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Abstract

The control effect of several fungicides on tobacco bacterial wilt was studied in the paper. The re-
sults showed that tetramycin (39.94%) and ethylicin (32.17%) had better control effect on tobac-
co bacterial wilt, but thiodiazole copper and riemerella were worse in the tested fungicides.
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Table 1. Effects of different treatments on tobacco bacterial wilt
= 1. FRIEEE SR L E R0

6 1H 6 H 10 H 6 H 20 H
Ak
KIRZRI% LR Iz 1% AR IR T 1% Tt T2k

T1 0.72 0.07 9.66 1.09 14.83 2.86
T2 2.23 0.27 6.69 0.77 8.82 1.49
T3 0.00 0.00 10.31 1.16 11.81 3.63
T4 0.00 0.00 14.80 3.27 22.93 7.36
T5 1.49 0.18 11.83 1.84 19.23 5.96
T6 1.45 0.13 12.52 1.45 18.51 372

Table 2. Control effect of different treatments on tobacco bacterial wilt
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T1 0.08 48.56 1.07 23.57 2.80 24.37 32.17bB
T2 0.25 (54.32) 0.74 47.09 1.48 59.96 17.58cC
T3 0.00 100.00 1.15 17.70 3.62 2.12 39.94aA
T4 0.00 100.00 3.29 (135.16) 7.33 (97.98) (44.38)dD
T5 0.16 (2.88) 1.81 (29.34) 5.93 (60.16) (30.79)dD
T6 0.16 — 1.40 — 3.70 — —

7E: Duncan’s HrEZE:, NEERERIR 0.05 KFER, KEFERER0.01 KFER(TH).
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