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Abstract [ Objective] To screen out yellow sun-cured tobacco varieties suitable for tobacco planting in Guangdong Province. [ Method ] Three
new sun-cured tobacco varieties, Daye Qinggeng, 81-26, and Xiaoye Qinggeng, were tested in the field to investigate the differences in agro-

(1. Technology Center of Tobacco Production of Guangdong/Nanxiong Tobacco

nomic, economic, physical properties, chemical constituents, sensory quality and other indicators. [ Result ] Among the three tested yellow
sun-cured tobacco varieties, 81—26 had better agronomic characteristics, and the plant height, stem circumference and maximum leaf area
were better than other varieties; the economic characteristics of Daye Qinggeng were best, the yield and output value were 1 612. 56 kg/hm’
78 483. 30 yuan/hm”, which were significantly better than 81-26 and Xiaoye Qinggeng, and the appearance quality was the best. The con-
tents of total sugar and reducing sugar of Xiaoye Qinggeng were the highest, and the total alkaloid and total potassium of 81-26 were higher.
The chemical constituents of different sun-cured tobacco varieties were relatively coordinated. In terms of industrial evaluation, the stem-con-
taining rate of 81-26 was lower, and the industrial applicability was better. The inhalation quality of Daye Qinggeng was best, which is char-
acterized by moderate concentration, full aroma, less odor. [ Conclusion] Among the three yellow sun-cured tobacco varieties, Daye Qinggeng

was most suitable for planting in Nanxiong, Guangdong Province.
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Table 1 Agronomic characteristics of different sun-cured tobacco varieties
o s o i WA e ED)
Variety Plant height Leaf Leaf length Ma)flmum Leaf f;rea Stem circumference
cm number cm leaf width//cm cm cm
K48 Daye Qinggeng 103.83 a 16.17 b 52.83 b 25.50 a 854.83 b 9.28 a
81-26 106.17 a 16.00 b 56.33 a 26.17 a 935.29 a 9.35a
/N4 Xiaoye Qinggeng 89.63 b 17.63 a 47.32 ¢ 22.13 b 664.44 ¢ 8.67b

T : RIS NG FRFRIRTE 0. 05 /K225 B3

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 2 Economic characteristics of different sun-cured tobacco varieties

. 7 ! AR L o L A L) [y
Variety Yleld7 Outl)ut Vazlue Proportion of upper Proportion of middle Avelgge price
: kg/hm* J5/hm tobacco//% and upper tobacco//% Ju/'kg
KM-F 45 Daye Qinggeng 1612.56 a 78 483.30 a 52.36 a 97.36 a 48.67 a
81-26 1533.78 b 72271.72 b 53.12a 93.16 a 47.12 ab
/NHE AR Xiaoye Qinggeng 1379.62 ¢ 62 262.25 ¢ 50.67 a 92.61 a 45.13 b

T [FFUAR RV NG FRERIRAE 0. 05 KF 2853 B3

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 3 Appearance quality of raw tobacco of different sun-cured tobacco varieties

T (0,22

B A i A , - LGNS biify 7454 S IS5y
. . - Leaf chromatic - .
Location Variety Colour Maturity . Intensity Oil component  Structure Boby Total score
aberration

C3 KA 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.5 7.0 50.0

JINI-E A 7.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 7.0 47.0

81-26 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 49.0

B2 K- A 7.0 7.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 49.5

JINIH- A 6.0 6.5 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.0 46.5

81-26 6.5 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 48.5
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Table 4 Chemical constituents of tobacco leaves of different sun-cured tobacco varieties

i i b wE s " A ] B L

Location Variety Total sugar Reducing sugar Total alkaloid  Chlorine ion  Total nitrogen  Potassium Pote'issmm. bugar-.base
% % % % % % chlorine ratio ratio

C3 K5 26.82 b 16.64 b 1.66 b 0.12a 1.66 a 1.66 b 13.83 b 10.00 a

JINH- A 29.23 a 19.30 a 1.72 ab 0.13 a 1.68 a 1.68 b 12.92 b 11.22 a

81-26 26.65 b 15.26 b 1.82a 0.10 b 1.62a 2.26 a 22.60 a 8.35b

B2 PNUNELid 20.11b 14.65 b 2.53b 0.16 a 1.94 a 1.60 b 10.00 b 5.77b

N 25.21 a 18.11 a 2.48 b 0.14 b 1.96 a 1.62 b 11.57 ab 7.30 a

81-26 20.82 b 14.23 b 2.74 a 0.14 b 2.06 a 1.88 a 13.43 a 5.18b

T [AFANF/NG FRERIRTE 0. 05 K225 8

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 5 Physical properties of different sun-cured tobacco varieties
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Location Variety Leaf length Ma)flmum Leaf z;rea Thickness Slngle leaf Stalk rate Pulling force Elongation
cm leaf width//cm cm mm weight /g % N %

C3 K- A 48.79 ab 22.03 a 681.99 ab 0.2002 b 7.453 b 26.88 b 4.04 a 7.45a

JINI-FE A 45.34 b 19.67 b 565.87 b 0.2122 a 6.623 ¢ 32.42 a 4.34 a 4.11b

81-26 50. 66 a 23.64 a 759.88 a 0.2003 b 8.842 a 24.77 ¢ 3.08b 4.42b

B2 pNURCT ] 43.09 b 16.77 b 458.50 b 0.226 4 b 9.542 b 29.42 b 4.36 a 3.47b

JINIH-E A 40.33 ¢ 15.15b 387.68 b 0.2312 a 8.363 ¢ 34.12 a 4.52 a 3.35b

81-26 47.07 a 20.01 a 597.62 a 0.211 6 ¢ 10.619 a 27.93 ¢ 3.93b 4.04 a

T : RIS NG FRFRIRTE 0. 05 /K225 B3

Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 6 Sensory quality evaluation results of raw tobacco of different sun-cured tobacco varieties

o ; . = ik P ; SRR Bk
s S e B TR o Sl gk SR
. . . Quality of Volume of Offensive . Sensory quality
Location Variety Richness Strength Irritancy Aftertaste
aroma aroma taste score
c3 81-26 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.00 6.00 70. 55
K- A 5.94 5.69 6.50 6.38 6.38 6.06 6.25 70. 58
N A 6.05 5.84 6.13 6.17 5.98 5.82 5.97 67.25
B2 81-26 6.43 6.21 6.29 6.43 6.14 5.86 5.86 68. 64
KA 6.36 6.21 6.43 6.64 6.21 5.71 5.93 69.75
JINH- A 6.21 6.14 6.29 6.29 6.07 5.93 5.93 68. 41
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