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Abstract

tobacco and the yield and quality of flue-cured tobacco, the flue-cured tobacco variety Yunyan 87 was used as the material, and field compari-

In order to explore the effects of different fertilization methods of microbial inoculants on the growth and development of flue-cured

son experiments were used to set up different fertilization methods. The results showed that the spraying method of microbial inoculants effec-
tively promoted the opening of the upper leaves, the upper leaf area increased by 18. 5% , the output value per hectare increased by 10. 2%,
and the sensory quality was significantly improved ;the strip application method was beneficial to promote the early growth, growth and develop-
ment of flue-cured tobacco and improve the yield and quality of the tobacco leaves. The middle leaf area increased by 13. 6%, the upper leaf
area increased by 15. 5%, the proportion of premium tobacco increased by 4. 1%, the output value per hectare increased by 17. 8%, the sugar
content increased by more than 10% , the sugar-nicotine ratio was appropriate,, and the chemical composition tended to be coordinated. On the
whole, it is recommended that the strip application method should be used in the production of flue-cured tobacco, which can promote the
growth and development of flue-cured tobacco, improve the quality of tobacco leaves and save labor costs.
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Table 1 Experimental treatment of different fertilization methods of microbial agents

H:AE Base fertilizer

JBAE Top dressing

TR J5 i = .

%bﬂi Fentilizing GES Bl % il
reatment method Specios Application Species Application
pecies rate//mL/hm’ pecies rate//mL/hm’

CK - WIS (L b R AL )5 5) - WG I +HE K 3375
T, Ly R — RGN + R R R 3375
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Table 2 Effects of different fertilization methods of microbial agents on agronomic characteristics of tobacco plants

M 22 g i Middle leaf &R Upper leaf
i) W Plan " Stem e o Kt TR koIt
Time Treatment height circumference s Leaf area Aspect Leaf area Aspect
cm cm em? ratio cm? ratio
A R CK 30.9b 6.4b 13.5b 721.3 b 1.9a — —
Cluster stage T, 31.3b 6.2 b 13.3b 733.9b 1.9 a — —
T, 36.7 a 7.4 a 15.5 a 856.2 a 2.0a — —
B CK 102.5 b 8.9b 20.2 b 1016.7 b 2.7a 586.2 b 3.1a
Budding stage T, 101.9 b 8.8b 20.7 b 996.3 b 2.7a 587.5b 3.0a
T, 109.3 a 11.5a 23.5a 1169.2 a 2.4b 679.1a 2.7b
SR CK 104.5 b 9.1b 18.2 b 1152.0b 2.6a 850.2 b 2.9a
Harvest stage T, 103.3 b 9.1b 18.5 b 1237.8b 2.7a 1007.8 a 2.6 b
T, 116.5 a 12.3 a 20.6 a 1309.0 a 2.4b 982. 6 ab 2.7b
TE : [FAFUANF]/ING S k27 ] I BIAS [ Ak B ] 22 53 2 55 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments in the same period ( P<0. 05)
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Table 3 Effects of different fertilization methods of microbial agents on the incidence of flue-cured tobacco diseases

L35 16 MR 9 Tobacco mosaic virus

HH#E B 295 | Tobacco black shank

AR B 855 Tobacco black root rot

Treatment Number of Number of Disease Number of Number of Disease Number of Number of Disease
surveys//bk  disease/kk  incidence//% surveys//bk  disease//kk  incidence//% surveys//#f  disease//}k incidence//%

CK 200 22 a 11.0 a 200 22 a 11.0 a 200 20 a 10.0 a
T, 200 13 b 6.5b 200 20 a 10.0 a 200 24 a 12.0 a
T, 200 4c 2.0c¢ 200 6b 3.0b 200 7hb 3.5b

1 : R BAN [F]/NG S BE R A [F] b 3 ) 22 57 B % (P<0. 05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Table 4 Effects of different fertilization methods of microbial agents

on the economic benefits of flue-cured tobacco

o . Bt A LA R
%b}% {,l; jﬁ Average Production  High-class- Curing
redl— ke/hm? price value leaf per- loss
men g/hm Jt/kg JC/hm’ centage,//% rate//%
CK 2056.3¢ 31.3b  64362.19¢ T4 lc 8.3a
T, 2236.5b 31.7ab 70897.05b  76.5b 6.1b
T, 2354.3a 32.2a 75808.46a 78.2 a 5.1¢

T RIS RNG FRER RN R A 28] 22 57 . 35 (P<0. 05)
Note ;: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant
difference between different treatments( P<0. 05)
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Table 5 Effects of different fertilization methods of microbial agents on chemical components of flue-cured tobacco
el S 5 BA Gl S WEO L
EH pisLi . . S . . N
- Total sugar Reducible sugar Total nitrogen Nicotine Total potassium Sugar/ nicotine
Grade Treatment "
% % % % % ratio
C3F CK 23.7b 20.5b 2.7 a 2.4 a 2.1b 8.2
T, 24.2 b 20.3 b 2.6b 2.4a 2.0b 8.1
T, 26.7 a 22.6a 2.6b 2.2b 2.4a 9.4
B2F CK 22.9b 17.6 b 3.2a 3.2a 1.7b 5.5
T, 23.2a 18.2 ab 2.9b 2.5¢ 1.9a 6.1
T, 25.2a 19.5 a 2.9b 2.8b 1.8 ab 7.0
T : [ FAN A NG SRR R [ AN ) b 31 ) 22 55 1 2 (P<0. 05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different treatments in the same grade ( P<0.05)
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Table 6 Effects of different fertilization methods of microbial agents on sensory quality of tobacco leaves
() EHFLEO) PR
S AR Smoking  Smoking (e C0)GRE(O)  BK(9)  MMHEO)  AUR(9)  FuE() T
Offensive . . Overall
Grade Treatment aroma aroma Concentration Impact Irritancy Aftertaste Cleanness
. . odor score
quality concentration
C2F CK 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.5 49.5
T, 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 50.5
T, 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.0 54.5
B2F CK 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.5 6.0 47.5
T, 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 55.0
T, 8.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.0 57.5
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