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Tobacco Leaf Thickness in Henan Province
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Abstract: In order to explore change regularity of flue-cured tobacco leaf thickness in Henan pro-
vince, 95 flue-cured tobacco samples of different parts were selected from different counties of
Henan province in 2012, Leaf thickness of these samples were measured by single layer method,
and analyzed. The results showed that the upper-part leaf of tobacco was thicker than the middle
of all part,and the middle part was thicker than the lower part, which appeared in more than 90
percent areas. Tobacco leaf was thick as a whole, especially in Yuzhou. Variance analysis results
showed that the thickness difference of the same part leaf was very significant from different
areas. The leaf thickness of flue-cured tobacco in Henan province was studied by K-means cluster,
and leaf thickness was divided into 5 grades, respectively described as thin, slightly thin, mild,
slightly thick, thick, which was consistent with the grade division of tobacco thickness in the
course of identifying. The first category was marked as slightly thin, with lower-part tobacco pre-
dominate,accounting for 51. 85% smiddle-part and upper-part tobacco accounting for 29. 63 % and
18.52% respectively. The second category was described as thin,82. 35% of the total was lower
part tobacco, and the rest was middle-part tobacco. The third category was marked as slightly
thick, 65 22% of the total was upper-part tobacco, middle-part tobacco was 30. 43% ,and lower-
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part tobacco was all from Yuzhou. The fourth category was described as moderate thickness,
38.46% of the total was upper-part tobacco,middle-part tobacco was 53. 85% ,and lower-part to-
bacco was a little,mainly from Xiangxian and Yancheng. The fifth category was marked as thick.,
all of which was upper-part tobacco, mainly from Yuzhou and Xuchang county.

Key words: Henan province; flue-cured tobacco; leaf thickness; cluster analysis
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