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Correlation between Leaf Moisture Content and Shape Factor of Flue-cured Tobacco Leaves
ZHANG Juan-li, YANG Liu-sheng, MAO Zi-juan et al ( Xingyi Normal University for Nationalities, Xingyi, Guizhou 562400)
Abstract [ Method ] With

Yunyan 99 as the test material,, 60 fresh leaves at vigorous growing stage were selected. Traditional method was used to detect the shape factor

[ Objective ] To explore the relation laws between moisture content and shape factor of flue-cured tobacco leaves.
parameters of leaves and the moisture parameters. [ Result] Leaf weight and leaf moisture content of flue-cured tobacco fresh leaves with or
without mulching showed approximate linear increase with the enhancement of leaf length and width. However, leaf width had more significant
impacts than leaf length. Therefore, leaf width could be selected as the main factor to diagnose leaf weight and moisture content. Moisture con-
tent of fresh tobacco leaves had very small correlation with leaf width, leaf stretching rate and leaf area. The linear correlation coefficient was
almost 0. Leaf moisture content without mulching was slightly greater than that with mulching. Therefore, under the abundant rainfall in vigor-
ous growing stage, mulching had poor soil water retention. [ Conclusion] Leaf width can be selected as the main factor to diagnose leaf weight
and moisture content.
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Table 1 Plant and soil parameter

e CRAARE  DREMAOKE  RERE W i RS PR
Treatment Soil moisture - Soil relative Soil depth  Plant distance Row spacing Avelrage plant Average leaf
content // % moisture content // % cm cm cm height // cm number // F/#k
76 35 1 JIE Mulching 22.11 83.12 18 74 108 96 19
AEE IR No mulching 22.64 85.11 18 73 104 72 16
TE SRFER R, < 24 Co
Note : Sampling was carried out in sunny day ; temperature was 24 °C.
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Fig.4 Changes of leaf width with leaf dry weight
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Fig.6 Changes of leaf moisture content with leaf width
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Table 2 Correlation coefficient between the leaf shape factor and the

leaf weight and moisture content of flue-cured tobacco

- R Mulching AR No mulching
i WA KIE WAGE K O SO

Leaf length Leaf with  Leaf length  Leaf with
HETE Wet weight 0.866 1 0.861 1 0.7799  0.8743
T Dry weight 0.8712 0.891 6 0.686 3 0.8375
/K3 Moisture content  0.859 0 0.851 4 0.785 7 0.8715

T B ARB BRI RT SR S 0 R SERE s e i R AR Y
AHKZEIG/NT0.100 0,
Note ; Correlation coefficient between the leaf moisture rate and the leaf
width and stretching rate and leaf area with and without mulching
were all smaller than 0. 100 0.
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Fig.7 Changes of leaf moisture percentage with leaf width
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Fig.9 Changes of leaf moisture percentage with leaf area
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