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Table 1 Effect of different mulching measures on accumulation of starch content of fresh lower leaf %

B G m[@) /d Days after transplanting

Li3:

Treatment 30 40 50 60 70
A 1.4 9.9 24.9 25.6 26. 9
B 10.9 8.9 24. 6 24.5 25.4
C 11. 8 7.2 21.2 21.3 18.4
D 9.2 4.3 23.9 27.5 26. 2
E 8.1 5.6 26.5 27.6 24.6
F 7.1 7.1 26.2 27.1 25.5
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Table 2 Analysis of variance of starch content of fresh leaf in different positions

mi TR . F i e pE
Position Source S8 4 MS F-value P-value
T ot 4t [E] Between treatments 39.79 5 7.96 1. 66 0. 190
Lower ff 35/ Between stages 1 968. 61 4 492.15 102.71°* 0. 000

leaf #3% Error 95. 83 20 4.79

4+ HE] Between treatments 27.50 5 5.50 0. 90 0. 496
g:ng?:i i 3418 Between stages 2 285.93 5 457.19 74.89" " 0. 000
"% Error 152. 62 25 6.11
4P H] Between treatments 279.16 5 55.83 5.69" " 0. 001
ey
Upper i #A] Between stages 3 957. 32 7 565. 33 57.66" " 0. 000
leaf ® % Error 343.17 35 9.81

v » BREHOOIBBEKE, FTH.

Note: * * indicating significant difference a1 1% level. The next same.
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Table 3 Effect of different mulching measures on accumulation of starch content of fresh cutters %

i 5=

MR JG R /d Days alter transplanting

Treatment 30 40 50 60 70 80
A 15.0 8.6 22.9 26.9 27.7 24.9
B 12.0 8.7 23.7 25.1 27.9 26.2
c 11.6 6.8 1.9 25. 4 27.0 26.9
D 9.9 5.2 24.0 25.0 25.6 26.9
E 8.6 4.6 25.3 26.2 26.2 27.3
F 9.7 6.3 24. 4 26. 2  28.0 24.9
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Table 4 Effect of different mulching measures on accumulation of starch content of fresh upper leaf %
I ] FH 5 KB /d Days alter transplanting
Treatment 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
A 13.1 7.9 24.3 31.0 31.9 31.2 31.8 29.8
B 9.7 8.7 20. 3 29.3 31.6 31.8 31.4 29.9
C 9.2 7.1 8.5 '27.5 32.2 30. 8 29.9 26. 8
D 9.4 8.0 13.1 19. 1 31.4 31.5 30.7 29.1
E 8.8 6.8 9.2 14.5 28.9 29.4 28.5 25.3
F 10.8 6.3 9.0 12.4 28.8 28.7 27.7 24.8
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Table 5 Analysis of variance of starch content of cured leaf after different treatments

(?:fagge Z%iif? §S df MS F{vveilE ue
X 4 [d] Between blocks 0.162 2 0. 081 1. 695
X.F 4L # ] Between treaiments 9.368 5 1.873 39.102° "
%3 Error 0.479 10 0. 048
X 46 (8] Between blocks 0. 097 2 0. 048 1. 835
C;F 4 F[d) Between treatments 9.729 5 1. 946 73.804° *
%% Error 0. 264 10 0. 026
K #1185 Between blocks 0. 166 0. 083 0. 741
B:F 4 B jB] Between treatments 13. 860 5 2.772 24.680" °
%2 Error 1.123 10 0.112
6 FEKEHELEREFEHENSENFERZIBER
Table 6 New multiple range test of starch content of cured leaf after different treatments %
St 3 Treaiment X:F C;F B-F
A 7.66 a 8.06 a 8.82a
B 6.07 ¢ 6.87 ¢ 8.74 a
C 5.50d 6.94 ¢ 7.28 be
D 7.00 b 7.39b 7.71b
E 6.34 ¢ 6.69 ¢ 7.00 cd
F 5.91 cd 5.63d 6.43d

- BEERAANEFRERRLBMERESUBEKT.

Note:Different small letters indicate significant difference at 5% level between treatments.
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Effects of different mulching measures on starch accumulation

in flue-cured tobacco leaves during field growth

XU Zi-cheng' ,HUANG Ping-jun',LU Xiu-ping’,ZHANG Yan-jun',ZNANG Hui-fang'
(1 College of Agronomy, Henan Agricultural University,Zhengzhou, Henan 450002 ,China;
2 Yunnan Tobacco Science Research InstituteYuxiYunnan 653100,China)

Abstract ;:Effects of six kinds of agronomic mulching measures on starch accumulation in the leaves of
Yunyan 85,a flue-cured tobacco cultivar, were studied. The results indicated that: (1) Change of starch
content could generally match regression model of cubic polynomial curve in flue-cured tobacco leaves of
different positions of Yunyan 85. 40 days after transplanting,the starch content was lower;the starch con-
tent accumulated rapidly from 40 to 60 days after transplanting,then began to remain stable; The starch
content after some treatments decreased slightly at ripe stage. (2) Starch content among treatment showed
big differences within the changes before the 50 days for lower leaf,60 days for cutters and 70 days for up-
per leaf after transplanting,and the variation then began to decrease,which indicated that the variation of
starch content among treatments was more significant at early stage than later during field growth. (3) For
different treatment at ripe stage,variation coefficients of starch content were big (9.5% —12. 6%) for low-
er leaf ,medium (5.4% —8. 3%) for upper leaf,and low (3.6% —4.0%) for cutters. (4) The difference of
starch content in cured leaf was significant among treatments. The treatment of “picking up film+-earth up
during the blooming period +-mulching straw on the ridge” has lower starch content,particularly showing
this trend for cutters and upper leaves. Starch content of cured leaf had significant positive correlation (r=
0.752" ") with that of fresh leaf at ripe stage.

Key words :mulching measures;starch content ;starch accumulation; flue-cured tobacco



