T2 L t'fiiiiﬂﬁr@[ % (Bull. Hualien DARES) 25:1-14 (2007)

[l Rl ch a2 el il AE S
IR B A TR

R BEEMC BED

.
}%aﬁ?b%**‘jﬁﬁ fil Fﬂﬁ#ﬁﬁ Iﬁﬁ’ﬁ@’? anﬁfgi’lb%?’?j/%‘éi?‘ 1998 = M= 2000 F =
= > ﬁ”rbﬁ'“’ﬂﬁv#ﬁ%lﬁ (AR ~ S EISEVHED) 43
16 B WSS AY R R 7 < o
B 7 B (S PJfNHW R Sk
Eaii NS TR

El
E_IEJ

X[ 1S3 PYIRR S = POl

L AL
H (= SRR N B ’f,l’ii ‘/Elﬁéﬁ" Fé?}F %Tlg'?‘yf, “[<HS
A EI“[Q;;ff[}‘r'E‘ﬁb’EfFlﬁ:P i I%g[ 25;7:* AR Rk
ﬁwmﬁﬁiF7”£%%%ﬁ}Vﬁﬁﬂ%@mww+I

t %‘\ﬁ pIEsh -
Ciseael + 19 {URARRY T~ T

I;E] 16 FFF.EI trJF '\‘»E’

o f
5 E’li%ﬁ,vﬁ (bacterial leaf blight) ! JTFJ’FL,%’;E'EE'I Xanthomonas campestris pv. Oryzae 9 &
FfoaphE - IR PR A A E”@’ﬁfi‘v"“i%ﬂ EIL IR FHIEJEFV%&%E‘JT‘?
e R
1969) -

;E&kfﬁﬁtﬁl (Rayeta., 1967) -~
S 7E

LA AT

Sy, e % :
: S| FEBER o IR B
EU =S BRI u%@f@ V- H ﬁ%’ﬁéjﬁepqgwa%@ggu}gﬁ(Raddyet
al., 1977) 9} » EfFEK lﬁ[ WPIe ﬁjﬂ FIIpEYA% (Ahman and Singh, 1975) > PJFF#;EI(MIZUKamI and Wakimoto
R PIRHRYE B

i (Mi
7.@[9{ (OU, 1985) i‘ﬂi_ﬂg?fgﬁz’?@w [Jﬂit
R PR 1 PO B (b 1990 0 35k 1T 1995) < I IR A
and Padmanabhan, 1973) $# ~* > 'FUTE U SR E 85 25 ~30
Y \ o ThiE
1969) -

PR

'szff F[SJEJT"ETE .

[l 17 fI ] ph 4 = (Mucoetd., 1957) » finl') :iﬂi[” P‘Jl@.ﬁaiff 5T % [F*”I “EJIF{ ﬂfﬁﬂf" %Ea@%gl (Horino

etal., 1982) o [yEi £ {g@w‘ﬁ? Enciy IJ;I]—EZ, IR 7S 2R 2 R AR IF{ ﬂﬂ%;l (Mlzukarnl and Wakimoto,
fj‘ 2t

Ly 4 —

VL% U5 (%54 ( Devadath
I IFEF[EJ'[ LS * S8
R o (T iy WS PO T Y, (R
1. sk a;;,ﬁgqgra%lga dranE,FlI‘du%&f,ﬁzoo%
2,55 R B S [ (- B I USRI -
BT I (-l B PRI
4.5 TR T E ﬁfé-ﬁmé;i Chg (822555




2 TE T LY o LR 25 2

1095) - R AT o F1 1982 8 1) o EAf ﬁmrfrﬁc,jF,ﬁ[/ggﬁplﬁ;ggmﬁ L) 5
[ SRR 49 > 1985 £ 5y HAEh - IARE IRAT A S PO 43485 2 0
A B = g,f,wj 1989#a*ﬁﬂlﬁ5ﬁplﬁ%;g f il W‘ﬁl ﬁFHﬁm di “r[plﬁw'
o Fé # 45,019 1> 1994 &F = Hﬂf&g,ﬁp%éﬁﬁﬁ 43279 1 i b Iﬁm 1Fr¢|:¢ul gt F

=BV ESE (s B 1985) R LY R 51 r‘E[ﬂ”-ﬁd%WE'Wf? 7+
%Févﬁ'[‘?ﬁﬂiﬁﬁ% FIBA 2 foast g i & o Gk nY VIR B Al (e o i b
[iEs 37 [I'pﬂ lJ@#’/JFIE&bE{rJﬁ TR BN S > RURAERYEERRE AT o A P R
RS M’Hxﬁ%mﬁr FOEPET: T [ R =R SR e Bl SR BRIV ) TRERR 2 5 LR 7
PRV -

R

¢ EHA 1998 = 57 [ 2000 & 57 ey sl i WETK @S B (EPREE ~ = EISEW HEIS)
dES PR ?Vﬁifﬁﬁﬁgﬁfﬁﬁ%f(TKZ) FI*F”' 16 5% (TK16) bﬁ',i*‘ﬂ%i?ﬁpﬁfﬁ?ﬁ ‘/FF[!*E'(E!‘T{E@EQ : F"J
G 139%?(KH139) s SRR 'F",ﬁ?l 25 (TK2) -~ e i ’Fiﬁr‘ 25 (TK2) » ﬁ: Fﬁ[ SN E =
LR VAT 2 R IR R D FIEVE VB - 22 VR IR (4
ﬁi’é”’@ﬁpl*f Z~U3) ~fh (@ﬂﬁﬁ“'@ﬁfi‘l*ﬁ P U3~23) -~ (faﬂﬁﬁ*ﬁ"@ﬁ?l*ﬁ : 2/3~§ﬁ[‘
TﬁiZ)E%B:%# Fﬁ[},fgjii?j\ [ﬁjﬂ%ﬁfﬁiﬁE"Eﬁﬁ?X/ Erkd > S ETHE 110 £ H 101%1%{'?@54%@[4&%?%@ o
B 100 FRF3E 5 % B @Tg‘[ﬁﬁﬁlfjiﬁﬁ
FEK AT ST T~ 1K S R T AR (e (4 1900) kS S i
JIERYIS
ik TR A B B AR o
(- )%&:&kaglb#% FL;H ] Ohaus Fkglﬁ (= B! Seedburo Equipment Company, Filling Hopper and
Stand) [ -
(C VBEA SERPE5ES (|14 Satake Corporation, Husker ) 7 i i - -
(5 )RR A S (R 1 2 ﬁﬁ,ﬁ” A R (S Seedburo Equipment Company, Rice Miller, ]
5’7':|\/|CGI|| No. 2)1i£‘§4 75 I7{~ E?f{&k(ﬁ\a&' Seedburo Equipment Company, Rice Sizing Device)

I 7f§i'lf[! EW,%%**J 7H“+ ‘/’I/}Wy FUCIRE S FTET AP
(= )RR l*?{EED{‘W@JJF RN FE
(O S ANAS 7 Rl Lay 3 UE ST U2 N L
= )£E EEPE ~ 1 RIS R RS 2 IR ET (chalkiness) T R 1T
51’3*3‘1*@@?77’?* A (0= 55%) » I') Oabfei » SRR o
s PR PR A (RS (gelatinization temperature) - ﬁi@%g[zk@"r (gel consistency) - El%{iﬁ
VI3 [ (amylose content) #1873 k1 (crude protein content) -
(- RA[AEST s - Iy (574 ) S iy (74 ) S (IR (7074 ) W8 (<70 ) 5 AR
iR (akali spreading) fafT - 77| Little et al. (1958) ik » H Hfieffifh 2-7 455 6
e TR SR PR T 2 H RIS o R 3 H LTI > i 4R 5

ht



(s TP VAR T IR o S by 3

b B ELFIETAA [ > bt 6 00 7 EL[SA [
(2 )BRIETRA] Cagampang et al.  (1973) HEA It > ARER (hard gel) VEFIRAY
=B 27-35mm > 1 'EEJ'[‘QE’ﬁEEE} (medium gel ) £% 36-49mm > b‘p’j ?%PE‘ (soft gel) £% 50mm '] -
& )@u ;3£7£1g;9JJunano (1966) HiEE -
(PH)FE S 1T T 2 BIRH] semi-micro Kjedahl method (A.A.C.C., 1985) Hik it -

K ﬁﬁﬁzﬁfﬁlﬂj FIoF 300 i ( Jﬁ“r’”' 135-14%) - p* 135 |iff, Ijakﬁﬁﬁvf Y= A STeREsr
AL o REAR T IR BRI R - LI B R STRET SRR E S
virmiﬁn’ﬁ%ypﬁ@wﬂﬂo»ﬁﬁ%ﬂ bﬂ’kﬁfleOW@W?% T
& (normal score) fE5: » I'] t 55 M2E FARFF 537 » FTHEID O ,WEEF TR EESE L B
PEHA R - ~p@iaﬂﬂ%<sﬁ>’kmuwarV@Htﬂ%ﬂﬁﬁ¢t4<c
fE) o

= FUITERAERE B T IR B R BV R R

iﬁ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁk fft WA SR FS B IV - 1998 & T IS 2000 F T H[= f B i PEFE] T I IR
FEE B frﬁﬁ’y%ligu SR LR 20



TE T LY o LR 25 2

I Rl 7#%%3&#,?5 fiF i3 ifﬁ,vﬁj\ {ﬁj%vﬁiﬁfﬁfﬁ Bk B ﬁwgligm%zgf (11998-2000)
Table 1. Grain yield and yield components under different severity of bacterial leaf blight among rice varieties
in Hualien area, the fist crop of 1998-2000.

. Grain Panicle  Panicle . 1000

Crop* Location Cultivar SEV';??;E* yield numb_er weight sglg;ﬁiitlse Segi’-)set grain wt.
(kg/ha) per hill (@ (@

Light 6474a%** 175 2.6 98.6 84.6 27.1

TK2  Medium 6269a 17.0 2.2 95.4 835 26.9

Heavy 5865a 15.5 2.1 92.0 82.7 26.2

Light 5426a 16.5 2.3 112.0 78.4 25.7

Fenglin TK9  Medium 5169a 155 2.0 89.3 75.7 25.7
Heavy 5030a 15.2 2.0 84.7 76.1 25.3

Light 5071a 17.6 26 108.4 785 27.2

TK16 Medium 4953a 17.2 25 107.7 75.6 26.9

Heavy 3165b 15.1 2.0 934 494 24.0

Light 6236a 235 23 95.7 86.5 27.0

TK2  Medium 6169a 22.3 24 96.1 85.2 27.7

Heavy 5653a 21.8 2.0 83.8 82.3 25.6

Light 6212a 19.7 2.0 99.6 78.6 24.6

Y uli TK9  Medium 5997a 18.9 22 92.0 78.4 24.4
Heavy 5630a 16.8 1.9 89.1 70.0 23.3

Light 6796a 214 29 1195 80.0 26.9

TK16 Medium 6612a 20.6 2.3 98.0 78.5 26.5

Heavy 6483a 20.8 2.3 96.9 75.8 26.2

Light 6261a 20.6 2.3 88.3 84.7 24.6

TK9  Medium 5826a 20.3 2.2 814 82.8 24.8

Heavy 5194b 19.8 2.0 77.1 74.2 24.4

Light 6922a 204 2.4 92.8 834 26.5

Fuli TK16 Medium 6508ab 19.9 2.3 87.4 81.6 26.0
Heavy 6325b 19.0 2.1 82.2 814 26.2

Light 6652a 22.7 21 80.1 824 26.8

KH139 Medium 6388ab 220 2.0 70.6 80.5 26.3

Heavy 5897b 21.3 1.8 66.0 77.3 26.4

*Means of the first crop from 1998 to 2000.

**Disease severity : Light (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :0~1/3).
Medium (the injury rate of disease area on the boot leaf :1/3~2/30).
Heavy (theinjury rate of disease area on the boot leaf :over 2/3).

***Means followed by the same letters in acolumn are not significantly different at 5% level by L.S.D.



fig bl 7}#&# FERS *FLIT‘(JT [ﬁjﬁ%yﬁj«?ﬂ%@% Fﬁ’g,@mu%@g{ 5

~ Tl BT 7J<¥£1Ff#7&‘ﬁ @%ﬁ, 7 Ifi F'.@JTF <S5 B gwﬁwgligfjg{ﬁg (11998-2000)
Table 2. Grain yield and yield components under different severity of bacterial leaf blight among rice varieties
in Hualien area, the second crop of 1998-2000.

_ _ Disease G_rai n Panicle Par_1i cle Spickel _ets Seed-set 1QOO
Crop* Location Cultivar severity** yield numt_)er weight per panicle (%) grain wt.
(kg/ha)  per hill (9 (9
Light 5445a 16.5 24 99.5 87.6 27.8
TK2 Medium  5106a 15.2 21 98.8 81.1 27.8
Heavy 4922a 15.0 2.3 98.7 78.8 26.2
Light 5277a 13.9 25 109.4 82.4 26.2
Fenglin TK9 Medium  5126a 12.6 26 107.4 815 26.7
Heavy 5015a 12.1 25 101.7 77 25.8
Light 6425a 16.2 28 126.8 78.6 25.0
TK16 Medium  6013a 15.9 25 114.8 76.8 24.4
Heavy 4942b 15.1 24 98.9 71.6 235
Light 5340a 18.3 20 92.1 89.4 26.5
TK2 Medium  4589ab 16.5 20 85.9 88.3 26.2
Heavy 4186b 16.1 18 84.4 817 25.3
Light 5211a 16.9 24 95.2 82.0 24.7
I Yuli TK9 Medium 4950ab  16.8 21 90.7 73.2 24.4
Heavy 4432b 15.6 1.9 91.6 73.8 234
Light 4895a 16.3 2.7 134.9 81.2 229
TK16 Medium  482la 15.9 24 122.8 78.2 22.7
Heavy 4296a 14.6 21 123.1 67.9 22.3
Light 5595a 16.3 23 102.5 85.3 258
TK9 Medium  5375a 15.2 24 101.3 845 25.7
Heavy 4313b 14.5 1.9 97.6 69.5 24.3
Light 5287a 16.9 24 116.7 85.9 24.8
Fuli TK16 Medium  5018a 14.9 23 105.9 84.6 24.1
Heavy 4534a 15.5 21 103.9 73.1 23.3
Light 5200a 17.1 21 93.2 84.4 26.2
KH139  Medium  4695a 16.8 20 90.4 81.7 258
Heavy 4651a 16.4 1.9 87.7 76.2 254

*Means of the second crop from 1998 to 2000.
**Disease severity : Light (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :0~1/3).
Medium (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :1/3~2/30.
Heavy (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :over 2/3).
***Means followed by the same letters in a column are not significantly different at 5% level by L.S.D.
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Table 3. Effects of bacterial leaf blight severity on rice milling characteristics in Hualien area for 1998-2000.

1st crop 2nd crop
. _ Disease Yolumewt. Milling quality Y OlUmewt. Milling quality
Location Cultiver Severity* (g (o)
Rough Brown Brownrice Milledrice  Rough Brown Brown rice Milled rice
rice  rice (%) (%) rice  rice (%) (%)
Light 532** 797 823 73.8 497 787 818 69.5
TK2 Medium 534 795 823 73.6 489 780 818 69.7
Heavy 522 793 819 73.3 485 780 815 68.4
Light 551 795 826 729 496 780 826 69.4
Fenglin TK9 Medium 541 799 811 72.9 494 785 823 69.8
Heavy 540 795 819 719 480 779 827 68.7
Light 530 801 823 73.1 484 788 823 72.0
TK16 Medium 515 791 816 72.3 480 785 827 72.0
Heavy 502 783 80.4 70.5 478 784 823 70.9
Light 543 770 80.6 714 511 783 826 715
TK2 Medium 536 772 80.6 70.8 504 778 822 71.1
Heavy 526 762 80.2 70.6 492 770 79.8 68.8
Light B55 802 816 72.2 498 779 819 71.1
Y uli TK9 Medium 546 773  80.9 70.3 491 781 824 70.3
Heavy 538 778 80.6 704 477 774 818 70.1
Light 53 778 817 715 489 782 821 71.4
TK16 Medium 537 781 817 71.6 482 780  80.7 71.4
Heavy 530 780 81.1 70.6 473 776 81.6 70.3
Light 559 784 811 70.9 497 797 824 715
TK9 Medium 556 787 81.1 71.0 492 793 821 70.7
Heavy 546 765 80.6 69.4 481 786 775 69.7
Light 540 775 817 717 496 791 814 71.3
Fuli TK16 Medium 534 774 818 715 496 791 814 71.3
Heavy 530 775 810 71.2 480 784 799 70.0
Light 542 776 821 715 535 793 819 71.9
KH139 Medium 536 768 820 718 536 790 819 71.7
Heavy 534 768 823 70.8 524 783 818 71.1

* Disease severity : Light (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 0~1/3).
Medium (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 1/3~2/3).
Heavy (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : over 2/3).
** Each value is the mean of 1998-2000.
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Table 4. Effects of bacterial leaf blight severity on grain appearance characteristics in Hudien area for

1998-2000.
. Grain appearance (1st crop) Grain appearance (2nd crop)
. . Disease - - - - - -
Location Cultivar severity* White White White Transs  White White White Trans
center belly back lucency center belly  back lucency

Light 03" 0 0 3.0 0.5 0.2 0 33

TK2 Medium 0.3 0 0 30 0.2 0.5 0 33

Heavy 0.4 0 0 3.0 0.7 0.3 0 3.3

Light 0.3 0 0 3.0 0.6 0.2 0 3.0

Fenglin TK9 Medium 0.3 0 0 30 0.7 0.2 0 32

Heavy 0.8 0 0 3.0 0.9 0.3 0 3.2

Light 1.0 0 0 3.0 0.8 0.1 0 32

TK16 Medium 1.2 0 0 30 13 0.2 0 3.2

Heavy 1.0 0 0 3.0 14 0.5 0 35

Light 0.8 0 0 3.0 0.6 0 0 32

TK2 Medium 0.8 0.1 0 3.0 0.6 0.1 0 3.2

Heavy 1.0 0 0 3.0 0.7 0.2 0 3.2

Light 1.0 0 0 3.0 0.5 0.2 0 3.0

Y uli TK9 Medium 0.7 0.2 0 3.0 0.6 0.2 0 3.0

Heavy 0.7 0.2 0 3.0 0.6 0.2 0 3.0

Light 13 0.2 0 3.0 0.7 0 0 3.0

TK16 Medium 1.3 0.2 0 3.0 1.0 0.1 0 3.0

Heavy 13 0.2 0 3.0 1.0 0.5 0 3.0

Light 1.0 0.4 0 3.0 0.6 0 0 3.0

TK9 Medium 0.9 0.5 0 3.0 11 0 0 3.0

Heavy 0.9 0.6 0 3.3 0.9 0.2 0 3.0

Light 14 0.1 0 3.0 18 0.1 0 3.3

Fuli TK16 Medium 1.5 0.1 0 3.0 18 0.2 0 33

Heavy 14 0.2 0 3.0 1.9 04 0 3.3

Light 0.5 0.9 0 3.0 0.1 0.7 0 3.0

KH139 Medium 0.2 1.0 0 3.0 0.1 0.7 0 3.0

Heavy 0.5 1.1 0 3.0 0.1 1.0 0 3.0

* Disease severity : Light (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 0~1/3).
Medium (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 1/3~2/3).

Heavy (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : over 2/3).
** Each value is the mean of 1998-2000.
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Table 5. Effects of bacterial leaf blight severity on physico-chemical property characteristicsin Hualien area for

1998-2000.
_ _ Dissase 1st crop 2nd crop

Location Culivars ooy axity* Amylose Protein Amylose Protein

(%) (%) (%) (%)

Light 175" 6.0 21.0 6.6

TK2 Medium 17.9 6.0 209 6.7

Heavy 18.0 6.2 20.7 7.0

Light 15.9 6.5 195 6.4

Fenglin TK9 Medium 16.2 6.4 19.0 6.4

Heavy 15.9 6.3 18.3 7.0

Light 168 57 19.7 6.3

TK16 Medium 16.8 5.7 195 6.4

Heavy 17.2 6.4 19.4 6.6

Light 185 6.4 20.7 6.6

TK2 Medium 185 6.1 20.6 6.8

Heavy 18.5 6.1 20.1 7.5

Light 16.9 6.2 194 6.6

Yuli TK9 Medium 16.7 6.3 19.3 6.9

Heavy 16.6 6.4 19.0 7.0

Light 17.1 6.7 19.9 6.4

TK16 Medium 17.6 5.8 19.7 6.5

Heavy 175 5.8 19.6 6.8

Light 17.0 6.0 18.4 6.6

TK9 Medium 171 5.9 18.1 6.5

Heavy 17.5 6.1 19.4 6.2

Light 181 53 195 6.0

Fuli TK16 Medium 18.1 54 19.5 6.1

Heavy 18.2 55 19.3 6.5

Light 17.2 5.9 18.7 6.9

KH139 Medium 175 5.9 20.0 6.7

Heavy 17.2 6.0 20.0 6.7

* Disease severity : Light (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 0~1/3).
Medium (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : 1/3~2/3).

Heavy (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf : over 2/3).
** Each value is the mean of 1998-2000.

e AR OB T I A TR
AFE AR PR ROCPE O BN - R - [ B - Bt - AT o R 6 LR RS
AHPBIPUR A AR 1R I R - 47 waﬁﬁﬁr&ﬂ s B T 2900 EIRRGT
7%16%%%“}%4?7“ F’@T‘(i}%} 54%5'57][ > El lﬂj%@#ﬁ' AffERTF T [E'E%/Péiﬁ "’Jp;lp L NANE O
O BRI U AR TR, M o U 1 L 71 16 B H0 M E VB AR AR
mﬂf Rkt Jp“ LG {20 (R Ea@fgwuﬁﬁmm b kA P B -



10 Teslin pL o5 LA A 5TY 25 B

Fob o TR GRS T 1N S BT ACH (1998-2000)
Table 6. Effects of bacterial leaf blight severity on panel taste value characteristics in Hualien area for

1998-2000.
Location Cultivars Diseaseseverity* Panel taste value**
Light 3B1C
TK2 Medium 3B1C
Heavy 3B1C
Light 4B1C
Fenglin TK9 Medium 4B1C
Heavy 2B3C
Light 1A4B
TK16 Medium 5B
Heavy 4B1C
Light 3B2C
TK2 Medium 3B2C
Heavy 2B3C
Light 3B2C
Yuli TK9 Medium 1B4C
Heavy 2B3C
Light 2B3C
TK16 Medium 2B3C
Heavy 2B3C
Light 1A2B1C
TK9 Medium 1A2B1C
Heavy 3B2C
Light 1A4B
Fuli TK16 Medium 4B1C
Heavy 3B2C
Light 1A4B
KH139 Medium 5B
Heavy 3B2C

* Disease severity : Light (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :0~1/3).
Medium (the injury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :1/3~2/30.
Heavy (theinjury rate of disease area on the flag leaf :over 2/3).

**Grade B is the same with CK sample, A is superior and C isinferior to B.
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