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ABSTRACT

Thls study was carried out to investigate the effect of cultural practices on the nicotine and sugar
centents in flue-cured tobacco(NC82), and the relati onship between them.
Significant reduction in sugar content and ratio of total sugar to nicotine(ratio, S/N) were observ-
" ed with increased fertilizer, lower topping height, late transplanting and decreased application of male..
hydrazide (MH). Significant increases were observed in nicotine content with increased fertilizer and low-
" er topping height. A positive correlation was found between total surgar content and plant density.
Anegative correlation was found between nicotine and total sugar cotents for 8-years. An increase
of 1.0% nicotine in the cured leaf would result in a 4.8% reduction in total sugar. The most desirable

contents were 2.7% for nicotine and 19.0% for total sugar(S/N = 7).
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Physico-chemical properties of the soil before treatment.

pH N P.O: OM Ex.—cation(me/100g) cEC Soil
. o,
(1:5) (%) (ppm) (%) K Ca Mg (me/100g) texture
Topsoil 5.3 0.26 180 2.5 0.14 58 1.8 11.2
Subsoil 51 o024 191 23 01l 57 L8 2.4 Sendy
Mean 52 0925 18 24 013 58 18 1.8 oo
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Table 1. Effect of fertilizer on chemi-

cal composition of flue-cured
tobacco in 1984,

Fertilizer* Nicotine Total S/ N
(%)  sugar (%)

75 (kg/10a) 2.21 25.1 11.4
100 2. 66 23.4 . 8.8
125 3.13 20,0 6.4
LSD 5% 0.37 2.2 1.5

1% 0. 56 3.4 2.3
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Table 2. Effect of transplanting date and mulching method on chemical composition
in flue-cured tobacco.

Treatment Nicotine Total sugar S/N
(%) (%)
1984 1985 1984 1985 1984 1985
Improved mulching (4, 10) 3.49 2.98 25.5 24,7 7.3 8.3
Compromised mulching (4. 20) 3.66 3.16 25,2 23.0 6.9 7.3
Non mulching (5. 1) 3.99 - 23.0 - 5.6 -
LSD 5% NS NS 0.97 NS 1.7 NS
1% NS NS 1.61 NS 2.9 NS
E7h WEAS QTS ST A e}l Agem Augda e/ WD v w
EE AT & ALE Mo} o447 SwA e ool Ao Aol 99dvte Eliot
bxe 4% JaRvgel Sasn Avwd 79 2ae daAsYeh olsh 2ol AAUES
of RaFE AL ol AAAt HE 4B A% Hgss Ao Yol gasE AL UA
2E7b Eolilsl ez A4 g Had o a:}:;] ¥ 2.8 A 835G vt A
ARE AefAm FapAul g Ao nd
3. MAlYE A8l =0l Zul °| A7t Wk 2eEE
A eof whd Aol s 11 Ae G Fbsta g2 ztas
A B dpel Ze] 10awt M4 Eel A o7 A7t}
F2kell & Ao Abste] QA= o] Aoz
10a% 1,70050 4 2,700% 2 1,0005- %7+t 4. H4
| ZHR o] 4.36%7F S7HE gloh AAA Tl A2 JFH 430 H3ke

oy A
oo 304 2w wish ol AAHEF 2E 45
VZRgFe FAYT gt A9/ 4
AR dl zhAE e 29 3e A4l A
Table 3. Effect of topping depth on che-
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mical composition of flue-cured

E i tobacco in 1984.
I Treatment Nicotine Total S/N
"'f (%) sugar (%)
N 2 Floral axis  3.28 26. 1 8.0
Fig. 1. Relationship between total sugar 3 leaf* 3.69 25.1 6.8
contentration and plant density of 6 leaf* 4.16 22.5 5.4
flue-cured tobacco in 1985. LSD 5% 0.47 3.16 1.3
F2A Be 45 AFeds Ag/Ma 19 0.6 44l 18
Bl w7} grAslgdn EEl s A4 =5 * From floral axis.
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Table 4. Effect of MH on chemical com-
position of flue-cured tobacco

in 1984.

Treatment Nicotine  Total S/N

{ml /plant) (%) sugar (%)
10* 2.95 22.9 7.8
15 2. 88 25, 0. 8.7
20 2.85 27.0 9.5
LSD5% ‘NS 1.1 0.4
1% NS 1.6 0.7

% Applicated amount with 40-fold MH

potassium salt solution.
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Fig. 2. Relationship between nicotine and
total sugar contents of cured leav-
es for 8 years in flue-cured toba-
c¢co. (Numbers are year from 1978
to 1986. Dotted lines were contents
of total sugar and nicotine when
the ratio of those was 7.)
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Fig.3. Relationship between nicotine and
sugar contents of cured leaves in
relation to the gardes in flue-cu-
red tobacco. 1978-1986. (H:Heavy,
L:Light, 1-5:Grade. Dotted lines
were contents of total sugar and
nicotine when the ratio of those
was 7.)
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