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Abstract
quality, to find effective agents to reduce tobacco tomato spot wilt virus disease damage to flue-cured tobacco, reduce tobacco leaf disease loss,
and improve tobacco leaf quality. The results showed that T3 treatment (1 200 times liquid of 70% imidacloprid WP ) and T4 treatment
(3 000-5 000 times liquid of 25% thiamethoxam water dispersible granules) had the best agronomic characteristics of flue-cured tobacco.
During the growth period of flue-cured tobacco, T4 treatment (25% thiamethoxam water dispersible granules 3 000—5 000 times solution) had
the best effect on controlling tobacco and tomato spot wilt. X2F grade tobacco leaves T4 treatment (25% thiamethoxam water dispersible gran-
ules 3 000—5 000 times liquid) had the best chemical composition; C3F grade tobacco leaves T2 treatment (25% imidacloprid wettable powder
1 000 times liquid) had the best chemical composition; B2F grade tobacco leaf T4 treatment (25% thiamethoxam water dispersible granules

The randomized block test method was used to study the effects of different pesticides on tobacco tomato spot wilt and tobacco leaf

3 000-5 000 times liquid) , T2 treatment (25% imidacloprid wettable powder 1 000 times liquid) had the best chemical composition
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Table 1 Effect of different pesticides on agronomic characteristics of tobacco

TR s i AT A5 ET g AT R
Cr({xvth Treatment Plant height Maximum leaf Ma)flmum leaf  Stem circumference Pitch Number of effective
period cm length//cm width//cm cm cm blades//
AR T1 12.13 a 31.50 a 16.80 a 5.13 a 4.57 a 7.67 a
Cluster period T2 11.60 a 31.57 a 17.50 a 5.13 a 4.60 a 8.00 a
T3 11.33 a 31.87 a 17.47 a 5.13 a 4.67 a 8.00 a
T4 11.47 a 32.03 a 17.47 a 5.07 a 4.50 a 8.33a
CK 11.43 a 31.53 a 17.40 a 5.30 a 4.40 a 7.67 a
HEA A T1 51.67 a 48.00 b 25.73 a 8.67 a 5.00 a 12.00 a
Prosperous growth T2 52.00 a 49.00 a 25.53 a 8.53 a 5.03 a 11.67 a
period T3 53.33 a 48.23 ab 25.87 a 8.87 a 5.07 a 11.33 a
T4 52.33 a 48.80 a 26.20 a 8.87 a 5.07 a 10.33 a
CK 53.33 a 47.67 b 25.53 a 8.27 a 5.07 a 10.33 a
Y T1 116.67 a 56.20 b 29.87 a 12.00 a 6.13 a 19.67 ab
Maturity period T2 116.33 a 58.73 a 28.53 a 11.87 a 6.13 a 19.33 ab
T3 118.33 a 58.80 a 30.60 a 11.93 a 5.73 a 20.00 a
T4 117.00 a 58.80 a 28.87 a 11.80 a 6.20 a 19.67 ab
CK 116.00 a 58.13 ab 29.60 a 11.87 a 5.97 a 18.33 b

T « (AP /NG - RES R AN R Ak 2R ] 22 57 (.25 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P < 0.05)
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Table 2 Effects of different pesticides on tobacco plant diseases
g:;fvﬁ? e s 9B Disease level ]ﬁﬁi;}ie ﬁ‘l‘%*ﬁ%ﬁ
period Treatment 0% 1% 3% 59 7 9% 944 rate /% Disease index
Ziyy S| T1 90. 00 cd 6.67 a 2.00 a 1.33 ab 0b 0 33.33 ab 2.15b
Cluster T2 91.00 be 6.67 a 2.00 a 0.33b 0b 0 20. 00 ab 0.8 b
period T3 92.33 ab 3.67 ab 2.33 a 0.33b 0b 0 21.11 ab 1.37b
T4 93.33 a 2.00 b 1.33 a 1.00 b 0b 0 14.44 b 1.22 b
CK 88.67 d 4.00 ab 3.00 a 2.33a 2.00 a 0. 37.78 a 4.30 a
R T1 90.33 ¢ 6.67 a 2.00 a 1.00 b 0b 0 32.22 ab 1.97 b
Prosperous T2 91.33 be 6.67 a 1.67 a 0.33b 0b 0 18.89 b 0.78 b
growth period T3 92.67 ab 3.67 ab 2.33 a 0.b 0.b 0 20.00 b 1.19b
T4 93.67 a 2.00 b 1.33 a 0.67b 0b 0 13.33 b 1.04 b
CK 88.33 d 4.33 ab 3.00 a 2.33 a 2.00 a 0 38.89 a 4.33 a
I T1 90. 00 cd 7.00 a 2.00 a 1.00 b 0a 0 33.33 a 2.00 b
Maturity T2 91.00 be 7.00 a 1.67 a 0.33b 0a 0 20. 00 ab 0.81b
period T3 92.33 b 4.00 ab 2.33a 0b 0a 0 21.11 ab 1.22 b
T4 94.00 a 2.00 b 1.33 a 0.33b 0a 0 12.22 b 0.85b
CK 88.67 d 4.33 ab 3.33 a 2.33 a 1.33 a 0 37.78 a 3.93 a
e SR INE T B R AN [ b 34 ) 22 55 1 2 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P < 0.05)
#3 AEHFFHEITLZR S B0
Table 3 Effects of different pesticides on the chemical composition of tobacco leaves %
RS2 b3 A §s¥icd VGILY A i NY
Tobacco grade Treatment Total nitrogen Total sugar Nicotine Chlorine Potassium Reducing sugar
X2F Tl 1.06 d 35.28 d 2.16 b 0.62 ¢ 2.77 ¢ 28.11 b
T2 1.17b 35.57 ¢ 2.32a 0.66 b 2.97b 28.24 a
T3 1.21 ab 36.52 a 2.33 a 0. 63 be 3.09 a 28.11 b
T4 1.23 a 36.16 b 2.34 a 0.70 a 3.04 ab 28.24 a
CK l.11 ¢ 36.32 ab 2.22 ab 0.62 ¢ 2.33d 28.16 ab
C3F Tl .14 cd 36.42 b 2.44 a 0.63 b 3.17b 28.25 b
T2 1. 18 be 36.52 a 2.46 a 0.74 a 2.86d 28.21 ¢
T3 1.21 b 36.52 a 2.44 a 0.65b 3.23a 28.34 a
T4 1.27 a 36.33 ¢ 2.43 a 0.68 ab 3.06 ¢ 28.20 ¢
CK 1.13d 36.03 d 2.24 b 0.66 b 2.27 e 28.12d
B2F Tl 1.14 b 35.47d 2.24 ¢ 0.56 b 3.11b 27.56 d
T2 1.23 a 36.25 b 2.08 d 0.65 a 3.23a 28.15b
T3 .21 a 36.31 a 2.30 ab 0.62 ab 3.22a 28.30 a
T4 1.26 a 36.23 b 2.33 a 0.62 ab 3.14b 28.04 ¢
CK 1.14 b 36.12 ¢ 2.25 be 0.64 a 2.3l ¢ 28.09 be

T : [RFUA )NS5 R 7R R [ Ak B ] 28 57 23 (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P < 0.05)
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