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Table 1 Goodness test of data from the fields

. FiATHK RKEEZPRD BEIHRE (SS)
£ g CA - ,
No. of Determination Standard error
Year Cultival .
cpidemic coefficient (R?) of regression(SS)
&F 25
a
1o80 Hefeng 25 24 0.572 0.012
g %3
Hongfeng 3 24 0. 989 0. 023
N
A 25 30 0.965 0. 029
Hefeng 25
1890 a%3
Honafens 3 24 ‘ 0.688 0. 0098
o
& 25 20 0. 988 0. 019
Hefeng 25
1991 g2
Hongfeng 3 24 0.976 0. 014
A
7% 25
150 Hefeng #5 18 0.99 0. 033
’ aF3

Hongfeng 3 20 0.972 0. 009
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r = -0.3099 + 0.6977 X 10%La (1X; )-0.8916 X 10*T* 4 0.6869 X 102RH
tl

-0. 4175 X 102WP + 0.5043 X 10°3RD?
R = 0.81 Q = 0.09022
AF 25

r = -0.05654 + 0. 1510 > 10'La(-——

r

X; )-0. 2081 X 10*T% + 0. 7894 X 10°2RH
FLE1t

-0.1014 X 102WP + 0. 2971 X 10*RD?
R =0.88 @ = 0. 04432
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Table 2 Comparison of observed and estimated values of apparent infection rate(r)

B & T WA LH it
Location Cultivar No. of data Observed value Estimated value
AF 25
_ i 6 0. 1106 0. 1120
854 feif Hefeng?25
agaE3
Farm 854 * 5 0.1317 0. 1226
Hongfeng 3
TR KRR s
. 8 0.1010 0. 0931
Baoquanling Hefeng 25
nstitute N 6 0.1911 0. 1856
Hongfeng 3

GHAF R EHEONEAEOREBN AL XE, BB i=
—0. 003268+ 0. 9849r, I 3& ZAH r=0. 9932,F=146. 27>F, 0, =98. 5, HAEHR B E,
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Fig. 1 The test of forecasting model(1992)
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EPIDEMIOLOGY FORECASTING OF SOYBEAN FROGEYE
LEAFSPOT OF SOYBEAN

Liu Xuemin Zhang Minghou

(Department of Plant Protection, Northeast
Agricultural Univesity, Harbin 150030)

Li Benning Zhang Yunquan Hu Guohua
(Institute Baoquanling) (Farm 854) (Institute Hongzinglong)
Abstract

5 types of growing models were applied to simulate 130 groups of data obtained by systemic

survey of frogeye leaf spot caused by Cercosporidium sojinum Liu et Guo ( Cercospora sojina

Hara) in commercial fields of 6 state farms in Sanjian Plain, Heilongjiang province in 1989-

1992. The results showed that Logistic model was the best one for simulating the disease progress

curve. By using primary disease imcidence and several climate factors, predicting models for ap-

parent infection rate of two cultivars were developed as follow .

Hongfeng 3.

r = -0.3099 + 0. 6977 X 102La(-"

)-0.8916 X 10*T? + 0. 6869 X 102RH

1-Xn
-0.4175 X 10*°WP + 0. 5043 X 103RD?
R=10.81 Q@ = 0.09022
Hefeng 25.
Xn

r = -0. 05654 + 0. 1510 X 10"Ln(1_Xn)—0. 2081 X 1072 + 0.7894 X 102RH

-0.1014 X 10?WP + 0. 2971 X 10 -3RD?
R = 0.88 Q@ = 0. 04432
(r-the apparent infection rate, T-dialy mean temperature, RH-relative humidity, RD-rain

day, WP-leaf wetness period. )

Key words Frogeye leaf spot of soybean; Dialy apprent infection rate; Epidemiology fore-

casting



