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Effects of Different Base Topdressing ratio of Potassium Fertilizer and Topdressing Periods on Roots on Concentional Chemical Compo-
sition of Tobacco Leaf

LIU Ying-hua
Abstract

tional chemical composition of tobacco leaf. [ Method] By using two factors( potassium fertilizer base topdressing and periods) randomized block

(Pengshui Branch of Chongqing Tobacco Company, Chongqing 409600 )
[ Objective ] The aim was to study effects of different base topdressing ratio of potassium fertilizer and topdressing periods on concen-

design, through field experiment, effects of different treatments on tobacco reducing sugar, total sugar, total nitrogen, nicotine, potassium were
analyzed. [Result] Under the treatment of 3/5 base fertilizer +2/5 topdressing, one time topdressing on roots with potassium fertilizer ( resettling
stage) + one time in topdressing day(divided evenly) , tobacco reducing sugar, total sugar, total nitrogen, nicotine content were relatively low,
potassium content was relatively high, the internal quality of tobacco was harmonious and quality was good. [ Conclusion] In local tobacco pro-
duction, the adopted measures for applying potassium fertilizer is conductive to high quality tobacco production.
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Table 1 Experimental design scheme
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on tobacco total nitrogen con-

tent
e B & Total nitrogen content // g/kg
¥
Treatment ity rhg Tt
Upper leaf Middle leaf Lower leaf

A,B, 24.65 19.15 16.65
A B, 24.14 18.65 17.26
A,B, 22.65 18.86 16.53
A,B, 22.89 20. 68 18.66
A,B, 21.06 19.77 18.86
A,B, 20. 86 20. 51 17.56
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Table 5 Effects of application amount of dolomite powder on the quality of middle leaves.
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Aroma Aroma . Offensive L . Total

Treatment Strength Dense . . Aftertaste Trritation  Flammability Ash
quality quantity odor score

CK &+ g + 10.75 15.88 18.88 11.75 8.50 3.00 3.00 71.76

T, i s 11.50 16.13 20.00 12.88 9.13 3.00 3.00 75.64

T, & g+ 11.50 16.50 20.00 13.50 9.13 3.00 3.00 76.63

T, & A 4+ 11.38 16.38 19.38 12.75 8.88 3.00 3.00 74.77
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