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Fig. 2 Soil microbial abundance in rhizosphere soils under different treatments at different tobacco growth stages
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Table 1 Mass fractions of chemical components of flue-cured tobacco leaves under different treatments

K
Tl 297a 24.73d 23.81b 1.63a 222¢
T2 2.11b 2851 a 2584 a 1.67a 2.51 ab
T3 2.14b 26.74 ¢ 2533 a 1.51b 239b
T4 191c 27.6b 2437b 1.64 a 2.55a
(P<0.05)
x2 ARLCEFBEZFIERK
Table 2 Economic characters of flue-cured tobacco leaves under different treatments
(kg/hm’) (%) (%) ( /kg) ( /hm?)
Tl 2793 233 83.6 14.0 39029
T2 3186 27.2 89.4 14.7 46 836
T3 2935 254 83.7 14.5 42 458
T4 3122 30.2 91.2 16.2 50 464
3
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Effects of Different Organic Materials on Soil Improvement and
Tobacco Yield and Quality

ZHANG Qiming, CHEN Renxiao, GUAN Chengwei, YUAN Jumin, HE Kuanxin®
(Jiangxi Tobacco Research Institute, Nanchang 330025, China)

Abstract: A field experiment was conducted to study the application effects of different organic materials (including
conventional commercial organic fertilizer, bio-organic fertilizer and biochar) on soil improvement and flue-cured tobacco yield
and quality in order to realize the sustainability of flue-cured tobacco production. The results showed that compared with the local
conventional fertilization (100% chemical fertilizer), the combination of organic materials with chemical fertilizers could enhance
soil enzyme activities and soil microbial functional diversity, significantly increase potassium content and improve the
coordination of chemical composition of flue-cured leaves, promote average price, fine tobacco ratio and economic benefits of
flue-cured leaves. Comparatively, the combined application of bio-organic fertilizer and biochar is more effective.

Key words: Flue-cured tobacco; Organic materials; Yield and quality; Soil improvement
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