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Abstract

In this study, tobacco variety K326 was used as the experimental material for the randomized block
design experiment was carried out. Three treatments are set in the test: Conventional fertilization
(T1), purple soil compound soil conditioner(T2) and red house soil conditioner (T3) were used to
study the changes of soil nutrients, tobacco growth and yield, and the effects of increasing soil condi-
tioner on tobacco yield, quality and environment. To provide theoretical and technical guidance for
the coordination of high yield and high efficiency of tobacco and the soil improvement, the results
showed that purple soil complex soil conditioner increased soil pH and slow-release potassium con-
tent, reduced the incidence of bacterial wilt in the field, promoted the healthy growth of tobacco
plants, and improved the yield, output value and quality of tobacco leaves.
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1. 5|8

RO IR R R AR AR K R BE Al . AR A7 b, BT 2HEE. HAEA LSRR, HE
TIEERA . TR A VAT ) R B, R EUR AR, R E R T e R A, AR
PR [1]e 280t (purplish soil) & ) —FpRipk 458288, R P3G L IX HH & B B R Y 1Y) 48 21 b 5 1
TR ERYIE L, AR, HEERRER] [3]. PRI, Kt BRI SR R A FH AR, EY
e H EBIR 10~45 m®/667m” 158 -, B35 BRAR 7 IS AN 0 R 3R, FF 3R 1 AR = A0 R [2] [4],
BRI ER, SRR TER R, i R o HIER AL IR A e A . R
S R TR A T B 2 (5] [6] [7]. HETHig B A AA R L, SRS EARST, mH
A M P T ) () S A A A AT A0 R 3K 6] [8] [9]. N T #EN /A S 0+ F B A RN, TAF o B A48
B 96 O 7 Al S I P R ) E IR, AT T DR O O S R R R A T R B T (R A
FASARIE, AR S T B LU P AN () A 28 3 8 B ) F 00 O 7= St OS2, DM Dy - S R S 590 7 R
BB FEAKYE .

2. MN5E7EE
2.1. A1
BERE R RO K326, SHRTHERENDY: 1) E RO 6 - 5 A LRI 4 ok R A

JRAMEK — 5 ELBIECHI T A, AR NS HI3EIREER); 2) 40 R EE A (T MR R RS A R A F
R4, pH 14 10.0, KEEHRL, N+P205+K20>10%, JEHIR >3%, Ca>46%).

22. FE

2.2.1. R

ARG T 2018 4 3 HE 9 ALE] A4 M METH /K K /K A (N25°09'16", E114°28'32") (175 e F #E47
JE AT 28 USRI, AP SIER 19.9°C, SRR &N 1600 22K« BTTEFE KRG, i 13 pH {H 5.45,
FHLUR S & 25.6 ghkg, 4% 1.80 g/kg, AR 134 mg/kg, %0 96.2 mg/kg, AN 97.4 mg/kg, A5H#Hk
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PEE5 515 mg/kg, CHMEEE 72.8 mg/kg. WRIEW 3 MALEL, ALEER 1 (T1): XTRRCAHEEEER, ALHE 2 (T2):
41 3 7 HEHFEF 375 kg/hm®, ACFE 3 (T3): HHIEE & IR 375 kg/hm®, =KEHE, BEHLX
HHEH, X THFR N 42 m?, FEAE N A HLIECE TR 8%, B & 5%) 750 kg/hm* & £ IE(13-8-15) 750 kg/hm*.
FRBRAH (13-0-46) 225 kg/hm?, FAth 2 B i 7] K PP B o R 2 PR A KA 98 38 R ZE A Il e & B IR

2.2.2. MERRSFHZ*

1) HIEAR R e IR pH. BHUR. &R BURE. AW, A . e,
PEAS . AR, MR SRR G 5 RN R AL FIR A R, BRI E ORI RE[10]. 2) MHE AR
T sE . MHEETE AR A . IR GB/T23222 2008 “MHELI 32 4 2 J% i A 75387 R 25 M0 55 75 A R
TEFNFETEE . R ZVR A . 208 YO/T 142-1998 “IHEL R SMRE A 773 ” WA kR 2
PR o

2.3. BUIESHT

IGHHE ] Excel2013 A& SPSS19.0 B AFHEAT L it 2047
3. ZBRESH
3.1. R[]I EEE X S MR IR e R A S 14 R AR

JHFLFAE AT, L3 pH {E 5.45, A& 1 20Hr ] WL, MHEEUSCER 5 0] B AL PR ) 3% pH ECIXEG R (pH 5.45)
BT 1.05 AL, AEiE 38R R (A 0 1358 pH T B B DL REARFE /N, T2 A1 T3 ACEE pH I
Fm T T1ACER, TR A R B R R 2 IR ER AL

FIRE MU A NPT T IRAE S R E R AR, I 1 AT UE e 3R H ) 1 3 L
HAE FTIR T, T2 T3 AL IR S & 27.5 g/kg M 27.6 g/kg, 5t BTt ) 4983 B 70 B o4 3 38R 77,
AR . AR EUE T G KR ST, B O K AR, R B S N R A
AR IO o Tt FHY L 8 R B ) e 3 1 0 L e A, DA R 134 mg/kg M9 I 2 A & 240 mg/kg, T2 > T1 >
T3. LA P. B K. SCHRMEES . SCHAEEEA T2 > T1 > T3, AFEACFRHASRE 22 5 T+ 58 280
HEA AR, T2 AELEE IS A A, A3 816 mg/Ke, #LLitEAT 301 mg/Kg, T1. T3 4bEE
BECTHEACHT; A bEB T2 AbHE i, e A BEE S TR,

Table 1. Soil nutrient status of post-harvest of different conditioners treatment

= 1. WORE A RIEIEFISL IR IR T S KRB

b7 AL 4N BN AX%P EMK LK ZH#pE Ca LAt Mg

treatment pH (g/kg) (g/kg) (mg/kg)  (mgkg) (mgkg) (mg/kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg)
Tl 4.40b 25.8b 1.83a 236a 144b 386b 109b 443b 70.0b
T2 4.90a 27.5a 1.88a 240a 186a 592a 99.4b 816a 94.8a
T3 479 27.6a 1.77a 198b 143b 246¢ 154a 357b 60.8b

T R PRSI R NG TR R R R AT AR B 2 2 5 (p < 0.05)

3.2. FRILIRFEFIFEER ZMHER ARG

[ TR BRI RR (K 25 A SR L 2 Fis . T2 ACBEAN T3 ALBEH SR B AR PR R . Z=HL oK
K. BHME TR, HESGHAER . RSN S0 EAAY, TRFZER. WA TR L
BZ RIS IR ZVEIRE T B2 % 7
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Table 2. Effect of different types of soil conditioner on tobacco agronomic traits

2. PRIAETRIEFIMBER Z MR

ogil PR &1 (cm) AR SO Z£ [l (cm) A (cm) KK (em) K% (cm)
T1 108.3a 18.8a 10.0a 5.4a 69.0a 26.1a
T2 109.8a 18.6a 10.3a 5.4a 70.1a 26.9a
T3 111.5a 18.5a 10.2a 5.5a 72.8a 27.9a

T R PRSI R NG TR R SRR AT AR B 2 2 5 (p < 0.05)

3.3. ARITEEEFIFHEE SR A R

FET R B R A IR R RO IS AT TR 1), T1. T2 T3 BB RN E AR R R 57l &
2.83%- 1.90%F1 1.87%, Jitt FH T 3F8 1 3570 11 A B 75 A4k 03 256 S (K AN it R LRI I b B, T3 R0
T2 73 A EE T1 FRARTT RI5 B9 2% 33.92%1 32.86%, Jiti FH 1388 2 701 FAIG 1 M 75 A8 & A2 OWLR, (B
FH N7 A 38 H 70 1) AL BE T R A R BB E R
35
30
25
20 |
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Figure 1. Effects of different soil conditioner on tobacco bacterial wilt incidence. (Note: The different letter on the cylin-
drical graph means significant at 5%)

E 1. ARDFEEEFNRESHRARNEE. (f: SRELFEBREMNRTFEEEEER P <0.05))

KRR (%)

3.4. ARIFEFHEM 2B R0

FH 22 3 AT, Jite FH 38 R B R AL B ) 7 R 2 BH I v T AN e R EE SR A AR BE, FLrp T3 AR PR A B A
WE T AR AR AR T1, WA LIEEEN MRS ZS. T3, T2 A5 At T1 AbHE -
9.07%- 7.07%; T3 AbEEF=E L T2 AbFEIE P2 1.86%, (HEFALE,

Table 3. Effects of different soil conditioner on the quality and value of tobacco production

3. NELIRFIEFIXT R~ FRE R~ EF N

il 7 (kg/667m?) L EE WL (%) R L A5 (%) B (i/kg) A (TT/66Tm?)
Tl 158.02b 40.12b 57.54a 24.89a 3933.12b
T2 169.20ab 44.78a 53.45a 25.76a 4358.59
T3 172.36a 45.28a 53.17a 25.82a 4450.34a

T R PRSI R NG TR R SRR AT AR B 2 2 5 (p < 0.05)

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2019.911153 1094 ol


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2019.911153

B A

3.5. FREIFEFIRHEM-2 5 A R0

BI7E 3 A, AN ) SR R R e R S L e, R R B R 0 A AR B S LA 3
TEET T A, P EITC 3 22 5 . MRS S AN R s OO AN AN R, e A i 22 e S B0
RSS2SR . T3 BB, 15 4450.34 J0/667m’, L T1 XHRAHEIR S T 13.15%, EREE
(p < 0.05); T2 ™ ES T1 X HAHEB A REZER, T ALBIES 10.82%; T3 45 T2 AR
E
4. i1ig

TR AL BRI IR IR PRI R A TRy A R, TSR AR K[ 11 ). BTSRRI,
R B RO X - SRR AL AR B L IR A AR | TR R L R P R R A A (R [ 12] [13] [14],
EARRIH AR 8 AROT ALK, AhH B R 858 pH (8T B it FH
BRBLRI AR, it B AR g IR AL IR UL VR AR A B R AR, it R
Aedtm LA MR, M 25.6 ghkg FER A 27.6 g/kgs it 358 R B R A0 GE 5 4G n L R m AR AL PR LI
B HEAGT AR, BURE 134 mg/kg BEINE i 5 240 mg/kg, T2 AbFHE IR 35 B 0S4 A &
EE] 816 mg/Kg; SAVHt A L3 AEIAI L, it 3 A E R AL BE = B8R 5 7.07%~9.07%, &5
4N 296.80 JG/667Tm*~387.61 JG/667m™ . -1~ 358 i F 74 i JH - 7= e 1 D5 [R5 1 8 ) 0 4 L R B L s
TR BRI . Fe LI R A G LI ARSI OC. A LI R, e
% pH, (Rt LSA N 4k, AR TR ME IR R[5 DRIk, s BN A BB A
] B A A 02 O 7 B AN R B R 2 — (15 BB IR T B AR I R, TR T
pH, 34N 7ARPR LG, 85 MRS E, e B RPUE, R R IR 2R

5. &g

ZEMR L pH, SRR HEAERR SR PURTEAIR R~ & et L5, BE
W A5 = 2 & B3R BN(T3 LB RIBCR e, TR MBI A 7R B AR TR H L
9 pH A 38 v B4 45 L BESE0 1  SE N (A P I DA A R 5 RBORLEAT ST, FH 25 kg/667m?
MR, 3801 7 3 pH, e 1 R S ISR, RS CNEE R RSO R, SR TR R
MR, BORE, AP HENE T1 SREROROR . 5 B 5 o R AT S R A (15
J7/667m’), 5%t F B R i KR B, A R o S IS

E&WE

IR AL SRR HRITH (201544000024064),  (201744000020096) (201744000020089) .

SE

[11 SRR, B, 5, 5. ey B 5 2 A M 458 45 4 o5 KRS HT 28 [T]. 7 R e K2 2 di (SRR} 2
), 2016, 41(7): 171-176.

[2] Z=Zah, R, witte, & K HIEGAEDMBEAEE S IHEE R R ER SRR T RBRALE 2,
2013, 40(7): 72-74.

[3]1 SCE=Z, B, SRR, & R0t Eiit A VXS E AR bR T I3 B P -l s mnsem 0], Lol B4, 2015,
43(12): 81-84.

[4] Z4EE), RRER, 2250k, 2. VP Ue H 3508 8 60 0 B LA F e ma ). P 45 5 ATk
2014(5): 16-21.

[51 RB/hAE, SkIpHE, BRde, 2. of B 70 BR 1 33 A0 e 1tk B s R AR RO B B s (0], FR LR SRR, 2018,
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