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Fig. 2. Distribution of rice bacterial leaf blight in Fengshan basin
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Fig. 3. Distribution of rice bacterial leaf blight in Touchien basin
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Fig. 4. Disease progress curves of rice bacterial leav blight in Fengshan basin generated by

the logistic model with different values of b and k.
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Table 1. Sum of squarcs for errors gencrated from disease progress models for bacterial leaf blight of rice.

SSE
Model - - -
Fengshan basin Touchien basin
Monomolecular 0.0890 0.8828
Logistic . 0.0758 0.0769
Gompertz 0.0795 0.4265
Richards 0.0832 0.7203

Table 2. Parameter values of discase progress models for bacterial leaf blight of rice at different ficlds.

Fengahan basin Touchien basin
Field

b k b k
1 2.95 0.0110 1.15 0.0284
2 2.95 0.0110 3.98 0.0509
3 -0.10 0.0452 1.01 0.2115
4 0.66 0.0556 2.75 0.1218
5 0.40 0.0058 -4.89 0.0152
6 0.88 0.0459 3.89 0.0814
7 1.64 0.0092 2.44 0.0175
8 -2.05 0.1484
9 0.94 0 -4.79 0.0646
i0 -1.57 0.1421
11 1.81 0.0306 -6.90 0
12 4,60 0.0509 6.90 0.2152
13 4.41 0.0407 2.76 0.2960
14 1.10 0.0473 0 0.0172
15 0.22 0.0280 3.98 0
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Table 3. Comparison of the epidemics of bactcrial leaf blight of rice for differcnt basins.

Category p-value Critical value
Difference in mean discase incedence between different basins 0.0176 5.6333
Difference in infectioon rate between different basins 0.5839 0.3000
Difference in final disease intensity between different basins 0.0176 5.6333
Relation of disease incidence of FSB to proximity of the source of water 0.8933 0.2257
Relation of disease incidence of TCB to proximity of the source of water 0.8731 0.2714
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Distribution and Disease Progress of Rice Bacterial
Leaf Blight in Fengshan and Touchien Basins

Yih-tyang Huang, S. K. Young and Tea-yuen Huang

Summary

Distribution and Discase progress of rice bacterial leaf blight were studied in ficld of the
Fengshan and Touchicn Basins during the sccond crop scason 1991. The discasc was irrcgular
distributed in thesc two basins. Therc was no relationship between the discase incidence and prox-
imity of the source of water. The most appropriate model for the discasc progress of bacterial leaf
blight was a Logistic function. Significant difference in discasc onsct, discasc incidence and infcc-

tion rate between two basins were also observed.

Key words: Distribution, Disease progress, Rice bacterial leaf blight.



