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Effects of Soil pH and Sulfur Application Dosage on the Total Sulfur Content and Economic Benefit of Flue-cured Tobacco

CUI Quan-ren, WU Wen-ming, JING Li-li et al (Tobacco Institute, Anhui Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Hefei, Anhui 230031)
Abstract [ Objective] To research the effects of soil pH and sulfur application dosage on the total sulfur content and economic benefit of flue-
cured tobacco. [ Method ] The mutual effects between paddy soils with different pH and sulfur application dosage in Anhui Tobacco Region were
discussed. The influence law of pH and sulfur application dosage on the sulfur content in tobacco leaves were researched. [ Result ] Applying dolo-
mite powder significantly reduced the soil acid in tobacco growing area of southern Anhui Province. During the growing season of flue-cured tobac-
co, deacidification effect of dolomite powder applied to the soil during winter tillage gradually weakened. In the southern Anhui tobacco area, de-
creasing pH was beneficial to the absorption of sulfur in flue-cured tobacco. With the increase of sulfur application dosage, the total sulfur content
of flue-cured tobacco in the upper, middle and lower flue-cured tobacco showed an increasing trend, and the sulfur contents in different leaf posi-
tions from big to small were in the order of the upper leaf sulfur content, middle leaf sulfur content, lower leaf sulfur content. Excessive dosage of
sulfur had negative impact on the economic characteristics of flue-cured tobacco. [ Conclusion ] In Anhui province, adjusting the soil pH and rea-

sonable sulfur application dosage is an important way to control the sulfur content of flue-cured tobacco.
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Table 1 Changes of soil pH in the same plot after applying dolomite

powder at ridging
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Table 2 Comparison of total sulfur content in tobacco upper,middle and lower leaves in soils with different pH %

B &R0 Upper leaves i Middle leaves FHRA Lower leaves
Sulfur apllication
dosages // kg/ b’ pH6.31  pH6.14 pH5.73  pH6.31  pHG6.14  pH5.73  pH6.31  pH6. 14 pH5.73
0 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.42 0.44 0.50 0.37 0.40 0.43
22.5 0.58 0.63 0.65 0.51 0.57 0.60 0.49 0.55 0.59
45.0 0.68 0.70 0.69 0.61 0.64 0.71 0.55 0.60 0.68
67.5 0.83 0.85 0.92 0.72 0.79 0.85 0.53 0.61 0.71
90.0 0.88 0.94 1.01 0.83 0.88 0.96 0.59 0.67 0.79
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Table 3 Comparison of economic traits of flue-cured tobacco after applying sulfur in soils with different pH
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ﬁéﬁﬁ q:tqlfﬁi\‘;rige ?:i?ﬁy:l{ﬁ ?/;e;ie 2 l’,]f{r //Avf;é(i Proportion of high- Proportion of middle-
);H#?' e g/hm output vatue m price/7 I Rg class tobacco // % and high-class tobacco // %
Sulfur

apllication

dosages pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH pH
ke/hm* 6.31 6.41 5.73 6.31 6.41 5.73 6.31 6.41 5.73 6.31 6.41 5.73 6.31  6.41 5.73
0 2595.3 2752.65 2709.15 54708.90 a 59 346.45 a 59 086.50 a 21.08 21.56 21.81 29.57 29.12 30.12 90.21 91.36 93.93
22.5 2729.40 2 684.25 2756.25 54505.50 a 54 679.35 b 58 046.70 ab 19.97 20.37 21.06 28.96 29.43 29.9  88.92 90.68 92.44
45.0 2653.20 2652.30 2593.20 51233.85a 53124.00b 53394.60 b 19.31 20.03 20.59 27.45 27.55 29.31 87.02 87.85 88.68
67.5 2620.20 2 624.85 2778.00 49939.80 a 51 944.55b 55254.45b 19.06 19.79 19.89 26.12 26.94 26.87 92.80 88.52 84.23
90.0 2727.75 2734.50 2651.25 51527.70 a 51490.95b 50 665.35 ¢ 18.89 18.83 19.11 25.94 24.95 25.96 87.56 83.75 79.93

TE: A RN 7 R#0R 2257 W3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences (P <0.05)
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