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Effects of Planting Density and Nitrogen Application Dosage on Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco
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Abstract

Using Yunyan 85 as the experimental object, effects of density and nitrogen application amount on the yield and quality of flue—

cured tobacco were studied . The results showed that under the condition of the same planting density, there was a positive effect of fertilization

on the increase of leaf length in a certain range. Under the same fertilization level, planting density showed great impacts on the yield and out-

put value of flue—cured tobacco. Considering the economic characteristics, structural proportion of flue—cured tobacco,appearance quality and

other indicators, it could be concluded that the treatment of 1.20 m X 0. 55 m row spacing and 90—105 pure nitrogen per hectare in Liangshan

tobacco area showed relatively good tobacco leaf quality,which was closer to the quality standard of Zhongke tobacco.
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Table 1 Comparison of the planting density and nitrogen application

amount in different treatments o/t
Eiﬁﬁiﬁl M M2 M3
N1 5.0 4.6 4.1
N2 6.0 5.5 4.9
N3 7.0 6.3 5.7
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the major agronomic characters of flue-cured tobaccos

b P2 b5 Fkes £ 3#BM Upper leaves//cm Frnt Middle leaves//cm
Dreatment Flfective Plant height tem irh K Lengh % Width K Lengh %% Width
MIN1 15.7 a 133.6 be 10.4 ab 56.8 a 20.1a 74.1 a 30.1a
MIN2 14.9 abc 130. 1 ¢ 10.5 ab 61.3 a 21.8 a 74.2 a 31.2 a
MIN3 14. 8 abe 140.3 ab 10.5 ab 62.1a 21.2 a 74.8 a 3l.1a
M2N1 15.2 abe 139.2 ab 10.9 a 60.7 a 20.5a 73.4a 32.3a
M2N2 14.1 be 129.9 ¢ 10.0 b 59.3a 19.6 a 69.5b 29.7 a
M2N3 15.3 ab 138.9 ab 10.6 a 61.8 a 20.5 a 74.3 a 30.6 a
M3N1 13.9¢ 136.7 abe 10.3 ab 60.2 a 19.7 a 71.6 ab 29.2 a
M3N2 14.2 be 136. 2 abe 10.8 a 61.6 a 21.4 a 72.6 ab 29.4 a
M3N3 15.2 abe 142.2 a 10.7 a 61.0 a 22.0a 73.6 a 3l.1a

T : RIS NG FREFRIRTE 0. 05 7K .32 57

Note: Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the yield of different tobacco leaves
TFHERI Lower leaves - Middle leaves #Ri Upper leaves

Ab G
Treatment P Yield PR H ] Yield 7o Yield FEg L Yield Fo i Yield P H A Yield
code kg/hm® proportion//% kg/hm” proportion//% kg/hm? proportion//%
MINI1 506. 6 21.4 cd 530.3 22.4 ab 1332.6 56.2 a
MIN2 367.1 15.5d 653.7 27.6 a 1347.8 56.9 a
MIN3 664.5 25.8 be 556. 4 21.6 abe 1357.4 52.6 a
M2N1 680. 0 31.7 abe 308.9 14.4 be 1 156.2 53.9 a
M2N2 690. 2 32.7 ab 428. 4 20. 3 abe 992.0 47.0 a
M2N3 680. 3 29. 6 abe 530.9 23.1 ab 1 086.9 47.3 a
M3N1 640. 4 33.8 ab 250. 1 13.2 ¢ 1004.1 53.0 a
M3N2 707.7 37.5a 345.3 18.3 be 834.0 4.2 a
M3N3 596. 6 28.8 abe 298. 4 14.4 be 1178.7 56.8 a

T : RIS NG FREFRAE 0. 05 7K1 35 22 5%

Note: Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on the score of appearance quality of tobacco leaves
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Treatment code Grade Color Maturity Status Structure Oil content Chromacity Total score

C3F MIN1 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.35
MIN2 7.0 7.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.35
MIN3 7.8 7.8 8.2 8.2 8.2 7.2 7.71
M2N1 8.0 8.0 7.8 7.8 7.0 7.0 7.56
M2N2 6.8 6.8 7.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 7.02
M2N3 6.8 6.8 7.0 7.0 8.0 7.0 6.95
M3N1 7.0 7.0 7.2 8.0 8.0 7.2 7.38
M3N2 8.0 8.0 7.2 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.65
M3N3 7.8 7.8 7.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.57

B2F MINI 7.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.35
MIN2 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.60
MIN3 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.49
M2N1 7.0 7.8 7.8 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.28
M2N2 6.8 7.0 7.0 6.2 6.2 6.8 6. 66
M2N3 7.0 7.8 7.8 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.20
M3N1 7.0 8.0 7.8 7.0 7.0 7.2 7.30
M3N2 8.0 8.2 8.2 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.47
M3N3 7.8 8.0 8.0 7.0 7.2 7.0 7.40
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