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Combined Virulence of the Mixtures of Prothioconazole with Five Kinds of Commonly Used
Fungicides to Rhizoctonia solani and Rhizoctonia cerealis
DING Tao', ZHANG Kun? YANG Jin', LU Peiling', CHEN Chen?, HE Zhen?, CHEN Xijun®

(1. Plant Protection and Plant Quarantine Station of Yangzhou City, Jiangsu Yangzhou 225101, China; 2. College of
Horticulture and Plant Protection, Yangzhou University, Jiangsu Yangzhou 225009, China)

Abstract: In order to determine the mixing potentiality of prothioconazole with five kinds of fungicides used to control
rice sheath blight and wheat sharp eyespot in field, ECs, values of these mixtures were tested by the colony growth
inhibition method. Results showed that the ECs, values of prothioconazole for R. solani and R. cerealis were 2.202 5
pg/mL and 3.416 2 pg/mL, while other fungicides for R. solani and R. cerealis were from 0.034 7 wg/mL to 1.792 2 pg/mL
and from 0.067 0 pg/mL to 1.446 3 wg/mL, respectively. When prothioconazole was mixed with each fungicide at the
ratiosof 3 1,2 1,1 1,1 :2and 1 : 3, the mixtures of prothioconazole and epoxiconazole had the highest combined
virulence and showed obvious synergistic effect at each ratio, and the maximum SR value reached 6.69 at the ratio of 2 © 1.
When prothioconazole and pyraclostrobine were mixed at the ratio 3 © 1, the mixture had the highest combined virulence to
R. solani and the SR value was 1.92. The mixtures of prothioconazole and fludioxonil had lower virulence to R. solani and
R. cerealis, and all the SR values were less than 1.0. All above showed that prothioconazole could be used to mix with

several fungicides and these mixtures had the potential to be further developed into formulations.
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SR= EC(th)s 3 pg/mL  0.067 0 pg/mL~3.416 2 pwg/mL,
EC(ob)s
A B N ECs 2.202 5 pg/mL
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y=0.361 6 x+0.376 0 0.978 4 22025 y=0.169 4 x+0.327 6 0.945 1 3.4162
y=0.3449 x+0.412 6 0.9733 17922 y=0.3255x+0.522 5 0.968 9 0.8528
y=0.2343 x+0.615 8 0.983 6 0.320 4 y=0.767 4 x+0.377 0 0.943 9 1.446 3
y=0.1912 x+0.693 0 0.992 7 0.097 8 y=0.328 9 x+0.5320 0.991 2 0.799 3
y=0.210 4 x+0.798 9 0.966 7 0.0347 y=0.327 7 x+0.884 5 0.9243 0.067 0
y=0.460 0 x+1.145 5 0.994 2 0.0395 y=0.478 4 x-+0.960 4 0.9880 0.109 5
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311 y=0.389 6 x+0.396 9 0.9750 2.083 3 1.8392 1.13
211 ¥=0.504 6 x+0.484 4 0.959 5 2.046 3 1.073 7 1.91
1:1 y=0.429 1 x+0.475 4 0.9703 1.976 3 1141 1 1.73
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4 N
ECs(th)/(mg-mL™)  ECs(ob)/(pg-mL™) SR
301 v=0.338 4 x+0.495 6 0.992 4 0.9215 1.024 1 0.89
21 v=0.346 1 x+0.5157 0.9957 0.775 5 0.900 8 0.86
101 v=0.283 0 x+0.544 3 0.966 9 0.572'1 0.697 3 0.82
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1:2 y=0.278 5 x+0.623 2 0.984 0 1.796 4 0.361 1 4.97
1:3 v=0.392 4 x+0.606 8 0.992 8 1.694 9 0.5343 3.19
5 N
ECy(thy/(pg-mL?) ECs(ob)/(pg-mL") SR
301 v=0.374 3 x+0.808 3 0.995 2 0.116 2 0.150 1 0.77
2:1 y=0.383 9 x+0.850 7 0.988 6 0.1175 0.1220 0.96
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1:2 v=0.289 9 x+0.889 4 0.974 5 0.044 7 0.0453 0.98
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ECu(th)/(g'mL”)  ECy(ob)(ug-mL”) SR
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y=0.4186 x+0.900 0 0.9592 0.0520 0.1108 0.47
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