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Effects of Tobacco Planting Density on Growth, Development and Quality of Xinyang K326 Flue-cured Tobacco

ZONG Sheng-jie', CUI Guang-zhou’, ZHANG Jing-yu’ et al (1. Tobacco Institute, Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences,
Xuchang, Henan 461000;2. Xinyang Tobacco Company, Xinyang, Henan 464000 )

Abstract
plant spacing of 45, 50, 55, 60 and 70 cm were carried out at a fixed row spacing of 120 cm. The effects of different plant spacing on tobacco

To explore the suitable planting density of K326 in Xinyang tobacco planting area, five plant spacing configuration experiments with

growth and development, leaf net photosynthetic rate, economic benefit and smoking quality were analyzed. Results showed that the stem circ-
umference of tobacco plant was directly proportional to the plant spacing, the plant height with plant spacing of 55 cm was significantly higher
than that of other treatments. The leaves with plant spacing of 50 cm were the longest and the leaves with plant spacing of 70 ¢cm were the wi-
dest ;the net photosynthetic rate of leaves increased first and then decreased with the increase of plant spacing;the sensory quality of the middle
and upper leaves of flue-cured tobacco was the best when the plant spacing was 55 cm. Comprehensive analysis showed that under the premise
of 120 ¢m row spacing of K326 in Xinyang tobacco growing area, 55 ¢cm plant spacing was more suitable for tobacco plant development and net

photosynthetic rate of leaves, and the economic benefit and quality of flue-cured tobacco were the best.
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Table 1 Evaluation standard of smoking quality of flue-cured tobaccos
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e Y . Concentration i) Strength Irritation Aftertaste  Flammability Grey
Codo aroma aroma odor
Fo W A W SO W S W SR R SW W SW W 59 W 5% W
Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade Score Grade — Score
1 W 8~9 HE  7~9 ¥ 7~9 /N T~9 & 7~9 N T~9 i T7~9 - 7~9 & 7~9
2 4 3~7 HE 4~6 HEE 4~6 L 4~6 KK 4~6 HEE 4~6 L 4~6 HE 4~6  JK 4~6
3 %= 1~2 /& 1-3 % 1~3 Kk 1-3/hNEB/NH1~3 K 1~-3 #E 1~3 2 1~3 Hjx 1-3
AGE Weight//% 25.0 15.0 10.0 12.0 10.0 13.0 10.0 2.5 2.5
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on stem girth of flue-cured
tobaccos
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on plant height of flue-

cured tobaccos
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Fig.3 Effects of different treatments on maximum leaf length of

flue-cured tobaccos
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Fig.4 Effects of different treatments on maximum leaf width of

flue-cured tobaccos
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Fig.5 Effects of different treatments on effective leaves of flue-
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Note ; Different lowercases indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Fig. 6 Effects of different treatments on leaf net photosynthetic

rate
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on economic characters of flue-

cured tobaccos
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T, 46. 55 81.03 1044.00 21.35 22293.00
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on sensory quality of middle leaves s
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code aroma aroma odor evaluation
T, 6.2 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.2 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.2 6.21 ¢
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on sensory quality of upper leaves s
o e ot L Jur= 22 AT
RS OR T T TN { RN SR 1 S (R
Treatment  Quality of ~ Volume of . Offensive L . Comprehensive
Concentration Strength Irritation Aftertaste  Flammability Grey .
code aroma aroma odor evaluation
T, 6.20 6.00 6.80 5.80 6.20 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.50 6.11b
T, 6.20 6.20 6.80 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.50 5.00 6.15 ab
T, 6.20 6.20 6.80 6.00 6.20 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.18 a
T, 6.00 6.00 6.50 5.80 6.00 5.80 5.80 6.50 5.00 5.97 ¢
Ts 6.00 6.00 6.50 5.80 6.00 5.80 5.80 6.00 5.50 5.97 ¢
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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