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Relationship between Land Factors and Oil in Flue-cured Tobacco Leaves in
Shandong Tobacco Areas
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Abstract: In order to identify the soil factors of shandong tobacco areas on the effect of oil in flue-cured tobacco leaves, the
relationship between land conditions (landforms, soil types, soil textures, elevations and soil nutrient conditions) of four ecotypes in
Shandong and oil in different parts of flue-cured tobacco leaves was analyzed. The result showed that different landforms and soil
textures played important roles in the oil in middle leaves and upper leaves, especially for the middle leaves. The upper and middle
leaves from hilly areas was significantly better than those from mountain areas. The oil in tobacco leaves from argillaceous soil
performed worse on the whole. Oil in middle leaves was significant lower than those from sandy loam. There was no significant
difference between neutral loam and sandy loam soil. Soil types, elevations and soil nutrient conditions had no significant effect on
oil in different parts of tobacco leaves. There was no significant difference about oil in tobacco leaves between the four ecotypes.
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Tablel The score of different oil class
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Duncan 2
p<0.05
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Table 2 Leaf oil level between different landforms
19 4.26 0.87
5 4.40 0.55
19 6.74a 0.87
5 5.80b 0.84
19 7.42a 0.77
5 6.40b 1.34
p<0.05
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Table 3 Leaf oil level between different soil type
11 427 0.79
13 4.31 0.85
11 6.18 0.75
13 6.85 0.99
11 7.00 1.34
13 7.38 0.51
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Table 4 Leaf oil level between different soil textures
10 450 0.970 [15]
4.29 0.490
3.50 0.580
7 7.14a 0.380
10 6.60ab 1.080
4 5.75b 0.500
10 7.50 0.970
7.43 0.530
6.25 1.500
2.4
pH
2.5
4
4
p>0.05
[15,25-27]
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Table 5 Leaf oil level between various ecological regions
5 4.80 0.45
6 433 0.52
5 4.20 1.30
8 4.00 0.76
[28]
6 7.17 0.41
5 6.60 1.52
5 6.60 0.55
8 6.00 0.76
5 7.80 1.30
6 7.33 0.52
5 7.20 0.45
8 6.75 1.17 IJ‘I ﬂl—j‘
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