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Abstract [ Objective] To study sensitivity of lily bulb penicillium to different fungicides.| Method ] Using pyrimidine , ether ester, phenyl ether
methyclozole , procyclazole as reagents, each reagent was set at 0.01,0.10,1.00,5.00,10.00,100.00 pwg/mL concentration, using mycelial
growth rate method, the sensitivity of the single spore strain of Lilium miltiorrhiza viridis was determined on the tablet containing the drug.[ Re-
sult] The inhibition rate of ether ester and procyclole was higher and that of benzene ether mezazole and pyrimidine was lower. Through regres-
sion analysis, the EC; of Lilium mildew was less than the standard value of 0.455 pg/mLof the sensitive strain, so the Lilium mildew was sensi-
tive to Ethericum; The ECy, of Lilium miltiorrhiza was 0.471 and 0.541 pg/mL, respectively, slightly higher than the standard value of
0.455 wg/mL of sensitive strains, between 0.455 and 0.911 wg/mL, Therefore , the sensitivity of Lilium miltiorrhiza to procyclazole and diphenyl
ether was relatively low, that was, the bacteria showed low resistance to both of these agents;The EC; for pyrimidine esters was 8.185 wg/mL,
which was greater than the high resistance standard value of 3.644 pg/mL. It was 17.98 times the sensitive strain standard value of
0.455 pg/mL, that was,the pathogen was highly resistant.[ Conclusion ] The study provide a reference for the rational selection of pharmaceuti-
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cal and prevention and treatment of Lily bulb green mildew.
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Fig.1 Effects of different drug treatments on inhibition rate of

Penicillium lilium bulb
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Table 1 Multiple comparisons of different concentrations

WGRREE

Reagent concen- 100.00 10.00 5.00 1.00 0.10 0.01
tration // wg/mL

0.01 60"" 50" 41" 28" 14 —
0.10 46" 367" 277" 14 — —
1.00 32 227 13 — — —
5.00 19" 9 — — —
10.00 10 — — — — —

TE: = R 2R 225 3 (P<0.05) 5+ 7R 2 IR B 25 57
3 (P<0.01)

Note: * stands for significant differences between two concentrations at
0.05 level ; = = stands for significant differences between two con-
centrations at 0.01 level
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Table 2 Multiple comparisons of the four agents
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type nazole methyl onazole strobin
W - - B
Azoxystrobin 32 31 13
R o . B B
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Pk R P | _ _ _
Kresoximmethyl

T FOR 2 MRBERIZE 50 B35 (P<0.05) 5 =+ FoR 2 U] 22 57

W3 (P<0.01)

Note: * stands for significant differences between two concentrations at
0.05 level; = =* stands for significant differences between two con-
centrations at 0.01 level
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susceptibility of lilium bulb penicillium to four agents
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