2015-06 36 3 Chinese Tobacco Science 63

1 1 1 1* 1 1 2 3

1. 461000 2. 471600 3.
712100
HYT
HYT HYT
7.47cm 61.2g/ 222.60 kg/hm?  7937.10  /hm?
HYT
47.13% 36.06%  65.62% HYT
S572.06 1007-5119 2015 03-0063-05 DOI 10.13496/j.issn.1007-5119.2015.03.012

Effects of Woyiduo (HYT) on Flue-cured Tobacco Growth and Disease
Resistance

CHEN Yuguo', WANG Haitao', LI Xiaojie', LI Shujun'*, ZHU Jingwei' , LI Chengjun',
DONG Kunle 2, LIU Shuai *
(1. Tobacco Research Institute of Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Xuchang, Henan 461000, China; 2. Luoyang
Tobacco Company of Henan Province, Yiyang Branch, Yiyang, Henan 471600, China; 3. Norchwest A&F University College of
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Abstract: A series of filed tests were carried out in 2012 to understand the effects of WoYiDuo (HYT) bio-fertilizer on tobacco growth
and development, value, quality and pathogen resistance. The results showed that HYT improved tobacco agronomic traits, yield,
quality and enhanced the resistance to diseases. When applied HYT, the tobacco plant height and root fresh weight per plant were
increased by 7.47 cm and 61.2 g, respectively, and the yield and output value were enhanced by 222.60 kg/ha and 7937.10 yuan/ha
respectively. Moreover, HYT reduced the nicotine content and increased potassium content of tobacco leaves such that the intrinsic
chemical composition of flue-cured tobacco became more coordinated. The control efficiency of HYT on tobacco virus diseases, black
shank and root-knot nematode disease was 47.13%, 36.06% and 65.62% respectively. Therefore, HYT is a double-effect product both
as an insecticide and a fertilizer.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on agronomic characteristics of tobacco
/em /em - /em? g
A 137.85aA 9.65abA 26.65aA 1624.31aA 353.5bB
B 141.00aA 9.98aA 26.75aA 1628.90aA 394.4 aA
C 133.53bB 9.36bA 26.48aA 1551.15aA 333.2cC
0.05 0.01
2
Table 2 Effects of different treatments on occurrence of tobacco virus disease
6 25 7 10
1% 1% 1% 1%
A 53.75 12.64 23.52b A 52.50 13.89 34.56b B
B 45.59 10.96 33.63a A 48.75 11.25 47.13a A
C 56.97 16.45 0.00c B 66.25 21.25 0.00c C
3
Table 3 Effects of different treatments on occurrence of tobacco black shank
7 8 7 18 8 8
1% 1% 1% 1% /% 1%
T1 20.00 3.89 38.15bA 23.75 5.97 36.06bB 28.75 8.75 31.47bB
T2 16.25 2.92 52.26aA 16.25 3.19 66.19aA 23.75 5.14 60.23aA
T3 22.50 6.67 0.00 cB 27.50 9.44 0.00cC 31.25 12.9 0.00cC
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on occurrence of
tobacco root knot nematode
1% 5% 1%
a 36.39 56.07 b B
bHYTO+HYT@+HYT®  28.47 65.62 a A
¢ (CK) 82.92 0 c ¢
HYT
5
Table 5 Effects of different treatments on main economic characters of tobacco
/(kg-667m2) A -667m2) i kgl 1% 1%
A 156.71 b B 2993.16 bB 19.10a A 37.73a A 49.66 a AB
B 166.73 a A 328291 aA 19.69 a A 38.0laA 50.26 a A
C 151.89¢cC 275377 ¢ C 18.13bB 3501 bB 49.11bB
6
Table 6 Effects of different treatments on chemical components of tobacco
/% 1% /% 1% K,0/% Cl/% / / / K,0/Cl1
A 20.8 25.6 2.05 1.89 1.79 0.29 0.81 10.15 0.92 6.17
B 21.4 26.1 2.08 1.94 1.92 0.27 0.82 10.29 0.93 7.11
C 19.8 25.2 2.59 2.10 1.44 0.33 0.79 7.64 0.81 4.36
7
Table 7 Tobacco sensory evaluation results of different treatments
A * * 10.42 15.33 18.27 11.67 8.41 3.00 3.00 70.1
B * * 10.67 15.67 18.50 12.33 8.42 3.00 3.00 71.6
C * * 10.17 15.33 18.00 11.58 8.33 3.00 3.00 69.4
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