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Virulence and control efficacy in field of different fungicides against
the pathogen of guava shoot blight
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(1. Institute of Fruit Tree Research , Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Key Laboratory of South
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Abstract Guava shoot blight of is a new serious disease which infects guava twigs in the southern China in recent
years. The objective of this study was to screen the effective fungicides against the disease. The virulence of eight
fungicides against the pathogen Neofusicoccum parvum was tested in the laboratory by the methods of mycelial
growth and spore conidial germination, and the fungicides with high virulence were used in the field control trials.
Results showed that prochloraz 30% CS exhibited the strongest inhibitory activity with ECs, value of 0.2 mg/L,
followed by difenoconazole 60% WG and difenoconazole = azoxystrobin 35% SC,with EC;, values of 0.23 mg/L
and 0.29 mg/L, respectively. Meanwhile, prochloraz 30% CS and difenoconazole « azoxystrobin 35% SC had
maximum toxicity against spore germination with the average EC;, values of 0.07 and 0.09 mg/L, respectively.
Moreover, prochloraz 30% CS and difenoconazole 60% WG showed high preventive and curative activity against
N. parvum. Field experiment showed that prochloraz 30% CS and difenoconazole 60% WG had great potential
to control guava shoot blight, with the control efficacies of 56.87% and 52.40% , respectively.
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Table 1 Concentration of fungicides

AT
Fungicide

R 22 KV /mg « L7

Concentration on mycelial growth

A R IR /mg » L7

Concentration on spore germination

30 Y0kt CS
prochloraz 30% CS

16 2okt « SR SC
prochloraz « iprodione 16 % SC

50 % N ERIE EC

propiconazole 50% EC

350K H - WEER R SC
difenoconazole + azoxystrobin 35% SC

60 26 A<k T IR WG
difenoconazole 60% WG

7026 AL R WP
thiophanate-methyl 70% WP
2005 - tESEW WP
myclobutanil « thiram 20% WP
80V ARMEE WP

mancozeb 80% WP

6.79 3.4 1.7 0. 85 0.42

4.25 2.13 1. 06 0. 53 0.27

1.8 0.9 0. 45 0. 23 0. 11

0.8 0.4 0.2 0.1 0. 05

& 2 1.6 0. 80 0.4 0.2

2.4 1.2 0. 6 0.3 0. 15

152 0.6 0.3 0. 15

0. 075

0. 96 0.48 0. 24 0.12 0. 06

4.8 2.4 1.2 0. 6 0.3

96 48 24 12 6

10. 4 5.2 2.6 1.3 0. 65
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Table 2 Virulence of 8 fungicides against the pathogen Neo fusicoccum parvum
R 22 A A 1 1B A A Pk
- Inhibitory activity on mycelial growth Inhibitory activity on spore germination
AR - .
Fonrti EABPOE oo BRRRG BARRE o HRREO)
Regression equation *0 Correlation Regression equation 20 Correlation
.. mg-+ L ! . .. mg+ L ! .
of toxicity coefficient of toxicity coefficient
30 % Bk & CS
VOPRBE I W Y=5.856 4+1. 230 6X 0. 20 0.9177 Y=7.163 0+1. 898 0X 0. 07 0. 986 5
prochloraz 30% CS
60 Yo Kk F 2R WG _ - _ - -
difenoconazole 60% WG Y=6.029 6+1. 605 1X 0. 23 0.9815 Y=6.5850+1.714 8X 0.12 0. 967 5
O/ SR o S SO
S5/ - WHER SC - Y=5.571 2--1.063 8X  0.29  0.9665 Y=6.6803+1.6335X 0.09 0,995 3
difenoconazole * azoxystrobin 35% SC
0, T SIA N
SOA.WH % EC . Y=5.521 4+2.122 0X 0. 57 0.9736  Y=5.812 0+1.272 1X 0.23 0.986 9
propiconazole 50% EC
16 20Kt « S iF ik SC
savkst #%]HFK ¢ Q Y=5.218 9+1.472 7X 0.71 0.9823 Y=5.746 9+1.716 2X 0. 37 0.997 5
prochloraz « iprodione 16 % SC
70 %0 HI BT B R WP
Y=4.900 1+1. 467 9X 1.17 0.946 1  Y=5.202 3-+1.316 4X 0.70 0.995 3
thiophanate-methyl 70% WP i L
0/ f4> s B e
8076 FURREL T WP Y=4.240 2+1. 926 6X 2.48 0.975 3 Y=5.130 8+1.298 4X 0.79 0.999 6
mancozeb 80% WP
0/ BEEE o 35
207 - FESEAL WP Y=2.356 0+1.933 9X  23.29 0.9850 Y=2.9738+1.8349X 12.71 0.993 8

myclobutanil * thiram 20% WP

2.2 SHFREAMNBFABERRRERSERF
# & B HD 1 A

8 A TR /N e AR A6 T 3 A A6 Y 3
BIVHIVER (& 2), 300k CS F1 350 4 H -
WETA R SC A4 i VE FH 55, ECs 4351 2 0. 07 il
0. 09 mg/L;60% ik ' 2R WG, 50 % N3 EC
16 2okt « SEEIR SC MHIVERRZ . ECy 41510
0.12.0. 23 F1 0. 37 mg/L; 70% H JL 5% 1 2 WP Fl
80 Vo1 AREGAE WP X i b B A A (H EG 448
K4 0. 70 F1 0. 79 mg/L, & 30 %o B fif i CS %f /N
FEARHLPR AL T W7 & I # 09 1/105 705 20 V0BG 14
XL WP X2 B 6117 4 %) 400 il 6 P e A1 G0 oy
12.71 mg/1(£ 2), @it 2 n] WA 60 2577
30 Yo BREeEfE CS.35 707K H « METRIfiE SC il 60 Y0 A< ik H
I WG X/ IN e 10 e TR 22 A4 KRR i R A
B A EE T« TR Ry H [B) B A B 3 24 711
2.3 8 MAEFIXNEABEAHEATBAFIETIER

LR 8 2 N 3 A AR A —
() B1 YA SR s ELAR [R) 245 5500 1 330 95 1 FE A 7 7 A

ZEANTK R A 2470 BE R B s T 166 I 4 YL 7 3%
PEREE H 60 %0 2K ik F IR WG 7E 300 mg/L T [ il
B A Bl 41 2% R 80. 596, 25 T Hifh 25 7 Ab B,
HWh 30 0mkEERE CS 300 mg/ L, IR Ny 67. 6426,
M 20 V6 HEH « #8380 WP 100 mg/ 1 A 191 7 55 S B
25 AR 11, 44 %0 3697 1 I 60 Yo 2K ik
g WG 300 mg/L BIRCR e bf» 200 mg/L IR 2,
30 Yokt CS 300 mg/L (B =, 20 %51 « 18
FXL WP 100 mg/ L 8RB 22 BR300 h 79. 43%.
71.33%.68. 82%H1 9. 78 % (F 3),
2.4 5 FREFIXT AR R HiE B E SR
30 Vo Wk fEf i CS 3504 « MEE g SC.60 %0
ik HH 2Rk WG 50 % A EC Fil 16 Y0k fif o S5
Jik SC #E47 H (] 55 25 85005 i g 4 R L3 4. i
SERAT LA 5 e F0 A AR e YA —
(B RL » B RSB FH 245 30 Vo Rk i CS 1 60 26 A< ik
TR WG X Bl R AT » 43930k 56. 87 Y01 52. 4%,
350K « METE g SC IR Z, Bli&k A 40. 34%,50%
PIERIE EC 1 16 oKt « SEER SC 4822 , Bisior
k18, 8420 F0 22. 64 %%,
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Table 3 Protective and curative activity of 8 fungicides on Neo fusicoccum parvum

AHH

WiBi{EF Protective activity

EITYER Curative activity

W /mg- L

Fungicides Concentration %ﬁfﬁ_ﬁ/cm Tﬂ] lil}:/% ﬁﬁfﬁ@/cm Tf[] lil}i/%
Spot diameter Inhibition rate Spot diameter Inhibition rate
30 Vo Wkt fiE CS 100 (2.1540. 42)b (39.794£0. 11)c (2.157+0. 32)ab (39. 754£0. 09) ¢
prochloraz 30% CS 200 (1. 45-+0. 12)be (59. 280. 04) be (1. 39+0. 46)be (60. 9340. 1Db
300 (1.160. 31)c (67.64740. 09)b (1. 11%0. 18)¢ (68. 8240. 05)b
60 Yo K ik F 2R WG 100 (1. 890. 42)be (47.1540. 1Dc (1. 86+0. 33)be (47. 7840. 09) be
difenoconazole 60% WG 200 (1. 03+0. 15)¢ (71. 152£0. 0)b (1. 02+0. 26)c (71. 3340. 0D b
300 (0. 690. 05)d (80.59740. 01)a (0. 73%0. 11)d (79. 43740. 03)a
35V R - R SC 100 (2.52+0. 08)ab (29.5270.02)cd (2.614+0.17)a (26.92-0. 05)cd
difenoconazoles azoxystrobin 35% SC 200 (2.00=£0. 24)b (43.85=+0. 07)c (2.00£0.2Db (44. 04=0. 06)c
300 (1.5970. 13)be (55. 4320. 04)be (1. 60+0. 09) be (55. 0740. 03) be
50 % R ERI: EC 100 (2.7070. 42)a (24. 46740. 09)cd (2.66=0.12)a (25. 38740. 03)cd
propiconazole 50% EC 200 (2.1540. 06)b (39. 6540.02)c (2.09£0.1Db (41. 4940. 03)c
300 (1. 61=0. 52)be (54. 9240. 15)be (1. 58+0. 26)be (55. 84=£0. 07) be
16 Yok fif « Sk SC 100 (2.5240. 32)ab (29.17+0. 10)cd (2.497£0. 1)ab (30. 39+0. 03)cd
prochloraz « iprodione 16% SC 200 (1. 804-0. 05)be (49. 5640. 01) be (1. 8740. 13)be (47.5840. 04) be
300 (1. 5720. 09) be (55. 98740. 03) be (1. 66+0. 14)be (53. 460. 04) be
70 % FH LR R WP 100 (2.9070. 35)a (18.8340. 11)d (2.99+0. 35)a (16. 14740. 10)d
thiophanate-methyl 70% WP 200 (2.7840.12)a (22.0740.03)d (2.8240.19a (21.1240. 05)d
300 (2. 340. 26)ab (34.39740. 07)cd (2.5140. 16)ab (29. 83740. 04)cd
80 %X M54k b WP 100 (2.5270. 39)ab (29. 34740. 11)cd (2.60=0. 08)a (27. 25740. 02)cd
mancozeb 80% WP 200 (2.43-0. 07)ab (32.00740. 02)cd (2.37+0.12)ab (33.64740. 03)cd
300 (2.2370. 13)ab (37.6070. 04)c (2.2740. 81)ab (36. 4470. 02)¢
2005 - tEFEW WP 100 (3.160. 04)a (11. 4470. 01)d (3.22%£0.18)a (9. 784+0. 05)d
myclobutanil « thiram 20% WP 200 (3.09=£0. 21)a (13. 48=£0. 06)d (3.04=£0.17)a (14. 62=+0. 05)d
300 (2.6270. 40)ab (26.79740. 11)cd (2.747+0.17a (23.260.19)cd
X} B Control = (3.57=£0. 23)a = (3.57+£0.23)a =

D) PR - B AR RS L [R5 Bl S bR AN ] 7R OR 28 53 . 3% (P<<0. 05) . R[]

Data in the table are mean=SD. Different small letters indicate significant differences at P<0. 05 by Duncan’s multiple range test. The same below.

K4 5STHRBEFIT Neofusicoccum parvum H 8] B8 3R
Table 4 Control efficacy of 5 fungicides on

Neo fusicoccum parvum in field

RZFp Bhi%k/ %
Fungicide Control efficacy
30 BRAE iz CS
56. 874
prochloraz 30% CS (618, 70l Bk
60 %0 AR5k I 2R WG

2.4010.
difenoconazole 60% WG (2= 0at )

35707 H « TG SC

difenoconazole * azoxystrobin 35% SC
50 % P EC

propiconazole 50 % EC

16 Yo Rkfif « SR SC

prochloraz « iprodione 16 % SC

(40. 3440. 14)c

(18. 844-0. 22)d

(22. 6440. 22)d

3 hie

ABIFER 300 Bk i e CS.35%0 21 15 B i
SC.60 %6 A BE T B WG 50 /3 EC A 16 bk
i« SRR SC X N. parvum FAKR B 224K Fif

TR I BRI RIAE . AR TS R R
X5 R TR T A AR R R R AR T B R R
155 » 55 N )5 T MR A — 5 3 A AR A
P RCRZEREIF AU . EBGX 5 F R R A7 H
(13 5 R R W 5 ol Ak B 700 X 2 £ R BORS o 2
—ERIBARCR » B R IT 46 B 6 14 B 25 0 e 3
MRALTR, HOR DL ZG G, (H R A Ak B By AR AR T
60 %0, 3X A =T A 902 LA LB s 22 MR £, 1]
REJE Hh T3 0 SRS o T 5 B T B2 A 0 B T A T
SRR

AR I SR R TR BE 22, ANTA] 3 £ AR AR
B DX i SIS A AN TR » DR A P ) e A 24551
BRI o RO B SR E S SR (R I SR B FH R TR
BC & HEPIBE A A LR 5 G LAE G b 251
FARFHRRPHARCR . R AR B REomLEE H
R ANTAE » ASBE LA R A R e 2 FH 24 U At 245
AR 2B A A YT R RARDL .

(T % 217 5O
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