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Abstract: As a solid microgranule, dazomet is widely used to control soil-borne diseases and insect
pests before crop planting because of its properties of simple and safe. However, soil environmental fac-
tors during application (including soil type, soil temperature and humidity, soil organic matter and pH,
etc.), application method, and application season and application dose all have significant impacts on
the efficacy of dazomet. Incorrect use methods often cause problems such as unsatisfactory fumigation
effect or drug damage. In this paper, the general situation of the use of dazomet (including the mecha-
nism of action, applicable crops, application methods, application effects, etc.), the existing problems
and the causes (including the effects of application depth, water and temperature on the degradation of
dazomet to the active components), as well as the solutions (including the improvement of application
methods, optimization of soil environment, activation of fumigated soil microorganisms, etc.) and the

future development prospects were summarized. This paper expect to provide a theoretical basis for the
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efficient application of dazomet.

Key words: dazomet; methyl-isothiocyanate; soil-borne disease; soil fumigation; soil microorganism

H T, A% 2 BR ] s B E Y 2B = i B
S P W S N O L 0 N R e A= 21 i R[N
YRR 6 AR MBI IR 5 XS AR HIA
WIRA BRI - B IR 2315 Y R BE -1 AR wi = i v
(A ZI5RER WYL 6 A A W Bl TR A7 7 B RS R
A ) B (R4, 2017) o HRT, ZEVE AR X +
ST IR TR BIG T A G A A A
ARz —. TR R 25
o VR R 4 A0 A B 3 SR YR
W B TR ZE 10~15 d, (i 787 AP i 2 A Rl
JE )2, IR B R R IRCR (EREE S, 2017) . 2E
ZEFNGTIETE) , R -3 b B IR AT T L LR L 2 R
R R BT RIBTAL AN, R RIRE N
INTFACE Y, FE BRI, FEVE R S Yy
TCHR B (FRKEESE,2017) . ST L HEmE 28 4 ik
H2 4 g WsCoN N AN HE 25 Bl TR ) 2
2GR -

TR e it A0 R ) R R 1) - T K
R, PR IR B 42 2 B B i A Al b Al FH (Martin,
2003) , F& [ 2 F 2015 4F 4 1 B 1R e /R b 19
SEZEFN AR o 2 b AR R e A G 2
BALFE AT 13- R R L
TR AR R CE RS, 2022) o B A T AR
P - 58 e Ak Sy 1 M) T S B SRR R TR (methyl-
isorhodanate , MITC) , fH MITC Z& = =A%, A TIK,
HZRSAE - b iy 8E Fl/ )y (Martin, 2003) , 4 T
My B , MITC — B AR A 28— i Ry sl
MR T -3 b, b ARREAE A BRI, N T
JE R A HE RN W] 52 Bt 2l , DRl P 7 B 22 4 fn R
Bl R it 245 7 A LR 3R 1 N F ez i
HeTEZEA

AR SCHETFAR B il FH It Rt vt B B 28 R A
R B 24538 XU S 1 3, A BV E AL 3
YEY it R 5 =Rt FHASCR , DA Bt IR EE K4y il
JEE o LA A543 e P R i) R B 2R R E
T i 235 K %) 5% T 25 73 TR0 AT R R IO P e A2 A Y Tl
B A AT, IS e 25 77 5 Ak R
TG AL BB 25 5 T3 P A iR AR B R R DX 38, DA
1R R 1 e O FH R it FAARHE R i e B k=
IS/

1 HREE{ERABER

1.1 ERMLE

FRFE H 1960 4F B YR 3R A% 2010 I 78 1 48 S % 40
Sz v, B ETE A AN SRR S A2+
B R 2 — b PR 0 AR R s HE R 2 47
) I ZER > — Bl IC i, SN
104°C, 20°CIHFEK Hh A iR BEIR 3 /L. 4R IRIK[H
P EEVE S AR , A AR EE R TR R R R
F e 10 He Pk 22 B 2 BB ) i (median lethal dose,
LD,,) /& 2 360~2 600 mg/kg, K i &Pk 4 1 LD, &
500~650 mg/kg , X f1 11 BFEHK FE (median lethal
concentration, LC,) (48 h) J& 10 mg/L, X % W 22 4>,
X h) o BErE

R A B A A8 B R TR M, 06 PR 53 2
MITC. 4H B its B0 1) 38 v 5 vl LR 4y
fi#t B MITC , MITC Rl L85 EARIRE L2 56 %
AW fe f R K AR BRI FIRL 32 B i
MITC P #5551k S I A A U A A0 Ak PN 25 4 2k 381 5%
HUR B B9, 40 MITC H Y N=C=S 1] 5% &% |
P N R A e e T e AN L s 4
2% (Lin et al., 2000) o
1.2 EREW

MRS —Fh) 1 A BB 2R, o] FHAE R B
R FAR R AR A (AR b A i (ol
AR E AR, 2015), MRRELESEE | H AL R IR
FINY 55 % 18 R C 8O E A R SR, T
TG B E . e EREE R ICH T
B AETT T VR BT W R (BOR AT
SEH e A PESE 7 H AR O B A 257
WRIFINE Al R O8I0 F T R RE ) 5 76 DL B AR
CEC TR PR SR (Bi%44,2015) .
AR, MR O B ICH TR Fih A2 RS RT
25kt , AR IR SR AR e Rk e (6 1) .
1.3 #EAAK

R FJ5 B 2% 551 (14 70 R, - 49 2R R0 (9t O X
TR (CAn Bl A R KR RS (UG Fn —
TR AR ) ARG AT Bt 243 (AR R e R
) o AR REAE R EASOR ) 8 Ao AT B AT 1
it 24575 2RI AT 6 R 7= 45 A, B 245500 1 S it 5
PEFT Y ST ERE , T AR () R B A4 50 R B 2 5 i) -
AR EE N,
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Table 1 The registration of dazomet in China

YEH /33T Croplsite Bii6 %42 Object 245 Dosage/(g/m®)  Jiti /772 Application

AR A tractylodes macrocephala HRJE % Root rot 30-45 {fi{Uits Broadcast

B F ragaria >ananassa HRJE 9% Root rot 30-45 Uit Broadcast

T (LA 2§ 1 Nematodosis 30-45 + 1A F Soil treatment
Solanum lycopersicum (protective cultivation)

24 Chrysanthemum morifolium HRJE 97 Root rot 30-45 i{Uits Broadcast

2% Zingiber officinalis 2§ 1 Nematodosis 30-45 + AP Soil treatment
SRR BB L BAE 2§ 1 Nematodosis 30-45 +HEAb P Soil treatment

Ornamental flowers of Compositae and Rosaceae

FER BRI A P E AR 2545 8 (http://www.chinapesticide.org.cn/) . Data collected from China Pesticide Information Net-

work (http://www.chinapesticide.org.cn/).

ANTR] TR i 2 ORE 5 v A R SO A - g
(1) 53 A1 34 5 FE FORE A% 90 J5 T 1 7 4 (Kelpsas &
Campbell, 1994 ; Juzwik et al., 1997) . Fraedrich &
Dwinell (2003 ) FLZ 1 % FBERFHL AN 4™ L HLTitE FH AR
B YRR, e B JC 18 72 AR ) it (280~325 kg/hm'®) it
JE R (493~560 kg/hm?®) AL BR, 2 FAILAR IR 24 )7 =X
Xof AR B PR 4l B B N A R B A8 T Wi 2 5 i, {HL
P E 2 e T TR0 2 A P 332 A DR R FH AL
Jita 245 AR B A B TR )2, REARAS T4 Y 43 A1 4
SV R BARACR . FUAT, AP I N 2 EEE T
Jit 25+ N SERE AL B R w0y =it L %
T2 5 ARV 2 A 2 Tt 25 725 2 S B2
BERS T Y S B A 5 2450 40 12 50 BE
BMER 22 | OB 53 A1 AN 11 20 T 3 BRI R0 B AR
AR 2 R N ER LN T8 R IR A
—Bed R A 20 em, 1M U 18 7E 0~40 cm IR 1)z

YA A CEMRESE ,2017) , 206 JEL B A B 1A AN
W , A PE R Z T3 A 0% R FRR AR B4
14 MERAMSE

R - A5 I A T L L TAT AR it 2 (i
FRAEY) 2 d ) R e RO A AP B A (3R 2) o T

F /D 1 3895 T T 8 ELIA Phytophthora spp. it J)
VJE Fusarium spp. B , IR 515108 78.6%~84.2%
H155.9%~90.7% , [F) B} #8402 A 2k OBk it A BT R
15 , HLAEAR 2F A4 B 4 1 4= K (Fraedrich & Dwinell,
2003) o i XT 2% Y 97 280CAS Ans F ¢ , 4 Skroch
(1995) & FRAR A FH 24y 392 kg/hm? I o R 43 2=
FLUA B 0 B8 AR BT A B ke 2 . VAR
i X 8 R % R BT 18 Bl RS BRARL (X L 0K
B 25 R 2R B w0 1 Bl AR R T 90% (Park &
Landschoot, 2003 ; Jeffries et al.,2017) o

R2 RETEMANR R

Table 2 The control effects of dazomet fumigation against some main targets

1A %T 4 Object 5 Dosage B -H Control effect 22 ik Reference
W% Sclerotinia sclerotiorum 450 kg/hm’ R 4 Good Jones, 1974
V£ RS 1 Jm ELTE Pythium spp. 280-560 kg/hm’ AEH# 4 Very good Fraedrich & Dwinell, 2003
6 71 )8 L1 Fusarium spp. 280-560 kg/hm’ i 7 Satisfaction Fraedrich & Dwinell, 2003
Phellinus noxius 600 kg/hm’ AEH# I Very good Fuetal., 2012
5 AN ZIN A Fusarium oxysporum - E# 4 Very good Tian et al., 2014
B Ralstonia solanacearum 800 kg/hm’ JEH 4T Very good Mao et al., 2017
T FAERHE IR Plasmodiophora brassicae 400 kg/hm’ K % Good Hwang et al., 2017
R Poa annua 194-388 kg/hm’ JE# 4 Very good Park & Landschoot, 2003
HI AR Cynodon dactylon 291-583 kg/hm’ AR 4 Very good Jeffries et al., 2017
M Cyperus rotundus 280-560 kg/hm® AN Dissatisfaction  Fraedrich & Dwinell, 2003
FLWE T] B LR H Aphelenchus sp. 200 mg/kg AN & Dissatisfaction ~ Eo & Park, 2014
P ITAREE L L Meloidogyne incognita 2 g/L K% Good Hussain et al., 2020

EH AT HE B AL =85% ;5 K UT-48 T0%<Bi 3 <85% ; 15 748 60%<[i % <70% ; AN i B 48 FiA(<60%. Very good indicates the con-

trol effects>85%; good indicates 70%=<the control effects<85%; satisfaction indicates 60%=<the control effects<70%; dissatisfaction

indicates the control effects<60%.
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h AR JZFL 1 8 B E Phellinus noxius 5| A KSR
I SE i T BT |7 BAHT b DX AR A K A EE B
Fu et al. (2012) ¥4 1 A B 5 2% 11 75 X Phellinus
noxius BIBFEL, KB 600 kg/hm® i 5 °] A3 500 il 2%
AR, BXTEY AR AR R AR . AR XS
i A TR P B R R 92 R TR LT B B AL
{H Tian et al. (2014) i} 5 2 W R BE XS rh 2R 160 e T R0
F. oxysporum 15 |24 8 AL 229 B RAGE 88% , H 5 4=
15 B Ay 21 W2 JiE 58 f0 B Clonostachys rosea Bk-& # F
A BRI B R 5, TR 100% . RHAR B &2 A8 ™ B i i
S b AT P S 25T B, AN OURT BRI R N R 4k,
BB i SR R AR BRI SR AE K, B S
FF77 1 (Hwang et al.,2017) . Mao et al.(2017) ¥4k
TR R 2 U B O I I R, U AR R A R
800 kg/hm? I X 22 I 55 90 it TRl —— 5 Al i Ralstonia
solanacearum W %35 90% LA I+, HAE B &1
Ayt T H TERRIREE T MR SR Re R B
R A A E , Q07E 20°C T BB 78 2~4 d AT LAAR4f b 4
Hl K G HE AW Sclerotinia sclerotiorum , 78 5°C | BEZ&
8 d AR IR RES i A il R A% 1 ) £E 1< (Jomes, 1974) ¢
{EARIRLAS A T (o A B I 75 2225 5 25 SR IR X 52 )
T HEAREE A, A 5 R BRI TR

2 FHERIEAMERSS T

2.1 FEREE

JUE R B R 7 S Bl 60 4F , {H AR R DE 2%
WORATE , Gy 5 2EE D) L2455 4 (McGov-
ern et al., 1998; Martin, 2003) . 1%} 35 [E 55 5 1 PR
ZOE B TR A 25 SR 3T 40% A 3 SE AR B Y
T ZE R AN 7 (Fraedrich, 1994) . 3% 2 A 4y 13
SR UM 2R A S I R i
2 SRR I S AR R ) B R AR . WA
T 245 F BN S0 AT AN A S Hb Ty 24 5 vk i 1ot
1o S iy R 2 m) L, A By 2 5k P e A1 S B
BOARFEAE . Martin (2003 ) iFF 7% 4 38 A B A9 36 P B 43
MITC £ +HEh 8% g4 25, Uit 245 i 1) DU &1 % 3
(R B /NF 10 em, &) B 255093 A A5
1 HAE A ZE IR S5 N AT 4 B 780 H A, A P
A3 L MITC 13 AR, 52 1 S 25 350 (Zheng et
al.,2004) ; H >4 - 580 B AKX T 60% HH [H] 45 7K i B A
RS FRANING , 25 5 5 | 2 3 [ (B4 4K, 2015) o
PRI , P 9 L 0 0 - 39 20 R 4 R IR 1 X A
R RS RN HBA 52 I, X6 1 S A ) B 23
BERICR it A0 24 5 ) L EL A B B S S

AN, A FIVE g —Fh) 1S 2550 B TR K+
e JE AR X - R RO AR A Pt e A — S
B WA S R R Y 5 2 G S RE IR T, AR
1 AL E A DA AR s S SOR FH )y T
VEBETEAE . U, AR R T 2 0 7 0 3
YIRS 2 RETE T SE AL R R, X BB 7R S 1R
HOE B ARG B R E AR P e A 2
2.2 EESH
221 AEMKEEE T PIEIRFH K

FRRE A B BT A NG, LG o — g%
fife 7= MITC . 4 A it FH 210 38 10 114 4 198 v i mT o
fiff 7= HE MITC, {H [ fif B3R 52 1 A |+ 58RI
JE | SR R M R R A5 B IR 1 s e AR
K. UiFang et al.(2018a) A T e TR E 714
VR PIRE DX. 38 v () B i 55 OO0, SRR o8 114 o i
WHITE 36~143 h 2 [a], anfe b i (i R4 b
L T8 ST HL X, BB P R /T 50 h,
TAEATITAR DU 48 FI0 e 48 45 e i DX, A R e
fifef 3 IITE 120 h DA |, R IIAR R R ik 32 R+ 432
RIS o AR A T i 2 B 2 I vk i IR
pH AIE IG5 455 7K 1 A 10% 35 /% 30%
I, i A A 7 1 1 16.2~38.0 135 5 24 3927 13 M
SCHE R 30°CHT, RN 14.9~23.51% ;4 +
BEpH M\ 6.2 15 2 9.6 1), HFE R 3 338 1 42.1%~
56.1%(Fang et al.,2018a) , 1] Ul 35 W2 5 J% pH 2
SN AR RERE M A E LR . A, 2 P a NG
FEMT 23 I A AR B AR A , QAR REZE R AR I RS 3
- T v ) [ i R A LA TR N 1.0% ,2.5% 1 5.0%
XGZE 3P R A R 53501 155 50.0% 1.9 F5 F1 2.6 1%
(Fang et al.,2018a) . Jifii FH /K 3= thn 23 52 W A 28 11 [
it , QAR PR At FH PR 3 1 v 174 o fie e e e HL A
Jiti F 50,100 F1 200 mg/kg R 28 138 H 110 B figf ok %y
155 80.0% 1.5 151 2.3 % . {HIE , T4 il A= Yy xt
S 2 11 2R A TG S 5 ), WA R A SR 4R B b Tl
1) I TR A K T - S rh (R R~ = 30 35~38 h, 7E
SRAE AWV 1) K B RIAS TR 1 r () B e 2 1
4 120~126 h, ¥ ¢ ik % 2 5 (Fang et al., 2018a) .
MRBELE pH oy 7.8 (7K i e 0 HUA 6.5 b, 3 /)
TAE L BB 1 (36~143 h) , 1 H 247K 9
pH F & 11, Bk % 2 0.6 h (Fang et al.,
2018a) , 7= WA P& A R ik ach 7 2 2R KA, LB 2%
P RT A0 K A

AR AT A £ (55 a8cE , pH=7.2) FIRg )y
SIHE (PR, pH=5.8) QR Pk 1 48, Zu il T A e e
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it o ) — e S A R e o S - R ]
1A T7 #2 (1), K BTG AR 7E AL 7 ik i) 1 ide
JE R TTRRYELLIE b A e 1 e igp > 22 0 4 5 4
Ji (R>0.720, P<0.001) i (R*>0.799, P<0.001)
WELNEIEMIC . I, A 1 SR K 4 SRR ik

o BRME4T 3R Lateritic red soil

3 y=-11.823x+325.387
R*=0.768, P<0.001

B T2 Degradation half-life/h

= L]
0 J=-3.608x+102.544
R=0.720, P<0.001
-100 = I I 1 )
10 15 20 25 30

47K & Water content/%

JE, 45 i Il T A, R A 2 SN AR AN R 5 7K
i AR R R ] (HIN A
MR, S IR g 2 TSR L A LR
B B AL B RE 25 A BE VA TR A A [ A58 Hh 4

o B £ Fluvo-aquic soil
2500 B
2001 y=—4.489x+232.216
R>=0.905, P<0.001

150
100 -

50+

0 y=-4.437x+186.716 ]
R*=0.799, P<0.001
=501 | . | | |
10 20 30 40 50
B E Temperature/°C.

B iREERERBAS TESKE(A)RIERE(BHEIFHE
Fig. 1 Degradation half-life of dazomet was dependent on soil water content (A) and soil temperature (B)
ZLEARRIRVELLE , R HWTTAE , pH=5.8; i A ACRELIMEM 1 >k B AEaTT , pH=7.2. HHEii4E H Fang et al.(2018a) . Red

represents lateritic red soil from Zhejiang Province, pH=5.8; blue represents fluvo-aquic soil from Beijing, pH=7.2. Data collected

from Fang et al. (2018a).

222 MITC % Z AR % BB YK

MITC J& i B Bl B R A9 2 2240 i 4, )2
LW MR A3, MITC 76 38 v 1) [ i 40 53 L 452 Tl
HTEZERUR . MITC 78 + 38 b i [ At 2 + 38R
JE | 3R K RS M SR R T .
MITC i fiff 380 58 il 2+ 1 I B 9 o v i 38 m L >4 +
HEIREE M ACHE AN 21°C , 76 JE 7 R b 3E vp MITC (1)
R A2l g 0) 34,6 d 22 6.9 d, 162 TS £ Hh UM
17.3 d % £ 4.6 d (Smelt & Leistra, 1974) . [6] ¥f,
Dungan et al.(2003) & 2 4 + e i B2 A 20°CHE hn ==
40°C , MITC Ry RfpF e W 5.8 dFE R 1.8 do A
I 4E Smelt & Leistra(1974) & Dungan et al.(2003 ) 7£
NI B R T JR B9 MITC [ At 5040 22 il [l 09 7 72
y=-0.400x+15.861 (R*=0.843, P<0.001, [§] 2) , 3 ¥
MITC fY R fi 2 10 5+ e i St B R e &R
R T AL T b - WS [ TR MITC %
it 1

3 KX MITC B R At 25 7= AR g, (3
S R E AN G0 IR B, 40> FH A 4K &Ry 25%
50% F1175% B, MITC (1) [ fife > 5 W 53501 8 4.3 5.8
#15.3 d(Dungan et al.,2003) ., Fang et al.(2016)
KB S K 5% BN A 15% i, MITC fY %
fift 27 A 0.89 d ZEK: % 0.92 d. Gan et al.(1999)

TR 36 B 335 R 30°C i}, MITC R fif 3 % pifi
5 T A HEZK A G T3, R o R A 909% [T [
KT L 80% M aIREK PR 2.6 45 . F AT I,
MITC R 38 3 i 2 398 15 /K S F) 14 fin T 4 et 12
AIRERF I MITC 53 7K (20°C R EfRE R 7.6 g/L),
TS K R ARSI st AR H MITC 9 L 5] B A=
W] R LU BN B3 i (Dungan et al., 2003) .

3]
(=]

—
W

1=-0.400x+15.861
R*=0.843, P<0.001

AR 328 Degradation half-life/h

101
5 -
0
0 L
10 20 30 40
¥R E Temperature/°C

B2 RmERPEREFRAS T EEENEIEAE
Fig. 2 Regression equation between degradation half-life of
methyl isothiocyanate and soil temperature

T HEEREE L pH=7.2, HdEIAE H Smelt & Leistra
(1974) 1 Dungan et al.(2003) . The soil type was sandy loam,
pH=7.2. Data collected from Smelt & Leistra (1974) and Dun-
gan et al. (2003).
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[i1] - 35 HP AN XS 2 B 35 N MITC 1% o fiff 3
R UNAE R B R 30°C & ME R IR 1.0% .2.5%
F15.0% HriE XS, + 3 MITC 1 B 105331
A 1.4.1.2710.8 d(Dungan et al.,2003) . K5
fiRi8 , MITC MR A2 20U E MR fi , BLRUE
WK ik L AT 7 5 R A L8174 50.19~90.0% ( Dungan
et al.,2003; Fang et al.,2017) ., AgF&Ef&H K
BUST B A A=, Bt - 338 rh s oA L5 AT St 2 sk
MITC B f# . FEfRE MITC RUZE Y 7E EHOPOR &5
Gy 5 A it AR B sl a E R, 2 MITC
YR8 A# (Frick et al., 1998 ; Di Primo et al.,2003) -
223 EATHRIEAMEL T

TIEA YRGB R AR R
gk i w5l SEICEHESN Y , EA THE Ry 1 AR SR
S5t M IR T R A HEAE . R
oy %o R R R P ) 1 AN — , 0 RS 43 240 A T KA
R, 2 000 mg/kg FH LT (LA I 400 kg/hm’
15 15544 0.001% AR A7 , 11K T 200 mg/kg
WA RAE AT E R , 20 mg/kg AL BE R H AT 9.1% 1)
28 17795 (Bo & Park,2014) o #0785 i sl st A e
FEI v HUBE g H R HURTH I FE 20 mg/kg
i B b B R 58 471 2K (Eo & Park,2014) . F L A]
D, B A= W0 A e P BBURR R FEE AN ], R R 8
e B>k W > FL A>T

Fid 2 B 75 2500 R b ) BRI 7 AR BOGY
Wi, Eo & Park (2014) AR 2B 25 )5 19 A Sk +
By s bt B, K MR Trichoderma ELTH it
T A B R0, E R ARG 21 RS A 7 FES
BIARREHE 54 V5T 2 2R %R Rhizo-
pus FIIE & Zygorhynchus LA , 1] 21 ANFE 5 b 14
F4r B 0% B . Fraedrich & Dwinell (2003) i
FEAL IR IR S 70 - 1 TR 3 T 10 3 5 ™
AR ), (L R B (560 kg/hm?) B 8 fE i 35 1
NAR R A %5 R AR %F Trichoderma spp. . I,
ARMFE AT DL R AR b T R T 1 S A DT R R
B4 . Eo & Park(2014) Xt A S Flki i 7 b Y
6 B BT R A T AR B BB S B, R INE RS Phy-
tophthora spp. 122 ¥ 1% Rhizoctonia solani ¥ %) % F
BESZI , NS HASE B Cylindrocarpon destructans
FNJE B Bl J1 o F. solani BT AR EEZ% o [RIAF, AR
IR ] U M R VR 2R R A A

HHZ W6 N (Bo & Park,2014) ;{HEZE 5 1940 H ,3F
SR AR PR I B A S R FE AR A T I 2 2

S R R SR AE K i 5 B SC R Chaetomium Fl
BB HE B S Pseudallescheria 5 i35 1E ARG, 5
5eAJE Pyrenochaeta M¥% 55 J& Mortierella & 1. 3%
1 AH5E (Nicola et al., 2017) [ S 28 10 2 il & [
PR PRI B 1 R, 1 L 1 AR S AR BB VK 2 2 BE 25T
7K (Mark & Cassells, 1999) , 1 G2 K] hy 2 7% i /b
BCE KT AT R Y L B A, S B AR LA
e iE %, U Robertson & Boyle(1988)4iE MITC .
A, 3- SN RS O B AR 2 )2
TEZEHTAY 1/100, 1M H A 4% HE B o AT 20/t 614~
A R B A g Pk &2 22 1B 25 1 K F (Ridings et al.,
1977).

R EE ZE AL 2o 0] T S TP A A R A 7 AE B Y
M) o oA T 2 e ) PN B AR AR - S 4 TR AR s e
25 I A0 R R 4 A% (Huang et al., 2019) , {H7E 5
75 s B TS AR DI UR AR OCA £5 AL 45 2R MOAT
W J& Bacillus 252 MU AT 1R J& Paenibacillus 175 2%
J& Penicillium W) 3% (Zhu et al.,2020) . 1fij Fang et
al. (2018b) IF 7 45 -t WA [ 2 B A B 48 in £
AT A (R AR AR TR 259 % . Nico-
la et al. (2017) 38 i+ ) 7 050 e BAR B TR 2% )5
190 A SRR AR B 33840 R 2 e 5 R TR 284k
PRI i 35 25 5 AH AN R 40 & AR 258 Ak, R W
TEZR R AR RIS R T R . EY ek
RUAS[RV S, fc2E 9 %) e 13 Al A] AN [A] , 40 Fang et al.
(2018b) 5T & PRAT A S 28 114 57 10 3 R AR 1 1= 4
WS EE , XAV TR VL P A PRI 203 h 45
FEAC ST TR - SR s B FE 0 S R
AWK, BAEAC S TR AR R R T
TEVLPGAA R LT v anedb st i mt ] b, 20 R
SRR 2L T 38 d KA 2 X MUK T AE VLS4
FRVELTIE v A0 S T AR R B 3R TR (59 ) Hs
RT AR EZEAN I A TET KV b 4R R 4518 2 AR
KA EA B EAET KRR A T
AR AL, AN AR S T T TR AT T T T AR T
I V2R AR 2 B T B 2 i T R TR TR T T
JEREGAT ] ZFEM ] A AR R [ A SRR AT AT
S AR R

i e B 2 2 b 2 M) = 3 P B SRR PR D RE AR
Y KRG TR, Gl Fang et al. (2018b) /@ & 1+
RIGA SR 1A Thig R F B, Lo db i
B ) oA A L R AR 2 41k T (ammonia-
oxidizing archaea, AOA) amoA . napA . narG ., nirK .
nirS.qnorB R FJE, HHFRETE 75 )5 38 dk
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Z) X B K 5 17 2 S8 4L 41 7 (ammonia-oxidizing bac-
teria, AOB)amoA .cnorB F nosZ % H 1) F B #H Xt fa
B, TR TR B (59 d) 5 R 743 T
03 25 5 s AR RAE VL VG A8 BRI £ 8 v B R B4
nifH . AOAamoA . napA . narG , nirkK Fl nosZ; H.565 %
(24 d) fil i) AOBamoA ., cnorB . gnorB F1 nirS; [F] i ,

nirK nirS Ml cnorB )£ £ (Fang et al.,2018b) . =il
NP AR R NP 2R B B U T I AT

W5 PR [ 20 TR A9 12 A= MRS TR U Bradlyrhizobium il
B 5 W R Azoarcus A 20 T )T RS AL B B R
Nitromonas \ R A0 40 T H 0 2 BT TR1 T RS e
& Pseudomonas 55 A A 1) F- 12, BZE J5 I 2314
(i1 S0 P T 02 A MR T R IR TR Rhizobium iS4k
A RS AR 5 S8 Nitrocellulose SRS A 40 7 T
(0 ZF MUAT T & AT R R Flavobacterium 55 A1 1)
FJ# (Fang et al.,2018b) ,

Table 3 Response of key microorganisms involved in nitrogen cycle following dazomet fumigation

4125 Classify JE K- Genus level

Wi 871 Response characteristic

[ R P
Nitrogen-fixing [H A 5 B g Azoarcus
FEENUFF IR Paenibacillus
W VA& Rhizobium

12 4 K988 )8 Bradyrhizobium
[ IR TR & Azospirillum

bacteria

........

KA P AU Insensitive to dazomet

TS tLamn i
Nitrifying bacteria

ST

Denitrifying bacteria

YR PEJE Nostoc
WAL IR TR & Nitrosospira

T ACSE TR IE Nitrospira

VA AL B & Nitrosomonas
WASALER TR & Nitrosococcus
MRS Bacillus

AT H & Flavobacterium
BRI IE Streptomyces
ToAAZE AT IR E Anoxybacillus
P B J8 Pseudomonas

B PR A B )® Paracoccus
G T 8 Cupriavidus
HHHE S B TR JE Sphingomonas

AR P A BURK Insensitive to dazomet

-------

HEZEJE 1 (38 d) 2> Decreased at post-fumigation (38 d)
XA AU Insensitive to dazomet

HEZETI (24 d)JEE N Increased in the early fumigation period (24 d)
HEZER (24 d) 4G Increased in the early fumigation period (24 d)

FrEE (59 d) Increased during the 59 d incubation
HEZETI (24 d)FFAIK Decreased in the early fumigation period (24 d)

........

HZEHTI] (24 d) /X Decreased in the early fumigation period (24 d)

-------

SRS Ensifer

IR E Mycobacterium
GAT A& Thiobacillus

ZI 3R J& Rhodococcus

KA B AU Insensitive to dazomet
KR BEASEBURR Insensitive to dazomet
X AN HURK Insensitive to dazomet
KA B AU Insensitive to dazomet

Frh R 4E A Fang et al.(2018b), Data collected from Fang et al. (2018b).

AN AR R FE 2 0 25 ) - R s TR 254,
AR ME REL BRI EZES 1 HBERO,
2 BRCTE SRS 12 TS ICIR IR R 5 (B3 T4k
J& Aphelenchus 2% HUAE R B 25 JPiE T ARG E ,
3 2% 5 A A L0 70 26 L JE 26 Y T B
(Eo & Park,2014)

3 AR

31 MEBHEAR
it 24 R I ) e R M A o B 2 SR i o

FEPRIER 10 224 RS A i ) = AR A N T4t , 24
FITCILIR B 50 oA, DR S I 245500 o A ¥ 0 1k
TE 20~40 em UR)Z HHE 25550 (%) 43 A S 5 T A
AN R BRI . W e A (2021 )il HE A T
ot +F- RIS A G M BEFEHLIET TR R
EARMACR , BRI TP~ A =2 A 7F
0~20 cm 1 JZ , 20~40 cm I 2 + 8 A ) AR 5
MITC, TR 135 e 25 0 S5k ] T s )
HRAKT 43% , BEZRRSCRASTHAR s A1 SORS AN e pERILI
PR T2 R MITC &, X 20~40 cm
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+ 295 S5 B A B R 90%~100% , 7] U, A & A% 40
TERFHLRE i 2 4 = A B AE - JE v %) o0 A 8 504 | ik
T R T 0PI 2 b B B ) B

7 20K 40 e B BILR FH 4 5 DA 24 46 R R e K
) MmO A A m RN A e IR
FUSUNR F T, ORI T 2 i RS ik , 2 iR 22
/NT 1 kg/667 m, B IR FE 3K 30~40 em. I A AU
e N T NI 5] KA G Tre BFDILIR JBE AN IR bR 45 1]
R, KR 7RO B AR T 55 SR R Brf
PETAEML A B BG4, UL, et 2 7 =X 1 i
R - R R A AR B 50 P T K s B 285U
3.2 R LERE

- SR R ) B 2R AR Y E A R A
JEE TR AN A i A I 49 43+ it T LA 52 MITC
MIREAR . A7 BRI/ R, M e, 5
Bk B IARRE 2y RS ARA B - A= 25 F TRl R, PRI
FH ()il FHATS B2 B, 00 20T (3 E 1Y) - B 1 2 A g
PRUETEZE 3R | b oo™ AR 2K n) ., QA b B 25 T
3~5 d AT ROKIE HEME T ORAHIR AR AS (H [alRf K
) 70%) , it FH e AR B o P T 3~5 h B R T e i
K, B R ARTEZ (BIEN ,2015) . ML BLIESK
P UEA TR S ZERT, bR T RE R R A B TE K
i R E < 2~3 JoJ 0 P 8 e B AR

i I B 28 3 BT TP - U WO TR 45, )
7RI P A A ALBT AT AR 4 A ) ik
5, AR SR 2 I S I AR FUOKBR S, 7258 6 4
TEE Wi i PR I R 2y B0 25 1 hn L 656 12 i) 08
S ORI W 0, T LR RO B8 42 8]
(Eo & Park,2014) . Ak, A9y JEGEIR LA K
A 25 AR AR O N B 25 S U E IR R L A
W ENEA AT BRI ) S AR T AH ST )
7€ 5 (Cheng et al.,2020; Fang et al,2020) ., 1%
T 2R B AT A 0T B e B AT (W) B 2 i 1 4
TAE 2 BV ECR T, 10 e TR SR 25 A, 5 | =
HR BRI W TR 18 G 28 o s, T IS 42 S8005 A1 F FR A
12, 57 1F 18 % 38 S AR fidt 5 (Elad et al., 1982; &
R55,2013),

4 RE

Toit AR A, RAFAIE LG BOR e 3%
PHARIE AT T AR ROR I B R R XAl
SR, FL R 2R ELR MO+ IR, ALY 1 1
FK BRI AR R — 25 F . LR

FERARHT , AR B 1] MITC A9 o SRR sl 45 1, 33K
T MITC H ORI EEAS 2 o TE 25 IS 2 #b
FeA LT AL Y R IE AT AR 2 e W R
25 B0 22 FH , 5 R T8 AR B B i A BEL 4 S0 B
MIFRR AR o PRI, AR AR B 119 e JR 07 B o1 [ 48 L)
IS EIT R

55—, M B it 240 A it 2 B R I I & S T
Peo BRT, FE PR i 3 SR T 24+
RUTERHHLEIIE 7 =X, 12 25 5 s AR 25 AN 5] it
HIREANEEVF AR . L, IR TH0H B
Tt 245 9 T — R, (E 253013450 43 A HLBEE ATRZ +
b e N i T G = AN T i

SF ISR A P A 23 MITC 37 751 28 %)
BB o T2 ZEARIRA AT A RO 531 23 wf:
{14 ) AL, fF 35 5 AER IR P 358 18 FH B MITTC 5] A6
B X R A T 2 L RS 9 D I D BSOS ) [m] RE
TF 22 R e+ 8 452 HRL TR sl 2+ 235 T AR 19 20 75 7
P RARRERRIE

B =, FEST AN IR 2ITRY A HE oR A ) 07 FH R B
BRifE o AR 43 fifk B PR B 43 MITC (13 2 & MITC
P AP R A 57 - RS | A ST I R R 3
U LR S5 R E R0 s i BR) ikt DR e ) B ) e
ST A HE PR R N FH A AR B, v B KRR R
TERS R R BEZEOR

S0, WF A 5 At A A s B 2 ) 1 e P
AR BTN il FH S MITC [ fifp ok R i b 2
ZRBCR T Ry Il R, IR R B 7% 1~2 WU 58
HoAh Bz an G A A 3 TR AR A T T R
HAE . I MITC BRIk 12 R 2N UE YR, 5
HoAth 28 25 500 58 F nT DA G2 S, R K R fige 7Y
W, HELE MITC RS .

5 L, B R B TR 2R e e A AR S e R A

T MR R T 52 TR B AR Y ol A W A A L, PR ] o
Z5 e SR W ) T L, RO AR A R S LR L IO R
55 D REIRAE P 8] BT R B L, O ke e R
R

SN WA AR BES A 5 RS R .
AR P A AN URY, HL A e W T e R AR R 1Y
SEFH o TETY I SR TR SZ AR 30 ) S A B i
bR HOT ORI . AN R AT ROAR R T
S5 I TR T TR BT, A A S5 S Bl )
BRI B A
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