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Abstract: [Objective] The experiment was carried out to study the effect of different sulfur fertiliza-
tion levels on agronomic traits and photosynthetic characteristics of flue-cured tobacco. [Method) The field
experiment was carried out using K326 as experiment material. The tested sulfur fertilization dosages were
0,50,100,150,and 200 kg/hm?. [Result] The sulfur fertilization levels had no significantly influence on
plant height and stem girth. The greatest leal area and the chlorophyll content of flue-cured tobacco were
significantly reduced in the 0 kg/hm’ level while net photosynthetic rate, transpiration rate, stomatic con-
ductance,and vapor pressure deficit were significantly lowered and the stomatic limited value, water use ef-
ficiency and intrinsic water use efficiency were significantly increased. The greatest leaf area,internode, net
photosynthetic rate, transpiration rate, stomatic conductance, and vapor pressure deficit significantly in-

creased in the level of 50 kg/hm* and 100 kg/hm?. Thus, the levels of 50 kg/hm* and 100 kg/hm® could
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promote the growth,development and photosynthesis of flue-cured tobacco. Further increase of sulfur fer-
tilization resulted in decrease of these parameters. [Conclusion) Absorption of nutrition of crop was influ-
enced by soil condition,climate in farmland,and crop characteristics. The sulfur fertilization should be ap-
plied in the plant-tobacco soil even if the available sulfur content of soil was close to the upper limit of suit-
able range. The suitable sulfur fertilization dosages were 50— 100 kg/hm®.
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Table 1 Nitrogen, potassium, phosphorus and sulfur amounts for the different sulfur treatments kg/hm®
R A 5B BT BiLAC
Level of sulfur Nitrogen fertilization Calcium-magnesium Sulfur fertilization
fertilization NH,NO; KNO; phosphate fertilization (NH,),S0, K, SO,
0 215. 20 322.34 666.67 0 0
50 277.70 164. 53 666.67 0 271.89
100 340. 20 6.72 666.67 0 543.75
150 223.18 0 666. 67 197. 47 555. 32
200 98.18 0 666.67 403. 72 555.32
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M1 2% 2 T LU L 96 400 1% Bk o 0 25 A il i
50 kg/hm® Hf 35 B e KA L 78 i B 24 100~ 200
kg/hm?® I} o [ il A 2 114 38 0 175 22 T R L (H 4% b 2R
[i] 2 5 B R 8 30 S 3 AKOF- o R R Y TR B o i A
) 358 10 % T B LAAS il Ak PR R K L I 3 o T A
i 200 kg/hm” 4b B, 5 K 11 5 K i T AR 7E it A A
50 5 100 kg/hm” 4b #fl i) 22 55 O & 35, (H 35 g 2%
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Table 2 Effects of different S treatments on the agronomic characteristics of flue-cured tobacco

Tt % i/ (kg « hm™#) B 55 /cm 2l /em A R/ em R AR/ em?
Level of sulfur fertilization Plant height Stem girth Internode The greatest leaf area
0 147.67419.73 a 7.4040.31 a 9.04+1.0 a 1 265.5654.51 be

50 151.67412.22 a 8.78+0.27 a 8.7+0.6 a 1514.28482.00 a
100 147.6749.07 a 8.64+0.67 a 8.3+1.5a 1 385.97+72.06 ab

150 145.6749.87 a 7.73+0.65 a 7.340.6 ab 1178.53+89.18 ¢

200 131.33414.47 a 7.6840.26 a 6.04+1.0b 1174.71435.28 ¢

TE « [ 0B e bn A [ /ING 52 8 25 7R 22 53k P<<0. 05 35 K-,

Note:Data with different lowercase letters in the same column mean significant difference at P<Z0. 05 level.
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Fig. 1 Effects of different S treatments on chlorophyll in flue-cured tobacco leaves
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Fig. 2 Effects of different S treatments on photosynthetic parameters in flue-cured tobacco leaves
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d. ZERi R ity 0~ 150 kg/hm® B}, WUE i jiti i it
(14 38 o i B ARG, {H it Bt B2 24 200 kg/hm® i WUE X
WET R, MR 0 F1 200 kg/hm® b3 ) WUE
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Pu (R R A 5T 45 9 2 0L R [ it B i X
A B ok ven 25 ] 52 e AN K 5 I vt o s ) 1 R Y
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50~150 kg/hm?® &b B 5 K 1) 1 ' A 3 % (P LA
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4 AR BR L HE 3 45 40 B 2 R) 25 SO 3L RS R
i WUE 1 WUE: 1€ B R FRE R I i A2 L e 35 5
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