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Table 1

The effect of different fertilization on root dry weight of tobacco

T HE /g Bk Dry weight of root

b G 35 d BAJE 53 d BAkE 69 d A5 86 d BA#E 101d  BRE 116 d  BIkJE 130d

Treatments 35 days 53 days 69 days 86 days 101 days 116 days 130 days
after after after after after after after

transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting  transplanting
1(CKD) 0.9 a 10.2 a 24.7 ¢ 57.7 a 76.4 a 73.6 ¢ 107.2 a
2(CK2) 1. 3a 10.4 a 50.9 b 84.8 a 93.5 a 222.1 a 154.2 a
3(CK3) 1.0 a 18.1 a 24.1 ¢ 72.6 a 98.4 a 95. 6 be 144.2 a
4 1.0 a 10.8 a 29.4 ¢ 90.4 a 157. 4 a 104. 2 be 132.4 a
5 1.2 a 18.5 a 29.4 ¢ 63.2 a 96.4 a 111.0 be 166.9 a
6 0.8 a 11.3 a 80.8 a 83.3 a 89.9 a 147.8 b 115.4 a
7 0.9 a 14.5 a 27.5 ¢ 60.1 a 83.4 a 115.9 be 102.7 a

E ARG FEERIRTE 0. 05 KFZREE . TR,

Note: Different lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level. The same below.
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0.05), 4b¥ 7 ZX T H &M, M 39. 1 g, H 54k
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Table 2 The effect of different fertilization on stem dry weight of tobacco

ZEF T /ge Bk ! Stem dry weight

e B 53 d Bk 69 d s 86 d B#kJE 101 d B# s 116 d B )5 130 d
I~ , < r < < r X a Q a <
Treatments 53 days 69 days 86 days 101 days 116 days 130 days

after after after after after after

transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting
1(CKD) 10. 3 a 41.0 ¢ 97.1 a 88.7 a 94.1b 116.6 a
2(CK2) 10.4 a 69.8 b 105.2 a 94.6 a 175.3 a 154.5 a
3(CK3) 12.7 a 43.0 ¢ 86.9 a 80.2 a 100.1 b 137.0 a
4 11.5 a 51.8 ¢ 143.7 a 134.1 a 106.2 b 129.5 a
5 17.7 a 45.4 ¢ 101.4 a 109.8 a 140. 4 ab 123.2 a
6 11.2 a 122.5 a 100.1 a 101.6 a 121.5 ab 112.1 a
7 16.7 a 39.1¢ 97.7 a 102.9 a 120. 6 ab 124.9 a

2.3 ITEBMHFENRMW S (P<<0.05), 43 1(CKD) &K, K

M 315 B R4 5 35.53.86.101.116  82.8 g. BEWAMLAE 544 HLIE AL it (A #LIE %0k FH
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R JE 69 d AS[E) 4k B ot 8 22 57 3% i T fre BEAEHT .
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Table 3 The effect of different fertilization on leaf dry weight of tobacco

I+ 5 /g ¥k ' Leaf dry weight

fh ks 35 d ks 53 d F#)E 69 d k)5 86 d Bak)s 101d #5116 d  BHJE 130 d
2 P 9 =g P 9 P 9 - 9 P 9 P 9 2 P 9
Treatments 35 days 53 days 69 days 86 days 101 days 116 days 130 days
after after after after after after after
transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting transplanting  transplanting
1(CK1) 7.8 a 46.8 a 82.8 ¢ 155.3 a 212.1 a 169.8 b 269.8 a
2(CK2) 11.2 a 37.3 a 132.9 b 231.1a 188.3 a 401.8 a 331.8 a
3(CK3) 9.3 a 53.9 a 90.4 ¢ 183.0 a 164.5 a 236. 2 ab 283.9 a
4 8.8 a 51.4 a 86.2 ¢ 216.8 a 273.2 a 250. 0 ab 221.9 a
5 11.9 a 75.0 a 96. 2 be 220.4 a 220.2 a 235.0 ab 273.7 a
6 8.5 a 58.2 a 173.9 a 231.9 a 197.9 a 269. 8 ab 262.5 a
7 8.0 a 79.2 a 97.7 be 176.0 a 242.4 a 233.7 ab 252.2 a
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Abstract ; In order to explore fertilizer efficiency of fully-fermented agaric bran organic manure, the effects of ap-

plying fully-fermented agaric bran organic manure on flue-cured tobacco root, stalk and leaf dry matters were

studied. The results indicated that applying fertilizer and fully-fermented agaric bran organic manure played an

important role in promoting dry matter accumulation of flue-cured tobacco in middle growth period. After

transplanting for sixty-nine days,the root,stalk and leaf dry matters of treatment 6(75% organic nitrogen-

25% inorganic nitrogen) were the highest,and had significant difference with other treatments. Suggestion was

put forward to apply 75% organic nitrogen-+25% inorganic nitrogen in production.
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