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Effects of 3 Different Soil Fumigation on Control of Soil-borne
Diseases and Agronomic Traits of Flue-cured Tobacco

Han Qingli ', Han Xueying ', Liu Zhengling?, Tian Jijuan?® Yang Songbing? Xu Yingchao?, Chen Yaqiong’
(1. College of Forestry, Southwest Forestry University, Kunming Yunnan 650233, China; 2. Kunming Branch of
Yunnan Tobacco Company, Kunming Yunnan 650051, China)

Abstract: Combine the plant species and planting pattern in Kunming tobacco field in spring, 3 soil fumiga-
tion of chemical, biological and combined chemical and biological fumigation techniques were carried out, and
the effects on the prevention and control of soil-borne diseases and yield of flue-cured tobacco were studied. The
findings revealed that the killing rates of 4 representative pathogens of soil-borne diseases by 375 kg/ hm* dazo-
met treatment, biological mustard fumigation treatment, 150 kg/ hm? dazomet combined with mustard were, re-
spectively, 97.51%, 45.09%, 80.27% for phytophthora, 97.56%, 48.63%, 72.14% for pythium, 95.51%, 55%,
72.14% for fusarium, 93.99%, 65%, 83.18% for root knot nematode; the prevention and control rates of 4 soil-

Y75 B #A: 2024-02-28 ; & [E] H#A: 2024-03-22

BEEWB: A WA A FERHHE KRS H (2021530000241031) %58,

FVEE:EERA (1975—), 2, WL, RIBE, BLESIm, SR lm. HEREN#E 558, Email: 281872516@qq.com,
BEEE: BRHER (1986—), Lo, i+, KR, BFFEm: MM EEAE . Email: 312547613@qq.com.


https://doi.org/10.11929/j.swfu.202402032
mailto:281872516@qq.com
mailto:312547613@qq.com

178 [N A N o

5 45 4

borne tobacco diseases were, respectively, 88.10%, 66.93%, 78.44% for black shank, 91.05%, 71.90%, 85.03%
for black root rot, 91.05%, 64.78%, 74.42% for root knot nematode disease, 61.30%, 43%, 57.33% for bacterial

wilt; the stem diameter, leaf number, leaf length and leaf width of the three fumigation treatments increased posit-

ively, and the yield of flue-cured tobacco was 1.79 times, 1.26 times and 1.52 times that of the control , respect-

ively. Three fumigation treatments had a certain effect on the prevention and control of soil-borne diseases and

yield increase of flue-cured tobacco, and effect of dazomet were the most significant, and the effect of combined

was between dazomet treatment and mustard treatment. Dazomet and mustard fumigation is a new and effective

pesticide reduction technology. In production, different fumigation and disinfection methods can be adopted ac-

cording to the number of phytophthora, rot, fusarium and root-knot nematode in different tobacco planting soil.

Key words: tobacco; disease; soil fumigation; dazomet; biological fumigation; combined fumigation
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fumigation treatments
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Table 1  Active ingredients of tobacco under dazomet fumigation

AbFR MR R IR MI% BE% BRI AL EOT% BRI B &% SR TER% AmEHRI %
FibEEZE b 2061 1146 3.69 349 311 095 10.82 19 362 044 832 198 5.22

M B 2233 1271 256 297 497 116 9.71 23 232 016 146  2.86 5.03
TRREEZE T 2194 1257 323 314 389 097 1024 214 365 02 184 295 4.94

Xt B T 2418 1481 234 277 634 119 926 261 221 013 165 240 487
FEREEZE T 2140 1312 280 299 454  1.04 9.63 222 380 019 205 233 5.01

pajiil T 2367 1433 233 245 615 105 9.24 256 244 012 203 219 4.81
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