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Table 1 Test transplant methods
7 5 25 R /em Rk
Transplanting Tobacco seedling Transplant
methods stem height requirements
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Table 2 Effect of different transplanting methods on soil rhizosphere bacteria( X 10°CFU-g")

N AR Eik 32t RE < 49 B W
ZEVIEN . . -

= ) Root spreading Rosette Fast growing Flower-bud Harvest

Transplanting method . ) .

stage stage period appearing stage time
[EEYINRT: 37.67 Aa 5.00 Aa 4.00 Aab 6.00 Aab 3.33 Aa
High seedling transplanting stem
E Rk 30.33 Aa 3.67 Aa 7.00 Aa 9.67 Aa 4.00 Aa
Well cellar type transplanting
BV 3k 26.33 Aa 4.33 Aa 4,33 Aab 5.67 Aab 3.67 Aa
Transplanting machine transplanting

H L Hb B R R (CKD) 25.33 Aa 3.33 Aa 1.67 Ab 3.67 Ab 2.33 Aa

Conventional film transplanting

Feh Bt 3 W A A L SR [A/NG TR R P<<0. 05 B E K RFKRE FHE R P<0.01 H B EK¥E. FH.

Data in the tablemean the average values of three repeats. Data within the same column followed by different lowercases and capital

letters mean significant difference at 5% and 1% level. The same below.
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Table 3 The effect on soil rhizosphere actinomycetes populations in different
transplanting methods ( X10'CFU-g")

N TR Zip 3y HE 19 B -
2 VIR : , - R
. Root spreading Rosette Fast growing Flower-bud )
Transplanting method . . Harvest time
stage stage period Appearing stage
o o R 4.67 Aab 10. 00 Aa 7.00 Aab 24.00 Aa 25.00 Aa
High seedling transplanting stem
Hax R 6.00 Ab 8.67 Aa 11.00 Ab 23.00 Aa 21.33 Aa
Well cellar type transplanting
AR BLES A% 5.00 Aab 9.00 Aa 6.33 Aab 18.33 Aa 22.00 Aa
Transplanting machine transplanting
L RS R (CKO 3.33 Aa 7.00 Aa 3.33 Aa 17.00 Aa 19.67 Aa
Conventional film transplanting(CK)
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Table 4 Effect on soil rhizosphere fungi populations in different transplanting methods( X 10°CFU-g")

AR

Root spreading

2V EN

Transplanting method

Rosette stage

I3

Fast growing

A

HRA Flower-bud

Harvest time

stage period appearing stage
i 25 M R R 13.33 Aa 7.33 Aa 8.67 Aa 25.33 Aa 11. 00 Aa
High seedling transplanting stem
Xk 11.00 Aa 6.00 Aab 7.33 Aa 24.00 Aa 8.67 Aab
Well cellar type transplanting
B R 3.33 Bb 1.33 Ab 5.67 Aab 6.00 Bb 5.33 Ab
Transplanting machine transplanting
WML IR RS A (CKD 3.33 Bb 2.33 Ab 1.33 Ab 7.67 Bb 8.00 Aab

Conventional film transplanting
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Effects of Transplanting Methods on Soil Rhizosphere
Microbial in Flue-cured Tobacco

LIU Lin' WANG Zi-ying’, ZHANG Zhi-peng’, Al Tong-fei' , SHI Shao-bo'. JI Chun-yan®,
LI Heng-quan’

(1. Mudanjiang Tobacco Leaf Cooperation, Mudanjiang, Heilongjiang 157011 ;2. Mudanjiang
Normal University, Mudanjiang, Heilongjiang 157011; 3. Heilongjiang Province Tobacco
Monopoly Bureau, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150000; 4. Harbin Tobacco Leaf Cooperation, Har-
bin, Heilongjiang 150000; 5. Mudanjiang Tobacco Science Research Institute, Mudanjiang,
Heilongjiang 157011)

Abstract: In order to explore the transplanting method of the high quality flue-cured tobacco in Longjiang, the
effects of four transplanting methods on soil microbial in flue-cured tobacco were studied. The results showed
high seedling transplanting stem,well cellar type transplanting. transplanting machine transplanting flue-cured
tobacco rhizosphere soil microbial number were higher than that of conventional film transplanting, especially
high seedling deep transplanting and well cellar type transplanting greatly increased the number of soil microor-
ganisms in the rhizosphere of tobacco. Compared with the conventional film transplanting, high seedling deep
transplanting of tobacco soil in different growth period the number of rhizosphere bacteria increased by
42.9%~139.5% ,the growth rate of rhizosphere actinomycetes increased by 27. 1% ~110. 2% , the growth
rate of the rhizosphere fungi was 100. 2% ~300. 3%. Well cellar type transplanting flue-cured tobacco soil in
the growth period of the rhizosphere bacterial number increased by 10. 2% ~319. 2% , the growth rate of rhizo-
sphere actinomycetes increased by 8. 4 % ~230. 3% the growth rate of the rhizosphere fungi was 69. 3% ~230.
3%. Research showed high seedling deep transplanting and well cellar type transplanting could improve the
quantity of soil microorganism in the rhizosphere of Flue-cured Tobacco.

Keywords: flue-curing tobacco; transplanting method; rhizosphere microorganism
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