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Correlation between CCI and chlorophyll content in flue-cured tobacco
SHI Jin-lin, CHEN En-Bo, ZHANG Hui
(Yuxi Agricultural Vocation-Technical College, Yuxi, Yunnan 653106, China)
Abstract; Cultivar K326 for flue-cured tobacco was used to study the correlation between CCI and the chlorophyll
content in the tobacco leaves. The result showed a significant positive correlation between the chlorophyll meter
reading and the chlorophyll content. The correlation coefficients (R*) of CCI and chlorophyll content on different
parts of a leafl were 0. 8831 for the base, 0. 934 for the middle portion, and 0. 8819 at the tip. Therefore. the middle
part of a leaf would be the best choice for testing CCI for tobacco’s chlorophyll content. This measurement method
also had the advantages of being simple and convenient to use, as well as, non-intrusive to the sample.

Key words: flue-cured tobacco; CCI; chlorophyll content
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Table 1 CCI and chlorophyll in tobacco leaves ( :mg « g '« FW)
CCI a b CCI a b CCI a b
1 16. 86 2. 053 1. 440 0. 613 20, 64 3. 095 2. 306 0. 789 22. 00 3. 566 2. 671 0. 895
2 16. 49 2. 794 2. 089 0. 705 20. 43 3. 034 2. 246 0. 788 24. 35 3. 821 2. 916 0. 905
4 17. 90 3,024 2. 280 0. 744 21.79 3128 2. 338 0. 790 26. 25 3. 877 2. 967 0. 910
5 17. 54 3.052 2. 296 0. 756 22. 74 3. 239 2. 419 0. 820 27. 73 3.903 2. 909 0. 994
6 19. 80 3. 538 2. 609 0. 929 22. 61 3. 245 2420 0. 825 2877 4. 025 3120 0. 905
7 21. 14 3. 870 2. 904 0. 966 30. 13 4. 609 3. 624 0. 985 35. 45 4. 956 4,023 0. 933
8 24. 95 3.993 3. 038 0. 955 33. 76 5. 021 3. 967 1 054 32. 46 4512 3527 0. 985
8 23. 05 3. 351 2. 430 0. 921 25. 28 3. 495 2. 612 0. 883 32. 35 4. 505 3. 596 0. 909
9 25. 87 4. 115 3. 128 0. 987 26, 47 3. 489 2. 632 0. 857 36. 90 5. 002 3. 957 1. 045
10 26, 64 4529 3. 534 0. 995 28 01 4. 717 3. 809 0. 908 35. 80 4. 787 3. 855 0. 932
11 23. 64 3192 2. 381 0. 811 27. 01 4. 509 3. 583 0. 926 34. 80 4. 566 3. 676 0. 890
12 22. 78 3. 687 2. 864 0. 823 26. 88 4. 433 3. 512 0. 921 32. 14 4. 215 3. 316 0. 899
13 21. 08 3. 552 2. 737 0. 815 23. 56 3. 972 3,039 0. 933 31. 33 4125 3. 310 0. 815
14 20, 65 3. 219 2. 424 0. 795 21 44 3. 225 2.370 0. 855 30. 91 4062 3. 244 0. 818
15 21. 83 3. 333 2.577 0. 756 22. 08 3. 319 2. 450 0. 869 29. 51 3. 586 2. 781 0. 805
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Fig 1 Correlations between CCI and chlorophyll content for different parts of a leaf
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Fig 2 Correlation of CCI and chlorophyll content
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