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Comparison and Analysis of the Organization Structure and Defense
Enzyme Activity in the Unflue-cured Tobacco Leaves of Different Shape
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(1. Agronomy College of Henan Agricultural University, Zhengzhou 450002, China;
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Abstract ; The organization structure and defense enzyme activity in the unflue-cured tobacco leaves of
different shape were studied. The results showed that the organization structure in the unflue-cured to-
bacco leaves of different shape achieved the remarkable level, the enzyme activities were different,
the organization structure of snuffcolored tobacco leaves was tight, the activities of PPO, POD and
SOD were at the lowest point, while the activity of MDA was at the highest point. The activities of
POD and SOD were the highest in the yellow and green alternative tobacco leaves. The organization
structure of curly tobacco leaves was very loose, the activity of PPO was the highest, but the activity
of MDA was the lowest.
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Tab. 1 The Comparison on the thickness of epidermal and the wideness of epidermal cell

in the unflue-cured tobacco leaves of different shape wm

R R R AL TE TREZE TR A S

Qb3 . . . . . .
thickness of exter- wideness of exter- thickness of inter- wideness of inter-
treatments . . . .

epidermal epidermal cell epidermal epidermal cell
Tl 28.17 d 40.18 ¢ 18.63 b 24.39 a
T2 23.08 b 33.28 b 17.44 ab 26.62 b
T3 27.39 ¢ 42.11d 23.83 ¢ 39.29 ¢
T4 27.32 ¢ 43.27 d 16.12 a 27.95 b
T5 18.72 a 30.94 a 16.77 ab 24.18 a

TE: NG PR R 7R A W) 22 535 5 5% .35 7KF-

Note: Different small letters indicate significant difference at 5% level between treatment
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Tab. 2 The Comparison on the thickness of tissue and the density of palisade tissue

in the unflue-cured tobacco leaves of different shape wm
b P HI A 2H 21 )5 AR WA 2H 805
treatments thickness of palisade tissue thickness of sponge tissue density of palisade tissue
T1 97.28 ¢ 113.88 a 0.06 b
T2 88.66 b 140.28 b 0. 06 ab
T3 124.58 d 150. 81 ¢ 0.05 ab
T4 141.57 e 194.97 d 0.05 ab
TS 77.74 a 143.04 b 0.04 a

TE: /NG FRERRIFR R BEE] 22 57358 5% 83K,

Note: Different small letters indicate significant difference at 5% level between treatment
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Fig. 1 Difference of PPO activity in tobacco
leaves of different shapes
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