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Abstract: To address the increasingly severe incidence of rice sheath blight in Jilin Province in recent years, this
study conducted a fixed—point investigation of the disease’s epidemiology and researched its management strategies
in Gongzhuling. The results indicate that the initial occurrence period of rice sheath blight occurs in early to mid-
July, with the disease peaking in early August. The disease reaches a stable state in mid to late August. However, it
is noted that these timings can vary from year to year. Six agents showing significant inhibitory effects were selected
through in vitro antimicrobial assays. The field efficacy trials demonstrated that pyraclostrobin and benzovindiflupyr
effectively controlled rice sheath blight, achieving control efficacies of 81.93% and 75.13%, respectively. This study
on the occurrence pattern and control techniques of rice sheath blight provides a scientific basis for its effective man-
agement in Jilin Province.
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Fig. 1 Field incidence rate of rice sheath blight in different years
—— 2021 —m— 2022 —e— 2023
o
&

.17 724 8.02 809 816 823 829 9.5 9.11  9.17
i/ A, H
B2 AR E% kS SR E E R A

Fig. 2 Field disease index of rice sheath blight in different years
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Table 1 Statistical table of antifungal efficacy for different agents

bz 255 b3 B4 B A%/em ME /%
No. Agent Treatment Colony diameter Inhibition rate
1 TP 1 0.60+0.00n 100+0.00a
2 1.03+0.251mn 94.14+3 4abc
3 0.70+0.10mn 98.65+1.35ab
2 A H - I P i 1 1.51+0.03ijkIm 87.70+0.41bcdef
2 1.4120.03jklmn 89.01=0.44abcde
3 1.96+0.52hijk 81.62+7.02defg
3 T 1 0.60+0.00n 1000.00a
2 1.87+0.29hijkl 82.79+3.86¢deflg

3 3.67+1.03ef 58.51+13.95ij
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Table 1 continued

75 255 A3 W4 B em MER%
No Agent Treatment Colony diameter Inhibition rate
4 WA TR 1 8.00+0.00a 0.00+£0.00n
2 8.00+0.00a 0.00+0.00n
3 6.57+1.27h 19.37+17.22m
5 HHIRTE 3R 1 8.00+0.00a 0.00£0.00n
2 1.1020.87klmn 93.24+11.70abed
3 0.60=0.00n 100£0.00a
6 ML ik P 1 0.60+0.00n 100+0.00a
2 0.60=0.00n 100£0.00a
3 0.60=0.00n 100£0.00a
7 PR 1 5.27+0.55 36.94+7.441
2 4.6+0.70cd 45.95+9.46k1
3 4.5+0.36¢de 47.30+4.87jkl
8 ZW R 1 7.85+0.00a 2.03+0.00n
2 7.85+0.00a 2.03+0.00n
3 3.83+0.71def 56.31+9.58ijk
9 5 VAT« LG 1 2.57+0.35gh 73.42+4.79gh
2 2.32+0.13hi 76.80+1.70fg
3 2.28+0.10hij 77.25+1.40efg
10 IR 1 3.28+0.48fg 63.74+6.49hi
2 2.10+0.22hij 79.73+2.95¢flg
3 0.60+0.00n 100+0.00a
CK 25 HX 1 8.00+0.00a -
2 8.00+0.00a -
3 8.00+0.00a -

T /NG PR R 22 53 8.3 (P<0.05), T A

Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant difference at P<0.05 level, the same below.
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Table 2 Field control efficacy of different fungicides at 14 days after application

255 2T I FR AL 2y JE TR AL Bii%k/%
Agent Initial disease index Post—treatment disease index Control effect
HG A gk 2 T 2.69 3.34 83.51a
HRHI - BRI R 1.91 2.78 83.19a
PIE 1.61 5.62 56.66abc
HIRRE R 2.25 8.35 51.59hc
JI5 AT+ J A 1.59 6.99 47.00c
HHEER 2.45 12.25 42.45¢

CK 2.16 18.28 -
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Table 3 Field control efficacy of different fungicides at 28 days after application

25 I G HE AL B EiEE S Bii%k/ %
Agent Pre medication illness index Post medication illness index control effect
LA ik TR il 2.69 6.67 80.35a
A I T i 1.91 7.94 67.06b
[EZNA 1.61 8.30 59.15b
PIRKE = 2.45 13.96 54.28bc
3 AT+ S 1.59 11.11 44.63c¢
IR A R 2.25 32.83 -
CK 2.16 27.26 -
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