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Study on Evaluation Method of Homogenization of Tobacco Leaves in Wenshan
ZHANG Li-xia, WANG Jing, YIN Hong-hui et al
Abstract
study compared the three methods of variation coefficient, variance analysis and standardized post variance analysis,and the advantages and dis-

(Wenshan Company, Yunnan Tobacco Company, Wenshan, Yunnan 663000 )
[ Objective ] The research aimed to screen data processing methods in tobacco leaves homogenization evaluation. [ Method | This

advantages of the three methods were analyzed by comparing the evaluation of homogeneity of tobacco leaves quality in Wenshan. [ Result ] The
variation coefficient method was simple and fast, but it could not compare the size and could not judge the deviation method; variance analysis
method could overcome the shortcomings of the variation coefficient method, but was too much interference ; standardized post variance analysis
could overcome the shortcomings of the above methods. The evaluation method of the variation coefficient method was quite different from the
other methods, and variance analysis method and standardized post variance analysis were basically consistent and slightly different. [ Conclu-

sion] Standardized post variance analysis can be used as an evaluation method for homogenization of tobacco leaves.
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Table 1 Variance analysis of conventional chemical indicators of tobacco leaves in different years in Wenshan Prefecture %
G Y S K H - 4 o
Year Nicotine Total sugar Reducing sugar  Tobacco leaf potassium Tobacco leaf chlorine Tobacco nitrogen
2015 1.94+0.43 28.93+3.79 24.49+2.93 1.90+0.40 0.15+0.12 1.92+0.29
2016 2.33+0.38 33.52+4.52 27.62+3.58 1.78+0.25 0.14+0.08 1.96+0.33
2017 2.12+0.39 33.39+4.13 28.64+3.62 1.81+0.36 0.13+0.05 2.01+0.49
P {f P value 0 0 0 0.24 0.13 0.59
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Table 2 Variation coefficient of conventional chemical index of tobacco leaves in different tobacco-growing counties ( cities) of Wenshan Prefecture
%

B (i) Y s 5 o st st
Counties ( cities) Nicotine Total sugar Reducing sugar ~ Tobacco leaf potassium  Tobacco leaf chlorine Tobacco nitrogen
] B4 Guangnan 19.64 15.98 11.40 18.95 55.41 13.91
JREEY; Malipo 18.39 10.51 10.72 17.04 37.40 6.38
th 3% Maguan 16.85 12.74 11.10 15.07 33.78 10.56
Frdbt Qiubei 21.59 16.29 16.51 19.17 32.37 19.32
3C1l Wenshan 20.42 10.89 13.22 13.78 57.01 13.32
PG% Xichou 12.28 18.28 14.40 15.43 40.03 12.43
ARl Yanshan 24.80 15.02 12.70 19.19 35.61 13.88
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Table 3 Variance analysis of conventional chemical index of tobacco leaves in different tobacco-growing counties  cities ) of Wenshan Prefecture

%

51 0 o £ ot e ot
Counties ( cities ) Nicotine Total sugar Reducing sugar ~ Tobacco leaf potassium  Tobacco leaf chlorine Tobacco nitrogen
J"Fg Guangnan 2.15+0.42 ab 30.65+4.90 ab 25.69+2.93 a 2.04+0.44 b 0.19+0.14 b 2.10+0.55 be
JRTEH Malipo 2.33x0.43 b 31.09+3.27 ab 25.64+2.75 a 2.00+0.34 b 0.12+0.04 a 2.06+0.13 be
5 Maguan 2.00+0.34 a 31.80+4.05 abc 26.64+2.96 ab 1.85+£0.28 ab 0.11+£0.04 a 1.77£0.19 abc
Fdb Qiubei 2.23+0.48 ab 30.68+5.00 ab 25.68+4.24 a 1.76+0.40 a 0.12+0.04 a 2.04+0.39 be
L1l Wenshan 2.11+0.43 ab 33.17+3.61 be 28.04+3.71 be 1.78+£0.25 a 0.15+0.08 ab 1.89+0.25 ab
PEE Xichou 2.18+0.27 ab 29.64+5.42 a 25.20+3.63 a 1.88+0.29 ab 0.14£0.06 ab 2.14£0.54 ¢
BRIl Yanshan 1.95+0.48 a 34.14+5.13 ¢ 29.02+3.68 ¢ 1.71+0.33 a 0.12+0.04 a 1.81+£0.25 a

TE [RSNGBk FoR 22 53 1. 2% (P<0.05)

Note; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences( P<0.05)
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Table 4 Standardized post variance analysis of conventional chemical index of tobacco leaves in different tobacco-growing counties ( cities) of Wens-

han Prefecture

H() I S 05U -4 VL MR
Counties ( cities) Nicotine Total sugar Reducing sugar ~ Tobacco leaf potassium  Tobacco leaf chlorine Tobacco nitrogen
J"Fg Guangnan 0.03+1.03 abc -0.36+0.95 a -0.39+0.78 a 0.50+1.27 b 0.57+1.52 ¢ 0.18+0.84 b
JRIEYY Malipo 0.38+1.19 ¢ -0.21+0.69 a —-0.35+0.60 a 0.57+1.12 b -0.25+0.62 ab 0.39+0.37 b
% Maguan -0.34+0.75 ab -0.06+0.80 ab -0.10+0.80 a 0.09+0.83 ab -0.42+0.58 a -0.61+0.71 a
Fdb Qiubei 0.23+1.15 be -0.32+1.14 a -0.38+1.16 a -0.05£1.09 ab -0.24+0.69 ab 0.35+1.33 b
3C1l Wenshan -0.01+0.84 abc 0.42+0.77 b 0.47+£0.92 b -0.20+0.71 a 0.27£1.21 be -0.13+0.90 ab
V4% Xichou 0.1620.59 abc -0.45+1.03 a -0.40+0.80 a 0.08+0.78 ab 0.14+0.85 abc 0.32+0.81 b
AL Yanshan -0.45+1.10 a 0.51£1.02 b 0.59+0.88 b -0.41+1.03 a -0.16+0.71 ab -0.42+0.87 a

T [JFUA RN T hER 7R 22 5 .35 (P<0.05)

Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences( P<0.05)
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Table 3 Final residue of dichlorvos in carrot

Kl REPE ARER
i) 5 BR B (STMR) KfH(HR)
Harvest Residues Median  Residual
interval mg/kg value of maximum
d residue  mg/kg
5 ND ND ,ND ND \ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.112
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND,
ND,0.010,0.043 ,0.064 ,0.088 ,0.112
7 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND, ND 0.046
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND,
ND ND 0.013,0.019,0.021,0.046
14 ND ND ,ND ND \ND ND ND \ND ND ND 0.018

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND,
ND .ND ND .ND.0.010.0.018
Fe 2GR 1200 i 1800 g a.i/hm’ JEZ5 K ALK 2~3 UG ND 45
B D BRI TR/ MG R VR BE 0.01 mg/kg
Note: The dosage was 1 200 and 1 800 g a.i./hm”, and times of application
were 2—3;ND means that the residual amount of dichlorvos in carrot
was less than the minimum detection concentration of 0.01 mg/kg
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