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Effects of Foliage Spraying Potassium Times and Periods on Conventional Chemical Components of Tobacco Leaf
WANG Xiao-bing
Abstract
bacco leaf. [ Method] By using factor randomized block design, through field experiment, effects of foliage spraying potassium times and periods

(Pengshui Branch of Chongqing Tobacco Company, Chongging 409600 )

[ Objective | The aim was to study effects of foliage spraying potassium times and periods on conventional chemical components of to-

on conventional chemical components of tobacco leaf such as total sugar, reducing sugar, nicotine, total nitrogen, potassium were studied. [ Re-
sult ] Spraying potassium for 6 times on topping day + budding period could significantly reduce reducing sugar, total sugar, nicotine, total nitro-
gen content in middle and upper tobacco leaf, improve potassium content, perfect inner quality of tobacco leaf, promote the coordination of chem-

ical components in tobacco leaf. [ Conclusion] The treatment is helpful to improve the level of local tobacco production.

Key words Potassium fertilizer; Foliage spray; Spraying period; Tobacco leaf; Chemical composition
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on reducing sugar content

in tobacco leaf
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on total nitrogen content in to-

bacco leaf o/kg

JbE gt rhg AR
Treatment Upper leaf Middle leaf Lower leaf
A, 24.91 21.31 17.61
A, 24.85 20. 67 17.59
A, 23.61 20.15 18.01
A, 22.56 19.68 18.32
A, 21.75 19.12 17.86
A 20. 88 18.93 17.23
A, 20.85 18.06 17.25
Ay (CK) 25.62 22.31 19.02
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on nicotine content in to-
bacco leaf
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on potassium content in to-

bacco leaf
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