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Abstract

Effect of different Soil and Plant Analyzer Development (SPAD) value on weight of single leaf,
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economic benefit, chemical components, appearance quality and sensory quality of cutter
leaves of flue-cured tobacco was studied in the paper. The results showed that when SPAD val-
ue was 16 - 25, the average price, ratio of high grade leaves, the output value were the highest;
chemical components were coordinated; the appearance quality and sensory quality of flue-cured
tobacco were the best. Timely and early harvesting was beneficial to increase weight of cutter
single leaf.
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1. 518

TP 2 A5 00 T e o . B A 50k, o o e A A R ) D R R[] MR T B2 38 A TR R
A BB T 25 2 M o SO R 8 0 [ S bR TR B — B R 3%, R B E R .
S S AN R A2 2 T MR o i 22 DN 2 T ) i R R, AR ORUE A 6 S R e et o A Tk e
PERIRTHR[2] 0 72 R S5 [3]RF TN, BRSO M o5t J0 P TR o 8 R A 7= AR BA T STk /3.
T L P RS 280 FEE S OB P it e AR e F AR - ol B S LR [4] [5] [6]. SRWGERG, )2 S B M4 )5
HFERE 2, AR EAR S, DURRE SR . by RIS R, R B AR, TR
Fob, SRR SR E BAES R[], BHARG HBUE R N TEE RS AR R TR VPR A 2 S
By MR KPR T FenT FHE[8] [9]. A ff MR il 5, LA Jedr . e tE B . N TEL
RO U, R R [10] [11] [12] [13] [14]. dEJLAER, B Tkt EEEHE TR, Rl s
R T SR IE IR [15] 0 ABRES DAAS AR USUSC# BE SPAD NN 2, WA H0 % 00 K326 Hrifi 2
Graasfebe . Ry AP VPRI, DUSRTS e iR O SPAD 15 .

2. MR5H%E
2.1, KR

2.1.1. WIGHb R4

WRIG AT THR R A F T IR RS £ 05, TAERAT 1.33 km?, K 267 >k, 3N
Bet, LJRJERE 20 cm A4, HITEAKAS, HBGHREDE, AP, JommE s, g haE, K
30 M T 38 97 /R pH5.19, A ML 37.51 glkg. THAFZA 154.24 mg/kg. KT 10.66 mg/kg. HEZHH 69.22
mg/kg. 7KV 5.42 mg/kg. ARG 376.67 mg/kg. A2k EE 63.12 mg/kg.

2.1.2. RIE @mF
TRIG A FR A K326, 1 H A 8 A R A =) AR R R P43 BT A

2.1.3. HEE=FAR
YR (R P TR A P2 SR B AR R ) HR AR S8 it VO P . AP 25 5 AT FE 1.20 m, #kFE 0.48 m.
2019 £ 3 A 3 Hitkir 4k, 5 H 18 HITTH, MACHRM-55 1) J5 s bk B -4 13~14 Fr.
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2.1.4. BerEFEH

HEHUREMACH ST, KRB REMNE, MR REE I3, s, AARRER DS
MR 25 AR B R AL — B R AT B . AR KA B4 0 HY -D R MR I B 42 fh A8 X 06 4 (4
AT T ST USRI A 7] A5

22. MW

2.2.1. Wit

R E 3 AMEEE, 4 REH . KH SPAD-502Plus M4 2 e A (F L6 % = A BHEU R A R 2
Al A, R R SR I RUE, e S AR R

CM1: 10<SPAD ff <16; CM2: 16 <SPAD ff <25; CM3: 25<SPAD{f <35.

TR ISFE 5 12 SN E T 4 50, B 130 Jr), e B A R I 2 W 5% 1 P B
TERIEALE . B T2 B R R AR AT A

2.22. MBEAEILEHTE

1) S E AN G R ST o AR S MR A AT AR, oF B F B R AR [ bR v GB2635-92
ST A, Goit RSB, RS $4, A 666.7 m? PSR AE . WA R 4%
CE R ol 3 1] SRR B S Jey K F- 2019 A AR I AT 40 5 JERCSRE PR ) 4T o

2) AR T H SR I 25 2 R A 1 kg, LSRR b o BRI S SR E SRR i
B IR RV BRI E SR R LA BT LG G JERE A BR) PR L (O R B L RE) . U
Eb (A S0 RR0) IR A= P AR B e T Bk

3) ST E VI . ARSI E bR GB2635-92 (IE1T) AB (. A, Z54. S iy, 5%
FEARAE RS MRS S VPN AR bR, A% HR CRE P AR 0BT B IRAT SE R M2 BT AN =R . &
BVRECE 23 5 B, (2.5) A (2.5) T 4ER9(1.0). S 43(L.0). Hi53(2.0). FFE(L.0).

4) RN TR . B AL FRE S I C3F 2548 4% 1.5 kg, MAE (NY/YCT002-2001 J5 I Ko 55 % % B
WY BATVRAN .
2.2.3. BEah

FIH Excel2010 X J5 4G e 1 5% (A dE 7 8 38, FIFH SPSS19.0 #EAT i Gtit4r 1. KA Duncan
WIRE M ZEFAT T 200, /NS 7R a by ¢ FRE 5% E (S X H], 5%5EE KT

3. &R5118
3.1. FAIEE R ER S S

fEe 1 wrgn, EAEPEJTIE, CM2>CM3 > CM1, 1A Rl SRS sl kIR SRS rT 42 2 vh 38 - AR 7E
SOPERA ERE T, AR, S ACFEAE A, R L A EBREL T, CM2 I AiE.

Table 1. Chemical components of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments
= 1 BLEERRHEER S

Ak TR % EpE% B HE% HRE% % BB L
cm1 1.94 33.94 25.93 1.68 2.45 1337 0.87
CcMm2 2.27 33.65 23.21 2.18 2.39 10.22 0.96
CM3 2.16 3291 24.92 1.84 221 1154 0.85
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3.2. HAIRRERIAM SN BRI

FH2¢ 2 AT, S AbER 4% I AU B CM2 > CM3 > CM1, CM2 AbFE [ 4005 B T EAN 1545 B
B TFE bR BRI, CML AR B 2.

g

’

Table 2. Appearance quality of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments

2. BAEEFEMSNRE

AP e B W 4k L2gi) T2y @ #it
CMm1 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.4 4.2c
CMm2 2.4 2.4 0.9 0.9 1.6 0.8 9.0a
CM3 2.0 2.0 0.6 0.6 13 0.6 7.1b

vE: Duncan’s HiEZMZEE, /NEGFRERR 0.05 KFZF(TH).

3.3. &ZAIEEE R R E R R ETEN

3 WRIEL, SAPRREE S M R E R & CM2 > CM3 > CM1, CM2 LB fm, &
B ERIUONGEEL . AL PhREL . 2450 BN . RRETIE, CML BB PEROSUR B 2 .

Table 3. Sensory quality of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments

3. BAEBEFEHRETTFREE

YOt 5 (6) F5(36) i (6) Z%5(16) J A (16) R(20) &43(100)
CM1 2 10 2 5 4 5 28¢c
CM2 5 32 5 13 13 15 83a
CM3 3 20 3 9 8 10 53b

3.4, BABREFYA

¥ 4 w50, P77 & F, CM1 > CM2 > CM3; ¥/ £, CM2 > CM1 > CM3; /*{i I, CM2 > CM1 > CM3;
ML F, CM2 > CM1 > CM3.

Table 4. Economic character indexes of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments
R 4. BAIRHE RN EF RIS RR

hbp 7= H/kgl666.7 m? ¥iir1tikg P2 {E/7T/666.7 m? A% I LE 51l 1%
CcM1 131.7a 26.5b 3490.05b 63.3b 36.7
CM2 128.6b 29.2a 3755.12a 69.8a 30.2
cMm3 118.5¢ 23.2¢ 2749.20c 60.1c 39.9

35 HAEEMELLE

4 5 AT LLE Y, S5 )5 1, CML [ B B 5 i, CM2 IR, & Ab B ) B 8K /Ny CML > CM2 >
CM3, i SPAD fEAK, K 5 MR- s 8 R R

Table 5. Single leaf weight of flue-cured tobacco in different treatments

5 BLEEFEMBME

QbR C3F (g/H)
cMm1 9.97a
CM2 9.63a
CcMm3 8.81b
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4. &iL511ie

ANTF] SPAD L% HH 8 I FH ) SR SO B2 (52 43 531y 10 < SPAD fH. < 16, H1H 50%~60%3% 75 £,
FHkAE H 1/2~2/3; 16 < SPAD . < 25, M-1H 70%~80% ¥ ¢ 2, = Bk 4% (4 2/3; SPAD 18 26~35, - Tf 80%~90%
WM, T 23 LA, 25 <SPAD {f <36, M 90%LL Eik#E M, FHKFEALH.

SPAD fH 16~25, ¥t FEEMHELGI . e i m, PWAEAL SR B, 6 e AR S 0o AR B PP
JRERLF, SRR R TR e B B R I A B R B 2 . R R AR S AR R
WIS AR 066 J MRt A0 W0 B, T SRS w3 i e AU TR B R R S I I SRS B IR SR SR
E s IRFERSURLF: HER R Pl & R ER S, RWREFIE, (FRATWEE, #=EERIL
1) e S PP A TR AR AL

E&WE

A N =) B O T 4 | BRI H (NYK2018-06-03) Bk 78 o 4 Mk A5 PR 57 4T 2 =) BHB 35 H
(BA000-ZB19010).
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