(AFA 53R A23d A28
Korean J. Plant Prot. 23(2) : 96~101(1984)

SIE ModotEH ()2 BikkER0 et B%

13 EWMMSE #HEM X DEEEEEEC A6 MEd
nHEE BBRR DX= 28

Zgh o) - YR - WIARAE -
Study on Control System of Bacterial Wilt in Flue-cured Tobacco

1. Control Effect of Bacterial Wilt in Tobacco Line NC82 by the

Cultural Practice and Fumigation

Jong Doo Lee*, Chul Su Han* Ik Sang Yu** and Seo Kyu Kang*

ABSTRACT

This experiment was carried out to investigate control efficacy by cultural practice and fumi-
gation of bacterial wilt caused by Pseudomonas solanacearum in resistant tobacco line NC82 at
the Korea Ginseng and Tobacco Research Institute, Eumseong Experiment Station in 1982 and
1983.

The bacterial wilt of tobacco occurred severely from mid-July to last August in applicable
temperature and soil humidity for increasing bacteria. Disease severity appeared low and slowly
at fumigation and resistant variety treatment.

Incidence of bacterial wilt in tobacco line NC82 was 44.7~55.89% being compared with susce-
ptible variety, NC2326 and 95~99% when resistant variety, NC82 was cultivated with soil
fumigation treatment. Control efficacy of cultural practices appeared low with 0.8~20% and
was not different from resistant variety and fumigation treatment.

Control system against bacterial wilt in flue-cured tobacco was accomplished by control efficacy
over 95% when resistant variety(NC82) was cultured after treatment of cultural practices (Til-
lering after harvest and before transplanting, stalk and root destruction, early transplanting

early removal of the mulching film) and soil fumigation(Cylon).
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Fig. 1. Severity of bacterial wilt in tobacco line NC2326 (A) and NC82 (B) in the cultivation practices

plus fumigation (.. %), fumigation (x—--—x), cultivation practices (x ——x), and control
O——C) plots.
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Fig. 2. Severity of bacterial wilt in tobacco line NC2326(A) and NC82 (B) in the cultivation practices

plus fumigation (%--- *),

(OC———0) plots (1983).
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‘able 1. Effects of cultural practice, fumigation for control of bacterial wilt in two tobacco lines, NC

2326 and NC82

Disease severity (%)

‘obacco line Treatment 1585 1683 Cig‘;rzol effeciné;/;)
Control 44.7 31.0 0 0

.C2326 Cultural practice 36.0 25.2 19.5 18.7
Soil fumigation 11.0 8.3 73.6 73.2
Cul. prac.-+Soil fum.* 7.3 7.2 83.7 76.8
Control 24.7 13.7 44.7 55.8

C32 Cultural practice 24.3 7.5 45.5 75.8
Soil fumigation 0.8 0.3 98.1 99.0
Cul. prac.--Soil fum.* 1.8 0.3 95.9 99.0

* Cul. prac.-+Soil fum.; Cultural practice+Soil fumigation
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Fable 2. Effects on yield, quality by value and price

tice, soil fumigation
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of two tobacco lines from plots of cultural prac-

Price

] . Yield Value

Lobacco line Treatrhent kg/l0a  index won/kg  index  won/i0a  index
Control 249 100.0 1795 100.0 446955 100.0

NC2326 Cultural practice 269 108.0 1757 97.8 472633 105.7
Soil fumigation 295 118.5 2047 114.0 603865 135.1
Cul. prac.--Soil fum. 299 120.1 1923 107.1 574977 128.6
Control 221 88.7 1691 94.2 373711 83.6

NC82 Cultural practice 229 91.9 1642 91.4 376018 84.1
Soil fumigation 214 85.9 1812 100.9 387768 86.7
Cul. prac. }Soil fum, 223 89.5 1843 102.6 410989 91.9

* Cul. prac.+Soil fum.; Cultural practice+soil fumigation
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