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Abstract
upper leaves of flue-cured tobacco in Tongzi County. [ Method] By adopting the baking test of the upper leaves of flue-cured tobacco at different

[ Objective | To study the differences of the accumulation of carbon and nitrogen and chemical compositions and grade structure of the

maturity degrees,differences in carbon and nitrogen accumulation, main chemical compositions, their derived values and leaf grade structures were
comphrehensively analyzed. [ Result] With the increase of maturity degree,the total sugar content and reducing sugar content ,carbon-nitrogen ra-
tio, total sugar-reducing sugar ratio ,sugar-nicotine ratio,Shmuck value in upper leaves showed the trend of increase from unripe leaves (M,) to
mellow leaves (M;) ,and there were significant or extremely significant differences between treatments. The carbon, total nitrogen, protein and
starch content were significantly decreased ,the nicotine content was firstly increased and then decreased. The grade structure were greatly and sig-
nificantly increased. In general ,mellow leaves (M, ) and ripe leaves (M, ) had the most suitable or appropriate main chemical components and
their derived values,good internal quality,and high first-class tobacco proportion. The mature leaves (M, ) had less suitable or not suitable main
chemical components and their derived values,with poor internal quality. The unripe leaves (M, ) had not suitable proportion of the main chemical
components and their derived values,with poor internal quality and grade structure. [ Conclusion ] This research provided theoretical basis for en-
hancing the harvesting maturity and availability of upper leaves of flue-cured tobacco in Tongzi County.
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Fig.1 Comparison of carbon content of upper leaves under dif-
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Fig.2 Comparison of total nitrogen content of upper leaves un-

der different maturity degrees
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der different maturity degrees
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Fig.5 Comparison of reduced sugar content of upper leaves un-

der different maturity degrees
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