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Abstract

1. Some components associated with mildness, téste, and aroma were set. It was supposed that the
three factors contribute to equally the evaluation of tobacco quality.
Following equation of quality index was provide,

Q,, = 0.815 f, +8.224f, +1.858f,

where f; = Reducing sugar (%)/Cellulose (%)

P

1
- Total N (%) + Protein (%) + Citric acid (%)

f: =
fs = Key aromatic compounds (mg/10g)

2. The coefficient of correlation between the grades by visible criteria and the values of the quality
index for Korean flue-cured tobacco was
T = -0.689 (n=29)
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Table 1. Sample of tobacco leaves,
Varjety Grade Site Year
Va 115 H1.3.5, L1.3.5. Cheong Ju 1982
NC2326 H1.3.5, L1.3.5. Cheong Ju 1982
NC 82 H1.3.5, L1.3.5. Cheong Ju 1982
BY 104 H1.3.5, L1.3.5. Cheong Ju 1982
BY 4 H1.3.5, L1.3.5. Dae Jeon 1982
US.A.  ByF,CuF - 1982
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Fig. 1. Classification of Carbohydrate in Tobacco leaves.
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Table 2. Aromatic key compounds (mg/100g calculated damascone)

NC 2326 BY 104 NC 82 BY 4 Va lls US.A

Solanone 2.36 - 1.06 1.10 1.46 0.87 3.43
Norsolanadion 0.59 0.32 0.35 0.49 0.42 043
Total A (Thunberganoids) 2.95 1.38 1.45 1.95 1.29 3.86
Damascenone 1.31 1.67 1.39 1.42 1.2 1.45
Megastigmatrienone (I) 1.19 0.26 0.20 0.26 0.22 0.24
Megastigmatrienone (II) 0.64 0.91 0.69 0.94 0.58 0.96
Megastigmatrienone (IIT) 0.13 0.19 0.13 0.17 0.18 0.17
Megastigmatrienone (IV) 0.57 0.83 0.70 0.75 0.54 0.56
Total B (Carotenoids) 2.84 3.86 311 3.54 2.74 3.38
4.56 5.49 4,03 7.24

Total A + B 5.79 5.24

a,f,=1

o -1
fl

BSllz v agte 724 ga 2

2 PHLE 0 e ok
2,=0.815
a,=8,224
a;=1.858

aa 0,9 kg Aol ek ke 2,
Qpr=0.815f,+8.224f,+1.858{;

Az Agaol A7tel WEAE e HY

Qpr ] n=29
4.0 r=-0.689
3.01
2.0

#

Hs H3 HI L1 L3 L5 Grade

Fig. 5. Correlation between proposed method and
leaf grades.
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Table 3. Some Chemical Composition of several grades of Korean flue-cured tobacco leaves.

Reducing Cellulose Total-N Protein Citric acid Key aroma*

. comp.

Sugar (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (mg/10g)
NC-2326 HS 71 17.7 3.78 10.75 0.70 0.99
' 23.3 11.9 1.63 5.63 0.23 0.59
1 19.2 11.5 1.7 5.63 0.28 0.57
L1 16.0 13.0 1.54 4.38 0.45 0.47
24.0 15.5 1.46 5.50 2.01 0.56
5 10.4 16.1 1.67 5.50 1.40 0.43
BY-104 H5 10.8 20.5 2.41 6.50 0.40 0.55
3 18.8 19.1 1.46 6.06 1.49 0.42
17.5 16.1 1.56 5.81 0.38 0.44
L1 21.3 16.7 1.21 5.81 0.43 0.35
196 - 17.3 1.63 6.06 1.33 0.63
1.8 173 1.58 4.63 2.59 0.43
NC-82 HS 12.9 179 3.56 11.25 0.21 0.71
3 25.9 13.5 1.54 5.19 0.31 0.50
1 17.1 13.6 1.73 6.38 0.57 0.47
L1 23.3 13.9 1.1 4.5 1.26 0.31
10.6 15.9. 1.69 5.19 1.94 0.42
5 10.8 19.3 1.48 475 2.41 0.42
BY4 HS 15.5 16.8 2.90 8.88 0.27 0.65
14.3 16.8 1.80 6.50 0.26 0.57
23.8 14.4 1.42 3.81 0.44 0.37
L1 25.0 13.8 1.25 419 041 0.31
21.7 14.1 1.46 5.62 0.88 0.53
5 110 15.2 1.46 4.75 231 0.39
Va-115 HS 14.0 18.0 2.70 7.50 0.23 0.61
20.3 16.0 1.66 4.63 0.30 0.38
20.0 14.0 0.96 3.75 0.84 0.22
L1 17.2 13.8 1.44 4.69 0.84 0.29
14.6 15.2 1.42 4,69 1.38 0.43
5 6.3 21.4 1.92 5.63 1.88 0.53

* total of solanone, norsolanadione, damascenone, megastigmatrienone,
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compound and quality index.
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