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INE ZEE GRS R K Aufm m A By ik

fraey KEBE T B KRIMK THRE F G
(DA ARRHER SRR, fEMIC SRR 4 BT A K% L DRI 30 712100)

FE: AR EB a2 LR B ROA SR fem e, M E 12/ XA AT 2 E LB 225 R
AR AR BT Fusarium pseudograminearum 09 £ W4 71 (5t & £ K 69 % vm Bxt s & 2 KB 5%
8 E NSRRI 144 st (R ERBmeg ikt &R AN, 12858 F AR RS
IO YA — e hI 2R, H o 15% FU% B - 5% Tok B e 4 £ 3% &, EC,, %4 0.002 mg/L, A
K2 6.6% FEH B 1.1% %8 M 3.3% 4 T 55 £ .25 g/Lo& T i A2 430 g/L /x4 B2 ,EC,, 2 %1 4 0.016 .,
0.069 #20.099 mg/L. 12#F A 8 A HAP A FAF A B s MR KFSFEHH RRREG SR, L
Hoar b E Yk R, P 15% R H B 5% Trd BF L 2 g BRI, 4 3041%. 15% FIFH
B - 5% Tovi B P AP 4L 28 04 By 38 2OR 3%HF, A 70.43%; 3 K52 430 g/L K B3 A0 25 o/LY&- B ik -37.5 g/L
AEF A8 R, B b SRS R A 56.34% Fo 53.34% , FEBK 1440 F s AR (R) P L A3t R E AR
JERRFIA PR, LA 14 RN A BB, R e iimdmtr, 4 b, BaTB g0 & % L5 smas
B R 15% 5K 1 B8 5% Tk BE 5 3 1 A A7 H AP A 22 A9 R AR ) 25 7 R 2, A B % e
FZHG,
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Screening of fungicides and disease-resistant varieties for wheat Fusarium crown rot
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Abstract: To obtain effective fungicide and resistant varieties for the control of wheat Fusarium crown
rot (FCR), 12 different types of fungicides were selected to test the laboratory virulence against FCR
fungi, their effects on wheat growth and the indoor efficacy in the control of wheat FCR. In addition,
the resistance of 144 wheat varieties (lines) for resistance to wheat FCR were identified. The results
showed that all 12 fungicides showed some inhibitory effect on F. pseudograminearum, among which
the highest inhibition rate was 15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole with the EC,; of 0.002 mg/L, fol-
lowed by 6.6% azoxystrobin-1.1% fludioxonil-3.3% metalaxyl-M, 25 g/L fludioxonil, and 430 g/L tebu-
conazole with EC,, of 0.016, 0.069, and 0.099 mg/L, respectively. Twelve fungicides seed dressing treat-
ments had different effects on wheat emergence, plant height, root length, and fresh weight, especially
on emergence rate, among which the lowest wheat emergence rate was 30.41% produced by treatment
with 15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole. The indoor potted control effect test showed that the control
efficacy of 15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole was the optimal, 70.43%; followed by 430 g/L tebucon-
azole and 25 g/L chlorfenapyr-37.5 g/L fenpropathrin, the control efficacy were 56.34% and 53.34%, re-

spectively. Among the 144 wheat varieties (lines) tested, only three were moderately susceptible, the
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other 141 were highly susceptible, there were no immune or resistant varieties. In conclusion, it is sug-

gested to use 15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole for seed dressing treatment, but the dosage of these

agents should be strictly controlled to prevent the side-effect on wheat.

Key words: Fusarium crown rot; fungicide; toxicity assay; plant growth; varietal resistance; control ef-
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/INFE ZE IR SUPR S b AT o5 D 99 45 (Smi-
ley et al., 2005 ; Chakraborty et al.,2006) , J& i B R
2 Fe {0 Fusarium pseudograminearum . K45 9 16
F. graminearum . ¥ (O FE F culmorum FINE P
WRILTR F. asiaticum 55 Z2 PR I 0 5 | S 19— Fh 1A%
J % (Dyer et al., 2009 ; Obanor & Chakraborty,2014;
A, 2021) . FREACTT/INE F 77 X LA 2L 5L
9 E ORI R AR G5 L AR Y N
SRR |, ST BED /D AEARIESS PRI INAZ 25 7T 1~
3 ARKE Y TR VE IR S 2 Y i A
S PEH (7 K&, 2016; Kazan & Gardiner, 2018) -
2 AR T 1951 ARAE ORI 4% 4 1 (Knigh &
Sutherland, 2013) , 1996 4-FK [EIVT. 7545 B R HIE A /)y
Az ZEREE T A S T (R S, 20145 =
85,2015; 1 ©45,2023) 0L (BU/MESE, 2016) (1L
AR (GORAF,2018) (BRI (BB 45, 20215 Rz Ja 2F
2022) 5544t Rl S 120 R R I AEAE IR E A R
ARG E R RS AE N S, 7EFRE /N ZE
LTI J B R R A B HEEH TR iR %
() 245 1], DR] I 5 1 /)N 22 25 56 J85 9 104 B ¥ 24 791 38 7
JA B .

KT /INAZ ZE LB ) 17 3 AT AHOCHRGE , Lk
P AF (2020) 5T 45 5 W | i D€ K 28 U AT 17 Ba-
cillus amyloliquefaciens %} /N2 ZE5E 65 1) HH [R] B 17 3%
HEATIK 57.4%; tr/NEERIAHE 23 (2021) BFFE R WL, B
BT AR 5 U ) 77 (succinate dehydrogenase in-
hibitor, SDHI) = FRMLBE e Xof /)N A2 ZE B A — 2 1Y)
Bi TR T 3T o 700 R = GBUHE e e A2 TC P A Ak 2
X 7INAZ ZEFE I (1) BT IR AR AR 62%0~82% 5 e [ 1 A
(2021) BFFE I, 25% UM 1 i 1 77 L 3% AR Tk Y
PR P R AR TR | 1090 W% TR T 8 7 i A 550 1 6% 15
WA Ak V7 o A ) P b XS /N ZE R B R B TR K
HIRA] IR 76% VA I, HAR =304 1.2 5 Zhang et al.
(2022) iz i H U1 3i€ ¥ 28 B #T T4 Bacillus velezensis
YB-185 $H: 7 Aub HHX /N A2 25 J g 114 HH 8] 128 14 B
TR AT 1K 57.6% F166.1% . 2R Biih e
P ARG /IN22 2R S (BN 2R R e
o J DR A i A B, BRI 253

W, B E WA A] A , A B — B A 1A T AR AR
16 BCRBCRLBTIR 255700 Bl i6 R h b iR £
I HERIG . b FE ST AT B
I AT AR e (H T T
B 45 25 BE T8 9 1 /N 22 B v i A A A i 4 it e A
(2020) X 670 173 [l F 222 X/NAE i (R ) A 725
LTI i PO S8 5 , K A 84% (1K) /INFZ Al (ZR) %
ZEILB R R IBBYR B 2 AR A ) F2 4
A 2 TRAE (2021) % 20 1) B ik A2 X E AR /NAE S Bl
EATZE 9 v RN R B PO 2, e B 45% I
DLl /INAZ R e v R bR 38 B ; B AR AR
(2023) X 308 177 i 44 32 B X 353l g0 /N2 b b B A 7
SRR BT PESE A , K 95.7% 1) S Fh AR BE
LAY 1.95% MR R BLP T, BRI, IR /NAZ 253
JE BT B A T S T S R B 2N S

SRIARAR BTG/ INAE ZE TR A R R R
Fofr, 16 FH 12 A= 7= o A B i S 16 TR 1 R 1R 79
FZE PN 3K 12 Fh 28 TR R R A A i 1 25
X7 INFE HE A A Bk /N7 ZE L JE 9 1 2 I B A 4K
L IFYETE 144053/ INAZ SRl (30 X 25 B8 J s FR e vk
DU A /N 22 25 1 JE 6 1 B 06 R 7 D 4 Rl 2
A
1 MREHE
1.1 ##

BT 2 /NEZ SRR 38 (ORI TR A PR PR
JD062-5C, I BR VG4 TH R T 8 I 2L A2 18 B ) S 25 0
J& 995 1 /N Z2 A AR b A B8 Al Ak 3R AT, P AR SE I 2= AR
TEo T B/NAE BRI A 933, il AL A ARl K2
A 2E Bt s 144 BT X/ N2 i AP (R ), I BE
PO R BRI IR AL TR 1 2R A VEILR MR K
AR GRS L T 121 CRii K .

B SR 3 - S S A 4 B 35 IR (potato dextrose
agar, PDA) i F2 5L 530 25 B S48 55 200 g 20
20 g iR 15 g, Z&ZMB/KEA 2 1 L, = 5 KA 20 min;
B/ NSRS AR T, 7K 28k 1.0~1.5 min, 8] 1]
KM 4~5 U, Vi e Tl KA BT, r 3 &
500 mL =, & HAFL, TR 0.1 MPa i
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121 CEAM FIRHK T 20 min, RIFRAS/INKEG F3E
RS : 50% Z2 7 R (carbendazim) F] i
PER AL, DU DGR AR A7 R 7 5 30% 13 A -
10% Wtk 14 it B8 55 (30% tebuconazole-10% pyraclos-
trobin) 7K 43 HORL A , Bk PG bR IEAE )R 22 A PR 7 5
25 g/L & B i (fludioxonil ) & 7EFH AT 250 g/L BEHH
fif (azoxystrobin) & ¥l . 6.6% W& I I - 1.1% M &
NG +33% ¥ W FH R (6.6% azoxystrobin-1.1%
fludioxonil-3.3% metalaxyl-M ) & 77 F A5 .25 g/LI%
H i 37.5 g/L A5 H 7 2 (25 g/L fludioxonil-37.5 g/L
metalaxyl-M) & 77 B A, SE1E I8 p il AE D IR 30 A
FRZ ) 5 3.7% NH s Fik A 1 - 7.3% K B (3.7% pyra-
clostrobin-7.3% triticonazole ) & 77 £ 5] , B2 37 e Rk
PN ) 5430 g/L M i (tebuconazole ) & 77 51, V175
LR e TIRA A PR 7] 530 o/L 2K ik FH PR ke (di-
fenoconazole ) = IFFIACH], IL AR AR ZERALABRAF 5
15% 3. %% 1 BE - 5% C M 5 (15% phenamacril-5%
hexaconazole ) &7 7 , BV L% 2 i A= Wkt 44 PR
N 5 7.A% 19E LIS - 0.8% 1 TR - 0.8% A% Tk FH A e
(7.4% thiamethoxam-0.8% fludioxonil-0.8% difeno-
conazole ) &L FEFIACH , 7 & i A5 LB W RHE Iy AT TR
NH]3500 g/L H AR B R (polyantimycinl) & V751,
PR (P ED A FRA ] . DRGL-P1000-B3 AT
SARKEFRAE , B ICRTER B2 a8 A7 PR 7] s GHX-
9270B fHIRIEFRAE , LIRS SIS A PR A H]
1.2 FHi&
1.2.1  BHXA R A& R RE £ A& A e
FHIE KK 50% 21 2 430 /L ICMERE  30% I,
MR BEE « 109% RSPk TRT TR .25 /L & TR 250 g/L Mg 1A
i .3.7% NH M ik PRI - 7.3% KB 30 /L 2 ik FT 34
W 15% UK PRI TG + 5% CU MR | 7.49% WE LG - 0.89% 1
NG - 0.8% Rk H PR 25 o/L WS G +37.5 g/L A H
2% .500 g/L FH LG 14 72 1 6.6% W5 DA TR - 1.1% W6 14
i +3.3% K5 T 7R 2 12 MR R IR 0.1,0.5.1
5 K110 mg/L AU, 73 BIIMA K H. 50 C A7 1
PDA R 25, TR 21 e BB 7 LA ) hi 35 A ) 1k
ATE A Y PDA -, LA AN A2 T 7 49 PDA P-4y
2 XTI B E TR 3K, T EAE 6 mmFTFLAR
TEARAR A S A0 TR BRT VR S0 % A TR DF , 43 43 A3 5
ZJPDA PR b e, B OFARIC, 25 “CREEFR S d, 2R H]
TR ORI RV B TR R TR A K AR
P22 A KA . TRV AR K B AR =T 1Y TRV L
R-TADF ELAR A 2= O B2 TRV AR - A 3 A TR
T AR ) O B YA AR > 100%,  LLHR B 1 X B

Ry AR o, B R AR Dy PR AR i y, 2 EE )
M2k, TR R B #E 7 R 7 R AR G R 4k T
A PR EC, (#84: F45,2010) .
1.2.2  BERF R A & A KFrmagn] 2

W AR 44k 160 1 1 B TD062-5C %73 PDA
Wi b, F 25 CR B 5537 3~4 d, PR 74 1 2 o 22 4%
ABRE/NKR:FRIL T, F 25 CHi 3R 7~10 d, 3557
IIA) R R 5% 2~3 I, R/ VR R TR I T 41 200 1k,
A 4 COKFADRAE , 25 H o K9 B B RN IS
R F 1:500 1A 395), BRI 250 g 36 A EL
29 em 5 7 om P EDEHE A e BRI K
/N—BR PG AR 933 BT A TRERI AL B, L 50% £
PR AT e /R HIZ5 10 g,430 g/L PR EE N
FT 55/ NEFI T 25 1 mL, 30% [ - 10% i w4
kAR 25 o/L IS HA G \250 g/L MR S | 3.7% Nt mk ik
PRI - 7.3% KM 30 g/L A Fik FH IAIME | 15% SR A
B - 5% W | 7.4% WE LU - 0.8% I T I - 0.8% 7%
ik FF PRI 25 o/L W& TR I - 37.5 g/LoKS H R 2 500 g/L
PR BT TR 2 R 6.6% WS TR TR - 1.1% M TR - 3.3% K 1
o R A 10 RPN T/ N2 2 mL.
FREERERD 10 BRI FEFP AL BERD -, LAWK b 2R
P Ras AR, B3 R EE . B T
Al 25 C R 20 °C DGR 14 L2 10 D AR A
60%~80% M N TS MEIEFAR T G 95 . B RMETT
e AP R T 2 em A
Hio #ERN30 dJF , e T s i, SRS K R AR T
FIAE BRI 30 B/ N2 2 IIRRE 2 P B 7KK AR
PR, A3 I A /INAZ A R B ARG
1.2.3  BXFH A 69 F W B g BOR

1.2.2 H45 Rl 30 d J5 X 45 b B/ N A2 Rl AR AT
TEA . AR 0~9 9473 ZbnifE (Poole et al., 2012) X}
WTEHEAT 0o bR O G FEMR R 0 5 1 9,
Hiy P A AR B 1 R GCAEIR s 3 9, 5 1
B S AR H R AR R S 9, 5 1 AR R
55 2 MR AR 7 9%, 55 3 A S ISR I AR SR A
PR 2 95 1 & B IR G sl B2 A0 T 5 9 9%, ML R &9 1
FET . F BRI R 3 W 15 48 BRI BT iR &L
W BN R=K IR E BRI 100% ; 955 175 15 B =
S (5 PR MR A5 PARTRAE) /(I A EAR B < B 5 9
L) %1005 B TR AR = Oof B 1596 £ A B 1 1R
O /% a8 £ 100% .
1.2.4 BHR&A(R) 2 Z R Fme iz

20194 6 H F U bR ARBHE R 750 1 Ik
Wi NP E . IR 122 7 o IR A B
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PRI ID062-5C 7E/INK IR HE b 4 26 i B I
P FIC B 5 IR i HE 1: 500 1R A1 4), FREL250 g
PANBEAL9 em . 5 7 em BYERHEZ H . R 144 1341t
TR/INAZ SRR (R ) IR X HE PG A 933 b7 25 , 1
BUFPRIRIH  N—B PR R SR 2
FE LA SR RS SRR RE R L0 KL, B L R
3 EFOESECE AR 25 °C RIR 20 °C
114 L:10 D X EE 609%~80% 9 N TS A 15 35
FTh RS . BRI R IR ey X peK , il 5e
WAL . 42 30 d i, 2480 X BR G 4k 933 7™
RIS, AT 144 03 /INZZ SRl (R B9 & i 10, XoF
WG AT T BRI TR A s o GbR HE AR
TR EOTEAXF 123, T HRUFR RS R iyl
SR, R4 12 A TS 2 I A = NS e, ik
A b 2 A i A 52 AN nl BT o P 28 A 52 ), B
2 PR I TR B R B AT LT . R FR A=

0, J P8 ; 0<Ii 15 45 %0 <10.00, N =41 5 10.00<55 15
15 %0<20.00, A 1 5 20.00<95 15 48 0 <30.00, Hy rh
% W TETE£0>30.00, Ry Rk (SR MESE, 2009) .
1.3 #ESH

K SPSS 16.0 X HRA I B A T4 8T
[ FH Duncan P73 A% 25 1047 25 53 B 28 R 560

2 ERESH

2.1 HIXEFEFHNEZEBRENERNSH

12 Fp R RS EOR S WA i i 2 A K3 —
FE IR, Horb 15% SUR TR R - 5% BB A4
SR i, EC,, 4 0.002 mg/L , HVR 2 6.6% W5 4
ikt - 1.19% M I -3.3% M5 H G R .25 o/L W& 141 i il
430 g/L S, EC,, 4351124 0.016,0.069 £110.099 mg/L,
1M 500 g/L F 36 B A 22 1) 91 ) 254 2R e 25, EC, 0
4165 mg/L(F1),

F1 ARFRAFNBRREFRENZENSEN

Table 1 Laboratory virulence of different fungicides to Fusarium pseudograminearum

ENEFil i EUEpy THIC R EL EC,/
Fungicide Virulence regression equation Correlation coefficient ~ (mg/L)

50% Z 1 R 50% carbendazim y=3.373x+5.544 0.965 0.690
309 JRMRTE + 109 NI B B G y=1.989x+5.480 0.980 0.574
30% tebuconazole-10% pyraclostrobin
25 g/L M ERG 25 /L fludioxonil y=1.384x+6.605 0.888 0.069
250 /L WEH i 250 g/L azoxystrobin y=0.474x+4.964 0.958 1.191
3.7% WL T PRI T - 7.3 % K P e y=1.618x+5.767 0.945 0.336
3.7% pyraclostrobin-7.3% triticonazole
430 g/L SR 430 g/L tebuconazole y=1.910x+6.918 0.997 0.099
30 g/L 7k H 218 30 /L difenoconazole y=1.124x+5.254 0.991 0.594
15% T TR - 5% CL e =0.529x+6.420 0.867 0.002
15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole
7.4% Vg H1 1% - 0.8% W 15 + 0.8% A<k I Rk y=1.481x+5.386 0.993 0.549
7.4% thiamethoxam-0.8% fludioxonil-0.8% difenoconazole
25 g/LIE A NG -37.5 g/ LAEHFE R =1.665x+5.886 0.982 0.294
25 g/L fludioxonil-37.5 g/L metalaxyl-M
500 g/L HF LA R 500 g/L polyantimycinl y=1.170x+4.275 0.977 4.165
6.6% W PAITE - 1.1% W& G - 3.3% K5 7 = y=1.412x+7.556 0.984 0.016

6.6% azoxystrobin-1.1% fludioxonil-3.3% metalaxyl-M

x: WRPEIOXTEE s y: MEERHERIE . x: Logarithmic value of concentration dose; y: probit of antibacterial rate.

22 HHRFEEFITNEERKBFIE

12 Fh R R PR AL BT /N2 e AT 5, HL
L P AR A TR R (P<0.05) , Hir 159 500
fik 5% O\ M WAL 5 19 1V 3R A, 28 30.41%,
AR T HA A B AL FE (P<0.05) 5 1111 50% 22 18 72 1l
30 g/L 2 ik FFY B M b B A 1 7 3 G 3 e T AR

AL EE(P<0.05) , XT i R m f/N(K 2) o 15%
FURTE TG - 5% O I 25 o/L & T2 i AL 38U Rk =
P TR (P<0.05) , T 25 o/L W BRI IG - 37.5 g/L
K R G R A S AR R B R T IR (P<0.05) , 3
AR FR AR 3 S5 0 BTG i 25 57 (6 2) . BR30 /L
A Tk A e b B S A AR R S AIK X R AN (P<
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N7/ T T S

5148

0.05) , Hifth 28 T 7 Ab FR 5 AOAR I 15 %6 IR G ik 3 2%
S(FR2) o B8 3.7% M wR ik T 15 - 7.3% JC A Wk Ab

b 2% T 790 Ak B A fif B g 0 IR 3 R (P<
R2 AEFEHLENNEERKZMN

Table 2 Effects of different fungicides on wheat growth

0.05), JELL 25 o/L W T 1IE 1 15% 55U A TR - 5% CLInk
%ot i o ) S M e K (R 2) ¢

Qb H A Mg [i:§:S fief 7

Treatment Rate of emergence/%  Plant height/cm Root length/cm Fresh weight/g
50% Z 1 R 50% carbendazim 81.89+2.65 b 20.93+1.43 ab 9.69+1.22 abc 1.18+0.12d
30% ISR « 109% MH A ik B i 71.5243.79 cd 20.09+2.09 be 10.91+1.64 abc 1.53+0.07 b
30% tebuconazole-10% pyraclostrobin
25 g/LMSTANG 25 /L fludioxonil 52.75+4.51 ef 14.85+1.29 d 9.07+0.89 cd 0.60+0.07 ¢
250 g/L ME IR 250 g/L azoxystrobin 54.88+4.16 ef 20.16+0.86 be 11.17+0.94 ab 1.33£0.07 ¢
3.7%% WL Pk A1 1 + 7.3 9% K P A 65.89+3.51 cde 21.00+£2.37 ab 10.40+0.94 abc 1.77+0.07 a
3.7% pyraclostrobin-7.3% triticonazole
430 g/L I% M 430 g/L tebuconazole 61.68+3.06 de 20.31+0.62 abc ~ 10.87+0.77 abc 1.44+0.08 be
30 g/L <[ H ¥ 30 g/L difenoconazole 83.37+3.51 b 20.7140.72 ab 7.68+0.67 d 1.3240.08 ¢
15% S AT - 5% O e EE 30.41+4.04 g 16.54+0.78 d 11.01+0.25 abc 0.70+0.09 ¢
15% phenamacril-5% hexaconazole
7.4% WE HUGE - 0.8% I T I - 0.8% ATk H #A ke 52.34+3.51 ef 21.55+1.01 ab 10.81+1.78 abc 1.52+0.09 b
7.4% thiamethoxam-0.8% fludioxonil -
0.8% difenoconazole
25 g/LMKHNE-37.5 gLIEF R R 76.36%3.00 bed 22.19+0.98 a 9.35+1.12 bed 1.52+0.06 b
25 g/L fludioxonil-37.5 g/L metalaxyl-M
500 g/L H LA R 22 500 g/L polyantimycinl 80.52+4.62 be 20.06+0.65 be 11.62+2.27 a 1.4420.07 be
6.6% WX - 1.19% W B - 3.3% K5 F R 44.85+0.58 f 18.65+0.88 ¢ 9.21+0.81 bed 1.46+0.07 b
6.6% azoxystrobin-1.1% fludioxonil *
3.3% metalaxyl-M
7K X} R Clean water control (CK) 92.00+2.65 a 19.97+2.25 be 10.79+1.20 abc 1.81+0.07 a

PR R bR E 2 . RIS [R5 7R 28 Duncan BT & 226K 5025 57 1. 3% (P<0.05) . Data are mean=SD. Dif-

ferent letters in the same column indicate significant difference by Duncan’s new multiple range test (P<0.05).

23 HHXFEEFIHNEZZEEHNERBERR

15% T TR - 5% CWSEERE R AL B S /N2 (109
TR RN, 16,71, IR R i I 2 (P<0.05) , ik
70.43%; H 2 430 o/ LI 25 o/LIE il -37.5 ¢/L
5 H R R 6.6% M5 T TR - 1.1% % 1 i +3.3% K5 H /e
RN 25 o/L W% T B F Rl Ak B 95 5 48 B0 ) ok
24.67.26.37.27.43 F128.47 , B VAR AR X BL 4T, 43
1R 56.34% .53.34% . 51.46% F149.62%; 500 g/L H!
FLA TR R X /N7 ZE TR I AR I 22, o v 48 Bl
1, 49.23, BRI 12.81%, i 35 Ik T HoAth
KB AT (P<0.05,%3).
24 INESW(R)NEZEBHROTUEESR

TE 144 iy /N 22 S A (RO v PG 2% 91 . 75 4 92
FIBETR 198 =53 /INAZ di Bl () R/ INAZ ZE B g 3R
R o5 LR SRR Y 2.08% , HiAy 141y /NAE
Tl (R X /A ZE L P R R v e, o e

=

0 30

a}

g

T 97.92% , K e A FPTIa il (R 4) .
3 iie

T (2023) R PR 224 KR IE X 2R 1]
B T ATILR 3 48 IR B i T T iE AT 2 INBE
DS, e IO UM AT gk A1 R T el s 12 2 9 oy
32 v ) R 5 S8 TR 4 55 (2022) WF 5 K 0L M T T Xof
1A P A /N A7 25 5 88 s TR 6 1 % A I A S A
FH 3 2 HEERAE (2023 ) BiF9E 3R WIS T TG 5 1R el it A T
B R A e A 1 7 22 1 B ) deoit , HACR BT AL T
2N AR IE A R R, 15% FUR TR - 5% 2
e S X A 7 2 S L TRT T 22 A K 1) 99+ 850 R S
6.6% WE TR i - 1.1% M& TR -3.3% K5 RG22 .25 g/L %
PTG 1 430 g/L I3 WA Pt X6 A1 R 2 i 70 T T 22 2E A
A BN IR . Ah AR EE RIRTIESE 6.6%
1 R TR+ 1.1% V8 BRI S - 3.3% K5 Y 7 2R 42 . o 751 IR
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TR A 5k A6 B G B0 R AR (BC,,=0.016 mg/L) & (EC,=1.191 mg/L) H.5 kb ¥, 5 & F WF 58 45 &
25 o/L W& B i (EC,,=0.069 mg/L) #1250 o/L W5 i fie ~ — &,

R3 FEIFAFHMGENEZREERAIBARR

Table 3 Control effects of seed dressing with different fungicides on wheat crown rot

b3 TR AL DI €

Treatment Disease index Control effect/%
50% Z P4 R 50% carbendazim 42.78+4.67 be 24.14+8.28 d
30% SR MEEE - 109% ML BiE 30% tebuconazole- 10% pyraclostrobin 36.21+£3.80 ¢ 35.92+6.73 ¢
25 g/L MM 25 /L fludioxonil 28.47+5.16 d 49.6249.15b
250 g/L ME R I 250 g/L azoxystrobin 42.87+4.58 be 24.14+8.12 d
3.7% WL BRI T - 7.3% KCRE 3.7% pyraclostrobin-7.3% triticonazole 36.47+2.87 ¢ 35.46+5.09 ¢
430 g/L I M 430 g/L tebuconazole 24.67+3.44 d 56.34+6.10 b
30 g/L ik H FRmE 30 g/L difenoconazole 42.47+4.48 be 24.85+7.94 d
15% FU T T - 5% CLMEES 15% phenamacril- 5% hexaconazole 16.71+2.87 ¢ 70.43+5.09 a
7.4% WE HLUE - 0.8% M TR - 0.8% ik FH ERI 43.89+3.80 be 22.17+6.73 de
7.4% thiamethoxam-0.8% fludioxonil-0.8% difenoconazole
25 g/LIS NG -37.5 /LAE R 2 25 g/L fludioxonil-37.5 g/L metalaxyl-M 26.37+3.06 d 53.34+5.43 b
500 g/L B AL R 2 500 g/L polyantimycinl 49.23+229b 12.81+4.06 e
6.6% W TR - 1.19% WS TR - 3.3% K B H 2 27.43+2.92d 51.46+5.18 b
6.6% azoxystrobin-1.1% fludioxonil-3.3% metalaxyl-M
7 7K X} R Clean water control (CK) 56.51+13.25a -

FrhBE B R e o [RBIAS[E) 7R 2R 28 Duncan FGHT B W 22 1465625 7 . 3% (P<0.05) . Data are mean£SD. Dif-

ferent letters in the same column indicate significant difference by Duncan’s new multiple range test (P<0.05).

R4 14BN ERM(R)NERRFHOEPRMMLEESR

Table 4 Seedling resistance of 144 wheat varieties (lines) to crown rot

e ¥ e
N AN (R) Diggj ?fgex gfgfjlﬁ N AN () Diij Eilfgex gfgfjﬁ
Wheat variety (line) 6 A 12 H evaluation Wheat variety (line) 6 A 12 H evaluation
June Dec. June Dec.
PE%%91 Xiza 91 20.83  25.00 MS i 283 Xianmai 283 3750 66.67 HS
P 921 Xinong 921 23.81 27.50 MS P& 175 Xinong 175 3429 7037 HS
K 198 Shaanhe 198 26.00  28.57 MS P4 569 Xinong 569 46.03  58.72 HS
[ 77 855 Longmai 855 2098  31.11 HS 4% 33 Xinong 33 4583  59.26 HS
JtZ=52 161 Beilimai 161 25.00  31.74 HS P4 931 Xinong 931 68.57  44.00 HS
Vi 718 Xinong 718 28.57 3131 HS 47 122 Jinmai 122 62.96  42.73 HS
A<k 1132 Nongke 1132 3333 3456 HS P4 932 Xinong 932 46.67  59.26 HS
431 0366 Gudao 0366 27.16  34.44 HS P4 928 Xinong 928 7333 3333 HS
P4 684 Xinong 684 3556 3333 HS P4 1125 Xinong 1125 37.14 7037 HS
24 908 Ronghua 908 3333 37.66 HS P4 681 Xinong 681 4074  26.49 HS
2= Gaohan 3 3036 40.74 HS P45 857 Xihan 857 42.00  28.57 HS
% 125 Weimai 12 40.00  31.11 HS 474 25 Hemai 2 2778  58.19 HS
P4 15 Xinong 1 40.00  33.33 HS P4 116 Xinong 116 50.00  59.25 HS
P4 121 Xinong 121 25.00  37.04 HS P4 627 Xinong 627 50.00  60.00 HS
;3% 134 Youxuan 134 3250 42.22 HS P4 852 Xinong 852 51.02  60.00 HS
P4k 819 Xinong 819 3333 4222 HS P4 238 Xinong 238 25.00  55.56 HS
P4 650 Xinong 650 4250  33.33 HS i 183 Weilong 183 4222  68.89 HS
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JNE SRR (R) DEE: Eilfgex g’}:fgﬁ JNE SRR () DEE: Eilr?%[ex g’gf::ﬁ
Wheat variety (line) 6 A 12H evaluation Wheat variety (line) 6 A 12 H evaluation
June Dec. June Dec.

9962 38.89 3736 HS PH4E919 Xichun 919 46.67  73.33 HS
P 256 Xinong 256 44.00  33.33 HS 2% 105 Shaanza 10 4762  64.44 HS
1E 7% 95 Huakenmai 9 22.22 38.89 HS 7H K 4 316 Runliangmai 316 61.11 44.00 HS
4 345 Runmai 3 4444 3333 HS [ 838 Longmai 838 48.88 64.44 HS
P 626 Xinong 626 3556 42.50 HS Pi5L 161 Xihan 161 4500  68.57 HS
A%} 68 Nongke 68 3333 45.68 HS rP 7 885 Zhongmai 885 60.00  55.55 HS
7K 196 Shaanhe 196 4523 33.99 HS 5 K 19 Juliang 19 51.85  63.89 HS
ZH—"% Qinyu 1 38.10  42.22 HS Vi 281 Xinong 281 51.85  64.44 HS
G5 A 186 Baojingmai 186 55.71 51.85 HS F A 166 Baojingmai 166 61.11 47.22 HS
PUHIF 229 Xiyan 229 50.00  32.72 HS 4: =10 Jinsan 10 5250 66.66 HS
W% 1% Qiaxuan 1 36.26  46.67 HS 7K I 189 Yongshun 189 57.14  62.22 HS
Pi4R 22 Xiza 22 48.15  34.92 HS V7 1606 Lingmai 1606 5833 6l.11 HS
&7 65 Fumai 6 51.11 32.10 HS /M2 33 Xiaoyan 33 63.89 5555 HS
SelhA 588 Xiangengmai 588 6333 44.44 HS 1B R 2% 85 Huakenmai 8 4857  62.96 HS
J&ZZ 12 Xianmai 12 48.00 36.00 HS JHZ 105 Weimai 10 62.86 57.55 HS
FEBH 819 Minyang 819 32.00 52.38 HS HRBE 171 Zhiyuan 171 49.21 71.42 HS
P4 279 Xinong 279 3273 52.00 HS P& 333 Xinong 333 7143 51.02 HS
P4 908 Xinong 908 4524 40.00 HS 77 18 Haomai 18 77.78  45.00 HS
K 68 Datang 68 60.00  26.38 HS Pk 186 Xinong 186 45.71 77.14 HS
P& 1329 Xinong 1329 38.78  48.15 HS P4k 837 Xinong 837 5333 7037 HS
727 158 Qinmai 158 40.00  47.62 HS P 936 Xinong 936 3878  85.19 HS
P4 916 Xinong 916 5277 35.73 HS W3 47 Jinmai 47 7143 5455 HS
I 1639 Minggi 1639 44.44 2778 HS 15 163 Weifeng 163 68.89  58.18 HS
G454 718 Baojingmai 718 2778 46.67 HS FWFZ 95 Baoyanmai 9 2777 63.88 HS
f%JC 818 Shengyuan 818 37.04  51.85 HS ik 835 Xinong 835 60.00  70.37 HS
43208 Jinfeng 208 48.89  41.44 HS Pti4li 998 Xichun 998 6429  66.67 HS
P4k 369 Xinong 369 42.00  48.57 HS 5% 25 Gaohan 2 7143 60.00 HS
KM 532 Dadi 532 48.89  42.22 HS WA 59 Mengmai 59 50.00  81.48 HS
724k 34 Qinnong 34 46.67  44.44 HS 4 303 Ximai 303 28.89  66.67 HS
52799 Hanmai 99 48.15  43.43 HS i % 85 Tongmai 8 28.00  66.67 HS
P4k 363 Xinong 363 38.57 5333 HS 13 578 Zhongmai 578 2778  66.67 HS
P4k 131 Xinong 131 4762  44.44 HS /IMIZ 22 Xiaoyan 22 60.00  73.33 HS
P4 82 Xiza 82 3492 57.14 HS fi# 95 Hangmai 9 64.44  68.89 HS
5.7 908 Hanmai 908 50.00  42.85 HS PU T 9963 Xigao 9963 87.30  46.23 HS
P4 857 Xinong 857 30.10  62.96 HS P4 998 Xinong 998 70.00  65.42 HS
#7168 Qinmai 168 3333 5555 HS Pk 943 Xinong 943 69.14  66.67 HS
P& 1860 Xinong 1860 31.11 62.96 HS P& 136 Xinong 136 7333 64.44 HS
4518 0399 Gudao 0399 51.79 4286 HS #1188 Xinbo 188 23.14  69.44 HS
Rk 1128 Gaoke 1128 54.44 4047 HS Pi4¢ 161 Xinong 161 4444  94.44 HS
Pk 812 Xinong 812 44.44 5111 HS Z2#%369 Qinxin 369 8333 55.56 HS
P4 99 Xinong 99 36.00  59.60 HS [ 187 Weilong 187 60.00  80.00 HS
F 4 570 Zhongmai 570 50.00  46.67 HS D[ 918 Xingmin 918 23.81 70.37 HS
%#4£ 336 Ronghua 336 4127  55.55 HS Pk 833 Xinong 833 85.71 56.67 HS
[z 5 101 Longhan 101 4182  55.56 HS PG4 865 Xinong 865 66.67  77.78 HS
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#ZE3R4 Continued

TR THTEEL

TR THTEEL

INZ SRR (R) Disease index i:%j;ﬁ INZ SRR (R) Disease index i:%j;ﬁ
Wheat variety (line) 6H 12 evaluation Wheat variety (line) 6 H 12 evaluation
June Dec. June Dec.

P75 9961 Xigao 9961 47.50 50.00 HS P —*5 Xiyan 1 68.00 77.78 HS
P& 128 Xinong128 50.00 47.69 HS Pi4% 926 Xinong 926 80.00 68.89 HS
K531 Dadi 531 44 .44 53.33 HS [A] 4% 3522 Yanmai 3522 54.17 96.29 HS
#1636 Changwu 636 60.00 38.89 HS KHii 65 Tianrui 6 73.21 79.31 HS
Z8 77 208 Qinmai 208 60.00 39.58 HS V4% 328 Xinong 328 77.78 75.93 HS
P22 159 Ximai 159 53.33 46.67 HS P& 933 Xinong 933 86.67 68.89 HS
=309 Ximai 309 41.67 60.00 HS %5 187 Longwei 187 85.00 74.07 HS
577 906 Hanmai 906 27.27 51.11 HS 1B T03 Weifeng TO3 90.48 68.89 HS
Pi4% 119 Xinong 119 65.00 38.38 HS /IME 101 Xiaoyan 101 67.86 94.44 HS
4 144 Wunong 144 33.33 70.37 HS JiZ 519 Xianmai 519 86.67 77.78 HS
172 28 Runmai 28 37.04 66.67 HS V442139 Xi’an 139 74.07 94.44 HS

MS: Hugk; HS: /8. MS: Moderate susceptible; HS: highly susceptible.

ARWFFELE R B, 12 BRI REFp A B /N 27
HE VT SRR 5 I A, X AR e AR K 118 5 M A
BN, HoA 12 RS B AL BRS A /N P RS
IR T8 BE 5 BR 3.7% T s ik T T - 7.3% K TR WA Ak B
A, HoAh K B R A LS A ik T 2 (R B R 15%
EURTRITE - 5% O MR 25 o/ L W T I A 38U ARk w25
BN FE i 2 AR, T 25 /L WK TR -37.5 g/LAE 7R
AR B A v VU)X HE S A 5 5% 30 /L ARk
FH R A, Al 2R B 751 Ak B A AR K 34 5 %6 BB
FeS . ZRHRENAE (2023) fF5T 25 WIS T I 5 TRk i
BRCHIFIT N E A —E R . 1R
(2022) & W 25g/L W PR N 1 Ak B %) ok sy d 44
TN 11T 25% T TR P PP A B 0 B bk fif 7 FN+ 5
D) 4 3 BAI 5 TR AR AR 92 45 1 Wl | 25 /L WS A R
15% 5 AR - 5% OB b35S A =) A et B
Yol A, ST AR S IRA—2, s R A AT i
SR FFERIE R AN

A (2022) WF 9T 2 B 60 /L IR | 25 g/L
% DA T 1 259 500 TR i A A B BB 8 3 PR AR/ N A2
PR, BIVARCR M 63.6%~100.0%., T T 4%
(2023) 5% R 2% B S50 TR B X /DN 22 25 JRE s 1) B
TARCRIITE 80.0% LU I 5KMES(2016) R A2
F 53590 T /N2 1 AR T BB VR 2R ,
A iz« KA 5 59 L 22 A5 751 L PSR AT S Y TR e
BRI B AR, R R 25 503 rT 2 AN
A W RS I A . SRR AR AT (2022) & BIAE
BARR 2 25 T R TR PR A 0 /N 2R B TR AT

PIBIRRCR . A G R, 15% SR TR TR - 5%
C WS PSP o 174 25 P8 77 Y O B i 3, 34 51) 70.43%
430 g/L MRS (25 o/L WS TR A% -37.5 g/L RS H FE R .
6.6% W HATE - 1.1% W& M - 3.3% K5 W & & .25 g/L %
B A BTG R AE 50.00% 245 , ST ABFFE 45
FEAR B, ARG S BIE SR B 0 AR TR
ANFZE 1 TR K AT — S s DR A i —
X AR R AR BE A TR S . RIS, /N2 2R B
() 2 i M 4, 32 A8 52 T 48K (Smiiley , 2019)
PRl It 2 oA O 28 AR R0 2h R0 8 5 45 A TR
#E— BBk

AWFFCIE X 144 3 BV X G/NZ i (R)
PEAT I T AP S R B, BT 33t P 4 26 1
Hh ORI 8%, oA R i Rl . 45 245 (2015) XF
BOEAZ X /N SRR HEA T B S, R R IR /)N
2 ZERL R S PR BT /N SR SRR A R
— 3, RULAE (2018) FH B 1T 50 ik 1 2 % T B 4
60 (e /INAZ SRR AT B S L 1 10.0% /N iy
oo oXof 2 T Ry b s Rk, R R B A
LA A s E A ARAE (2023) Fl4: 5 Rt 45 (2020) 4351 %F
TR A8 X3/ NAZ Rl ORN R ] 322842 X/ N2 R gk A 7
PR BL R S 5, R IW 95.7% 1 84.0% 1Y /NF i Fif
Xof 25 B e IR , 3t PR UUIE S R [ /N7 4
i P AL 28 DR RO /N ZE LR i o 22 L Bt
PRSI = o R, B RS THTR A2 8 A,
KA R TR FR UM LT R 2 R /N2 A
P, 3 = TR E/NZZ SR R AR S LR K
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