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Effects of Different Transplanting Techniques on Growth, Yield and Quality of Flue-cured Tobaccos
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Abstract
were carried out. When the transplanting of two-stage seedling was delayed for 12 d, the cluster stage was delayed for about 5 d,

( Changning Branch, Hengyang Company of Hunan Tobacco Company, Changning,

The effects of floating seedling transplanting and two-stage seedling transplanting on the growth and quality of flue-cured tobacco
the other
growth stages were delayed for about 1 d, but the field growth period was shortened for about 11 d. The plant height of the two-stage seedling
transplanting was slightly lower than the control treatment, but it had growth advantage in the later stage, and the plant height increased, but
the difference was not significant. Compared with the control treatment, the incidence of mosaic disease in two-stage seedling treatment was
slightly lighter. Compared with the control treatment, the yield of two-stage seedling transplanting increased by 76. 95 kg/hm”, increased by
3.9% ;the output value increased by 7 004. 55 yuan/hm’
proportion of superior tobacco was 31. 41%, increased by 6. 94 percentage points, the proportion of middle and superior tobacco was 88. 17%,
reaching 79. 99%,
which was 2. 88 percentage points higher than that of the control. The proportion of green and yellow smoke was 0, and the proportion of varie-

increased by 17. 8% ;the average price increased by 2.7 yuan /kg (13.5%) ;the

’

increased by 5. 6 percentage points. After two-stage seedling transplanting, the proportion of yellow smoke was more,
gated smoke was only 8. 79% , which was 6. 06 percentage points lower than that of the control. Compared with the control, the contents of re-
ducing sugar and starch decreased, the contents of total alkaloid and potassium increased slightly, and the contents of other chemical compo-
nents remained unchanged.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the tobacco seedling quality during transplanting

H Y SISHiE RS B BT LILIE 2RI =3 10 R iy fif 1 10 R 11
D'/t Treatment  Plant height Euphylla Number of Green leaf Stem girth Fresh weight per Dry weight per
ate code cm number cutting leaves number mm 10 plants//g 10 plants//g
03-06 CK 5.96 6.5 1.6 4.9 9.28 56.23 6.18
T 3.58 7.0 4.2 4.9 10.79 53.83 8.08
03-17 CK 8.30 6.8 2.8 4.5 13.20 65.95 7.58
T 6.29 7.3 3.7 5.2 14.89 77.81 12.14
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on the major growth periods of tobacco plants
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S Seedling Provisonal Seedling . ; : Days of Field
Treatment ~ Sowing . Transplanting Resettling ~ Budding  Central Mature Mature .
emergency planting  mature . seedling growth
code date dat dat dat date date date flowering ~ date of  date of tage//d iod //d
ae ae ate date foot leaf  top leaf stage peno
CK 12-14 01-10 — 03-03 03-06 04-19 05-05 05-10 05-30 07-17 80 133
T 12-14 01-10 02-09 03-18 03-18 04-24 05-06 05-11 05-31 07-18 95 122
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Table 3 Effects of different treatments on the plant heights at rosette

stage and final harvesting date

AR Rosette stage 2K Final harvesting stage

Ab TR G

Treatment tk 'TE“'} W2 H(IE? W2

code Plant height Range Plant height Range
cm cm

CK 22.47+2.22 11. 10 55.48+5.58 24. 60

T 19.74+3. 10 11.90 57.93+9. 10 42.20
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Table 4 Effects of different treatments on the leaf number at rosette

stage and final harvesting date A
b g FARRIY] Rosette stage A% Final harvesting date
Treament iAok A oz
code Leaf number Range Leaf number Range
CK 12.33+1.30 5.0 15.63+1.07 3.0
T 12.53+0. 90 3.0 14.60+1. 28 6.0
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Table 5 Effects of different treatments on the stem girth after harves-

HORAE , BN E M ALY 7= 5 R 2 048. 25 kg/hm?  #%) HR
B 76. 95 kg/hm* 1472 3.9% . M= AF , P BT HiAb
T P2 A 46 354. 05 J6/hm’ B0 BRI 7 004. 55 J5/hm’,
WM 17. 8%, MM K &, W6 B3 E AL B M R
22.65 Ju/kg (A ) , F5xd BE3E AN 2. 70 J0/kg, 381 13. 5%
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Table 6 Effects of different treatments on the node distance of tobacco

ting cm
plants at final harvesting stage
A Rosette stage 2% Final harvesting date
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- . ] . ] o WOKME BUME S BRifEE —_— A5 REL
lealmem . élﬁ B2z . éli] 2z ,%l\ S Maximum ~ Minimum  Standard A$ﬂj Variable
code Stem girth Range Stem girth Range c;rsitment value value deviation V;Tge coefficient
CK 5.320.44 1.83 7.81£0. 55 2.23 o o om %
T 5.17+0.46 1.68 8.02+0. 41 1.65 CK 6.2 2.6 0.72 3.7 19.34

T 6.5 2.5 0.83 4.21 19.67
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Table 7 Effects of different treatments on the leaf area of waist leaves cm’
JUSLiE e A SEPN:E e/ ME brifE2E Rk
Treatment code Leaf area Maximum value Minimum value Standard deviation Average
CK 1202.4 519.8 134.7 835.7 16. 1
T 1197.3 528.5 127.4 823.1 15.5
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Table 8 Effects of different treatments on the economic characters and leaf class proportions of flue-cured tobaccos

pUEE RS Frh THE iy AR L] HH I LL 1) TFEFIA LA S L
Treatment Yield Output value Average price  Proportion of upper- Proportion of middle  Proportion of lower-  Proportion of middle and

code kg/ hm? J5/hm? Tt/ kg class tobaccos,/% class tobaccos//% class tobaccos,//% upper-class tobaccos /%
CK 1971.30 39 349. 50 19.95 24. 47 58.10 17.43 82.57
T 2 048.25 46 354.05 22.65 31.41 56.76 11.83 88.17
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Table 9 Effects of different treatments on the baking quality of tobac-

co leaves %
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Table 10 Effects of different treatments on the disease situation of CMV
S AR B ORERECO W) bobas ISR
Treatment Number of Number of Diseased plants Remained leaves No disease leaves No di leaw let‘dbe
code investigated plants infected plants per 100 plants per plant of diseased plants (_) | sease feaves index
per diseased plants
CK 432 42 9.7 15.6 294 7.00 5.37
T 432 27 6.3 14.6 240 8. 89 2.44
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Table 11 Effects of different treatments on the chemical component proportions of tobacco leaves %
RhERG i O K EHIE » -
Treatment Reducing Total Total vegetable e K |
. Total N Starch
code sugar carbohydrate alkaloid
CK 22.8 27.6 2.08 1.67 1.91 0.40 10. 60
T 19.0 27.6 2. 46 1.65 2.00 0.37 7.49
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