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ABSTRACT : Using a flue - cured tobacco variety, KF 109, recently bred and released
to farming, effect of growth regulators(fatty alcohol and C - MH) on the change of
alkaloid contents and dynamics of MH uptake and distribution were investigated. An
efficient sucker control method was also pursued.

Treatment of fatty alcohol at button stage remarkably increased the rate of C - MH
uptake. However, except in the plants treated with 2 - fold volume of C - MH, residue
of C-MH was kept under maximumi residue level(80 ppm). C - MH residue in stalk
was higher than in foliage in general.

Compared to untreated control, leaf weight per unit area was increased by the treat-
ment even in lower leaves where vigorous transfer of C - MH from treated tips was
indicated and sucker control higher than 94.9% was achieved with all treatments except
for sole half volume C—-MH treatment at topping stage.

Alkaloid content in foliage was reduced by dual treatment of fatty alcohol and C - MH
but increased in stalk and root.
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Figure. 1. Maleic hydrazide residues of root and stalk at 14
days after treatment.
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Table 1. Dry weight, MH absorption ratio and changes in MH residues depending upon the post - treatment
sampling time in leaves of KF 109

Treatment® Leaf Dry Absorption Sampling time(days)
position - weight ratio 2Chrs) 3. . 14
) . (9) (%) e et PP trtirerreees
MH 60 Tip 182 275 906 114 49
(Ty) Leaf 253 10.1 239 33 44
Cutter 30.7 48 94 68 33
Lug 27.5 35 77 70 32
Mean (Total) (101.7) (45.9) 329 71 40
MH 120 Tip 17.9 13.7 921 550 89
(T.) Leaf 25.6 8.2 382 438 65
Cutter 312 47 181 295 46
Lug 26.8 18 80 150 46
Mean (Total) (101.5) (284) 391 358 62
MH 240 Tip 176 79 1,074 484 447
(Ts) Leaf 26.1 11.6 1,065 449 148
Cutter 304 64 . 506 518 267
Lug 29.1 3.8 312 453 146
Mean (Total) (103.2) (29.7) 739 476 252
FA 20+ Tip 189 283 898 415 47
MH 60 Leaf 24.9 122 294 79 45
(T» Cutter 315 © 136 ' 259 52 37
Lug 277 24 53 40 34
Mean (Total) (103.00 (56.5) 376 147 - 4]
FA 20+ Tip 17.7 17.3 1,176 509 80
MH 120 Leaf 255 224 1,053 456 47
(Ts) Cutter 316 9.7 369 415 41
Lug 29.9 2.4 97 106 43
Mean (Total) (104.7) (51.8) 674 372 53
FA 20+ Tip 182 74 980 511 272
MH 240 Leaf 24.8 94 912 456 143
(Te) Cutter 30.9 12.1 937 142 65
Lug 27.5 42 363 173 155
Mean (Total) (101.4) (33.1) 798 321 159
Mean of MH 102.1 347 486 302 118
Mean of FA+MH 103.0 - 471 616 280 84

# Unit : MH @ mg/plant.

.._148__



MH 2 FAol %@ dwvle Brkx Ry A nae o5
I. MH RIGHT BZE % Akaloid &8 B

Table 2. Changes in the weight of unit leaf area after 14days of the treatment by the growth regulators

for fresh leaf of KF 109

Treatment* “Tip Leaf Cutter Lug Mean (index)
R ARAALARLEAL LR L LT mg /cnf .............................. ( % )

Before 239 226 213 240 230

After Control 2538 243 21.8 237 2391000
MH 60 (TD 270 235 220 244 24.2(101.3)
MH 120 (T2) 268 238 214 247 24.2(101.3)
MH 240 (T3) 26.3 245 220 239 24.2(101.3)
FA 20+MH 60 (T4) 26.9 24.2 217 24.2 24.3(101.7)
FA 20+MH 120 (T5) 26.1 24.9 214 24.2 24.2(101.3)
FA 20+MH 240 (Té) 274 252 220 249 249(104.2)
Mean of MH 26.7 239 218 243 24.2(101.3)
Mean of FA+MH ' 26.8 248 217 244 245(1025)

* Unit : MH * mg/plant, FA ; mg/plant.

Table 3. Number of suckers per plant and weight per sucker as influenced by the growth regulators.after

14 days for fresh leaf of KF 109

Treatment* Weight/Sucker Number of Total wei Inhibition
(9) suckers/Plant of suckerg ratio( %)
Control 6.4 7.9 50.6
MH 60 (T 2.2 31 69 86.4
MH 120 (T2) 0.6 31 - 19 96.3
MH 240 (T3) 0.8 16 13 97.4
FA 20+MH 60 (T4) 24 11 26 94.9
FA 20+MH 120 (T5) 0.7 06 04 99.2
FA 20+MH 240 (T6) 0.3 0.2 _ 02 99.6

# Unit . MH : mg/plant, FA 5 mg/plant.
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Figure. 2. Changes in alkaloid contents of leaves depending
upon the post - treatment sampling time,
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Figure. 3. Changes in alkaloid contents of stalk and root
depending upon the post - treatment sampling time.
* ST Stalk, RT : Root.

Table 4. Changes in alkaloid contents depending upon leaf positions and the days after treatment

Leaf Treatment  Before Sampling time(days) After
position 2(hrs) 1 3 7 14 curing(index)
................................. (%) weerreassrssernrnsssiniinnnnnn,
Tip Control 0.12 0.14 016 023 0.36 072 108
-MH 0.15 0.16 0.25 0.38 075 112(+ 37
FA+MH 0.13 0.14 0.25 0.38 076  104(+ 37
Leaf Control 0.16 0.16 0.18 024 0.36 073 142
MH 0.16 0.17 0.24 0.37 064 112(-211)
FA+MH 0.15 0.18 0.20 0.35 071  116(-183)
Cuiter  Control 0.21 0.21 0.26 028 0.38 076 146
MH 0.24 0.25 0.29 040 074 1.14(-219)
FA+MH 024 0.25 0.28 0.40 073  1.09(-255)
Lug Control 0.33 0.38 041 0.40 045 064 085
MH 0.37 0.38 043 045 069 0.83(+ 23)
FA+MH 0.34 0.35 0.37 045 079  079(+ 7.1
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