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Fig.1 Effect of different treatments on the dynamic changes of pH
in tobacco soil
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Fig.2 Effect of different treatments on the dynamic changes of
total exchangeable acid in tobacco soil
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Fig.3 Effect of different treatments on the number of bacteria in
tobacco soil
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Fig.4 Effect of different treatments on the number of fungi in
tobacco soil
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Fig.5 Effect of different treatments on the number of actinomycetes
in tobacco soil
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Fig. 6 Effect of different treatments on the number of Ralstonia
solanacearum in tobacco soil
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Tab. 1 Effect of different treatments on the prevention and control of tobacco bacterial wilt
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The prevention and control of tobacco bacterial wilt by regulating soil acidity

SHI Heli, XIANG Bikun, PENG Wuxing, GAO Yanbo, TAN Jun
Hubei Enshi Tobacco Company, Enshi 445000, Hubei, China

Abstract: In order to repair tobacco growing soil, 1500 kg/hm’ lime, 18000 kg/hm’ plant ash and 18000 kg/hm® coal ash were applied.

Parametors such as soil pH value, total EA, bacteria, fungi, actinomycetes and pathogenic changes and incidence of bacterial wilt were

analyzed. Effect of different soil amendments on tobacco soil remediation and prevetion of bacterial wilt was explored. Results showed

that, 120d after transplanting, pH value in tobacco soil treated with lime, plant ash and coal ash increased by 8.85%, 17.28% and 7.61%

respectively, while actinomycetes increased by 126.57%, 125.87% and 185.31% and the number of Ralstonia solanacearum decreased by

25.15%, 46.81% and 14.11% after tansplanting 90d when tobacco was most susceptible to bacterial wilt. The control effect of lime, plant

ash and coal ash treatment on bacterial wilt was 49.30%, 69.02% and 16.90% respectively. It is concluded that soil amendments have

certain effect on soil repair and control of bacterial wilt disease.

Keywords: soil amendment; bacterial wilt; tobacco

Citation: SHI Heli, XIANG Bikun, PENG Wuxing, et al. The prevention and control of tobacco bacterial wilt by regulating soil acidity [J].

Acta Tabacaria Sinica, 2015,21(6)





