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Control Effect of Different Bacterial Agents on Granville Wilt and Blank Shank of Flue-cured Tobacco
XIANG Xiu-zhi,QUAN Lin, YANG Jun (Enshi Tobacco Company of Hubei Province,Enshi, Hubei 445000)
Abstract

The control effect of different bacterial agents on granville wilt and blank shank on flue-cured tobacco were studied through plot test. [ Result

[ Objective ] The aim was to screen out antagonistic bacteria against granville wilt and blank shank on flue-cured tobacco. [ Method ]

The antagonism of the inhibitory action of T10-T12 to granville wilt had significant effect, and the antagonism of the inhibitory action of T18 and
T22 to blank shank had significant effect. Combining economic traits, the treatments of T12 and T18 performed better. [ Conclusion ] The results

provide theoretical basis for studying ecological control measures of soil borne disease.
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Table 1 Agronomic traits of treatment at rosette stage

BRI BRI PR ARHEL BRI BRI B AR
Qb3 The maximum The maximum Plant Effective Kb The maximum The maximum Plant Effective
Treatments leaf length leaf width height leaf number || Treatments leaf length leaf width height leaf number

cm cm cm 2 cm cm cm i

Tl 43.75 24.83 22.92 11 T13 44.83 27.08 33.92 12
T2 48.92 27.42 28.00 11 T14 46.92 29.58 33.00 11
T3 46.00 29.42 28.08 11 T15 45.50 27.67 31.33 11
T4 44.08 27.00 29.83 11 T16 46.92 27.58 30.67 11
TS 43.58 26.08 29.92 11 T17 46.25 26.33 27.33 12
T6 45.08 27.25 28.42 11 T18 36.50 25.00 28.17 11
T7 45.33 26.00 30.42 11 T19 46.92 26.67 28.00 11
T8 45.25 27.50 31.83 11 T20 45.33 25.92 27.83 10
9 44.67 27.17 29.75 11 T21 45.08 27.75 29.42 11
T10 43.00 27.42 30.17 11 T22 45.83 27.75 27.42 11
T11 42.75 26.25 30.58 11 T23 47.58 28.75 28.00 11
T12 46.33 27.50 28.83 11

x2 BLBEMHARZHR

Table 2 Agronomic traits of treatment at top plate phase

s AR AT i AT X
Treatments The maximum The maximum Plant height Effective leaf Stem girth
leaf length // cm leaf width //cm cm number // F cm
Tl 70.83 31.17 111.00 18 9.42
T2 70.75 29.58 113.33 18 9.75
T3 70.58 31.67 116.50 20 9.67
T4 73.50 32.67 111.17 19 9.50
T5 73.25 31.58 111.50 18 9.42
T6 69.67 30.17 112.67 19 9.67
T7 70.33 29.25 107.50 18 9.25
T8 66.17 30.50 115.67 20 9.17
T9 73.83 32.17 114.00 18 9.67
T10 74.08 31.50 116.83 18 9.58
T11 73.83 31.33 114.00 18 10.00
T12 72.33 29.83 117.50 18 9.83
T13 72.50 31.50 115.50 18 9.50
T14 74.50 33.00 116.56 18 9.28
T15 73.20 32.10 115.40 18 9.16
T16 74.30 32.50 116.69 18 9.40
T17 75.40 32.80 117.50 18 9.80
T18 67.60 28.90 112.30 20 9.68
T19 74.50 32.60 115.40 18 9.36
T20 72.50 30.50 114.50 18 9.45
T21 73.10 31.60 113.50 18 9.52
T22 72.60 30.50 116.50 19 9.14
T23 75.80 33.20 116. 80 18 9.60
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Table 3 Incidence of treatments at top plate phase %
b3 T HAE IR b7 Vi HHR B
Treatments Mosaic virus Granville wilt Blank shank Treatments Mosaic virus Granville wilt Blank shank
Tl 0 4 6 T13 1 10 3
T2 1 5 9 T14 2 12 3
T3 0 6 8 T15 0 12 4
T4 1 5 6 T16 0 14 2
T5 0 5 10 T17 2 12 2
T6 0 5 7 T18 4 11 1
T7 1 5 11 T19 2 11 2
T8 0 3 5 T20 1 16 3
T9 0 6 7 T21 3 15 2
T10 2 2 5 T22 3 16 1
T11 1 1 6 T23 4 11 3
T12 2 2 5

T13 ~T23 rhig A R RS BALH, R R A AR AL IR . 8 KRF, T ~ T12 B TI3 ~ T23 (19735 Al &
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Table 4 Economic characters of treatments

- i e s TS5 Pl

Treatment Yleld2 gulpua vAvcra#ge First ng:lde leaf Sccondeny‘ grade
kg/hm J6/hm* price // 70/ kg proportion // % leaf proportion // %

Tl 1618.35 42 951.00 26.54 58.46 41.54

T2 1 597.50 40 672.35 25.46 56.45 43.55

T3 1 633.50 43 206. 15 26.45 55.23 44.71

T4 1611.75 40 777.35 25.30 54.45 45.55

TS5 1 603.50 40 296.00 25.13 57.58 42.42

T6 1 630.50 43 159.35 26.47 59.45 40.55

T7 1 628.10 42 542.25 26.13 58.70 41.30

T8 1 633.50 43 042.80 26.35 56.42 43.58

T9 1 613.40 40 560.90 25.14 56.32 43.68

T10 1 598.70 40 335.15 25.23 52.43 47.57

T11 1 596.00 40 761.90 25.54 54.20 45.80

T12 1 643.40 43 517.25 26.48 55.80 44.20

T13 1 567.50 37 839.45 24.14 45.60 54.40

T14 1548.75 37 727.55 24.36 46.80 53.20

T15 1 537.50 37 053.75 24.10 43.63 56.37

T16 1 565.40 38 399.25 24.53 51.20 48.80

T17 1 552.50 38 331.30 24.69 52.36 47.64

T18 1 597.50 40 720.35 25.49 56.50 43.50

T19 1581.45 41 275.80 26.10 54.50 45.50

T20 1 570.50 39 733.65 25.30 48.90 51.10

T21 1518.45 38 568.60 25.40 47.81 52.19

T22 1503.45 36 383.55 24.20 46.90 53.10

T23 1 581.00 40 631.70 25.70 55.60 44.40
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