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Effects of Microelement on Agronomic Characters in Tobacco
MA Zhan-feng, HUANG Jian, TANG Min,FU Wu-jun" et al
Abstract

ty and economic benefit of tobacco. [ Method ] We set two treatments,one treatment sprayed microelement fertilizer on the blade of tobacco, the

(China Tobacco Jiangxi Industril Co. ,Ltd. ,Nanchang,Jiangxi 330096 )
[ Objective ] To study the effects of microelement on agronomic characters, conventional chemical components,sensory evaluation quali-

other treatment sprayed equivalent water (CK) to investigate agronomic characters,sensory quality and economic returns. [ Result | The agronomic
characters of treatment which sprayed microelement fertilizer on the blade were better than CK,such as plant height,leaf length,etc. The sensory
smoking quality and economic returns of treatment which sprayed microelement fertilizer on the blade were better than CK . [ Conclusion ] The re-

search could provide scientific basis for planting and producing of tobacco in Ganzhou area.
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Table 1 Comparison of tobacco seedling agronomic characters at seedling stage

Hpknt-4 SZUNURN o NI =
E;%E 1 Trﬁi;iem Leaf number Maximum leaf Maximum Plant height
per plant // A length // cm leaf width //cm cm
FGET ® 4 5.41 2.87 1.00
Before starting (@) 4 5.32 2.84 1.10
ity ® 5 11.12 4.63 4.33
Medium-term (@) 5 10.91 4.52 4.27
25 @ 7 14.52 6.66 6.8l
Before transplanting @ 7 13.57 6.24 6.52
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Table 2 Comparison of tobacco seedling dry weight of different positions before transplanting

kg 2R fif E i R A R HRAREL
Treatment Fresh weight of Dry weight of Fresh weight Dry weight Root
reatmen stem leaf // g stem leaf /g of oot //g of root // g number // 5%
@ 4.86 0.43 1.18 0.11 170.0
@ 4.18 0.36 0.80 0.09 143.2
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Fig1 Comparison of tobacco seedling before transplanting

2.3 KHEEFHRZMEIK o3k 3 o, P s Ok
[ENUE S NUR S SN RTY o R s IR IS L

RO IR = e KRR R 58 W S 4 T A B Q) s

S b PR QOB 5 I R 50 A K LR R I T8 ] 8 4 T b 3

@, WA KT WS i FE TR b BEAEAR 2R
R LW R TR E TR AR, I 2 /T LE ],
T JFH 5 3 W 4 AR 2R B A T, AR B 22 T 5 I it o
TR REMS A HEIE MR AR A 1, SR TR OE TRV RE ST



45 %20 1 L B BT MR LR B 29
F3 XHEFHERZMERILE
Table 3 Comparison of tobacco agronomic characters during field growth period
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Crowth period Treatment Plant height Leaf b Maximum leaf Maximum

rowth perio reatmen cm cal number length // cm leaf width // cm

AR @ 18.00 11.00 37.64 18.26
Cluster stage @ 16.49 10.31 35.38 17.81
A< 3] @® 68.24 14.83 62.65 30.44
Vigorous growing stage @) 66.74 15.18 59.85 26.53
WA @ 106.95 16.56 67.05 32.46
Squaring stage @ 91.37 16.05 61.96 28.09

E2 EEBERRAITLL
Fig2 Comparison of tobacco root during field growth period
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Table 4 Analysis of tobacco conventional chemical components %

X VA JE & g 2 .
i3 5% A S o B L S ey FAR

Total . Reducing Total g Total .
Treatment Grade Potassium . Chloridion . Starch Protein

sugar sugar alkaloids nitrogen
@ C3F 27.10 2.66 24.70 3.22 0.17 1.83 3.43 5.24
@ C3F 32.90 3.32 27.90 2.16 0.28 1.75 2.23 5.41
@ B2F 25.30 2.12 24.00 3.17 0.16 1.68 4.76 4.91
@) B2F 28.50 2.07 24.80 3.49 0.28 1.74 6.93 5.11
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Table 5 Result of sensory evaluation
= S L Jur
st g O TUR g R i Ak #k KMEE R 5
Treament Grade . ... Concentration Irritaion ~ Aftertaste  Strength Combustibility — Ash Score
quality quanitity ordor

@ C3F 16.5 15.8 7.3 7.0 7.3 10.8 5.0 5.0 5.0 79.5
@) C3F 16.3 15.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 10.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 78.3
® B2F 16.0 15.8 7.8 6.8 7.0 10.0 4.8 5.0 4.8 77.8
@ B2F 15.0 15.5 7.8 6.0 7.0 9.5 4.5 5.0 4.0 74.3

3 Hiv5itie

IR A TR IR BE S U 4R T AR B AR
FAC VAR B, (008 6 1) e A e A S bR s P
B, R 2R R ARG AR ] R, X
WA WITE BTG 8 TR0 B A B T 2 RSG T E R
W RE RS W] £ T8 MR T A R B, i 7 O 7 S 553,

PR S, SO B Ak, AT {6 08 58T 7 70 A A5 5%, Al
YRR AT A A Y oA s DR AR i 4 A
A BANEE I SRR 15 TR IR RE RS (8 A -4 1L
A2 B3 S IR, SRR VT SRR A 2 IR W
MR RS Z R Bt B SR IR 05 W o 4 TR 7 o 2
M SHE A SERA



30 G AR e

2017 &£

R6 KHETEWESN

Table 6 Analysis of economic income in field demonstration

iy 2 - A A 1
;i Z]j T ﬁ iim {:i Averli?;frpn'ce Outiz:t{%alue Tjgefflfilflfsjﬁ
kg/hm’ Ju/'kg J6/hm’ tobacco proportion // %

2014 @ 2092.35 25.97 54 338.33 64.32

©) 1 844.40 25.11 46 312.89 60.57
2015 @ 2 062.65 26.47 54 598.35 65.39

® 1 838.40 25.31 46 529.85 62.01
2016 @ 2 203.50 27.25 60 045.38 65.52

@ 1 815.00 26.61 48 297.15 61.43
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