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Effects of Drought Stress and N Rate on Growth

and Physiological Characters of Flue- cured Tobacco
LIU Dan?, PIAO Shi- ling™, ZHENG Xian- xia', ZHENG Yan- chun*, JIN Chun- ji?
(1. Agricultural College of Yanbian University, Longjing 133400;
2. Seed Company of Hunchun city, Jilin Province, Hunchun 133300, China)

Abstract: Effect of drought stress and N rate on growth and physiological characters of flue- cured tobacco
was studied using pot- cultured * Jiyan 9’ at 5 levels of N application. The results showed that agronomic
characters of treatment E (0.6 g/kg) were better than other treatments under drought stress. Plants of
treatment D (0.45g/kg) were the best under normal water conditions. Growth of tobacco plants was decreased
when the N rate go up to 0.6g/kg. As the drought continued, net photosynthetic rate, stomatal conductance,
transpiration rate and chlorophyll content decreased step by step, but proline content increased step by step.
The results showed that photosynthesis and stress indexes of flue- cured tobacco were very sensitive to drought
stress. Comparing of all N application treatments showed that high nitrogen was propitious for flue- cured tobacco
to tolerate drought stress by the modulation of physiological process and to decrease the loss of drought.
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