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Abstract

Object: To explore the suitable transplanting methods in Yimen tobacco-growing area to enhance
the yield and quality of flue-cured tobacco. Methods: Four transplanting methods, namely conventional
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transplanting without mulching, small-plant transplanting under mulch, water-throwing trans-
planting, and transplanting with a planter under mulch, were set up in this study. The effects of dif-
ferent transplanting methods on the agronomic traits in the field, the appearance quality of raw
tobacco leaves, chemical composition, and economic traits were analyzed. Results: The appearance
quality score of the tobacco leaves in the planter transplanting treatment was the highest. The chem-
ical composition of the upper leaves was more balanced compared to other treatments, and the eco-
nomic traits were the best, significantly higher than those in the no-mulch transplanting treatment.
The water-throwing transplanting treatment had the best appearance quality of the tobacco leaves,
with balanced chemical composition of the middle and lower leaves, and the economic traits were
second only to the planter transplanting treatment. Conclusion: Water-throwing transplanting and
planter transplanting under mulch are suitable transplanting methods for flue-cured tobacco pro-
duction in Yimen tobacco-growing area.
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Table 1. Effects of different transplanting methods on the appearance quality of tobacco leaves
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Figure 1. The effect of different transplanting methods on the agronomic traits of tobacco
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Table 2. Effects of different transplanting methods on the chemical composition of tobacco leaves
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Table 3. Effects of different transplanting methods on the main economic characteristics of freshly baked tobacco leaves
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