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The efficacy of Culvularia lunata strain J15(2) on Echinochloa
crusgalli and its host range

W eiTao LilJing NiHanven

(College of A gonany and Biotechnology ChmnaA gricu luralUn wersity Beijng 100193 China)

Abstract The pathogen Culbvularia lunata isolated fran Echinochloa crusgalli is a potential m ycoherbr
cide against thisweed The ob pctives of his study were 1) to evaliate the safety of the pathogen as a
mycoherbicde 2) to detem e the effects ofE. ausgalli leaf stage dew period inocuhton concentra
ton  soil noculation on the pathogenticity of the pathogen and the nteraction between he pathogen and
chen ical herbicdes The result of host range testw ith 36 p lant spec s showed thatC. lunata severely ir
fected only E. crusgalli and safe on tested crops Under24-h dew period the inhibition rates ofE. crus-
galliwere 1000 and 55 &b, respectvely, when the pathogen was inoculated at the 1 5-leaf stage and
at the 2-leaf stage Under48-h dew period, the nhibitbn ratewas up to 91 @b at the 2-leaf stage of this
weed GoodE. cusgalli control was acheved when mnoculated conidial anount w as 10" spore /tm’ or
higher The growth of this weed could be inhbited when the pahogen was noculated into soil G reerr

house experiments showed obvious synergistic effects between C. lunata and herbicide fenoxaprop-o-ethy!l

or quinclorac on theweed
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Tabk 1 Interacton of Cubularia kinata stramn J15(2) w ith heib cides fenoxaprop-P-ethylor quincbrac
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Treatment (g/hm?) %) (%) (%) Tream ent (g/hm?) (%) (%) (%)
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strain J15(2) 11 50 100 0 94 4 56 strain J15(2) 83 30 703 59. 8 105
34 50 100 0 99 0 L0 250 00 88 6 39 4 19. 2
- E ; Ep Gov ing E-Ey< - 10% ;
E-Eo> 10 s — 100 < E-Eg< 100 Note Em eans actual b im ass control ate E, m eans theore tic biomass corr

twol ratg E-Eg< — 10/ m eans antagonisn; E-Eq> 10% means synergisn; — 10 < E-Eg< 10% m eans additivity
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