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Abstract

Indole butyric acid was added at two different times in the process of seedling-floating system,
and the agronomic traits, physiological characteristics and conventional chemical composition of
tobacco leaves were measured. The results showed that, compared with the control treatment, the
root activity were increased by 32.5 pg/g-h, the plant height reached 115 cm after topping, the
number of effective leaves were increased by 3 pieces, the content of total sugar of the tobacco
leaves after baking were increased by 1.2%, the nicotine content and potassium content were in-
creased, and the starch content were reduced at the treatment of adding indole butyric acid ap-
plied twice in the process of seedling-floating system (The first applied concentration was 0.5
mg/L when the tobacco was in the small-cross period; The second applied concentration was 1.0
mg/L when the tobacco was ready to transplant after 7 days). In general, the treatment of adding
indole butyric acid in Float System promoted the growth of the tobacco plant, and the proportion
of the chemical composition of the tobacco leaves was also more harmonious and the quality of the
tobacco leaves was improved.
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Table 1. Weather conditions during field growth
1. HEEKBXSRKR

Ay i = UA HH NH LA
H ¥R (C) 16 23 28 32 31
2015 4E H ¥ AL SR(C) 11 16 21 25 24
[ 7K S B (mm) 106.6 88.0 249.6 188.8 26.4
H#5 5 ml ('C) 20 25 26 31 34
2016 4 H B RALSIR(C) 11 17 19 23 26
7K s B (mm) 173.0 206.8 1138 110.6 94.0
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Figure 1. Comparison of plant height, stalk circumference, pitch, effective leaf number and leaf area coefficient of each pe-
riod of tobacco plant. Figure of the data in the analysis of variance with independent samples t test, the data with the same
letter in the same period of between two data yet reached 5% significant level (p > 0.05)

E 1. RS EERS . 8. B, AR ERARER. 0 BPRENHFESITRMIER t 830X,
E—BTEA% IR B B HERE F A IR Z B RIEE2] 5% B E KT (p > 0.05)
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Table 2. Seedling stage of the agronomic traits of tobacco seedlings and physiological indicators
= 2. EEENR R R EIRIERR

A Ab 3 R &RIE T REH R K RFH £ T SPAD {
- The longest Root Number Leaf dry
ég‘ Treatment RO(Ot E;CF;;/)IW Roczt;r;%%n;ber root length dry weight of leaves weight SPAD value
Hee = (cm) (o/Hk) (1H) @)

2015 CK 4153+143b  387.3%5.3b 27.3+053a 0.043+0.005b 8.4 %0.3b 0.36+0.01b  25.9+0.19b
Tl 4478+123a  423.7+7.8a 23.7+0.78b  0.055+0.007a 9.6+0.2a 0.48+0.02a  30.7+0.45a
2016 CK 4342+103b 368.5+6.8b 25.8+0.42a 0.038+0.004b 7.2%0.2b 0.32+0.01b 23.2+0.16b

T1 468.9+114a  398.4+5.2a 21.6+0.78b  0.045+0.005a 8.9+0.3a 0.39+0.01a 28.7+0.25a

e R T ZE T RS REAS R, (RSB e AT R [R) 7 B P B 2 (A ARG 2 5% 1 3 KT+ (p > 0.05)
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AbFE 20~21 Fv, 1 CK A 17~18 fv, AT WLt M| e T R Ak i = A — e iR E s A &R
B SRR AR A KRB — A ZLHR AR, 76— € VS N, AR 7= B e T AR R U 1S R 4 v
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FKs RIS E E TG T RIS REBE R b R SRR A BT, TS I R R A 2
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R R s B ISR T IRRARER R B by b TR AR P R BT 2 S B R X R A T s [
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VIR A ERRRAK Iy BRI O, BETHE G 1 AR P i AR AT, (D 170 B A AL
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Table 3. Comparison of leaf SPAD, leaf thickness and leaf weight between treatments
= 3. QIBEMERT SPAD &, MAEEFMMREMELE

F0 () L g SPAD & it )5 BE (um) - 2 (mg/cm?)
Age place Treatment SPAD value Blade thickness Unit leaf area weight
2015 TR CK 32.1+0.90a 192.2 +13.32b 18.1£0.76b

Lower leaves T1 33.7+1.77a 246.7+£11.18a 16.07 £ 0.44a
g CK 29.1+147a 238.0£12.13b 22.6 +0.56a
Middle leaves T1 29.9+211a 256.0 £5.67a 23.2+1.09
sl CK 28.3+1.12b 281.8+14.23a 28.1+1.02b
Upper leaves T1 30.5+1.23a 299.0 + 9.56a 31.7+1.78a
2016 B CK 30.5+0.87b 203.6 £ 10.21b 17.8 +0.65b
Lower leaves T1 32.6 £0.95a 223.6 +£10.98a 19.6+0.23a
i CK 29.8 £0.95b 224.3+12.01b 23.1+£0.42b
Middle leaves T1 31.2+1.12a 243.2 +10.36a 25.6 £ 0.36a
st CK 27.3+0.75b 263.2£14.78b 29.2+0.89b
Upper leaves T1 29.6 £ 0.84a 302.3.0+12.31a 32.3+0.88a

T RPEARITTE I MOIREA AR, R SR B R 7 B PR 2 (8] AR IR F) 5% F i 2 KT (p > 0.05)

Table 4. Indole butyric acid on the conventional chemical composition of flue-cured tobacco unit: %
7= 4. IR T ERACIE R £ IR IEIT E L FE R S IS0 B %

FEHERE) R Lb3E S 5 TR SA T v 3L S SR i & ]
Age Grade Treatment Total sugar  Reducing sugar Starch ni-{rootgaén Potassium  Nicotine etPheet:Oelstur g]ct
2015 CK 17.1+0.64b 16.5+0.99b 50+£0.86a 19+0.23a 22+0.03b 1.7+0.26a 7.6+0.16b

X T1 18.2+£0.31a 17.2 £ 0.88a 3.9+0.06b 20+0.11a 28+0.02a 18+043a 12.0+0.16a
CK 18.0 £ 0.06b 15.1+0.01b 47+024a 21+012a 17+00lb 2.6+0.32a 12.0+0.06b

o T1 19.2 £0.25a 16.8 + 0.02a 39+011b 22+014a 27+00la 2.7+0.23a 143+0.03a
CK 16.5+0.11b 13.7 £ 0.14b 44+0.06a 24+006b 16+0.04b 3.1+0.22a 14.4+0.30a

o T1 17.6 £0.03a 145+0.12a 41+003b 26+016a 1.7+0.05a 3.3+0.5la 14.5+0.35
2016 CK 16.6 + 0.67b 15.2 £ 0.26a 39+056a 18+0.15a 22+0.06b 19+0.22b 8.7+0.23b
X T1 17.7£0.45a 15.6 £0.13a 3.7+0.16a 15+012b 27+0.03a 2.1+0.23a 10.6+0.26a
CK 18.2 £0.16b 16.6 + 0.51b 42+011a 23+012a 23+002b 24+0.32b 144+0.12b

o T1 20.7 £ 0.46a 18.4+0.19a 39+024b 21+014b 25+00la 27+0.23a 16.7+0.23a
CK 15.7 £ 0.26b 13.2+0.24b 43+016a 22+013b 1.7+00lb 34+0.12a 16.4+0.22b

o T1 17.7£0.33a 15.2 + 0.55a 40+014b 24+0.25a 21+0.03a 34+03la 17.9+0.11la

T RP BRI T A MSI A A5, RISIEOE T BA IR 7 B PR 2 (8] R IE B 5% 5k 2 KT (p > 0.05)
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FHL TS MREDES] 115 cm, AR A ESEIN T 3 F i, RIS MRRR BT (¥ SPAD AL v JEE B2
AN E AR K
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