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The Effects of Different Nest-fertilizers on the
Yield and Quality of Flue-cured T obacco

HAN Fu-gen, LIU Xue-zhi, JIAO Gui-zhen, PENG Kui
(College of Agronomy, Henan Agricultural University, Zhengzhou 450002 China)

Abstract: The effects of different nest-fertiliers on the yield and quality of flue-cured tobacco were in-
vestigated in the field experiment. The result showed that oilseed crop seeds, as nest-fertilizer em -
ployed in the tobacco farmland, could strenthen the resistance of tobacco plant, improve the quality of
fresh tobacco leaves, make the leaves tolerant towards maturing and roasting, increase the leave yield,
improve the external appearance of the leaves, and harmonize the chemistry compositions of the leaves.
Among the treatments, the two of sesame seeds and soybean milk showed obvious effects as to the
yield increasing and quality improvement of the tobacco leaves.
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(kg/hm?) ¢ /hm® ¢ /kg) ) (mg/ em?)
2 2034.0 a 12 936.2 6.36b 67.1c¢ 7.6
3 1 9380 a 14 476.9 7.47 a 80.2a 7.5
4 2 803.5b 18 278. 8 6.52b 74.1b 8.2
1(ck) 1698.0c¢ 6 282.6 3.70 ¢ 56.4 d 7.7
5%
5
%) N(%) (%) KO%) €l (%) N/ / K,0/CI™
1(ck) 18.1 2.17 3.10 0. 87 0.55 0.70 5.84 1. 58
2 21.0 2.21 2.99 1. 40 0. 69 0.74 7.02 2.03
3 21.6 2.22 2.83 1.21 0.51 0.78 7.63 2.37
4 19.6 2.09 2.74 1.27 0.52 0.76 7.15 2.44
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