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The Control Effect of Several Pesticides to Autumn Waxy Corn Leaf Spot

CHEN Guang-yan' , ZHOU Yan-min’, HE Qing-xiu*" et al (1. College of Life Science, Linyi University, Linyi, Shandong 276005 ; 2.
Chongqing Keguang Seed Co. Ltd, Chongqing 400060 )

Abstract
effect of 4 kinds of pesticide on autumn waxy corn leaf spot was studied. [ Result ] Among 4 kinds of pesticide, the order of relative control effect
was Xinbanji(60.5% ) > Gaozhao(53.5% ) > Caodajia thiophanate(30.2% ) > Carbendazim(18.6% ) ; the yield increasing rate was 58.68% ,
41.94% , 39.21% , 33.64% , respectively. [ Conclusion] The control effect of Xinbanji and Gaozhao to autumn waxy corn leaf spot is good, the

[ Objective ] The aim was to discuss control technology for autumn waxy corn leaf spot. [ Method ] Using plot experiment, the control

yield increasing rate is also high.
Key words Autumn waxy corn; Leaf spot; Control effect
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Table 1 The control effect of each pesticide on maize leaf spot and

yield

TS BIAL g By
255 i Average Control Yield Yield
Drug Dosage  disease  effect K h , increasing

level % K&

FiPt: Xibanji 1.50 3.4 60.5 2486.67 58.68
£ R Carbendazim 0.50 7.0 18.6 2093.33 33.64
=¥ Gaozhao 0.50 4.0 53.5 2223.33 41.91
WK LG R R 0.75 6.0 30.2  2180.00 39.21
Caodajia thiophanate
CK 8.6 1 566.67
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