: C=4:1; JA:D=1:3;
K. A : D=1 : 4. Similarly hereinafter.

Bl1 0.2gL" BFIF 6 FhERZGFIXIKFEEL

R E R E S
Fig. 1 Protective activity of 0.2 g-L™" single agent and six
mixtures against rice sheath blight

B A9 4 47 35 1 Bl 0N 60.98%, B 3 i T L5 B
2 31.70%, FiE FL 4 ¢ LIRBECHT, BiRL 31.70% 5
BAFAR Y, AR R E T BRI 4 LIRS
1 7 3% M B R 51.21%, T T T B B Rk

B2 0.2gL" BFIF 6 FhERZGFIXIKFEEL
Lrpe o b=y Ty
Fig. 2 Control activity of 0.2 g-L™" single agent and six

mixtures against rice sheath blight

41.47% 5 5%(w/w) BE K ot i 2 P IR B, fR 4
VeI TE B S 384 245 72367 VR F by, TR C B 2403 1)
H 85.37%. 90.24%, % = T H B B 3L 65.86%,
WA (K 4).

23 BEFXfeMERAFNNIEAMKTEENA
BEiasl R 45l pk T R U 5 3 R &
A2 T B R 9 25 390 X6 5T 3G R B4 BT A SR
&l 3 FNIE 4 fitR o 4 Rl ERSRIB TR RORAFAE— i 22
5, Horp 5%(wiw) £ 3 BT TR 5%(wiw) THE sk
Tk AT T S8 TR ) PR AP PR AR 7 I R R B A
RE A5 A A5 B 18 & A, 5%(wiw) 45 T i Bk
P st B Bl L VB R 4P 3% 1 80.97% L TR YT

F4 02gL" BFIF 6 MEBAFIIKBLUHRENIALR

Tab. 4 Effect of 0.2 g-L™' single agent and six mixtures on indoor control of rice sheath blight

{435 Pk Protective efficacy

VAYT I Curative efficacy

e T AR AR AR
Disease index Control effect/% Disease index Control effect/%

CK - 56.94+1.95° - 56.94+1.95° -
A - 33.33+2.50" 41.474+4.39% 33.33+£1.09° 41.47+£1.92¢
B - 19.44+1.10° 65.86+1.94° 27.78+0.48 51.21+0.85%
C - 38.89+0.00° 31.70+0.00° 33.33+£1.24° 41.47+£2.18¢
E - 5.56+3.92f 90.24+6.89° 19.44+1.87¢ 65.86+3.28°
AR 4:1 22.2240.75% 60.98+1.32% 25.00+0.00¢ 56.09+0.00"
5:1 27.78+2.16% 51.21+3.80 19.44+0.06* 65.86+0.10°
A C 2:1 22.22+1.46% 60.9842.56" 33.33+0.08" 40.59+0.15¢
4:1 38.89+1.96° 31.70+3.44¢ 27.78+3.11% 51.21£6.90%
AR 1:3 16.67+3.92°¢ 70.73+£6.89° 8.33+£3.92¢ 85.37+6.89*
1:4 16.67+0.62° 70.73£1.10° 5.56+0.95° 90.24+1.67°

E: =" R TORE s A5 Y%(w/w) 615 THHE HY RSB TACEL I BIA 5 %o(w/ w) ML BB TR P B 179 €O 5% (wiw) £ A
TR B 5% (wiw)WETRIEREG BT . R P RIFIA NG R RN ZELSDILKT SR AE P<0.05 /K- 22 57 2

Note: '-' means no data; A: 5% (w/w)methanol extract microemulsion of Syzygium infrarubiginosum; B: 5%
(w/w)Pyraclostrobin suspension liquid; C: 5% (w/w)Ethirimol suspension liquid; E: 5%(w/w) Difenoconazol suspension liquid.
The different lowercase letters in the same column indicated that there was a significant difference at the P < 0.05 level by LSD

test.
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Fig.3 Protection effect of 0.5 g-L ™" single agent and six
mixtures on cowpea powdery mildew

T 73.81% FELRP TG PRI A v, TR Bl A% .
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Fig. 4 Control effect of 0.5 g-L™" single agent and six
mixtures on cowpea powdery mildew

N P8 Tk AT P B T VR B A1 95.24%; Hi 5 5%(wiw)
WIE IV Tk W 2 V7 VR TR L, B AR 95.24% & 5%
W I Tk e X TR MR BT A% 90.47% . DL HIRER4H A 1Y
B 3 2850 S A BT B 4 A 2, T IR I 24 70 P Ak 2
24 )T P A R ARG T AR e B2 AR RIS AR A
A 245 ek F 1% ] F AT A Sk S 92 0 245 1 e A ) R
(#£5).

RS 05g L' BFIF0 6 MERKFMIZEAMRENBALR

Tab. 5 Effect of 0.5 g-L' single agent and six mixtures on indoor control of cowpea powdery mildew

1375 Protective efficacy

JBIT IR TE Curative efficacy

Bl JREE — —

Resgont  Mass ratio e BRBRCR % Wt BRBRCR %
Disease index Control effect/% Disease index Control effect/%

CK - 77.77£7.54° - 77.77£7.54° -

A - 14.814+1.43° 80.97+1.84° 20.37+£1.09° 73.81+1.40¢
B - 0° 100° 3.70+0¢ 95.24+0™

C - 0° 100° 3.70+0.85° 95.24+1.09®
D - 1.85+0.07° 97.62+0.09* 7.41+0.44° 90.47+0.57¢
AiB 4:1 0° 100° 5.56+0.48° 92.85+0.62"
5:1 0° 100° 1.85+0.41° 97.62+0.52°
. 2:1 0° 100° 5.56+0.18° 92.85+0.24"
Ac 4:1 3.70+0.42° 95.24+1.46° 7.41+0.14° 90.47+0.18¢
AD 1:3 0° 100 3.7+0.06° 95.24+0.07*
1:4 0¢ 100° 3.7+0.16° 95.24+0.20™

T =" R IR AD 5% (w/w) K T I FH AR U GACPLIR; BOR 5 %0 (w/w) LA Pk 41 ik B VP U CA 5% (wiw) TR
TEWE DS %(wiw)BERK LB TEI . R RIS R ING TR LS DS K EP<0.05/K P 22 57 .35

Note: '-' means no data. A: 5%(w/w) methanol extract microemulsion of Syzygium infrarubiginosum; B: 5%
(w/w)Pyraclostrobin suspension liquid; C: 5% (w/w)Ethirimol suspension liquid; D: 5% (w/w)Difenoconazol suspension liquid.
The different lowercase letters in the same column indicated that there was a significant difference at the P < 0.05 level by LSD

test.
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Effect of combination of Syzygium infrarubiginosum extract and

fungicides on disease control

BAI Yongxia®, ZHANG Xi, FU Yingjie, WANG Shuai, LI Dong, SUN Ranfeng’
(School of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Hainan University/ Ministry of Education Key Laboratory of Green Prevention and Control of BioDisasters in
Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Haikou, Hainan 570228, China)

Abstract: An attempt was made to make full use of the advantages of plant extracts and chemical pesticides to
reduce the dosage of chemical pesticides. Syzygium infrarubiginosum was extracted with methanol, and mixed
with four chemical fungicides, including ethirimol, pyraclostrobin, thifluzamide and difenoconazole to screen
the synergistic ratio of their mixtures against Rhizoctonia solani, the pathogen of rice sheath blight by indoor
activity determination of mycelial growth rate of R. solani. The control effects of the synergistic mixtures on
rice sheath blight and cowpea powdery mildew were determined by indoor pot experiment. The indoor activity
determination showed that the mixtures at 11 ratios were found to have significant synergistic effects in the
indoor activity determination of rice sheath blight, including the mixture of 5% (w/w) methanol extract
microemulsion with 5% (w/w) pyraclostrobin suspension at the ratios of 4 : 1 and 5 : 1 ratio (the synergistic
coefficient was 2.349 and 2.987, respectively), with 5% thifluzamide suspension at the respective ratios of
1:3,1:4and 1: 5 (the synergistic coefficient values were 2.714, 2.455 and 2.167, respectively). The pot
experiment showed that the mixtures screened could effectively control the occurrence of rice sheath blight and
cowpea powdery mildew.

Keywords: botanical pesticide; Syzygium infrarubiginosum; compounding; additive effect; formula screening
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