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Effects of Different Transplanting Methods on Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobacco
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Abstract
planting, less labor for raising and supplementing seedlings, high field uniformity, strong drought and stress resistance and high quality of to-

(1. Cili Branch of Zhangjiajie City Tobacco Company, Zhangjiajie, Hunan 427000;
[ Objective ] Screening a tobacco seedling transplanting method that has good transplanting quality, short seedling stage after trans-

bacco leaf.[ Method ] Taking the well cellar transplanting method as the control, the plot comparative test was carried out between the tray
transplanting and nutrient lump transplanting, meanwhile the growth period, agronomic character, disease occurrence, economic character and
chemical composition analysis of each treatment were analyzed. [ Result] The yield, output value, the proportion of middle and top grade tobac-
co and the chemical composition of C3F tobacco of nutrient lump transplanting were better than those of tray transplanting and pit transplanting.

[ Conclusion ] Based on the comprehensive factors, the transplanting method of nutrient lump transplanting could be popularized.
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Table 1 Main growth periods of tobacco plants in different treatments

AR — JE AR o b KRR
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Treatment Transplanting Squarine st Mature stage Mature stage Growing stage
reatmen period quarng stage of foot leaves of parietal lobe in field //d
EFEYEARAM Nutrient lump transplanting 04-25 06-15 06-23 09-03 132
FESLR A Tray transplanting 04-25 06-20 07-27 09-08 137
H2 X FE 3% Well cellar transplanting 04-25 06-24 07-03 09-14 143
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Table 2 Agronomic characteristics of tobacco plants with different treatments

gb B TR ENE AR HER JENt 5
Treatment Plant height Node distance Stem circumference Number of effective Length of middle Width of middle
reatmen cm cm cm leaves // leaves // cm leaves // cm
EFEYeARAME Nutrient lump transplanting 110.0 4.2 9.4 21.9 75.7 290.5
FESLR A Tray transplanting 108.7 4.3 9.5 20.9 75.3 28.4
H2=2 X FLFk Well cellar transplanting 112.5 4.2 9.7 21.1 76.9 27.5
#3 AE4AEEE ERE AL AL A R =5 51.3 F1 71.0 kg/hm® (A& 3 MAb ] 25
Table 3 Field disease resistance of tobacco plants with different treat- 2R ﬁ%; P LS FE e A A B AR e 15 (71 092.4 fn/hmz) ,
ments U B AT B (68 642.6 7/ hon® ) S 2 F 22
U g PR g (66 701.6 56/t ) Hork 25 FEAE B TRAN
st Discse I gt BRI R AR TR 2 R4 225 5 FO AL BN 2 5
Treatment index o Diseas e N~ . . . =
o ek ool ST R W AR R SRR (30.5 76/ k) , el
T e e e 09 R RS R Al BRI bR (28.0 T/ k) , 5 FRHE B b FHLI
EIREIR utrient lump transplanting . . N \ ‘ . )
FTARELH Tray transplanting 0 1.0 1.3 IRANIH 2 SRS R AL B R [E) A 35 22 57, L A B ) 2 5 AN
HE X F Well cellar transplanting 0.6 2.8 2.6 E%, EPJ:%J: tt{ﬁﬂuﬂé?%fﬁf&ffﬁﬁiﬁi%%%(957%) ,%
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Table 4 Economic characteristics of tobacco plants with different treatments

LB R FHE LW iy CHRAR RS
Treatment Yleld0 OutBut Va}ue Average price of tobacco Ratio of middle and high
kg/hm” J6/hm” Ju/'kg grade tobacco // %
EFEYEARM Nutrient lump transplanting 23309 a 710924 a 30.5 a 95.7 a
FLALARAE Tray transplanting 23112 a 68 642.6 ab 29.7 ab 94.6 a
H2 B AR Well cellar transplanting 23822 a 66 701.6 b 28.0 b 934 a

T : [PV B 5 AR NG 5 R TE 0.05 K P22 57 3

Note : different lowercase letters in the same column stand for significant differences between different treatments at 0.05 level
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Table 5 Chemical composition analysis of C3F tobacco with different treatments

4hEm OB T RS £ ap W A SR TR
Treatment Reducing Nicotine  Total nitrogen ~ Chlorine Potassium Reducing  Total nitrogen/ Potass/
reatment sugar // % % % % % sugar/ nicotine nicotine chlorine
EFEYEARME Nutrient lump transplanting 24.05 2.51 1.52 0.29 1.65 9.58 0.61 5.69
FEALIRA Tray transplanting 23.57 2.78 1.51 0.31 1.63 8.48 0.54 5.26

FH22FEFk Well cellar transplanting 23.25 2.86 1.46 0.27 1.58 8.13 0.51 5.85
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