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This is a very comprehensive specialized dictionary that will be welcomed by plant protection special-
ists. Of special value will be to those who work with insects and mites, as it has the following subtitle:
“Biology, Ecology, Application of Beneficial Insects and Mites”.

The author is an internationally recognized specialist in biological control of pests and quarantine
regulations. He also has a teaching experience so he arranged the book in such a way that it can be
recommended as a textbook for the university students.

In “Introduction” (p. 3–6) the author provides some general information on studies of beneficial in-
sects in the world and in Russia. He also stresses the aim and the scope of dictionary that contains over
1200 Russian and English common and scientific names, terms and definitions.

The dictionary is arranged according to Russian words but always with corresponding English terms
in parentheses. With over 1200 entries the book well covers the complete field of biological plant protec-
tion, ecology and biocenology.

Naturally, the dictionary is primarily addressed to persons with knowledge of Russian language.
However, it will be also very useful to persons with knowledge of English language, as it contains two in-
dexes: “Index of Latin names” (p. 177–184) and index “English-Russian dictionary index” (p. 185–206).

I strongly recommend this book to all persons active in plant protection and this has been foreseen by
the publisher as book is printed in 20,000 copies.

Jerzy J. Lipa
Institute of Plant Protection, Poznań, Poland
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Table 2. Mean values of droplet number (nk) and the degree of surface coverage (sk) depend-
ing on working pressure (p) at levels 0, 1 and 2 obtained using the examined nozzles

Nozzle type
Liquid

pressure
(p) MPa

Level 0 Level 1 Level 2

Number of
droplets (nk)
(pcs./cm2)

Spray
coverage
(sk) (%)

Number of
droplets (nk)
(pcs./cm2)

Spray
coverage
(sk) (%)

Number of
droplets (nk)
(pcs./cm2)

Spray
coverage
(sk) (%)

RSMM 110-02 0.2 33.4 20.7 59.0 29.3 90.2 48.6
0.4 64.0 14.6 82.1 25.1 110.6 43.2
0.6 80.4 16.2 67.6 17.2 78.3 41.5

RSMM 110-03 0.2 25.1 14.2 24.4 15.5 53.2 26.4
0.4 39.7 14.8 41.2 20.0 55.2 36.2
0.6 46.4 17.9 50.6 21.2 63.1 39.7

AI 110-02 0.2 6.5 4.3 8.9 8.8 18.2 25.1
0.4 15.6 14.6 17.2 18.9 22.2 30.6
0.6 20.6 13.8 20.6 17.3 36.5 30.8

AI 110-03 0.2 15.9 18.2 16.6 14.4 21.1 25.7
0.4 13.6 14.5 12.8 12.0 25.8 25.9
0.6 20.0 12.2 23.9 19.4 36.4 34.5

AZMM 110-02 0.2 24.4 12.1 26.4 16.7 37.8 29.2
0.4 49.5 12.5 62.5 28.1 73.2 38.8
0.6 99.5 14.0 85.0 21.1 86.4 32.4

AZMM 110-03 0.2 29.5 13.3 27.8 15.5 46.4 21.5
0.4 37.1 12.6 44.5 17.0 69.4 37.7
0.6 37.2 18.3 42.1 18.8 58.5 32.1

Fig. 2. Diagram of index values (sk) on the plant (on two levels 1 and 2)

trol of potato late blight [Phytophthora infestans (Mont.) de Bary] using selected
fungicides.

In the experiments presented in table 5, no significant differences were found in
the effect of magnetized water on the germination of bean and cuckoo flower plants.
It refers both to the test carried out on Petri dishes and to flower pot tests. These re-
sults confirm the results of Haber (1990). That author found that magnetized water
did not exert any perceivable effect on the germination term and on the appearance of
the seedlings of tomato (Lycopersicon esculentum Mill.), ageratum (Ageratum L.), petu-
nia (Petunia Juss.), ragwort (Senecio L.) and tagetes (Tagetes L). Differences started to
appear only when the seedlings were out. Studies on the effect of magnetic water
conditioning on the yield and quality of greenhouse tomato were carried out by
Orłowski and Dobromilska (1998). Those authors found an effect of magnetized wa-
ter on the increase of the number of flower, fruit ovaries and the number of racemes
on plant. However, the phenomenon of a positive effect of magnetized water on
plants has not been ultimately investigated yet and it requires further studies with
different plant protection agents and their proportions in the tank mixture.
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Table 5. Effect of magnetized water on the energy and germination ability of the seeds of
bean (Phaseolus vulgaris L.) and cuckoo flower (Cardamine amara L.)

No. Experimental object
Germinations of bean

in % after
Germinations of cuckoo

flower in % after

8 days1 21 days2 8 days1 21 days2

1. One magnetizer 53.35 a 66.65 a 87.34 a 60.00 a
2. Two magnetizers 63.35 a 65.00 a 82.66 a 64.00 a
3. Three magnetizers 31.65 a 66.65 a 80.66 a 69.34 a
4. One magnetizers and two semi-rings 38.35 a 83.35 a 75.34 a 68.66 a
5. Control 41.65 a 60.00 a 82.66 a 64.66 a

1Experiment on Petri dishes
2Experiment in flower pots with soil
Mean values marked with the same letter do not differ at the significance level p = 0.05 according to the
Student’s t-test


