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Abstract:[Objective] In order to provide the theoretical basis for the comprehensive and scientific con-
trol of pear Valsa canker, the optimal effect was screened out. [Methods] The cure rate, healing width
and recurrence rate of 10 kinds of fungicides on pear Valsa canker were compared by field experiment
with 19 years old ‘Early Crisp’ pear. The control effect was screened, and the field comprehensive con-
trol effect experiment was carried out.[Results] After treated with Fluranc, Copper of Humic Acid and
40% Flusiazole Emulsifiable oil, the cure rate was significantly higher than other chemicals. A field
comprehensive control experiment was carried out with Fluranc, Copper of Humic Acid and Methyl Thi-
onaphthylacetic Acid, which showed the better effect.[Conclusion]It’ s suggested that Fluranc, Copper
of Humic Acid and Methyl Thionaphthylacetic Acid could be used for controlling pear Valsa canker in
production.
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Table 1 Treatment effect of different agents on pear canker

2 1IKIR A (2012-11-02)

The first survey (2012-11-02)

55 2 R (2013-05-08)
The second survey (2013-05-08)
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Pharmaceutical treatment RIEWBE  BEE R WREGEE  RREERE i B
Number of Cure rate of disease Width of Recurrence rate Cure rate of
scratches spots/% healing/mm of disease spots/% disease spot/%

70% AL B R AT AR A 71 50 30 90.0a 2.80 abe 50.0 be 50.0 cd

70% Methylosulfi WP

10% A% Tk FH R ML 125 F5 7 30 90.0 a 2.87 abc 46.7 be 53.7 cd

10% Difenoconazole EC

20% PRI 125 £ 30 96.7 a 2.17 cd 46.7 be 533 cd

20% Propiconazole EC

40%FREME FL I 500 51 30 90.0 a 3.67a 22e 777 a

40% Flusilazole EC

25% XM AL 125 £ 30 90.0 a 3.50 ab 40.0 cd 60.0 be
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1.6% 5 25 1 5 771 30 933a 2.97 abe 30.7 de 69.2 ab

1.6%Thiamethoxam mildew ketone PF
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Note: Different small letters in the same column indicate significant difference («=0.05). The same below.
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Table 2 Effects of different chemical treatments on field comprehensive control of pear valsa canker

TR AT 1R £ (2013-03-27)
The first survey before the

BB 5 1 IR £ (2013-11-23)
The first survey after the trial

TR 5 2 R £ (2014-11-12)
The second survey after the trial

?ﬁ”@? trial (2013-03-27) (2013-11-23) (2014-11-12)

ungicides N - . N T N N T

reatment Btk Tt R OREHER BEE BAME  RWHRE  REER R BraAR
Disease Disease Disease Disease  Cure Treatment Disease Disease  Cure Treatment
incidence/% index index/% index rate/%  effect index/% index rate/%  effect

25 O 1R 100 78 100 53 49.1b 332b 75 37.5 89.0a 512b

Hionyl acetic acid

JE§ B AR 100 77 100 47 64.8a 389a 100 38.8 90.3a 50.2b

Humic acid copper

Phiive 100 68 100 41 473b 349D 85.5 28.5 928a 58.0a

Fluranc

JRPLALEE Disease spot treated 3% 50 Fluranc treated

i » 2% 2,18 Hionyl acetic acid

B i

JE5 5 14 Humic acid copper
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Fig. 1 The healing effects of wound treated with different fungicides on pear valsa canker
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