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Abstract

In order to test and verify the effects of three kinds of microbial fertilizer on the growth and disease
control of flue-cured tobacco, field randomized block experiments were carried out. The results
showed that treatment A could significantly increase the length of waist leaves at the rosette stage,
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plant height and waist leaf length in the vigorous growing stage, and stem circumference and waist leaf
length in the capping stage. Treatment C could significantly increase plant height and waist leaflength
at the rosette stage, plant height at the peak stage, stem circumference, waist leaf length, and waist
leaf width at the capping stage. Black shank and mosaic disease were not found in the three treat-
ments within 20 days. After 40 and 60 days of transplanting, the control effect against black shank
was 63.64%~70.17% and 58.80%~64.02% respectively; and the control effect against mosaic was
80.80%~90.18% and 53.35%~59.38%, respectively. After capping, treatment A had the best control
effect on brown spot disease; the control effect was 60.07%. Treatment C had the best growth-pro-
moting effects, and treatment A was second. Treatment A had the best disease prevention effects, fol-
lowed by treatment C.
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Table 1. Application methods of microbial fertilizer for each treatment
F* 1. SLEMEYEEERSE

AbF TP v PR 2 Jiti A & (Kg/ ) Jiti FH 77 1%
A 0.2 121 5841 50 78 /R 78 I B 1 A 0 1 40 Rk e, AL 15%
B 0.2 AZA0 15 22 45 2 A B S A P 1 40 Rk i, AT IR 15%
2 [T 15 B A AE VI 7 2 FoRRIT HEAR, A0 BE R R it
CK ANt P AR E R A, AR 02 it / ANt FA AR R AR, AR R i

TE: CKOMMHRALEE, WU AL, AN AR REI R,  “1” Fox oM oc8dE .

2.6. Gt AE

RIEE PR A SPSS 26.0 B At 47 H K 25 77 2 0 BT (ANOVA), Ffff H Duncan % = this kit 47 2 57
TEMRL . RPEE N TEME, RS EAR/NS R as by ¢ BonEREFE(p<0.05), NEKEF
BEA. B RRZEFWIEE (p <0.01); HFFRERIRAC TR R G 5 E 2% F
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AFAE B AR R SR E 4 R W% 2. BRI A LS BB R: 3 R Mo id I 5 5 HE AR EE CK (1)
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A B AR AL FE R s A R v T IR AL CK, HACH R TE 35 22 s Ab3E A A 6 3 i T A 3
B. AL C FIxfHEALFE CK, AbFE B FIALFE C MK 5 Xt FRALHE CK TR % .

BT A A R B R 3 FhRZE Y I 55 FRALEE CK bk B0 FEE R B 2R 3 MiE
VI R S 5 HR AL EE CK IRk B A R0 A 000 S8 38 1 22 55 3 PR A v B A B 1) 25 R AR 2 3 v T
XTREALTE CK K38 T R AR B CK,  HLACPEIA G 2 2 22 57, 3 Ml A W v JIE Ak B ) P 357 v 1 0k
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Table 2. Survey results of agronomic traits of tobacco plants at different growth stages

*® 2. TR BEHERKRZMHRFELSR

A A B C CK
BRI = (cm) 26.60 abA 26.73 abA 27.33 aA 25.70 bA
BRI B0 2 () 10.67 aA 10.73 aA 11.20 aA 10.60 aA
RTERI K (cm) 45.07 aA 42.17 bB 45.60 aA 42.63 bB
HIRR S - 5 (cm) 25.87 aA 24.10 aA 25.17 aA 23.90 aA
A IR &1 (cm) 80.50 aA 79.83 aA 80.23 aA 77.27bB
HE BA R4 () 18.37 aA 18.37 aA 17.80 aA 18.40 aA
HEACHIE M (cm) 79.33 aA 77.47 bB 76.73 bB 77.00 bB
HE K I AZE 55 (cm) 35.07 aA 35.60 aA 35.73 aA 34.77 aA
BT = (cm) 114.50 aA 116.53 aA 113.37 aA 115.00 aA
FTAA B0 () 18.43 aA 18.57 aA 18.67 aA 18.53 aA
TR 22l (cm) 11.33aA 11.43 aA 11.63 aA 10.63 bB
H A (cm) 81.53 aA 81.83 aA 81.07 abA 80.43 bA
S THUHANE I 58 (cm) 33.20 bcAB 34.23 abAB 35.03 aA 32.47 cB
e FSEEE NS FRARR R ZE R R E (p < 0.05), KSFREAFRREREE KT (p <0.01): MHFEFERR
AT ) G 5 2
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ANFAE B IR SR R R A 45 R L6 3. 3 MMM AR R B AL BEAE RS RS 20 d HR R I BRI, Ak
J& 40d F1 60d, SR A AN T £ W R T X R AR EE CK. 2 4k)5 20d, 3 FhisZE P id It S %
IR 100%; F8%k 40 d J5, ALEE AL B, C T BARR IR R )4 66.35%- 70.17%1 63.64%,
23 60d J5, AFE AL B. C X BRI MM 205 54 58.80%. 64.02%71 57.93%. Ab¥ B B2 & & T
AbFE A I C.

Table 3. Survey results of tobacco black shank disease at different growth stages

* 3. TR BEHREERHAETER

. KIREE (%) ACEER HIXT B 20(%)
20d 40d 60 d 20d 40d 60 d 20d 40d 60 d
A 0 575bB  10.34 bB 0 243bB  5.75bB 100 66.35 58.80
B 0 4.30cB 8.60 cB 0 2.15bB  5.02bB 100 70.17 64.02
c 0 562bB  10.11bB 0 262bB  587bB 100 63.64 57.93
CK 2.13 957aA  17.02aA 142  721aA  13.95aA / / /
e FSVEAE /NS TR AR R 2573 3 (p < 0.05), K5 FREAFR RN ZEF R Z KT (p < 0.01); HHF 7R
KEBR R TE 5 2 S
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ANFAE B AR EAE R R A 45 R 3L 4. 3 MR B BEAE RS RS 20 d SR R EAEM G, FEak
J&5 40d FH 60d, FEMH0 A ZE R 17 FE 204 B KT X A CK. B8 4%5 20d, 3 R A= 1 b HE X 46t
I35 100%, %% 40d J5, A3 AL B. C XL BT R0 5 90.18%. 81.62%7FH 80.80%,
F£3260d J5, AFE AL B. CXHFEMIH HIBT 205 54 55.67%. 53.35%71 59.38%, AbHE C i T4k
H B, S4EALEEEER.

Table 4. Survey results of tobacco mosaic disease at different growth stages

* 4. FRIEBHRERMHAEER

- KR (%) PR HIXSB (%)
20d 40d 60 d 20d 40d 60 d 20d 40d 60d
A 0 1.15¢cB 4.60 bB 0 0.13¢cB 2.04 bB 100 90.18 55.67
B 0 2.15bB 4.31 bcB 0 0.24 bB 2.15bB 100 81.62 53.35
C 0 2.25bB 3.37cB 0 0.25bB 1.87 bB 100 80.80 59.38
CK 3.19 5.32 aA 9.57 aA 0.35 1.30 aA 4.61 aA / / /
VE: SSRGS R FFR 2 B B (D < 0.05), K5 RERFFR 2 RS AT (p < 0.01): M B Fe5
SRRV G2 5
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BT B R R T2 5 % 5. AbFE A FALFE C R LI A8 A0 5 8 H0 5 35 10 e A 7
CK, RIFHEIyHIELALEE CK BEIK 10.25 N 2 A1 957 NE 2 A ACFE B R 0% &% R HL et AL HE CK
WA, TR EMEZE R, Wi LT X B FE CK; AbHE B 7R B0 K R 53w T AL B A FI4bHE C,
3 AR R BRSO B M 2 . AEFE A R EIR B SR R, A 60.07%, HSE AR
C, XAREIRMIBIRCH 49.99%, AbEE B X /R 2R MBI AR %, S~ 31.88%, HALHE A BiRin & & T abHE
B.

Table 5. Survey results of tobacco red star disease after capping

5. HIEHERERFPELER

Qb EE R (%) AR FEXT B3 28(%)
19.54 bB 2.17cB 60.07
26.88 aAB 3.70 bAB 31.88
20.22 bB 2.75¢cB 49.99
CK 29.79 aA 5.44 aA /
e FFEEE G NS FRARR R ZE R R E (P < 0.05), K5 FRAFRRERIEZE KT (p < 0.01): MHFEFEFRR
AR AT 3 2
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DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2026.163059 456 AR


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2026.163059

F5E, BHAE

$ETt, ATEE SN SFR(IAA) FREE R (GA) S A KR T W5 & Bl 2% [10]. 5 B85 A[10]45 H, A5
B R A P P I R AR A DR R T A, (R S R, TR SR A AR T . AbBE C (AT
PR ) AR TOUP I SEA 2 25 T CK, IXRT BEVR A B 28 JAT B 5 ek 2P AT iR (B R A . 5K
e N[LLIWETER I, ZF AR iR T 0 A LRI A SR P VA VR R B, SR mARBR IR 0 A R, e
MR RS EEMRR.

5.2. WAYERBIEAERENIESHRER

3 Al AL AL RIS L e R L R AP B (F A 20d B Rk 100%), HILAERTRHLER AT 73
M= — R L R A S T AR E MR PR AR B DR 5 B R o B S O L i, Sl B 1 122
Be[12]; —REDIREG AR MW PTE YT, ELHA0 I (14 ST [ 1] BB R AR At s = R I (e AR E
FRAERKIESE A B PURTE(Ubk R Z=EERTE AT SR AR AR U A0 6E /1), I BRI 3R AR
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