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Study on Correlation Factors of Leaf Width —length Ratio of Flue — cured Tobacco

LI Jian — yong,LIU Liang - jiao, WANG Cui et al
Abstract Continuous observation ,measurement and analysis of leafl width — length ratio of flue — cured tobacco in different varieties, different

(Liuyang Branch of Changsha Tobacco Company,Changsha, Hunan 410300 )

growth stages and different growing environments were conducted, influencing factors were studied. The width — length ratio of flue — cured tobacco
leaves were not only influenced by heredity ,and the different varieties were different,leaves of the same varieties changed due to the growth envi-
ronment and physiological processes. Soil , fertilizer ,density , plant hormones, topping time and leaf number , temperature , light, rain, wind and other
climatic factors had different effects on width - length ratio of flue — cured tobacco leaves. The change of leaf width — length ratio is due to the

variation of leaf tissue structure ,water,nutrient and other factors. The aim was to determine correlation factors influencing flue — cured tobacco leaf

width — length ratio, to provide theoretical basis for flue — cured tobacco production.
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Table 1 Changes of length, width and width-length ratio of leaves in flue — cured tobacco
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A Fresh leaves Fresh Fresh Fresh leaves Dry leaves

S . Dry leaves Dry leaves Dry leaves .

Position length leaves leaves width — length length /¢ idth // c ight // width — length

cm width // em weight /g ratio ength//cm - wi om weght// & ratio
THRIF Lower leaves 62.8 29.8 61.2 0.47 57.4 25.6 6.7 0.45
FiEH- Middle leaves 69.0 28.3 73.1 0.41 64.7 26.1 11.1 0.40
&R0t Upper leaves 61.5 21.7 60.6 0.35 58.6 20.2 10.6 0.34
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Table 2 Comparison of the width —length ratio of leaves ( dry leaves) in different cultivars
X G80 9506 2z 97 Yunyan 97 K326
[ Koo®m mkw k% wkE k% kK k% ek
position Length  Width Width — 1en— Length  Width Width - !en- Length  Width Width — !en- Length  Width Width - 18(]-
cm cm gth ratio cm cm gth ratio cm cm gth ratio cm cm gth ratio
1 47.00 20.10 0.43 46.50 21.50 0.46 31.00 19.50 0.63 55.00 24.00 0.44
2 52.00 23.10 0.44 50.00 24.50 0.49 55.50 23.50 0.42 59.10 18.90 0.32
3 56.50 21.50 0.38 47.50 22.50 0.47 59.50 23.50 0.39 49.50 14.50 0.29
4 66.00 25.00 0.38 54.50 21.50 0.39 60.00 22.50 0.38 64.00 21.70 0.34
5 70.00 28.50 0.41 60.00 24.00 0.40 61.00 20.00 0.33 68.50 23.00 0.34
6 67.00 26.00 0.39 66.50 28.00 0.42 62.00 23.00 0.37 65.40 19.00 0.29
7 65.00 26.00 0.40 73.50 27.50 0.37 60.00 19.50 0.33 70.80 23.40 0.33
8 61.50 27.50 0.45 66.00 24.00 0.36 67.50 21.50 0.32 68.50 22.50 0.33
9 62.00 22.50 0.36 69.00 28.20 0.41 71.00 23.50 0.33 70.20 24.50 0.35
10 68.00 27.50 0.40 68.00 19.00 0.28 70.00 24.50 0.35 73.50 24.50 0.33
11 64.00 25.50 0.40 65.50 23.50 0.36 71.00 22.00 0.31 67.00 21.00 0.31
12 58.00 24.90 0.43 61.00 26.00 0.43 63.50 20.00 0.31 67.20 23.50 0.35
13 60.00 24.10 0.40 68.00 21.00 0.31 69.00 26.00 0.38 61.00 21.00 0.34
14 58.50 22.50 0.38 70.00 25.00 0.36 64.50 19.00 0.29 72.50 25.40 0.35
15 50.00 19.50 0.39 65.50 22.90 0.35 52.00 12.50 0.24 65.40 18.40 0.28
16 72.50 19.50 0.27 66.60 19.30 0.29
17 69.50 20.50 0.29 64.90 20.10 0.31
18 57.50 15.50 0.27 53.90 15.60 0.29
19 54.50 17.00 0.31 57.20 16.00 0.28
20 42.00 13.70 0.33 64.00 19.00 0.30
-5 Average 60.37 24.28 0.40 61.38 22.27 0.36 61.17 21.37 0.35 64.21 20.77 0.32
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Fig.1 The width — length ratio of the leaves on different posi-
tion of different varieties of flue — cured tobacco
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