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Abstract .

This study was carried out to investigate the influence of distance of planting holes (51, 45,

and 40 em) and number of plants per a hole(4, 5, 6 plants) on agronomic characteristics,

vield, and quality of an aromatic tobacco, Sohyang. The resulis are as follows;

1.
2.

Relative light intensity increased by widening the distance of holes.

Leaf area per a plant or per a leaf, and leaf length and width increased by widening the
distance of holes and decreased by increasing the number of plants per a hole. But L. A.
L increased by increasing the number of plants per a hole. Leaf shape index(Leaf length/

Leaf width) showed little differences among treatments.

. Dry weight of leaf, root, and stem per a plant decreased by increasing the number of pla-

nts per a hole,

. Total nitrogen decreased by increasing number of plants per a hole and in the case  of

narrow distance of holes, but nicotine, reducing sugar, ether-extract and ash showed little

differences.

. Yield per 10a decreased by widening the distance of holes.
. Quality (price per kg) was improved by increasing the number of plants per a hole at the

plot of 51cm distance of holes. But there was no variation at the plot of 45em. And quali-
ty was decreased at the plot of 40em distance of holes by increasing the number of plants

per a hole.

. Price per 10a was highest in the plot of which plant spacing was 90x40cm and the number

of plants per a hole was 4 (11112 plant/10a).
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Table. 1. Correlation coefficients among agronomic characteristics.

Relative Angleof gi.  Leaf area Dry leaf Dry weight
Characteristics light stem to height per L.AL weightper per unmit  Yield

intensity ground & plant a plant leaf area

Relative light

intensity

Angle of stem to 0 4854*

ground

Stem height —0.5178** 404016

Leaf area per a

plant —0.2573 00706  +0.4471*

L.AT, —0.445¢*  40.1388  40.4723*  10.5940**

Dry leaf weight " " -

per a plant —02397 +0.0221 +0.5410** 40.9085** +0.4917

Dry weight per
unit leaf area

Yield —01512  +0.1169  +0.3783  +0.3722  +0.4765* +0.2678  —0.1252

~0.0085 +02415  +0.3547  +0.0557  —0.038 +0.4647*
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