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Abstract

In order to clarify the suitable harvesting mode of flue-cured tobacco (variety Yunyan 87) after
inapplicable leaf removal, the effects of different harvesting methods on the internal substance
metabolism, energy consumption, output value benefit and sensory quality of flue-cured tobacco
during curing process were studied. The results showed that with harvesting times, the metabol-
ism of total sugar and reducing sugar in the middle leaves was promoted, and the degradation of
starch was accelerated. Compared with the control (six harvesting times), the energy consumption
of five harvesting times was reduced by 4.9%, the proportion of top-grade and orange tobacco in-
creased by 3.4% and 2.1%, respectively. The smoke strength, concentration and aftertaste of the
middle leaves and tobacco combustibility were improved significantly in five harvesting times test
group. It can be seen that using five times of harvesting and flue-curing for the whole plant is bet-
ter than other modes.
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Table 1. Picking and baking times and specific requirements for each treatment
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Figure 1. Changes of total sugar content in middle leaves during tobacco baking
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Figure 2. Changes of total sugar content in upper leaves during tobacco baking
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Figure 3. Changes of starch content in middle leaves during tobacco baking
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Figure 4. Changes of starch content in upper leaves during tobacco baking
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Figure 5. Changes of reducing sugar content in middle leaves during tobacco baking
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Figure 6. Changes of reducing sugar content in upper leaves during tobacco baking
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Table 2. Comparisons of labor and energy consumption for each treatment
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/hm?) /hm?) /hm?) /hm?) (& /hm?) (kg/hm®) (JG/hm?)
VY R 20.25 6.60 420 31.05 392.25 3459.60 7353.75
VUK T fs 20.55 6.90 435 31.80 387.45 3348.75 7385.40
FHUCRI 20.85 6.75 450 32.10 376.65 3277.35 7372.80
INUCKA 22.80 7.05 5.25 35.10 370.35 3182.55 7752.00
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Table 3. Comparison of output value benefits of different treatments after tobacco baking

3. BB R S EY LR

s REELLGY%  REEELE% Rl HEEEe  EERIEEe AR E1%
VYRR 51.24% 86.46% 7.70% 1.02% 1.13% 97.46%
VYR Ti)% 55.81% 90.24% 6.55% 0.75% 0.67% 97.35%
FLICRL 56.22% 92.74% 5.46% 0.97% 0.86% 97.18%
NUCKH 54.35% 90.87% 6.87% 1.04% 1.06% 96.19%
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Table 4. Comparison of sensory quality after baking in different treatments
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P4V A 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.5 8.0 7.0 8.0 7.5 7.5 63.5
VUK 0% 6.0 6.5 7.0 7.0 6.5 6.0 6.5 7.0 7.5 60.0
e TR 6.5 6.5 7.5 8.0 8.0 7.5 8.0 8.0 8.0 68.0
v/l 7.5 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.0 67.5
Y VR A 5.5 6.0 8.5 7.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.5 59.5
VUK 0% 6.5 7.0 8.0 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.5 8.0 7.5 64.5
I
HUCRIL 6.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 75 8.0 75 6.5 8.5 65.5
INUCRNL 6.0 6.5 8.5 7.5 6.5 6.0 8.0 6.0 7.5 62.5
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