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Table 1 The effect of different treatments on economic characters of flue-cured tobacco

R B /oteke! R /kgehm? PRE/ICehm?  RAEAE B/ % 4 A L/ P S
Treatments Average price Yield Output value  Fine tobacco ratio  Middle tobacco ratio  Superior middle tobacco ratio
1 6.92 1792. 35 24817.5 37.05 49. 07 86.12
2 7.22 1695. 00 24469. 5 45. 90 42.62 88.52
2.2 AEMALERETLZERD LR 3.5% . M2 ATLIAE W ACH 1 RIALBE 2 JH A 25
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WY e 0 0 A S5 EYE L R 1. 500 ~3. 50, fi C3F A &ML 2 2 /Y X2F G A & i g ik
BOf SN2 5700 NT LoV B R KT A B SR TR B R (L B A
3.500 WK KBRS BASRIEHE R 1.5~ B,
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Table 2 Analysis of nicotine and total nitrogen content of different leaf position and grade of tobacco

X2F C3F B2F
Treﬁjims A/ % MR/ % Ao/ % BE/NY HEB%/ Vs MR/ %
Nicotine Total nitrogen Nicotine Total nitrogen Nicotine Total nitrogen
1 1. 39 1.52 1.95 1. 48 2.91 1. 88
2 1. 22 1. 39 2.01 1.55 2.23 1.57

2.2.2 RRAHEFRMet B AR FE RIS T WK, AR 3 ATLIE ML AL BE 1 b B 2 45255
) ﬁ%?ﬁﬂﬁm%?ﬁ?ﬁfﬁ&ﬂ’z%ﬁ@i%%,% R OB R 3 TR 5 B 2 T A RV L 4 B 1
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Table 3 Analysis of total sugar and reducing sugar content of different leaf position and grade of tobacco

X2F C3F B2F
'I‘reﬁrlims Ko/ % 5/ % K/ % 5/ % SR/ % W/ %
Total sugar Reducing sugar Total sugar Reducing sugar Total sugar Reducing sugar
1 36. 10 28. 44 33.90 26.22 27.07 20. 90
2 37. 80 31. 80 35. 26 29. 28 31.08 25.05
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Table 4 Analysis of potassium and chlorine content of different leaf position and grade of tobacco

Ab 3 X2F C3F B2F
Treatments #1/% Potassium /% Chlorine 41 /% Potassium /% Chlorine /% Potassium /% Chlorine
1 2.08 0. 149 1. 69 0.225 1.05 0.251
2 1. 86 0. 160 1.48 0.189 0.95 0. 258
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Table 5 The comparison of physical properties of different grade tobacco

IS P K em 5 /om I g R o e
Treatments Grade Leaf length Leaf width Weight per leaf Stem ratio Leaf density
1 B2F 46. 28 14. 90 5. 87 24. 64 71.96
C3F 56. 74 18.76 8.52 26. 54 70. 16
X2F 50.53 18.97 6.17 26.82 55.37
2 B2F 48. 26 15.81 6.36 23.03 73.65
C3F 57.53 20. 11 8.75 25.92 72.71
X2F 52.02 19.70 6.75 24. 84 58. 84
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Effect of Rapeseed Different Methods on Economic and
Physicochemical Characteristics of Organic Tobacco

YANG Xiu-chun, YANG Tong-long
(Qiandongnan Tobacco Company, Kaili, Guizhou 556600)

Abstract; In order to improve utilization ratio of rapeseed cake and economic value of organic tobacco, the effect
of application methods of rapeseed cake on economic and physicochemical characteristics were studied. The re-
sults showed that rapeseed cake, fermentation or not, had little effect on economic characters of tobacco, yield
and output value of fermentation application was slightly higher than direct application. The nicotine content of
C3F and B2F was in the suitable range except X2F,B2F nicotine content of fermentation application was higher
than direct application. Total nitrogen content was consistent with nicotine. Total sugar and reducing sugar con-

tent of both treatments were in the range above. Potassium content of fermentation application was higher than
direct application. Chlorine content of both treatments was less than suitable range,chlorine content of X2F and
B2F of fermentation application was lower than direct application. Stem ratio of fermentation application was

higher than direct application. Leaf density,length and width were on the contrary.

Key words: organic tobacco;rapeseed cake;yield; physicoxhemical characteristics
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