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Abstract

of biomass, the coordination of chemical composition and the poor quality of production were solved. [ Method] With Yunyan 87 as the experimen-

[ Objective | To determine the suitable transplanting methods in Meizhou tobacco-growing areas,the problems such as the accumulation

tal material ,the treatment of four transplanting modes in Pingyuan area of Meizhou was selected ,the agronomic traits,dry matter accumulation and
common chemical composition were measured in the flue-cured tobacco leaves. [ Result] The effects of different transplanting methods on the
growth and development of flue-cured tobacco,the accumulation of matter,the conventional chemical composition and quality of flue-cured tobacco
leaves were significant. The seedlings under the wellbore membrane seedling grew well in the field, the material accumulation was higher, the
chemical composition of the tobacco leaves was coordinated, and the quality of the tobacco leaves was obviously improved. [ Conclusion | The

transplanting under the cellar seedling can be considered and promoted in the actual tobacco production in Meizhou tobacco area.
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Table 1 Effects of different transplanting methods on agronomic traits of flue-cured tobacco in resettling stage

Jrs 7= E-XE| R4 R - 5E TR i
Plant height Stem girth Leaf number Leaf length Leaf width Leaf area Pitch
Treatment ’
cm cm R/ Rk cm cm cm cm
T,(CK) 35.96+1.35b 6.27 +0.21 b 10.38 £0.25 b 33.00+1.45b 15.67£0.23 b 328.11 £10.25 b 3.46 £0.28 a
T, 31.43+1.03 ¢ 6.34+0.15b 10.25+0.15 b 33.12+1.34 b 15.78 +0.18 b 331.61 £12.13 b 3.06 £0.17 a
T, 38.67+1.15 a 7.23£0.18 a 12.11 +£0.16 a 36.00+1.73 a 17.48 +1.51 a  399.28 +15.23 a 3.19+0.11 a
T, 34.89 £2.09 b 7.32£0.21 a 12.36 £0.34 a 35.29+1.89 ab  16.89 £0.51 ab 378.19 +12.89 ab 2.82+0.07 b

T : RPN BHR R /NG PR R 2257 B3 (P <0.05)

Note: Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 2 Effects of different transplanting methods on agronomic traits of flue-cured tobacco in vigorous growing period

g PR e DR LIRS -5 BRI §iE
Plant height Stem girth Leaf number Leaf length Leaf width Leaf area Pitch
Treatment 2
cm cm H/kk cm cm cm’ cm
T,(CK) 68.10£1.48 a 7.24+0.17 b 18.00 £0.36 ¢ 52.79+0.71 b 21.86+1.23 b 732.21 £12.18 ¢ 3.78 +0.11 a
T, 63.54 +£0.59 b 7.02£0.21 b 17.76 £0.29 ¢ 51.28 £0.27 b 21.41 £0.28 b 696.62 +10.15 ¢ 3.57+0.20 a
T, 71.12£2.18 a 8.41+£0.32 a 19.12+0.28 ab  58.27 +1.03 a 26.87 £2.25a 993.45+14.13 a 3.72+0.03 a
T, 70.33 £0.67 a 8.33+0.41 a 20.08 +0.48 a 57.35+1.04 a 26.03+1.18 a  947.19 +£22.21 ab 3.50+0.12 a

T : FFVEHR R /NG PR R R 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 3 Effects of different transplanting methods on agronomic traits of flue-cured tobacco in mature period

5 gl 2E ] IR i 5 L 1585
Plant height Stem girth Leaf number Leaf length Leaf width Leaf area Pitch

Treatment 2

cm cm R/ cm cm cm cm
T,(CK)  90.57 £0.42 b 8.96 £1.45 a 17.99£0.35b  73.13x1.15a  23.09+0.58 a 1071.40224.97 a 5.03+0.09 b
T, 88.93+0.73 b 8.14+1.02 b 18.55+0.45 b 68.44 £1.26 b 23.18+1.18 a 1006.62+19.91 b 4.79+£0.11 b
T, 96.01 £0.27 a 9.17 £0.87 a 19.33£0.17 a 74.12 £0.61 a 23.16 £1.72 a 1089.58 £22.07 a 4.96 £0.20 a
T, 95.62 £0.37 a 9.03+0.87 a 18.95 +0.51 a 73.18 £0.28 a 23.07 +0.18 a 1 071.46 +£33.75 a 5.04 £0.21 a

1 FSVEHE R /NG TR R R R 22 5 2 (P <0.05)
Note : Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
*4 FEABBAFANEERDRHTYURRRENZIN
Table 4 Effects of different transplanting methods on dry weight accumulation of flue-cured tobacco in resettling stage g

o T AR R TR T R R TR TR R H FI T AR
yosLil Dry welght Dry welght Dry welght Dry weight
Treatment accumulation in accumulation of accumulation of accumulation in

middle-upper part lower leaves lower stems aboveground part

T, (CK) 22.12£0.37 a 10.23 £0.12 ab 2.56 £0.24 ab 34.91+£0.93 b
T, 21.23£0.38 a 9.37£0.08 b 2.45+0.31 ab 33.05+1.01 b
T, 23.81 £0.68 a 11.41£0.42 a 2.82+0.41 a 38.04 £0.68 a
T, 22.32+0.54 a 11.03 +0.15 a 2.79 £0.11 a 36.14 +0.74 ab

T« (R BUIR /NS AR R R 22 5 B35 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)

#5 TREBHAXIESEERPA T RRRENZN

Table 5 Effects of different transplanting methods on dry weight accumulation of flue-cured tobacco in vigorous growing period

o

AT LEZETY R4 s T R ERE TEETY o EEET
PR R P R i JiH R YA R Y SR i Pt R Yy JSR R
b3 ) ) » ; ; ; ;
Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight
Treatment . . . : : . oo
accumulation accumulation accumulation accumulation of accumulation of accumulation accumulation in
of upper leaves of upper stems of middle leaves middle stems lower leaves of lower stems aboveground part
T, (CK) 11.45+0.24 b 11.18 £0.27 ¢ 22.83+0.27 b 21.13£0.31 ¢ 22.13+0.23 b 19.23 +0.41 a 107.95 £1.21 b
T, 11.29£0.29 b 10.81 +£0.29 ¢ 22.31+0.41 b 20.08 £0.22 ¢ 21.67 £0.33 be  18.89+0.42 a 105.05 £1.38 b
T, 14.86 +0.32 a 13.20£0.24 a 29.32+0.23 a 24.32+0.71 a 23.42+0.21 a 20.25 +0.76 a 125.37£1.31 a
T, 14.39 £0.26 a 12.75+0.24 b 28.45+0.32 a 23.18 +0.21 ab  23.16+0.17 a 20.51 +1.01 a 122.44 +1.37 a

0 FFNEER G NG AR R R 2Z 5 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 6 Effects of different transplanting methods on agronomic traits of flue-cured tobacco in mature period g
(S0 7] [SHIE R SRl 7] HhiET TR THEETY by BT
4ha R Bt JRFR B FRFR R YR R Y R R Bt YR R
T Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight Dry weight
reatment . . . . . . A .
accumulation accumulation accumulation accumulation of accumulation of accumulation accumulation in
of upper leaves of upper stems of middle leaves middle stems lower leaves of lower stems aboveground part
T,(CK) 32.18 £1.03 ab 15.38 £0.62 a 44.29 £0.27 ¢ 22.74+1.01 b 32.62+1.07 a 23.26 +0.31 ab 170.47 £2.32 ¢
T, 31.42+1.12 b 15.02 £0.27 a 43.74 £0.35 ¢ 22.02+1.04 ab  30.34£1.12 a 22.66 £0.63 b 165.20 £2.28 ¢
T, 38.56 +1.21 a 16.37 £0.37 a 51.18 £0.29 a 27.84 £0.84 a 35.73+£0.32 a 25.74£0.94 a 195.42 £1.56 a
T, 35.76 +£1.37 ab 16.24 £0.22 a 48.93 £0.31 b 25.53+0.93 ab  33.79+0.93 a 24.76 +0.24 ab 185.01 +2.91 b

T RPNV R /NG PRI R R 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 7 Effects of different transplanting methods on conventional chemical components of B2F tobacco leaves

SbE i SR TERD HE B oy e R LL AL
i : : ‘ s WL :
Treatment Total sugar Reducing Starch Nicotine Potassium Total Sugar-nicotine Nitrogen-
reatmen % sugar // % % % % nitrogen // % ratio nicotine ratio
T,(CK) 19.84+0.85b 18.07+0.14 ab 5.84+0.38a 2.92+0.08a 1.62+0.09b 2.80+0.21a 6.81+0.48 a 0.95+0.44 a
T, 21.98£0.16 a 20.00x1.15a 6.19+0.09a 2.97+0.15a 1.69+0.04ab 2.61+0.04a 7.42+0.35a 0.88 £0.04 a
T, 20.58 £0.36 ab 16.51 £1.18 b 6.52+0.15a 2.81+0.03a 1.71+0.09 ab 2.69+0.15a 7.33x0.15a 0.96 +0.06 a
T, 20.33 +£0.36 ab 19.70 £0.45a 4.56+0.25b 2.87+0.12a 1.89+0.06a 2.90+0.04a 7.09+0.24 a 1.01 £0.06 a

T : (R PVBIER /NS T REAR R R 22 5 B35 (P <0.05)

Note; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 8 Effects of different transplanting methods on conventional chemical components of C3F tobacco leaves

ALk B A Bl LR SR, L AT i 9 P A AN B 2 5

RV i TEN TG oy e R L HEKLL
4ib 3 i o . N ;
Treatment Total sugar Reducing Starch Nicotine Potassium Total Sugar-nicotine Nitrogen-

reatmen % sugar // % % % % nitrogen // % ratio nicotine ratio
T,(CK) 23.28+0.48a 17.58+0.55c¢ 5.79+0.21a 2.68+0.14a 1.87+0.04a 2.67+0.02ab 8.72+0.48 a 0.99 £0.06 a
T, 23.72+£0.12a 21.15+0.36 a 5.13+0.21b 2.73+0.16a 1.86+0.05a 2.55+0.04b 8.72+0.33 a 0.94+0.04 a
T, 24.32+0.21 a 18.28+1.17b 6.08+0.21 a 2.87+0.17a 1.96+0.04a 2.77+0.06a 8.53+0.48 a 0.97 +0.04 a
T, 21.79£0.69 b 20.70 £0.50 ab 5.09 £0.38 b  2.92+0.04a 2.00+0.07a 2.74+0.05a 7.46+0.12 a 0.94+0.03 a

T : RPNV B R /NG PR R R R 2257 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 9 Effects of different transplanting methods on conventional chemical components of X2F tobacco leaves

b v 5O TEH Gl i KA W L ER i
Treatment Total sugar Reducing Starch Nicotine Potassium Total Sugar-nicotine Nitrogen-

reatmen Yo sugar // % % % % nitrogen // % ratio nicotine ratio
T,(CK) 18.59+0.47b 15.82+0.45b 5.12+0.11ab 2.81+0.09a 1.83+0.09a 2.68+0.02a 6.65+0.38b 0.95+0.03 a
T, 19.48 £0.32 b 16.83+1.04 ab 5.11 £0.26 ab 2.75+0.11 a 1.78+0.08a 2.70+0.05a 7.11+0.33 ab 0.98 +0.08 a
T, 21.77+0.24 a 18.62+0.71 ab 5.44+0.15a 2.81+0.09a 1.79+0.04 a 2.77x0.07a 7.78%0.34a 0.98 +0.03 a
T, 19.34+0.07b 19.38+1.03a 4.79+0.10b 2.98+0.05a 1.79+0.04 a 2.77+0.06a 6.4820.12b 0.93 £0.06 a

T RFVEHR R /NG FRER R R 2257 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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Table 10 Effects of different transplanting methods on economic traits of flue-cured tobacco

st 5 |
‘ ey TR m 0

. . Bl . Ratio of . AR )

A FEE Ratio of . Ratio of K
Qb3 . Average . middle and Ratio of

Yield Output . superior . upper tobacco .
Treatment 2 — 2 price superior middle tobacco

kg/hm J6/hm Ly tobacco leaves
Ju/kg leaves // % tobacco % leaves // %
? leaves // % ‘

T, (CK) 2467.15+30.55 ¢ 58 175.74 +663.92 ¢ 23.58 +0.23 b 51.35+£0.03a 87.77+0.01b  39.14+0.24b 35.53+0.21 ¢
T, 2406.62 £19.79 ¢ 51333.72+£204.47d  21.33+0.09 ¢ 46.18 £0.03 a 85.81+0.02b 37.42+0.21 b 35.83+0.09 ¢
T, 2647.47 £19.49 a 64 810.52 +531.69 a  24.48 +0.07 a 52.34£0.01a 93.24+0.02a 42.66+0.32a 37.53+0.37b
T, 2573.76 £21.38 b 61 821.25+441.92b  24.02+0.08 b 52.91£0.02a 93.49+0.0l a 37.94+0.12b 44.83+0.36 a

T : RPN B /NG PR R 22 57 B3 (P <0.05)

Note ; Different small letters within the same column mean significant differences (P <0.05)
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