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Abstract: Liocola brevitarsis Lewis was used as research object, the comparative method was adopted to study the
influence of different habitats on population dynamics and female and male ratio of Liocola brevitarsis Lewis. The results
showed that different habitats had large impact on the population number,and population growth rate was positive only in
May/June,others were negative. The population dynamics all had two peaks except vineyard habitat; the average of
female and male ratio of Liocola brevitarsis Lewis was 0. 85 ¢ 1. Female and male ratio was not only affected by habitat,
but also by the population number.
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Table 1 Inhibition of different pesticides on pathogen

AR5 WA mEE R M
Tested Concentration The antibacterial  Inhibitory
fungicides /(mg+mL™1) circde diameter/mm rate/ %
50. 00 18.27 73. 88
25. 00 14. 09 68. 15
30764 BE - DRI
16. 67 10. 95 61. 87
30% dimethomorph-prochloraz
12.50 7.72 52. 20
10. 00 6.36 486. 48
20. 00 11.78 63.77
10. 00 9,16 57.05
NBEEBE

3.33 3.65 29. 68

6% kasugamycin
2.00 2.64 20. 38
1. 25 2. 30 16. 67
50. 00 6.90 48. 92
25. 00 5. 74 43. 39

22. 5 R

16. 67 4.88 38. 44

22.5% iprodione
12. 50 4.47 35.82
10. 00 3. 69 30.03
20. 00 10. 20 59.99
10. 00 8.73 55. 71

56. 7 % A AR
2. 50 3.08 24.78

56.7% copper hydroxide

1.43 2.64 20. 45
1. 00 2.14 14. 89
20. 00 8.91 56. 29
10. 00 6. 89 48. 86

4I%HE - T
7% ka i | hydroxid 2. 50 4.31 34. 67

sugamycin copper oxide

 asugaTvER copperTy 1.43 3. 66 29.77
1. 00 2.57 19. 68

HiE 2 T 50 2 250 A0 A Rk B /N BRI A
60 BB R \56. T A A 300 M + PRE I 47 )0
HE - L2250 R E MR, H b 22. 556 5 R 22 1
BARTHE 4 F25H,ECo o 49.5 mg » mL ', 60K H
BHREMAXER,ECo R 8.7 mg » mL ™,
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Table 2 Toxic regression equation of different pesticides on pathogen
B2 ) FAEESE ECso HRRF(RD
Tested fungicides Toxic regression equation /(mg+ mL™1) Correlation coefficiant

30 %M EE - BREERE 30% dimethomorph-+prochloraz y=1.038 1x+3.944 2 10. 4 0.931 8
22. 5% SR 22. 5% iprodione y=0. 668 7x+3. 866 6 49.5 0.949 2
UBEBR 6% kasugamycin y=1.154 72+3.914 6 8.7 0.986 0
56. 7% S E 404 56. 7% copper hydroxide y=1.044 12+3.974 2 9.6 0.979 3
47%FHE « T4 47% kasugamycin copper-+hydroxide ¥y=0. 705 5x+4. 268 2 10.9 0.958 1

2.2 N[R 2530 n e A 0 B 1 BT A 1) [ B A
H# 3 A, 5 Fp AL 25 750 35 %t in T % ok 40 5t
BE A ELAT — 5 4 9 355, 1L [R) e 2 390 8 o T i 40
PERE SR BT RUE 25,88 22. SU S EIRBI SR 2
45.58% , HoE 4 PRI BT B8 07 . 7E58 1 K2y
J& 14 d,30 0 /i Bk » BREFIE.56. TN R AWM 4THF

FHe L. EEEEBAARAE 50.00% L L, KA
30 Y00k « R fF I B A B i Dy 69. 660, HLIR S 56. 7%
BRI ATNETE - T UBFEBEER. BESilH
67.08%6.64.05%.,53. 13%, it I i) WLER, 5 Fh 2553
M T2 E MFMERE S,

*3 5 FhZ4 7 3 in TE A0 40 B 1B R B B BB 3
Table 3 Field control efficiency of 5 pesticides on bacterial speck of tomato
HEIX 25 HRIRIE TR B Me24)5 7 d 7 days after spraying 255 14 d 14 days after spraying
Tested Disease indexes B g3 btk Bk
fungicide before spraying Disease indexes Control effect/ % Disease indexes Control effect/ %
30 %M EE - BREERE 30% dimethomorph-+prochloraz 5.00 4.50 52.78Aa 4.75 69. 66 Aa
56. 7% S 404L4R 56. 7% copper hydroxide 4.50 5. 00 55. 25Aa 6. 00 67. 08 Aab
47%HE « T4 47% kasugamycin copper—+hydroxide 7.00 9.75 53. 70Aa 11. 50 64. 05Ab
ENBEEBEE 6% kasugamycin 4.25 5. 25 40. 00Bb 6.25 53. 13Bc
22. 5% S EMR 22. 5% iprodione 6.25 7.50 37. 89Bb 8.75 45. 58Bd
¥ 8 CK 5. 00 11. 25 17.75

- F PRI 3 WEETHHE., FFSHERAN KEFRAHRRE SKH LAKTERBE,

Note; The data in the Table is the average of three replications, Different lowercase and capital letters in the same column indicate significant difference at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels, respectively.

2.3 URIAl RN TR H e T
XTI 14 Fin 3 550 o A ) 40 TR X 0 R D 9
R 4 A, 14 AN T A AN TE B R A
HERWEEEES, K Aaa 95”7 “B#/R 87-5" “A
41 18”7 F1 “4a £ 3057 1% 15 48 BB =, 3 F| O 46. 67,
56. 67.48. 33.40. 83, ‘737 i e B K, 4 20.00, 4K
F 4 MIFFMAE IR HEEE
Table 4 Field identification for bacterial speck resistance of

processing tomato varieties

P 3 opis W 1 4 2 i E

Tested cultivars Incidence rate%5  Disease indexes Reaction type
“Fi41 9 B¢ Shihong 9’ 100. 00 46. 67 S
“BAEIR 87-5” ‘Liger 87-5° 100. 00 56. 67 S
“fi41 18” Shihong 18 100. 00 48. 33 S
“F#1 3057 “Shihong 305° 100. 00 40. 83 S
“F 4L 208” “Shihong 208° 86. 67 25. 83 T
“F 4L 096” “Shihong 096° 100. 00 35. 83 T
“HE 45" “Shihong 457 83.33 25. 00 T
“F 41 666” Shihong 666° 93. 33 34.17 T
“4#1.5% 87-5” ‘Jinhongbao 87-57 100. 00 36. 67 T
“i T 9” ‘Tunhe 9” 83.33 22,50 T
“X4l 8” ‘Tianhong 8’ 96. 67 30. 83 T
“¥k¥) 17 “Binghu 17 96. 67 29.17 T
“FH % 36” ‘Shifan 36” 96. 67 32. 50 T
737 73.33 20. 00 R
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Screening of Fungicide for Controlling Tomato Bacterial Speck
Disease and Its Resistance Identification

SI Tiantao' ,XUE Lin* ,SANG Yanpeng® , YANG Desong’
(1. College of Agronomy, Shihezi University/Key Laboratory of Oasis Agricultural Disease and Pest Management, Plant Protection and Its
Resource Ultilization in Xinjiang,Shihezi , Xinjiang 83200032, Shihezi Vegetable Institute of Xinjiang,Shihezi, Xinjiang 8300003 3. Shihezi Science
and Technology Bureau,Shihezi, Xinjiang 830000)

Abstract; Fourteen processing tomatoes were used as materials, indoor toxicity measurement and filed experiment were
carried out,the resistance of 14 processing tomato species to bacterial speck of tomato was evaluated and the fungicides
were screened. The results showed that 30% dimethomorph * prochloraz was the most antibacterial with 73.88%
bacteriostatic rate,6% kasugamycin,56. 7% copper hydroxide,30% dimethomorph-+prochloraz and 47% kasugamycin-+
copperoxychloride had stronger virulence, and their EC;, respectively were 8.7 mg » mL™', 9.6 mg » mL™',
10. 4 mg « mL?,10. 9 mg *» mL!. The field control effect test results showed that the control effect of the 56. 7% cupric
hydroxide,47% kasugamycin-copperoxychloride,and 30% dimethomorph » prochloraz to bacterial speck could be up to
60. 00% or more,of which 30% dimethomorph-prochloraz had good control effect of 69. 66%. The results of resistance
appraisal 14 kinds of processing tomato varieties to bacterial speck showed that there were one disease-resistant variety,
nine disease-tolerant varieties, four disease-sentive varieties in the varieties tested,30% dimethomorph ¢ prochloraz had
better control effect against bacterial speck of tomato.

Keywords : tomato bacterial speck disease;toxicity;control effect;resistance

130



