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Abstract

This study was conducted to investigate the interaction between chemical compositions and

agronomic characteristics of perique tobacco leaf

At the topping stage, the thickness of leaf was positively correlated with total sugar(0.975**)
reducing sugar (0.975**), alkaloid(0.518*) and petroleum ether extract(0.801**) contents. The
length of upper leaf was negatively correlated with its chemical contents. Total sugar con-
tents of the harvested leaf showed a sigmoid pattern of distribution along the leaf stalk po-

sitions.
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Table 1, Leaf thickness vs. their stalk positions (0.01mm)

Stalk Positions

X Cultivars Stage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Mean
Burley 21 Topping 33 32 29 28 26 26 25 24 24 23 27
(Vy) Harvest 40 39 35 29 29 28 33 32 33 33 33
Cured 9 10 10
Burley 37 Topping 34 32 29 28 26 26 25 24 24 23 27
(Va) Harvest 38 36 32 27 27 27 31 30 31 31 31
Cured 9 9 _ 10
Va 509 Topping 34 32 30 29 28 27 27 27 27 25 28
(Vs) Harvest 38 36 33 29 29 28 32 32 32 33 32
Cured 9 9 10
One Sucker Topping 48 45 43 43 42 40 41 40 40 39 42
(Vi) Harvest 49 47 43 44 42 40 47 49 50 49 46
Cured 16 14 17
Green River Topping 34 32 32 31 30 29 29 28 27 25 30
(Vs) Harvest 35 33 32 32 30 33 35 34 36 37 M
Cured 13 11 14
#1.. S. D Topping stage  Harvesting stage After curing
.05 1.750 2.280 -
.01 2.550 3.440 -
C. V. 2.921% 3.440 % -
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Cultivars Length Width L/W
TT HT IR TT HT IR TT HT
Burley 21 61 67 1.09 25 28 1.13 2.47 2.40
Burley 37 60 60 1.02 24 25 1.06 2.44 2.36
Va 509 61 67 1.09 26 30 1.15 2.31 2.20
One Sucker 58 66 1.13 17 18 1.02 3.38 3.75
Green River 64 69 1.08 26 30 1.15 2.46 2.31

¥ L/W ! Leaf length/Leaf width. TT : Topping time.

HT : Harvesting time, IR : Increasing ratio.

Original leaf length (74cm) and width (31cm).
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Table 3. Chemical contents of leaves vs. their stalk positions (%)
Stalk Positions )
Cultivars Components  Topping 4;- 3 4~6 7 ~10 Mean
HT* AC HT AC HT AC HT AC
Burley 21 Reducing sugar 53 2.3 99 53 1.6 7.1 11.6 4.9 11.0
Alkaloid 1.82 1.58 3.19 4,59 3.12
P, ether exiract 7.48 7.39 8.05 7.64
Burley 37 Reducing sugar 55 3.5 10.2 3.1 1.6 7.1 12.8 4.6 12.4
Alkaloid 1. 74 1.48 3.23 5.43 3.38
P. ether extract 6.49 7.65 7.94 7.36
Va 509 Reducing sugar 5.0 3.3 10.3 5.0 10.7 6.6 11.4 5.0 10.8
Alkaloid 1.59 1.64 2.17 3.44 2.42
P. ether extract 6.52 8.96 9.82 8.43
One Sucker Reducing sugar 50 3.6 12.1 4.8 13,4 8.6 15.5 5.7 13.7
Alkaloid 1.99 2.34 3.74 5.57 3.88
P. ether extract 9.67 11.21 11.17 10.68
Green River Reducing sugar 54 2.7 13.0 3.7 13,6 8.8 13.5 5.1 13.4
Alkaloid 132 2.01 2.77 4.26 3.01
P. ether extract 7.11 10,37 11.02 9.50




Reducing sugar L. S. D. -05 032 0.5 — 1.08 4.22 1.53 4.09 0.53 3.39
-01 046 021 — 1.57 604 2.22 595 0.77 4.93
Alkaloid L. 5. D. 05 — — 1.03 0.57 043
-01 — — 1.51 0.83 0.63
P. ether extract L. S.D. -01 3.09 3.56 1.49 1.31
-01 4.50 5.18 2.18 1.91
HT:harvesting time. AC ; after curing.
% Original fermented leaf : Reducing sugar (7-2%),
Alkaloid (4-65%)
Petroleum ether extract (10.95%).
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Table. 4., Correlation coefficient matrix between all pairs of 22 charactieristics +
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 B 9 10 i 12 13 1 15 16 17 it 19 -1 2l &z

1.LTT  097™ 0.** 0.6 —0.8™ 041 047 021 0.5 0.80* 0.5 0.;  0.61' 04y 0m* 945 047 [ ¥ A 045 0.60° 0.m*
2.LTH 0. 015 —o&™ —0.37 (7] 024 0.5 08" 049 0.4 0.60* R D7) Ral - 0.4 0557 0.58% 0. 0.5 0.76**
1.LTC 017 —0AU™ -0.15 030 0.07 0.69™ 078" 0.75* 0.M 0.63* [N 0R3** 0.6 041 0.2 o8 0" 0.7 0.7
4.0.L 0.40 0.3 ~0.4 (-3 0.9 0.2 0.57 037 0.15 026 a7 =0.12 —0.,58* =03 —£13 0.7 0150 0.18
5. ULW 040 —0.51" —0.06 ~0.32 08" =019 .7 -042 ~0.27 A8 ~0.58"  —0.56* —0.7" —0.71** -0.27 —-02 —.58*
6.T8T =047  —HE0* 0.35 -0.3 0.8 0w -0.08 0. 028 —0.05 =19 ~0.08 =017 0.20 0.3 -0,
7. 788 —.28 -0.0 6.19 ~0.01 0.02 0.3 0.18 az7 0.02 0.52* 0.2 0.10 0.0) 0.15 .21
§.T5N —0.21 (K] 0.2 0.1 0.2 ~0.08 026 0.07 —.28 —0.2 LF: 0.07 0.06 0.4
9.TSR 088" 077 0.5" ¢dl 0.50 [ Ky 0.3 0.08 0.26 029 049 0.50 0.5
10. TSM 0.51 D.an 0.48 D45 080* 0.2 0.08 0.18 LE] 0.45 0.54* 0.66"*
11, RSS 0.47 0.48 0.56" 07" 0.3 =0.01 014 031 9,75 0.y 0.78**
12. RSN Criterion Ivlwlue: 0.541 ot =0.05 05T N&™ 03 0w 015 0a -0 0.06 0.16 017
13, H3R 0.641 at—0.00 a4 03 0.M 0.39 ] 0.2 0. 0.40
14. RSM 045 036 0.1 0.43 0.12 017 ¥ 0.3
15.4C5 R TR R TS 06T 04 0@
16.ACN 055 0 00 02 -0 om
17.ACR 0.9" ¢ —0.08 =0.1 0.15
10.ACM 037 0.4 —0.05 019
18, PES 00 b 0T
X.PEN 0.6" on™
21. PER 0.85""
2. PEM
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+ Brief descriptions of the numbers and abbreviations.

No. Abbreviation Brief description
1. LTT Leaf of the topping stage
2. LTH Thickness of the harvested leaves
3. LTC of the cured leaves
4. UIL Upper leaf length at the harvesting stage
5 .ULW Upper leaf width at the harvesting stage
6. TST Total of leaves at the topping stage
7. TSS Sugar of the lst harvesting stage
8. TSN Content of the 2nd harvesting stage
9. TSR of the 3rd harvesting stage
10. TSM Mean of the total-sugar content of leaves at the 1st, 2nd

“and 3rd harvesting stage.

11. RSS Reducing of the 1lst cured leaves
12. RSN Sugar of the 2nd cured leaves
13. RSR Content of the 3rd cured leaves
14. RSM Mean of the reducing sugar contentof the lst,“nd 3rd

cured leaves.

15. ACS of the Ist cured leaves
Alkaloid

16. ACN of the 2nd cured leaves
Content

17. ACR of the 3rd cured leaves

18. ACM Mean of the alkaloid content of the 1st,2nd and 3rd cured
leaves.

19. PES Petroleum- of the lst cured leaves

20. PEN ‘ ether of the 2nd cured leaves

21. PFR Extract of the 3rd cured lea\fes

22. PEM Mean of the petroleum-ether extract content of the lst,2nd

and 3rd cured leaves.
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