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Abstract

Potato late blight seriously affects potato production and endangers food security. In order to
prevent potato late blight, a field experiment was conducted to plant potato with water control
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and three fungicide combinations. The results showed that the final incidence rate in control was
close to 90%, while the final incidence rates in fungicide combination treatments were only between
11% and 20%, and these proved that the fungicide combination treatment could significantly re-
duce the incidence rate of potato late blight. The final control effects of fungicide combinations on
potato late blight were between 77% and 88%, and the control effect of treatment B (mandipro-
pamid + Zodone Fluthiazole Acetylpyrrolidone + frost urea, manganese zinc) was the best. The in-
cidence rate of the control showed a significant exponential correlation with the potato growth
time, while the highest correlation between the incidence rate in the combination treatments and
the potato growth time were the quadratic function. This indicated that the combination of fungi-
cides not only had significant control effect on potato late blight, but also changed the relationship
between the incidence rate and the potato growth time.
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Table 1. The diluted concentration of fungicides in the treatment of fungicide combination
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Table 2. The incidence rates of potato in different treatments (%)
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Figure 1. The prevention rate of fungicide combinations to potato late blight
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Table 3. The correlation analysis between the incidence rate of potato late blight and growing time
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