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Effects of Amino Acid Fertilizer on Flue-cured Tobacco Fertilizer Reducing and Efficiency Increasing
NI Xia, GAO Song, TAO Yong-ping, ZHA Hong-bo" et al
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Abstract

od] With Yunyan87 as tested flue-cured tobacco varieties, by means of the same field contrast, setting up three treatments: chemical fertilizer

(Zhaotong Branch of Yunnan Tobacco Company, Zhaotong, Yunnan
[ Objective ] The aim was to explore effects of amino acid fertilizer on flue-cured tobacco growth, development and quality. [ Meth-

(control) , chemical fertilizer + solid amino acid, chemical fertilizer + liquid amino acid, effects of amino acid fertilizer on flue-cured tobacco
fertilizer reducing and efficiency increasing were studied. [ Result] Applying solid amino acid fertilizer, agronomic traits, yield had best per-
formance ; while applying liquid amino acid fertilizer, top leaf opening, raw tobacco appearance quality, mean price, proportion of middle and
high quality tobacco, economic benefits, ratio of sugar and nicotine in tobacco leaves, disaccharide difference, coordination of chemical com-
position had good performance. Compared with the control, tobacco treated by amino acid fertilizer had less irritating and more comfortable
taste; tobacco treated by liquid amino acid, miscellaneous gas was light, the overall performance of the sensory quality was best. [ Conclu-
sion | Chemical fertilizer + liquid amino acids is conductive to promote the growth and development of flue-cured tobacco and improve the qual-

ity of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1 Growth period comparison of flue-cured tobacco in each treatment
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Treatment Transplanting Resetlli ’ " Sauz A " Central flower Mature stage ~ Mature stage of ~ Mature stage Field growth
reatmen period esetiing stage  >quaning stage opening period of foot leaf middle leaf of top leaf period //d

D(CK) 04 -09 05 -16 06 -27 07 -07 07 - 16 08 -01 08 -26 139

@ 04 -09 05 -17 06 -26 07 -07 07 -16 08 -01 08 -26 139

©) 04 -09 05 -16 06 -28 07 -07 07 - 16 08 —02 08 —-26 139

2.2 SEBEXEERZSHEREZN mR2 TH A8 CK2EREF, DM EAR LA RO R, Kk b #Q),
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Table 2 Agronomic traits comparison of flue-cured tobacco in each treatment

P Single leaf area//m”

wm % 51 515

Treatment ant height Leaf number Stem girth Pitch et fiEEn it
cm A cm cm Foot leaf Middle leaf Top leaf

D(CK) 114.2 a 20.0 a 12.06 a 4.47 a 0.080 5 b 0.1076 b 0.0834 b

@ 115.7 a 20.4 a 12.23 a 4.56 a 0.0854 a 0.1309 a 0.087 1 ab

® 114.6 a 20.2 a 12.04 a 4.48 a 0.082 9 ab 0.126 3 ab 0.089 3 a

T [FFUAN NG FRER R AL BRE 7E 0. 05 /KF-26 57 %

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant difference at 0. 05 level between treatments.
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Table 3 Economic traits comparison of flue-cured tobacco in each treatment

Hh LA s

Fei ! il AR R SR e gL

AbFE . - . R . Proportion of medium .
Treatment Yield Output value Mean price Proportion of high and high quality Grade Production

B kg/hm’ J6/hm” Ju/kg quality tobacco// % tobacco // % K index index
D(CK) 2373.0a 58 019.85 b 24.45 b 50.12 b 82.13 b 0.64 b 1510.95 a
@ 2410.5 a 60 334.80 a 25.03 ab 58.21 a 86.32 ab 0.65 ab 1571.25 a
©) 2389.5 a 61 087.50 a 25.89 a 56.88 ab 89.15 a 0.67 a 1590.75 a

T RIS RNG FRER AR BRRITE 0. 05 K225 2%

Note : Different lowercases in the same column stand for significant difference at 0.05 level between treatments.
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Table 4 Comparison of appearance quality of raw tobacco in each treatment

b R i pIRE i Lt - JEL R BT
Treatment Maturity Color Lustre 0il Leaf structure Leaf thickness  Single leaf weight /g
D(CK) J B ol LiEs) Bk e 12.2

® A itk i it ik g 1.8

® JEA B iR il Bk e 11.9
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2.5.1 FERMEEE . HIER S A, A% AR FOR ARAE I A SRR 8
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Table 5 Comparison of lower tobacco leaf chemical composition in each treatment

e BB e T 5k BSNiEk7L: A SR R L R XUk 22

T t ; Total sugar ~ Potassium ion Reducing Nicotine Chloridion ~ Total nitrogen ~ Sugar alkali  Nitrogen alkali  Disaccharide
reatmen % % sugar // % % % % ratio ratio difference

D(CK) 40.1 1.3 27.4 1.7 0.1 1.6 24.3 1.0 12.7

@ 36.2 1.2 21.1 1.9 0.2 1.8 18.7 0.9 15.1

@ 30.7 1.3 17.5 2.0 0.1 1.9 15.7 0.9 13.2

2.5.2 rEpaEet . R 6 AT, A5 Ak FLARE G JEORE i A
o B b B CK AR BRD), SR8 5 ek A s B
YRR KLFRB) CK, A b PR 1 S0 T R & i
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H/N e AP R LARZE AR . BRRE , s -fe s
I PIRAE AR B, A B U 2, CK i 22

F6 BABEAEIMBEMHUERI LR

Table 6 Comparison of middle tobacco leaf chemical composition in each treatment

b3 psbiid T & U SR AT A B L AL XURE 22
Treatment Total sugar  Potassium ion Reducing Nicotine Chloridion  Total nitrogen  Sugar/alkali  Nitrogen/alkali Disaccharide
reatmen % % sugar // % % % % ratio ratio difference
D(CK) 34.9 1.2 25.9 2.3 0.1 2.2 15.2 0.9 9.0
@ 36.4 1.1 28.0 2.6 0.1 2.0 14.2 0.8 8.4
® 33.0 1.2 25.5 2.4 0.1 2.1 14.0 0.9 7.5

2.5.3  LERHAN:. R 7 Al A% b BHEORE BN e B
WYUK b ) AR BEE)  CK, i JEORE & ek DA s SRR R Ak 2
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Table 7 Comparison of upper tobacco leaf chemical composition in each treatment

e S e A T S AT BA T L F L WO 22
Treatment Total sugar  Potassium ion Reducing Nicotine Chloridion Total nitrogen  Sugar alkali  Nitrogen alkali Disaccharide
reatmen % % sugar // % % % % ratio ratio difference
D(CK) 29.5 1.2 24.1 2.7 0.1 2.3 10.8 0.8 5.4
@ 34.1 1.1 28.0 2.7 0.1 2.2 12.6 0.8 6.1
® 32.6 1.2 28.3 2.6 0.1 2.1 12.7 0.8 4.3

2.6 SEBMEXEBRERENZE HEEHRET
WSS RN, CK R EERS AL, 7 2 ORIk, ok B2 e, A A )
VL ARRR R RV, 2 U b B i R MR, R A,
AR, W BEAH U, RSP/ AR R R AR R T2, 2 Tt

Fif s AbPROE AR AL , A RS, MR BE Rk, DM/, AR IR A
BRI . ERRT , 25 Ak B - ) 8RB R AR B
PRV AL B AP CK (£ 8) o

*8 H/HECFRERELRER

Table 8 Comparison of C,F sensory quality in each treatment
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s wao o U R T gy e Ao wee ke B9
- Aroma Aroma Offensive . L e Total
Ireatment ~ Aroma type . . Concentration  Irritation Aftertaste  Combustibility Grey

quality quantity odor score
D(CK) HE 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.0 6.5 40.0
@ A 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 40.0
® W& 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 7.0 7.0 40.5
3 NG AR MR B AR I, WS SRR AT AT ) T AR R T B -

WFSEEE AWt 2 SERR AT X5 45 A TH A 75 052
AT, HRRR I R T R 85, JHe H it P 12 25 2 R A Ak B

Jr BT b 5 it P2 R R AT RE i T8 40 B 22 B AR, e b 1 2
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Note : A. The shaded halves of fruits;B and C. Disease symptom of spongy tissue in Yingzui peach.
E1 EEEESRERALRER
Fig.1 The disease symptom of spongy tissue in Yingzui peach
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Table 1 The disease rate of spongy tissue in Yingzui peach

A FEAR S RIREL B
iﬁfi{ Total number of  The disease The disease
samples // > number // > rate // %
BA T 5 The shaded 40 29 72.5 a
halves of fruits
BA T 5 The shaded 40 11 27.5b

halves of fruits

T [FISVEE R AN [F) 5 8 R AN R AR BELAE 0. 05 /K28 57 35
Note : Different normal letters indicated significant difference among treat-
ments at 0.05 level.
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