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Abstract

ty of tobacco leaves, a randomized block trial design method was used to study the effects of 30% difenoconazole, 40% sclerotium, and 80%

(1.Yunnan Tobacco Company Lijiang City Branch Huaping County Branch, Lijiang, Yunnan

In order to explore the most effective tobacco brown spot prevention and control agents in Yunnan tobacco areas, improve the quali-

mancozeb on “Yunyan 87” brown spot disease. The results showed that the application of 80% mancozeb was beneficial to tobacco plant
growth ;spraying 40% sclerotium and 80% mancozeb had better control effect on tobacco brown spot;spraying 40% sclerotia for X2F and C3F
grade tobacco leaves and 80% mancozeb was conducive to the synthesis of chemical components of tobacco leaves, and the application of 80%

mancozeb to B2F grade tobacco leaves was conducive to the synthesis of chemical components of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1 Agronomic characteristics of flue-tobacco under different treatments

fas . s RAK RO i i A A
Gr({wth Treatment Plant height Maximum leaf Ma:xmum leaf cireumference Pitch Number of effective
period cm length // cm width // em em cm blades // i
[ZiyS:] Tl 15.47 a 32.50 a 1743 a 5.07 a 4.60 a 8.67 a
Cluster T2 14.93 a 3193 a 17.47 a 523 a 4.40 a 9.00 a
period T3 14.67 a 3247 a 17.73 a 5.27 a 4.63 a 833 a

CK 14.10 a 3193 a 17.43 a 523 a 437 a 833 a
HERIH T1 56.67 a 4833 b 26.40 a 8.93 ab 5.07 a 11.67 a
Prosperous T2 57.67 a 49.33 a 26.20 a 8.87 ab 513 a 11.67 a
growth term T3 58.00 a 49.57 a 27.20 a 9.20 a 523 a 11.00 a

CK 5733 a 4793 b 26.87 a 837b 5.00 a 11.33 a
A T1 117.00 a 59.20 a 30.20 a 11.87 a 6.40 a 19.33 a
Maturity T2 116.83 a 60.73 a 28.87 a 11.83 a 6.07 a 19.33 a
period T3 118.67 a 60.80 a 3127 a 11.87 a 5.67 a 20.00 a

CK 116.67 a 59.13 a 2793 a 11.53 a 6.03 a 18.67 a

T : [RSNGB 3R AN [ ab B ] 22 53 {35 (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

AR

TRTE Y [ Proportion of disease level // %

ek L
Growth Trésl\tfn%nt 0% 1% 34 s 7% 92 Incidence Dferijﬂii&dx
period & K K & rate // %
AR Tl 97.67 a 233 b 0 0 0 0 7.78 b 0.26 a
Cluster period T2 98.33 a 1.67 b 0 0 0 0 4.44 b 0.15 a
T3 98.57 a 1.35b 0.08 0 0 0 436 b 0.13 a
CK 95.67 b 4.00 a 0.33 0 0 0 1445 a 0.56 a
HERI Tl 93.99 b 3.01 a 2.00 a 1.00 a 0 0 20.00 ab 1.55 a
Prosperous T2 95.33 ab 2.67 a 133 a 0.67 a 0 0 10.00 b 0.63 b
growth period T3 96.33 a 2.67 a 1.00 a 0b 0 0 13.33 ab 0.67 b
CK 93.01 ¢ 3.02a 230 a 1.00 a 0.67 0 2333 a 2.19 a
o8| T1 87.33 b 433 b 3.67 a 2.34 ab 1.33 a 1.00 ab 42.22 ab 5.04 ab
Maturity T2 90.00 a 4.67 b 2.67b 1.33 b 0.67 a 0.66 be 23.33 b 2.63 b
period T3 91.00 a 333 b 234 b 2.00 ab 1.33 a 0c 30.00 b 330 b
CK 82.66 ¢ 7.00 a 4.00 a 3.00 a 1.67 a 1.67 a 57.78 a 6.74 a
T : [FFAN RN FREFR RN [RI AL B 22 57 1. 3 (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P < 0.05)
®3 AEGFIZHEMLFER SRR
Table 3 Effects of different medicaments on the chemical composition of tobacco leaves %
22 Ab HEA S LEIT A ap 05U
Tobacco grade Treatment Total nitrogen Total sugar Nicotine Chlorine Potassium Reducing sugar
X2F Tl 1.09 b 34.28 b 226 a 0.61 a 275 ¢ 28.08 a
T2 1.16 ab 35.38 ab 235a 0.61 a 2.99 b 28.17 a
T3 1.19 a 36.33 a 232a 0.59 a 312a 27.95 a
CK 1.08 b 36.22 ab 2.16 a 0.65 a 228 d 2779 a
C3F Tl 1.15 ab 36.29 ab 248 a 0.63 a 319a 28.19 ab
T2 1.15 ab 36.55 a 248 a 0.68 a 3.07 a 28.21 ab
T3 1.21 a 36.62 a 2.52 a 0.64 a 333 a 2833 a
CK 1.09 b 35.70 b 2.37 a 0.72 a 230 b 28.11 b
B2F Tl 1.15b 3545d 2.57 a 0.56 a 313 a 27.56 ¢
T2 1.22 a 36.23 b 241 a 0.63 a 324 a 28.17 b
T3 1.22 a 36.34 a 2.64 a 0.61 a 323 a 28.28 a
CK 1.12 b 36.10 ¢ 249 a 0.64 a 2.41b 28.12 b

TE : [RSNGB R AN [ ab B ] 22 5 .3 (P<0.05)

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