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Abstract

Two varieties were provided to study the density on yield and quality of upper cured leaves by
randomized block design. The results showed that the yield and output value of K326 increased
with the increase of planting density, the highest level of T3 (1300 plants/667 m2?) was 80 kg/667
m? and 1966.95 Yuan/667 m?, which was higher than other treatments up to 6.7 - 15.5 kg and
163.44 - 311.74 Yuan. The average price and the high grade rate are decreasing trend, and the
highest level of T1 was 25.68 Yuan/kg and 45.4% respectively, which was higher than other
treatments up to 1.08 Yuan/kg and 6.4 - 13 points, and except for the average price of T2 and T3,
the other treatments are significantly different. With the increase of density, Guiyan 2 showed sig-
nificant difference in economic traits except for the high grade rate T1 and T2. The overall per-
formance of chemical components of K326 and Guiyan 2 was in line with the requirements of Chi-
nese tobacco; the quality of the evaluation was the highest with T2 scores of 60.9 points and 59.32
points respectively, which was 0.5 - 1.8 points and 0.66 - 0.68 points higher than other treatments.
The results also showed that the economic traits and quality of K326 were more affected by
planting density than that of Guiyan 2. Therefore, for the upper leaves, the propose density of
K326 is 1100 - 1300 plants/667 m? and Guiyan 2 is 900 - 1100 plants/667 mz2.
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AR LT X B MEE B P, RANLX AR, BT BASRFA R R B 5 L
RPN, SRR EHEZEEEN, K3265FBEMERRINES, T3RHESHIN80 kg/667 m2fl
1966.9575/667 m2, BWIHAMAIEE6.7~15.5 kgf163.44~311.747T; B A_EEHER N WD,
T15R 2 5825.687C /kgi45.4%, BHABAFEE1.0870 /kgf6.4~13 B4 1, BRIIMHIT25T34h,
HepHERRE. E2SHEBERN, BRESHEETISET2X0.058E 2R, HAKFERERA
B#&. K326, RH2S &AM ZRS BARIITRFEPHEER; WWRREYUT2HE&E, 2508
60.95)M159.324y, BHAMFEH0.5~1.85r#10.66~0.685 . BFFRLEFIERM, K326LFF MR PRRR
EZFEEYHNEERNTRE2S. FHit, RS LHH~ENSERENS, K326 UHEEEA
1100~1300%k/667 m2, HJH2S =M EE N1100%/667 m2,
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1. 5|

FENR R EEMGTHEY), HPe P e dhRh . R s 2 R R[] [2]; bt 2 A=)
P R B AL [2], Bl b ANSOMARRRE, L o B B s R, T AR 4
PRS2 RIPE RS DR AR Y DRI, G fi] AR e b o et gl S A5 W L 2
B N E AR, IR B BORRE 3] [4] [S]. H AT SRR MR AIE R BT SR
[41-[9], T FEXS _EARI ™ B A BT FE[10], JCHOR ST 2 5 R 88 FE 0 #6 f _E AR AR 7 BT S0 e
FRAMIE[11]. KL, BT K326 M5 2 S#E S L RIESCR, BN ERE R BRI R
HER LIRS

2. IRlE A&
2.1, REEP Rt S

PR Rl S 2 50 K326, IRk A A .
I R BN BT R T LA R KA, Ak 1259 m, R T # e R U, SRR 14°C, 4R
B 9 E 1091 mm~1414 mm, XK S TIH, HESRRUOG TR, R HhaE, BIE oK, Jojm B A A S
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2.2. WEE

WA S A% B 3 MR, T1: 900 #£/667 m2, T2: 1100 #£/667 m?. T3: 1300 #£/667 m?, FEALIX
Higil, EE 3K, #£18 1M X. 478 1.1 m, FREES 54 0.67 m. 055 m F1 0.47 m. A5G 32 X
NFT TG A RO 1 213 6 -,

2.3. EEHIEFAR

4 H 25 HEFE R, MEE: Mgl N 7.0 kg/667 m?, N:P,0s:K,0 Jy 1:1:2.5, it 20 v, A&
PR, =B vt ARk B AR 2 2 M e S R R B 7 7T

24. MEMBER*

241 FRRE
)5 A 42 2[5 b (GB 2635-92)%f %% AbFEKE JE MR REAT 0 4, FFRS SR LARE, Siitir . ME.
fire EEFHA . Erp AR,

2.4.2. WERSD

HRO RIS AL AR 0.5 kg, TESTMIR2AMEYIREF S0 5 AT (b 2200 0 HT, HRBCR:
LA TE[L2]E, S ECRH YRS B [13], SBE. 8 JEURE R FH A IR L k[ 14100
A RSB R F 25 B [A5]005 ,  BR (A R (Bl e, R A K e BE T [16] W

2.4.3. WERSEETEN

KR A FEAR A S A EHEAT AL, BI: P = YCi*Pi, JLrh P 8fb st il tbde %, Ci N i
ML AR R A, PUNEE | MR FEFR AT BUE[17]
2.4.4. VERRE

PR 5 BRI 22 A RE 0.5 kg, IEREE SN B AR O BT % . K e T H
TR 10 4y AR 10 45, WK 12 40, BB 10 4 35k 8 43 JRERIE O 3. AK€ 6 4y, M4y T5 4.
2.45. B2

KF Excel 2007, DPS #Fi#4T .

3. ZRESR
3.1 FERE NG LM 25 IR
B2 1B, EARRKTE RN, %R0 PSS G B m A m, BRI
(1) K326: By r=a& 5 (E bl B i 23 ini&ss, DL T3 &, AMEEEREE; BWihE %
AU B % PG N S N ke, DT &es, BRI T2 5 T3 BREERAN, Rk & %R
(2) B2 5. BRESRTIRSS T3RREERIN, HR IR % B AL % 25 .
(3) K326 P&t P I« 1A R A B 1] A5 43 14 15.5 kg/667 mP. 311.74 JG/667 m*, 1.1 Ji/kg.
13 ANE A, B T30 2 519 1.5 kg/667 m®. 18.84 Jt/667 m?. 0.72 ju/kg. 6.1 NE 4, HH
K326 X % FEEREC T 2 574, B 2 5 0 B I R PR B A
3.2. FER R xRS _E R R S RO RN
R F MR I R, AR TS 2 5N H R L R R « R 2.5%~3.5% . % 2.0%~2.6%,

DOI: 10.12677/hjas.2020.103019 129 At


https://doi.org/10.12677/hjas.2020.103019

Az %

FET 9%~11%, A HEBHEEI>T%, SFF 16%~22%, i&EHE 14~18%, MibEL>0.8, %Wt 0.6~0.8,
PEDILL 5~9. HI3E 2. 3 3 W40,

Table 1. Economic properties of upper leaves
= 1 TRILEEE LM

Ryl LbE R R (kg/667 m?) P (75/667 mP) B (TTlkg) AR (%)
T1 64.5¢ 1655.21¢ 25.68a 45.4a
K326 T2 73.3b 1803.51b 24.60b 39.0b
T3 80.0a 1966.95a 24.58b 32.4c
T1 74.5a 1859.94a 24.96a 59.2a
S 2 5 T2 74.8a 1841.10a 24.60a 55.0ab
T3 76.0a 1841.61a 24.24a 53.1b

VE: a. by ¢ ERP<0.05 FH,

Table 2. Chemical composition of upper tobacco leaves

%= 2. NEIRLEREF LA L E RS

AR OE ) RE%) Erm©e) DRI w00 remon  mim GURKE R

(%)
Tl 3.47a 3.38a 11.23a 8.32a 23.08b 21.22¢ 0.92a 0.97a 6.12c
K326 T2 3.28a 3.15b 9.57b 8.13a 25.12a 22.45b 0.89a 0.96a 6.84b
T3 2.95b 3.08b 9.12¢c 8.35a 25.7a 24.17a 0.94a 1.04a 8.19a
Tl 3.46a 3.43a 10.85a 8.35a 22.53c 21.12c 0.94a 0.99a 6.10c
W2 5 T2 3.24b 3.35a 10.14b 7.52b 24.62b 22.78b 0.93a 1.04a 7.03b
T3 2.95¢ 2.81b 8.86¢ 6.85¢ 25.8a 24.65a 0.96a 0.95a 8.36a

Table 3. Chemical composition and coordination score of the upper leaves (unit: score)

= 3. FRILEEEF LM UERD &M (EA: 5)

Qb3 K326 T2 5
T1 63.25b 64.39b
T2 65.24a 64.87b
T3 65.52a 67.87a

T ZRATPOTCUSE B, RJRRE. BEBREL . SR 5 BURARIEAT IR, 200 86 7. VEAY. B BRALIZEIAL B

(1) PSSP IEIAG 22 o ZE AN K, HL A A3 B AR A R AR AL o

(2) MHmE. SR RO SRR RN R RS, TS S JERE S B AR . A i R E)
TERAMAPRIAFE, K326 AEREEMAK, SH0H 2 502 NEEH.

(3) ME. EBE. IR RES B, R U R R LR . AR AR bR B B[R] G A
7, ARSEH R B A 2 (A AL BT ) B R

(4) R ERE TRy K326 LA T2, T3 B & T T1, 52 S0 T3 W& mT T2, T1.

ZRERE, K326 5l 2 =AM BHEAK FIEONER, T4RE VRS K326 LL T2, T3 AT EE JyHrif,
SO 2 5 LA T3 AR .
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3.3. FEEENERE LR R BRI

H 2 4 B A

(1) K326 F LA T2, T3 RILELF, MZ0KRLA T1. T2 RIUELF, ZeSFIRIEMELL T2, T3 RIRLT,
SRR, T2 R AT ST 2 5okE, & T3 RINBUF, oWk T2 RINELF, HA5 Rk
T2 5 T3 RINEAFHh, HRIEIRZERAK, PRI BL T2 RILAHX b

(2) PEASERFRIRD, K326 VRIAFSrAEMEJy 1.8 4, S 2 BAEMEIL A 0.68, BN K326 52 %
B 2 55 Si4h, K326 PEBS TR 2 5, 1] K326 YR ERSAR T 5 2 5.

kT

&

i

Table 4. The quality of upper tobacco leaves was evaluated after different treatments
=4 FNEIBRE R L BAHTRERE

LY Wb FAFL0) FAE0) FZPR(12)  ARA(0)  FIEME0) k@)  MRBEME©Q)  Kfa6)  H4r(75)

Tl 7.22 7.24 8.00 7.24 7.12 7.28 9.00 6.00 59.10

K326 T2 7.56 7.68 8.02 7.42 7.68 7.54 9.00 6.00 60.90
T3 7.48 7.68 7.86 7.48 7.46 7.48 9.00 6.00 60.44

Tl 7.22 7.12 7.24 6.98 7.24 7.86 9.00 6.00 58.66

T2 5 T2 7.18 7.20 7.78 7.02 7.24 7.90 9.00 6.00 59.32
T3 7.32 7.24 7.32 6.68 7.08 8.00 9.00 6.00 58.64

4. ZiL5itie

1) FEARKTEEA, K326 75, P a5 2 BN 5 &5, (BS540 A0 E SR 2 0 AH B s
F b A R SR R IV A S R EER, VEIRR AR T2 IS is. Sl 2 SPPIi & L
T2 RIUELF, MEFFER . B 523 FE R AN K, Ut B SRR K326 17 5 0 25 P58 110 3 7 B i
BARKE, B BRI, K326 FRRMESE EELE 900 FR/667 m? ISR BRI, R PAE.
SRRy VP SIS LA 1300 #1667 m? B RILEAT: SN 2 5 R % BEAE 900~1100 /667 m? A E .
{8 Z520R B DUEAT, TI7E 1300 FR/667 m? i Y 7E B B AR KT IE U748 . AR M P25 18, BULZIHIX K326
Tl 2 £}y 1100~1300 #4/667 m?, $7H 2 5 %5 Ay 900~1100 #4/667 m”.

2) TUMH 2 S ARTHEIR SRR I T K326, IX A 52 5% 5t A 1) AR KRR AL B R AT G, AHXT T K326,
SO 2 5K TSR R . O G (1] TV S DA K326 RILH LT, XAl EES K326 i E
PEA 2R[3] [10]»

3) (EAIRINIEE N, K326 bR 5 = EbE % FE S R i i, X525 [10] i R ARG — %
)& itk, A5 KWLM FRERE —w %R, HIEFRTRSESERA R K326 FHMESNIE
B LRI TTIAFAES — € MAYIA Y, BRI Fi g FFEA s R, Ui B 72 i & 5 5521
S B AT BB AT A& s A AN NSO 2 538 B (O A 25 FE >l 960~1000 #£/667 m? [1], X5 A
TREG T4 R 1100 #R/667 m° 77E— € 22 57, R R 32 B ACRE A AT X 3 m -2 T i f 5%

4) A FAETF BT X FATH T, SRS % .
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