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Abstract

ses in cultivation of flue-cured tobacco with comparison of the nematicides Abamectin and Luyin mixture as well as their application dosages.

Two pot experiments were designed to evaluate the effects of the new nematicides Lufuda on the control of root-knot nematode disea-

The results showed that compared with control treatment, application of Abamectin, Lufuda and Luyin mixture significantly reduced the disease
grade, root-knot index and root-knot density, promoted the root and shoot growth, and improved the stems and leaves dry weight of flue-cured
tobacco and utilization efficiency of water and nitrogen. There was no significant difference in the effects of different dosage of Lufuda and Luyin
mixture on the growth of tobacco and the control of root-knot nematode disease. In conclusion, compared with Abamectin, Lufuda had the same
effect on controlling root-knot nematode disease under this pot experiment condition. Meanwhile, under the field condition where only root-knot
nematode disease occured, there was no need to apply Yinfali. The recommended dosage of Lufuda could reduce the cost of controlling disease

of root-knot nematode.
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Fig.1 Effects of recommended dosages of different nematicides on leaves and stem dry weight of flue-cured tobacco
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Fig.2 Effects of recommended dosages of different nematicides on water and nitrogen utilization efficiency of flue-cured tobacco
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Table 1 Influence of recommended dosage of different nematicides on agronomic indexes of flue-cured tobacco

izt 22K Stem LTRSS SPAD %5 Leaf 5 Plant
Treatment diameter//mm Leaf area//cm? number// F /1 height //mm
CK 15.10+1.09 a 647.0+£69.5 a 49.20+1.02 a 20.50+1. 15 b 44.70+5.91 b
[ 4 1 % Abamectin 16.00+0.35 a 723.0+33.3 a 51.50+1.84 a 23.70+0. 84 a 68.60+1.15 a
P55 Lufuda 16.00£0.24 a 758.0+25.6 a 51.70+1.28 a 25.50+0.22 a 68.40+2.61 a
PRARTR A Mixture 16.60+0.39 a 799.0+14.8 a 51.60+1.29 a 24.80+0.54 a 59.60+5.04 a
s BN ) /NE Bk R A [F] b L 1) 22 57 W 2 (P<0. 05)
Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments ( P<0.05)
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Fig.3 Effects of recommended dosage of different nematicides on root disease grade and root knot indexes of flue-cured tobacco

F& A Nematicides



49 %174 REHF 2HFEANPEIER LA RFRLE R RO Y R 133

F2 AREREHEFAENRBRAMRE TE HLENERB 0

Table 2 Effects of recommended dosage of three nematicides on root system and root knot dry weight, quantity and volume of flue-cured tobacco

Z ST AR Taproot MR Lateral root AR4E Root knot

AL Tolal root T 1513 A8 il i (A8 T Kot [
Treatment dry weight Dry weight Length Volume Dry weight Length Volume Dry weight Number Volume

g g cm om’ g cm cm’ g A Kk em’
CK 13.10£2.05b 4.51+0.75b  7.53+0.52b 30.70+4.33a 7.02+1.16 b 708+103 b 44.80+9.35b 1.52+0.30 a 105.0£27.8 a 18.70+1.52 a
FRIAETR 2R 18.100.96 a 6.24+0.66 a  8.20£0.32 ab 34.00£2.91 a 10.40+0.93 a 1033£78 a 78.30+5.92 a 1.45£0.51 a 50.0£19.4 ab 13.80+5.00 a
Abamectin
HE K Lufuda 19.40£1. 11 a 8.5120.82 a 8.70+£0.26 ab 43.30+3.9 a 9.5620.75a 897+108 a 69.00£5.29 a 1.29+0.32a 65.0+16.5 ab 11.80+2.85 a
ARG Mixture  18.60+1.33 2 6.76+1.02 ab  8.90+0.41 a  34.20+5.39 a 11.10+0.84 a 1251+133a 9R.00+7.92 a 0.74+0.24b 37.049.0b  6.67+1.71 b

TE RSN R NG PR 2m AN R AR B ) 22 57 1. 25 (P<0. 05)

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments at 0. 05 level
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Note: Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference between different nematicides( P<0. 05)
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Fig.4 Effects of different nematicides on dry weight, quantity and volume of root knot per unit mass of root system
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Table 3 Effects of different dosage of Lufuda and Luyin mixture on biomass and agronomic indexes of flue-cured tobacco

Z455) Nematicides

. TG ETH = TR oA o it
Ne;natici de Dosage Leaf dry Stem dry Stem diameter Leaf area Leaf number Plant height
mL/ff weight /g weight /g mm cm’ R/ mm
538 Lufuda 0.015 65.00£1.57 aA  17.10£1.13 aA  16.20+0.24 aA  738.0+22.6 aA 55.90+1.95 aA 24.40+0.98 abA 68.90+2.36 aA
0.030 68.00+1.51 aA 19.50+0.91 aA 16.00+0.24 aA 758.0+25.6 aA 51.70+1.28 aA 25.50+0.22 aA 68.40+2.61 aA
0.060 66.50+3.71 aA  17.20+1.19 aB  16.60+0.56 aA  689.0+39.3 aA 52.90+0.75 aA 23.50+0.56 bA 65.70+2.37 aA
PEARIEF] Mixture  0.034  62.60£2.23 aA  17.90+1.35 aA  15.70£0.36 aA 683.0+21.0 bA 49.50+1.79 aB 25.20+0.31 aA 67.10+2.78 aA
0.068 67.30+0.78 aA  18.60+0.86 aA 16.60+0.39 aA  799.0+14.8 aA 52.40+1.29 aA 24.80+0.54 aA 59.60+5.04 aA
0.136  68.90+1.55 aA  20.40+0.59 aA 16.70+0.40 aA 751.0+19.4 aA 54.20+1.15 aA 25.30+0.80 aA 68.60+2. 64 aA
T ESIT(F)
TRERFN(P) 0.03 ns 1.41 ns 0.02 ns 0.65 ns 1.36 ns 1.63 ns 0.95 ns
e (C) 2.23 ns 1.23 ns 1.81 ns 4.53" 0.63 ns 0.76 ns 0.93 ns
PxC 0.63 ns 1.96 ns 1.04 ns 2.97 ns 4.64" 2.32 ns 1. 80 ns

V<RIBS T s A A e A2 540 B (P<0. 05) , Al NG BTl s A ) 25 A TR 22 S % (P<0.05) . A% Jr 22 /B &
s w % NI AR A ZAE 0. 001 0. 01,0.05 kP 5 3%

Note ; Different capital letters in the same column represent significant difference between different nematicides( P<0. 05) ,and different lowercase letters repre-

sented significant difference between nematicides dosage( P<0.05). In the table of two-factor analysis of variance, % % # ,

# % and * respectively re-

presented significant differences between different factors at the levels of 0.001, 0.01 and 0.05 (the same below)
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Table 4 Effects of different dosage of Lufuda and Luyin mixture on the disease and root parameters of flue-cured tobacco root node nematode

4% Root knot

F e REEHEEL FRTE MR T

= o o R

/N\efjiuci de Dosage Disease Root knot D q:i " Nﬁlf VM; " Main root dry Lateral root
mL/ff level index ry weight /le fr 0 u;nc weight /g dry weight//g

g ™~/ Bk cm

%5 15 Lufuda 0.015 1.80+0.49 aA 2.60+0.40 aA 1.06+0.32 aA 95.0+21.7 aA 15.00+3.54 aA 6.34+0.80 aA 10.10+1.19 aA
0.030 1.17£0.40 aA  2.00+0.58 aA 1.29+0.32 aA 65.0+16.5 aA 11.80+2.85 aA 8.51+0.82 aA  9.56+0.75 aA
0.060 0.83%0.17 aA  1.83+0.48 aA 0.86%0.35 aA 46.0+16.1 aA 9.17+£3.52 aA 7.88+1.51 aA  8.95+0.82 aB

PEARIREF Luyin mixture  0.034  1.67+0.42 aA  2.83+0.60 aA 1.45+0.48 aA 84.0+24.1 aA 11.80+4.13 aA 6.40+1.17 aA  11.10+0. 58 aA
0.068 1.17+£0.40 aA  1.832£0.48 aA 0.74+0.24 aA 37.0+9.0 abA 6.67+1.71 aA 6.76+1.02 aA 11.1020. 84 aA
0.136  0.83+0.17 aA  2.00£0.63 aA 0.63+0.20 aA 27.0+11.3 bA 5.33+1.86 aA 8.30x0.99 aA  12.10+0. 65 aA

— AR ()

FEFF(P) 0.10ns  0.06ns 0.22ns 1.55ns 2.43ns 0.31ns 8.75" %

WE(C) 2.76ns 1.43ns 1. 25ns 5.05% " 2. 11ns 1. 25ns 0. 05ns

PxC 0.20ns 0. 08ns 0.97ns 0. 12ns 0. 66ns 0. 57ns 0. 98ns

T ISR R S R FR AR A LG 0] 22 53 2.3 (P<0. 05) , A [Al/ING SR )RR R 2570 F 5 ) 22 5 . 3% (P<0.05) . —RE I 250k
ok ok ko kIR AR R ZRTE 0.001,0.01,0. 05 /KF 225 B3
Note : Different capital letters in the same column represented significant difference between different nematicides, and different lowercase letters represented
significant difference between nematicides dosage( P<0.05). In the table of two—factor analysis of variance, # % % , * % and s respectively represen-
ted significant difference between different factors at the levels of 0.001, 0.01 and 0. 05
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Note: Different lowercase letters indicated significant difference be-
tween different nematicides ( P<0. 05)
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Fig.5 Effects of two nematicides amendment on disease index of

&5

root-knot nematodes on tobacco at the topping stage and

after harvest
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Table 5 Effects of two nematicides on agronomic indexes of flue-cured tobacco at the topping stage on 10th July

i PO HET%. ﬁ‘&_ﬁcﬂf NI RS E’ak%ﬁ ﬁ'iﬁﬂfrﬁ Al
Sit‘f;n Nematicides Plant height Effective leaf Maximum Ma}flmum Maximum
cm /K leaf length//cm leaf width//cm leaf area//cm’
JeA s Longshu Village 23 %) I 101.6+2.1 bA 23.120.6 bA 63.3+1.5 bA 31.220.4 bA 1 975.0+70.5 bA
o 24k 1 22 102.4£2.4 bA 23.1+0.5 bA 66.2+1.8 bA 31.3+1.2 bA 2 082.0+121.0 bA
BTk 110.9+1.6 aA 24.3+0.4 aA 69.2+1.3 aA 32.1+0.6 aA 2220.0+64.5 aA
T T Ganhaizi 23 IR 94.2+1.0 bB 22.0+0.4 bB 58.1+1.9 bB 23.2+0.6 bB 1 348.0+64. 8 bB
Pk P R 96.6+0.9 bB 22.3+0.7 bB 59.4+1.5 bB 23.4+0.6 bB 1391.0+62.2 bB
& E Ik 104.5+2.9 aB 23.6+0.3 aB 66.3+1.6 aB 27.6+0.6 aB 1 827.0+64.8 aB
SEHIME Average E=poyiii 97.9+1.4 b 22.5+0.3 b 60.7+1.3 b 27.2+1.0 b 1 662.0+85.6 b
T 2k T 25 99.5+1.4 b 22.7+0.4 b 62.8+1.4 b 27.3+1.1b 1737.0£103.4 b
% 3k 107.7+1.8 a 24.0+0.2 a 67.7+1.1a 29.8+0.7 a 2 024.0+63.4 a
TR ESHT (F(H)
AREEH 14.45% %% 6.43"" 9.86" " * 8.64% " " 12,137 %
TRE A 16.63" " * 4.78" 13.96" " * 134.41% %" 80.98 " *
AT 5 0. 09ns 0. 02ns 0.73ns 3. 74ns 2. 04ns

L : AP RR S FRER AN R 36 8] 22 53 8 3 (P<0. 05) , ARG FRE AL RN AR R AR LR A 22 5 B35 (P< 0.05) . “RERIF 2407k
ok %k % % AP HIFEROAREIEZEAE 0.001.,0.01,0. 05 /K245 B2
Note ; Different capital letters in the same column represented significant difference between different experimental sites, and different lowercase letters repre-
sented significant difference between different nematicides( P<0.05). In the table of two-factor analysis of variance, # * # , % % and * respectively
represented significant differences between different factors at the levels of 0.001, 0.01 and 0. 05
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