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Abstract

Four cytoplasmic male —sterile lines of burley tobacco (Nicotiana tebacum L.) and

their male-fertile counterparts were evaluated for their characteristics in replicated
field trials,

Cytoplasmic male—sterile lines were comparable to the male—fertile varieties for ag-
ronomic and chemical traits and these suggest that the cytoplasmic male —sterility can

be used in the production of hybrid seed without loss of vigour or undesirable chang-
es in other characteristics,
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Table 1. Mean Performance of Four Varieties
for Agronomic and Chemical Ch-
aracteristics .

Characteristics Ferﬁ?ﬁe;teme - _e;t:g:ile '

Days to flower 69.5 68.8 Ns
Plant height (cm) 535  162.0 Ns
No. of leaves 32.0 33.4 Ns
Leaf length (cm) 59.3 61.3 Ns
Leaf width(cm) 30.1 30.3 Ns
Yield (kg)/10a 183.5 187.5 Ns
Value Won/kg 631.45  683.44 Ns

Total Alkaloids(%)  2.85 2,96 Ns

Ns - Not significant at the (.05 level of pro-
bability.
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Table 2, Performance of Four Varieties for Agronomic and Chemical Characteristics

Date Plant No.of Leaf Leaf Yield Value Total (%)

of flowerheight(cm) leaves length(cmwidth(cm)kg/ 10a Won/kg Alkaloids( %)
Burley 21 70 163.7 32.0  63.8 2.1 226.7 786.79  2.91
) 70 166.2 3.8  63.3 31.6 222.6 721.59  3.05
Fertie vs. sterile NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Burley 37 65 176.1 3.8 627 32.6 200.1 776.38  2.91
67 179.1 334 625 32.2 219.9 796.30  3.02
Fertile vs. sterile NS NS NS NS NS * NS NS
L-g 68 117.2 26.8 50.5 24.3 1 66.2 390.00 2.63
' 67 134.6 27.0  56.8 25.9 68.2 487.00 3.12
Fertile vs. sterile NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Ky 12 _ (6 158.6 37.5  60.2 315 2413 77101 2.93
7 168.1 36.3 62.7 31.4 238.1 728.89  2.66
Fertile vs. sterile N3 = NS NS - NS NS NS NS NS

# Significant at the (.05 level of probability.
*% Significant at the 0.01 level of probability.
Not significant at the (0,05 level of probability.
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