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Abstract
in Enshi area, we studied the interaction effect of different planting density and number of leaves on the agronomic and economic characters of

In order to clarify the effects of different planting densities and remained leaves on the growth and the quality of flue-cured tobacco

flue-cured tobacco by field plot experiment. The results showed that the increase of planting density significantly reduced the main agronomic
indexes of tobacco plants before topping and leaf retention, and its influence increased with the growth process. After topping and leaf retention
(90 d after transplanting) , the agronomic indexes of tobacco plants increased first and then decreased with the increase of planting density and
number of leaves, and 18 000 plants / hm” treatment showed the optimal agronomic traits. The planting density and the number of leaves signif-
icantly affected the economic characteristics of flue-cured tobacco. Under the high planting density, with the increase of remained leaves, out-
put value, average price and the proportion of middle and upper class tobaccos decreased. Under the same number of remained leaves, output
value, average price and the proportion of middle and upper class tobacco increased first and then decreased with the increase of density.

Treatment of 18 000 plants / hm® planting density and 20 remained leaves showed the optimal yield and output value.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on agronomic traits of flue—

cured tobaccos on 30 d after transplanting
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Table 2 Difference of agronomic trait among treatments on 60 d after transplanting
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Treatment code Plant height // cm lea length // cm width //cm Stem girth // cm length // cm Effective leaves
M1 92.33 a 65.46 a 30.59 a 8.45 a 449 a 23.38 ab
M2 87.32 b 63.49 b 28.47 b 7.79 b 4.17 b 23.94 a

M3 85.48 ¢ 62.67 ¢ 26.61 ¢ 7.38 ¢ 3.86 ¢ 22.87 ab
M4 84.23 d 60.44 d 25.76 d 6.87 d 3.55d 2242 b

M5 80.62 e 5422 24.56 e 6.23 ¢ 315e 21.40 ¢
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Difference of agronomic trait among treatments on 90 d after transplanting

AL B Rk 2 B BRI ORI 9E e R AR
Density Remained leaves Plant height Maximum leaf Maximum leaf Stem girth Inter-node Effective
treatment treatment cm length // cm width //ecm cm length // cm leaves
M1 L1 101.21 d 75.35 a 40.57 a 8.88 a 547 a 18
12 11243 ¢ 71.34 b 37.66 b 8.07 b 4.89 b 20
L3 122.24 b 68.55 ¢ 3554 ¢ 8.05b 4.58 be 22
14 132.27 a 65.47 d 33.54d 8.45 ab 415¢ 24
M2 L1 101.54 d 7323 a 38.37 a 82l a 4.89 a 18
12 113.47 ¢ 71.73 b 36.86 a 7.54 b 4.74 ab 20
L3 121.86 b 69.42 be 32.56 b 7.35b 4.46 ab 22
14 129.48 a 68.49 ¢ 31.67 b 7.86 b 4.14 b 24
M3 L1 99.48 ¢ 62.34 b 36.39 a 7.36 a 4.15a 18
L2 100.95 ¢ 65.53 a 35.86 ab 7.44 a 3.94 ab 20
L3 110.44 b 64.34 a 35.55 ab 733 a 3.69 ab 22
14 121.34 a 54.56 b 33.35b 7.29 a 377b 24
M4 L1 130.34 a 63.47 a 34.46 a 6.97 a 3.55b 18
12 120.38 b 61.32 b 3497 a 6.76 a 387 a 20
L3 11932 b 60.43 b 33.46 a 6.95 a 3.64 ab 22
L4 118.43 b 60.53 b 27.86 b 6.87 a 3.69 ab 24
M5 L1 117.03 a 5747 a 3135a 6.18 a 3.63 a 18
12 118.78 a 53.67b 31.85a 6.27 a 3.34 ab 20
L3 117.29 a 48.57 ¢ 27.33 b 6.25 a 3.25 ab 22
14 117.53 a 47.36 ¢ 25.63 b 6.13 a 3.18b 24
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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 economic traits of flue-cured tobaccos

o B A L e P ¥y
AL Remained | Upper and middle tob S Output val A i
Densi[y treatment emaine eaves pper an m.l e tobacco Yield//kg/hm2 UBU de ue Verige price
treatment proportion // % J0/hm Ju/'kg
M1 Ll 67.54 2 158.05 55 979.85 25.94
L2 68.68 2 149.20 56 781.90 26.42
L3 74.63 2 457.90 74 965.95 30.50
14 70.32 2 301.30 67 290.00 29.24
M2 L1 68.94 2 169.60 61 660.05 28.42
L2 74.33 2 481.60 76 036.20 30.64
L3 78.26 2 556.60 80 123.85 31.34
14 74.53 2 516.85 77 670.00 30.86
M3 L1 85.47 2 631.75 84 637.05 32.16
L2 83.47 2 781.45 90 786.60 32.64
L3 71.48 2 319.75 66 437.70 28.64
14 64.33 2 511.30 68 407.80 27.24
M4 L1 68.49 1 986.45 56 256.30 28.32
L2 62.52 2 009.70 49 920.90 24.84
L3 56.78 1 918.05 43 654.80 22.76
L4 53.45 1 808.10 39 416.55 21.80
M5 L1 53.26 1763.85 39 545.55 22.42
L2 51.08 1 509.60 30 463.80 20.18
L3 438.97 1 477.05 27 473.10 18.60
14 45.47 1434.30 21 227.70 14.80
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