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AR A B v SRR R% BT S 1 B e A
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Tablel. Effect of chemical control on bacterial leaf blight of rice plant

7K B S R A (%)

O oEH SRR B EE =X IaZE
#% 10 K #% 10 X
109% &l 32 SP 1000 % 242" 27:18 47.30°
109% 524418 WP 1000 {5 2.46° 13.89° 19.65°
20%StarnerWP 1000 &% 2.50° 28.75° 48.79¢
696 BEFEEL G 30 4 /AN 2.06" 16.16* 34.61°
A i L 2.14 32.85° 57.17¢

AEA BT RAER o RORAEENE RS EBIRST - ERTHEE(P=0.01) -

2AGHE W Py B AG W pEROR AR
KEEREBHFEREEE Gibberella
Sfujikuroi (BEPETAY, Fusarium monilifome » B[]
SR AT R - FE T B R A B
B AR RELAEEE R ZEWEREN
M SHETHIN - ARBEREESGR
b R 0 Sl 2 P9I B A R R E
B8 FE B R RRBHE R
SRR o S FE R L % 7 i 2 Tl A
ERMIIBHIARCR « iR BHR & i B AT
kAL 14 Kk ERWREEZEEER
Hor DR R ER S R A R R R EBOR 2 - B
AEE5E 1661 0 AR T RERE | EEE

HA

TR I 3.45 #% » B fhBERI R K
T B IR IE 1%k HE L THEmH], -
CipRrE , ~ THEERL, o TREM, - TR
@ SRR T BETERL VR It P
"HEEREE | 1000 5 - 1500 (EEEEHER
5 thl A B B TG BCR - B P 3 B IR
1% FLoKHE - 25% & el FLH 2000 f%
SR L T BETIRT , SRR 20% [ Bk
FE ; AL TR 500 £5 hEH o #EREIER
W N ERCR o (BEEEUE R EE
fE=) -
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Table 2. The number of rice seedlings infected by Bakanae disease after seed treatments

EEl 7
- o 3L
I 1 111 Y
1 25%3E7ahr 2LEI20000% 324/NFF 27.2 50 54.3 50 45.4 b
2 40%GR iR AR MR T 100065 126/ 372 588 61 553 S530%
3 40%JEHE AR MR 200005 1224/ 63 84 443 563 619"
4 25%E T FILAI20006% 1524/NEFC 52.8  36.8 42 2.7 41.1%*

5 50%:2M vk B2k S BRI 150042 V247 3.6 32 433 2.7 3.45 ¢
6  25.9%5 53 FZkEFLEI20000% iF24/NFr 288 26.8 387 22 29.1 <
7 20%3f B FE AT MRS 2004 15247\ 17.2 25 34.3 30 26.6

8 20%i B I R MRS SO0 (T 35E)° — _ _ B a

9 20%# T IR K I 10004 (H5358) 27 35 23.7 20 26:4
10 20%387 Hk 8 7] B F 75 150045 (i) 45 382 343 287 36.6™
11 g 140.4 151.8 174 198 166.1°

AESS 5 (EF m AR 1 B R B E BT 5000 ARFER) -

“EIfch B £ AR T RAERE - FOREE RS EBIENT 0 1% KETERTH
% s

‘B E R -

PR% L EE A P BRR AL ¢ REH R A R -
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i Ganoderma sp.5 | FERY & 75 FOARTI A
RERMELBERSE - H1997F5AE 2
BULEARE ~ 45 M4 b 17 FH Rl B v ol
RS B IR AL BE L T B B EERI DG a el -
FRAIEBLEERG AR I e A A AR B
ZEIHEERE  BRREZEBEN
ZA BRI - IR BRI S R RGE
ToEEAENREER) 842% =F%
EC2000{Z T » (2) 25% =ZRZ5F WP1000f5#
7+ (3) 10% JESLFIEC 15005 » (4) 75
% 3 5 WP1000f5 i - (5)H R EEH -
KR EBFEH AR - HERR
(IR AR s A1 & T 6 H — 2R » Bk
6.67T/3T  (2) 84.2% =134FEC 20005 L
(3)80% TEFEFFWDGS00fH%HEE » (BB E
oo SEE| GRS AT S2EA X
BRI AR A - B BRAR21 (A A 822 1 25 S
W MHRESRRE - ROERER 1
HEHE o R R Bhia eI

25% =ZRZFWP1000 (5 VR H % - FEAR 5%
YRR R AT - (B — R Bl DASE S AR #1161
TRt o SESER R IR 22 AN - B1E
SEE BT 5 3 S SR B (I S R R B - TSR
= AE(19994E) [ » =& 55 B i S A BT Y
SIS (B R R R R R R S 0 R
FEMZRERS (B  EARERE - &
i B 97 P MR A A » e S L DU R IE
HE A R = 1525 FLI SR BT - RIS AR
(SRR R 2 8L - (B HA B IR B B R =6
TR T [ 45 i 2 55 B S i S e B A
ZE(EM) - FFEMEMSRUEL 2RI
BARRMETmMARZED - ERAMS » %
B FE R AR AR BRERER AR
ERERBERZ S FHIL - KeRsaiii
o HoAth SRR N FE B LA BE R - FE T R
AR AR S PR E AR - IR R
JE T HEET 7 B I SR RS 2 B S H KR -
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Table 3. The effect of fungicides on the control of root rot of sugar apple caused by Ganoderma sp.

(Yenwan)

I TR (% )
o

976 97°8 97°9 9712 986 9812 99°06 9908 99°12

84.2% =154 EC

a ab a a a ab = a 2 a a
2000 {31 1 2.08 6.25 12.50% 25.00* 41.67* 41.67® 35.42° 3542" 41.67

25% =ZE3¥ WP

a a a a a ab a a a
1000 {3 % 0 0 16.67* 16.67* 25.00* 37.5 18.75* 18.75" 27.08

10% JEEF] E
% FF5eH EC 16.67° 1042 22.92° 18.75* 22.92% 16.67* 29.17* 22.92® 39.58*

1500 {5+

75% ﬁ%g WP ab ab aa a a ab a a aa
1000 {53 12.5% 10.42* 20.83* 27.08* 29.17° 39.58* 18.75* 18.75* 20.83
b EE N4 22.92% 22.92b% 31.25° 3542* 43.75° 45.83° 37.5* 35.42° 45.83°

A MBS S BT - SEE 4t EMPECFEERE - RREKSBEITERT
HH3%(P=0.05) -

A~ & BT ERE B 6 R R (KA E)
Table 4 . The effect of integrated pest management on the control of of root rot of sugar apple

caused by Ganoderma sp. (Taimali)

A (] R o FRES7 FEE (5% )™

97°5 97°11 984 986 987 9810 99°06 9909 99’12
i 3 A 54.17* 38.54" 45.83° 50.00* 31.25°* 33.33* 10.42" 12.5% 14.58°

84.2% =155 EC
2000 5
80% iiEEESS WDG
500 5 E
5 A A< iR B 52.08" 60.42" 72.92° 64.58* 56.25™ 50.00°

54.17" 66.67° 47.92* 37.50" 41.67™ 4 22.92% 22.92* 16.67°

led
~1
Ln

=

60.42° 45.83"™ 47.92° 47.92" 41.67* 20.83* 25% 2292°

(%)
e
i
Lh

=

1.25* 37.5" 39.58"

LFS )

N B = EATIOZR I - IR 4 bR M SRR R & R 7 7 5
A~ B (P=0.05) -
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4.J8, 2 #2 4o (Atemoya) R B 7/ £ h R

A g EE R B 7 R TR
JEEC R e ELR M o ST R R BRI T 0 DA
BBz RE ARG HEERSEE
g —REEAHER  EAFLIR
(10 BBtk EERE - ILBHRESE S
e ] e o I B 7 7 SR SR A R R
5y 9 B Botryodiplodia sp.( % & 8 & )
Phomopsis sp.(SBEHEHEE) ~ Fusarium sp.(iif
JiE) ~ Colletotrichum sp.(FIEFE) ~ B 1

5.4 4178 Bk 4 B 1 6

&4 BB E S04 MRS R
EERE SR TBERER - ¥ &
R WES R L o REUE R
S 2 A T M T L0 D 0 ARG PR IEHERS
Zaf| > (R ST R R 5 | B B AR 5 R Y [
9 o ARET e B B9 S AE B G S 10 B 7 i 32
AR RO RS - &%~ BRI
VB B AT+ UK e IR BE R M 0 IR
D RS A 0 RERT BRI 0 DR
R e R\ EERREY R E T E
HET 2 e gem - A SRR A ZER
1A FE ST S 17 1575 v 20 SR i 3R B - (BB TIAN
T 1 (1)409% EHE TR M 2,000 £5(2)43%
I B AR MR 1,000 £5(3)56% H 25 fi
TR T PE R 8] 1,000 {%(4)40 % #7515 7L A
10,000 {2(5)EHAAEEL o S5+ IR

o I

REEH -  SHEEHEBEHEES B
Botryodiplodia sp.i5 9.1% > Phomopsis sp. 5
5 18.18 %
Colletotrichum sp. (5§ 27.27% * K& EE S
2727% » ROBEHFFE S 18.18% « BUK
S R R E B S (HERER
hIENBAE S - BN SBBIRE > AR
B o MER IR SR R -

36.36 % » Fusarium sp.

5 NS ESBIIATEEE - DIk ER 7-10 KHEZE
— K 3t 4 R - BRMEEERTREE 4 KMiZER
7 R —R B/ NBEFRFE 100 SIEE
SRR T MO TR E 88 R 3 H 23
Hpta e - RYTEE R B
SRUGCHT ST - AR IE A LR - AG5
g HAA R AR 1,000 15 R 1
SL 10,000 i » RIHAFEZE R ERIPAEROR
o BRERIIETRAZE 5 EHEERE
SRy 15 FLIIROR R B IR EE 5%
S L 0 4% i ] T S R A R R
EaF(ER) - HRBHREE CREEY
S TERE L 0 HRORERAZE R S S BBR 4G T
LA o kIS ASER B SR © MEATHETF 409638
s 10,000 (EHERGESEBEIRZE
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Table5.The chemical control of brown spot of day lily (Hemerocallis fulva)

A [ R JU 0 S P (% )
7. (F52/3%)
88/3/23 88/4/7 88/4/13 88/4/20 88/4/27 88/5/4 88/5/28 88/5/28

40 % Ji & BT 18 E B T ) )
2,000 { 0°* 1.88* 1.88" 1.25° 15 20.63* 16.38° 59*
439% 355 B 5 nHB M
#1000 (2 0.63*  0.31* 125" 1.56* 9.38% 33.73* 19.19" 60.25°
56% H 2 Wi g vl B 1
# 1,000 £ 0.31*  0.94° 0* 1.56° 5.31*® 75  24.19* 60.88°
40 % #1551 10,000
iz 0°® 0°* 0.63* 0°* 2.81°  9.06° 5.69* 59.25°
I A g B 031"  4.06° 3.44°  1.88" 13.44% 28.75° 32.06" 53.5°

ERS 4 EEAYFI9E 0 SEH 20 PR
FAHH (P=0.05) -

6. 7K G B 7% 7 BB Py 06 3R R

A EREERS 10.7%Domark 1079 35 F1])
FLA S K FE U 75 B 2 BTG AR ~ BEE R L
EEMAGE HHEEERREMR 2% - 3
TEVISH R A 2 Bk - AR E
WREEETF AR EG AN - ZERIEEIE S HIES ¢ (1) 10.7
% Domark 10 ZL% 800 {#(2) 10.7% Domark 10
FLAI 1000 £% (3) 10% #HEFIfFE SL 2500 %
CETHRBETR)) - (4)25% E ool v IR ER 7 2000
{5 G IRBER)(S) T HEZER IR - fHBLE 45~50
ROTEERIDEEE— R - B 14 KA (ZTE
W) A EE — R - MEZERT el K HERZH AK)
55— N ZEIRFVEL G A R MR BE MR 4 » B8 =K
il E T W S A B2 bk o BESBE AR & (1) 9 AE
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[EI B2 AR > R DSR2 sk o i 22

3o S R S B — RO B AT B — R e e
% 10 REZEFME—R - (2) HPEEEF - RE—
RMEEERT ~ B - REZER 10 REBHAE
AR — R (3)EEH A MaBEMRE 5 RFE -
(DHEERNE - AEBRA M Duncan’s ZH
BT BIE 5% R 1% BHEEE - 5
FIE R IR R 4 28 - ERGURAS R
SRS — R BERTT & pE B 2 TR SR R
TEOE SR 0 O IRE e R - fEEIZER] (107
% Domark 10 FL#|) B URZER] (10% #EF
fili e - 25% ErErBERE) RE=
RMEEEHR 9 REIAZ B R - KR
B HL R 5% 1% S R -
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] 800 % 7 Vi Js S SR BlE w7 10 4 WA B HH BT E S% s EEER - B
EFRE S%R 1% W R ffesteem  (REEmR MEEE 2 SR A) - REER
1000 {2 FEF RS AR S el - FL3E (LBUBERIR, o HLOGSUZEM) 800 fiFSEIHEE
5% BRE SR HREEIRRAZRE Bl 25%E Ul AR IR AR B R R
WREENE —RMBER 9 K R SwWEFER  ARERESTE 1%HEE
BT I Y SRR R R - - SRR 25% BT TR IR —
SREEE Y FEETSR o A TRMEEE 9 K KRIEHER 9 RERMY - HEREERER
B IEEER) 10% MFIBURE R SRR fEatgem  REER  BEREEEE £
R e o (HE A IR 25%E T ORISR Ik REL o HEE R EEPLEUEER
B TR T L S% R BRE 1% 1000 fEB{EEFEE) © F AL - BHER 107
B R RPN > (EIREER] 800 (%82 % Domark 10EC 1000 B ia KRG
HIETRELE 5%k 1% EEER WY 225

WA ] 1 3 R B 2 S (IERABEA 1000 5

%7 ~ 10.7% Domark 10 EC [y 4 45 8t % 2 T s & F Bom e & &
Table6.The incidence of rice sheath blight in terms of diseased stem and diseased height after

application of 10.7% Domark 10 EC

TR R HRBE AR %) *

e 53 i % Wi 5B KIE%E®R 9 K B

MRER AR MREE  RMEER RREER MR

10.7% Domark10 EC 800 % 1.46° 23.84° 10.12* 28.82 7.19 31.33°

10.7% Domarkl0 EC 1000 {% 2.50° 18.00* 16.11° 28.74"% 14.56"° 34.00°

10% HEFfZE S 2500 f% 1,85 * 17.09 ? 484*° 24.45 448* 30.74 ¢
25% FfE WP 2000 % 1.83° 25.96° 0.83° 13.65° 1.53° 29.17°
N E 2.38* 25.47*% 46.51 ¢ 39.49 © 41.53¢  44.28"

NS 4 AR o A 40 B AP T EAHREE e DAED K 8 i i 722
BR324 (P=0.05) °
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Table 7. The yield of 10.7% Domark 10 EC controlling of rice sheath blight

E B (A Fr /A tH)
2= Om o M

I 11 11 v 7rig A
10.7% Domark 10EC 800 {i% 6060 4848 5152 4848 5227°
10.7% Domark 10EC 1000 £% 5303 4848 4848 5455 5114%
10% #EFfe3= S. 2500 {3 5152 5152 5152 4848 5076 *
25% ERLE  W.P. 2000 % 4848 4545 4545 4545 4621°
A~ il 2 4 i 4697 4848 4242 4545 4583"

fWIER 4 EENTHEE - SEHESEHBIGERRETS  BFHBAE Wi REETES
HRGRAHESR » R  RRLIE K S 880 17 2% RN EI 2 (P=0.05) -

T A AE B T e BT BB T 5 R

REABRIRES 15% 51 FE (Manage) 7] 18 14
BB P E AR - HERLR
BEFE - SRR 2% - HEEYH
RS EA » 5050 0t 20 55 SRR 4 AL U - 48
FIEEEE RS (1) 15% 551 BE P MERD 7] 2000 fi%
(2)15% 7 i FE w] 1K il 3000 £5(3) 70% Fif
LA TR PRI 1000 f5(EHEZER)(4) fedE
TR B - 57 5 1A 9 S R0V BRAA HEZE - LUtk
B 10 KHEEE—K - 3k 4 R - A —RIE
SERTT ~ 25 3 RMuZERT B i e — RIEBER 7 K
E AR BE TR S AR o R F A

ERRRE IR - SR EZE  HIFEE
REMEHE - SRR REUR > MR
B ] $ oK 9 AR BB - VR 4 i 006 O 0 3
£ BE=XEEATIER TEMER 0 BR
ERIE AR B EE - &5 B 2 3E - TR g 1
BT R H 2 72 SE 5% R 1% KAE -
fEEAZER] 2000 % B2 3000 (SR B5 A LE FiE
W2 554 - (HELE IR EEMR] 70%% iR WP
1,000 {% [ 8 615 7 52 « RRI/INHAT 3R
FHEE 15% S IEFE AT IR M A 3000 %77 it
Vit i & e 2 2% -
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Table 8. The disease incidence of canker on WuanTan leaves 7 days after fourth application of

15%Manage WP

BOW E (%
¥ oM oE = I 1 11 Y% \% VI Zsig) A
15% 5 1% WP 2,000 {5 0 0.33 0 0.33 0.10 0.10 0.14*
15% 5 WP 3,000 {5 0.1 0.33 0 0.1 0.13 0 0.11*
70% ff WP 1,000 % 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0 0.2 0.13*
T i 2 454 03 i T 137 170 103 143 138 15.7 14.1°

A a6 BRI - SEE 4 R R EcTBIER R Fe R DABR R B T 7

R HE (P=0.05) -

8.% Bk A EHMZ AR IE

ihyELEds ( Tetranychus kanzawai ) 1%
PR E A E # 2 — o B A RRERR
BRI b RIEIRNARE - #E
(3 %) B 45 (0 BE B 5 85 0 IR £ BIE 6 A Ak
& MR EIE R - IR REERTREPR
80% IEFHITE  WAOREEH - BERISE
Eo (REFERR  BELE - ZERE
RiZAt% - HE A FEEWEE - £ 6 A
th o~ AR R 7 H e R SR H
R R T - E 89 ANEE
A% ¢ 10 F $ei o Bk A izt - 5

R Ne S B 12 B84 1 AR
R i 5% 5 — e ] LR AR — AR 6 A
i+ FA)Z B EE(E ) - R A - X
2B — SRR 5 B TA > BT
Bt 10 A AEHRIESENE - 2
s ] 5 T S B R 0 1% BEWTELA 1500
f& ~ 50% ZF{ilA S 2000 ik 20% &
ATBAER T 2000 %515 i S0 AL MERf ) BEL
BERS o S 2% [T AL 2000 £F
10% 5% s AT A T 1000 {5 RCREBAN
(FI) °
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Fig.1. Seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of Tetranychus kanzawi on sugar apple

RAUCBREFHESR G BEBZ LR (BRI 4ER)

Table 9. Efficacy of insecticides for control of Tetranychus kanzawi on sugar apple (unit : No.of 4

leaves )

semilsin | TUSEAT N = B

P54 [T Tk 14 21 28
Elﬁiﬁ*% 578.6° | 217.6" | 66.3 |203.5"| 73.3 |289.4" _7.00 490.3" | 59.0
vi(.)iﬁ_ ?05%7‘2 5412" | 223.4" | 629 |2184" | 69.4 |307.1°| 656 |510.5"| s54.3
Ezﬁl%iﬂ“ 569.8" |248.1"| 60.9 |237.2"| 68.4 |328.6™| 65.0 [5303™| s54.9
\,:,(_}ff_ T‘;ii 581.5" | 296.7" | 542 |288.7" | 623 |376.9"| 61.7 |589.1° | s0.9
;Olf' 2?012”{% 573.4" [ 220.9" | 65.5 |205.5" | 72.7 |294.8" | 68.9 |497.7°| 57.9
1 556.1" | 619.2°] 0 731.4° 0 916.5°| 0 |11472°| 0

NI b AR R R DR 1 5 2 TR LA AE S K TR -

AP
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B ( Piris rapae crucivova) SEIEZE
HRBWNESRE—  DHRTFIERHRE
ZEFEME - TEK - RS I E R
o KB HE R i 2R (L B R IE (E P - o
BYBEAYFEZZT  BFREHE -
FIok 4 7777 308 5, 1% R PR R INF » o e M PR L
FIEE » $had /R E R IET T AR - Fa
ShEE A BAEE X —E N R ETE 6~7
B/ NRI S ER L 3~4 ERBILE LR - ¥
MARKRT » EEBEETRER BN

TEYS o W LRSI ATER - AL R B
CREEE: Ik - SRR ARRE IR &
{ERITENR - ek EEMEE - ZaFP A
B B H AR R E I o TR
Y 30 R N R0 4 P BERCORZ VIR H
RS - DATRIELRE TR % D)
=) o BRI R BB RS R EUR 0 HEZERT
5 0l T B A W A T A SN 0 {EAR
=R - SHHEREERTEE - E
B IR R R -

HHHhEra

No.of P. rapae crucivova per 10 plants
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Fig.2. Seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of Pieris rapae crucivova on cabbage.
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Table 10.The efficacy of insecticides for control of P. rapae crucivova on cabbage ( unit : 20 plans )

i 4l %
BEETE | MEERT
h54 s A B—X B B=5 A1t
P (9 — e : :
g 2 oy R o [ORE|  [FEE|  [EE
- %) | * %) | ™ (%) (%)
5.3%
ke 25 78.5" 92" | 87.8 84" | 906 | 54" | 922 7.7 | 90.2
E.C. 1000 {
5.3%
Y 81.0° | 10.3" | 86.3 8.7 | 90.2 6.1 | 91.1 8.4 89.2
E.C. 2000
50% o HE a . s . -
E.C. 1500 & 79.1 10.5" | 86.0 | 8.6 90.4 | 5.8 91.6 | 8.3 89.3
I% %ﬁﬁ @ a b - a
E.C. 1500 f 72.8 11.0" | 854 | 9.1 89.8 | 6.3 909 | 8.8 387
CK.gmfzE | 73.7° | 75.2° 0 892" 0 68.9" 0 77.8° 0

* E B ST R R F R KIS K E B O 5% KHEERTEE -

T EFABRRTIHERIFAEARETER S

REBLIEW, ( Anonaepestis bengalella)
( Oligophagous ) %y ¥ HH Y 1% & % £ B
(Annona spp.) BI{EY) - WS FE NG 52 2
Hih o B yaeTINERAEK » fF 2
i AR B AR BN IAERASERENE
BSER o shad SR Forp o« A6 R FERT HETE AR
38 55— S A B R AR LA O SRR A R
F4h - s RE RIS G EL - B
B BRI RN o B e
tafb R - RTFLmEE E o se Rk
man I fE - R 3 AN E 4 A LA

-84 -

AR ERAREENEE - E5 A
HRE-RZENS - 6 A THRZES
FEE R - 8 HE 10 H R AR - i
ISR SR 0 B R R R R
£ 11 HTHEZE 12 A LAM - BEGES—
ralid i o 1 B R A ISR - B
i (S (R =) » 7 ASH 7R e 25 & - BL
R0 AR R o Rl R B AR A AL L8
PG RCR R (R —) ¢ BV BIB LR R
BRI TSR0 55 | 28 BT 2
&R TS ER o BRI 52
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Fig.3. The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of Anonapestis engalella

on sugar apple.
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Tablel1. The efficacy of bagging fruit for control of A. bengalella on sugar apple
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FEEAT 48 120 1.7 96.4 0 3 0.5" | 993 0 2
i) e 120 0 100 43 6 0" 100 56 4
A 120 | 46.8" 0 0 17 76.2" 0 0 31
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Fig.4. The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of Mecopus hopei on jack fruit
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Tablel2. The efficacy of separating to lay eggs for control of M. hopei on jack fruit.
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B AL 72 06" | 952 | 09" | 93.9 1.5 | 919 | 23" | 902
I 72 12.6" 0 14.7° 0 18.6° | 0 | 23.5° 0
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Fig. 6. The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of aphid on custard apple
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The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of white fly on custard apple
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Fig. 7. The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of scale on custard apple
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Fig.8. The seasonal fluctuation and damage degree of mealybug on custard apple
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