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Status of Soil Sulfur Content in Anhui Tobacco Area and Its Effects on Sulfur Content of Flue-cured Tobacco

CUI Quan-ren, WU Wen-ming,JING Li-li (Tobacco Institute, Anhui Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Hefei, Anhui 230031)

Abstract [ Objective] To research the relationship between the tobacco-planting soil and the sulfur content of tobacco leaf in Anhui Province.
[ Method ] Soil census samples were collected from Dongzhi Tobacco Area of Chizhou City and South Anhui Tobacco Area. Soil available sulfur
contents in different sampling sites in different planting years were researched. Soil available sulfur contents and tobacco leaf total sulfur contents
in location sample were detected in heavy loam, medium loam soil and light loam soil,,as well as the soil available sulfur and total sulfur contents
in location sample in different planting years ( =15,6 —10 and 1 -5 a). [ Result] With the increase of planting years,sulfur accumulated in the
soil due to the application of fertilizer. In the growth season of tobacco,soil improvement had obvious effect with the increase of soil sand property ,
and the soil sulfur had strong accumulation effect. There was no relationship between the sulfur content in the soil and the tobacco leaf. The leaf
sulfur content was determined by the soil texture type. Stronger soil cohesion and soil acidity were good for the sulfur accumulated in the tobacco

leaf. [ Conclusion] This research provides scientific basis for the sustainable development of tobacco leaf production in Anhui Province.
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Table 1 Available sulphur content in soil census samples in Chizhou Tobacco Area
75 =N

i " FEd L AR B 22 ETES
?&flfﬂl'—'\ /%]J:?:HQ Sample Available sulphur content // mg/L Standard Variable
siat‘fanp e yezrrl/l/nf number Bl B/ME ST deviation coefficient

0 Maximum Minimum Mean mg/L %

ZRZ I North tobacco area of 8 15 75.49 13.96 27.30 14.70 53.83
Dongzhi City
7R & 3 Middle tobacco area of 6 17 26.07 11.89 20. 14 3.53 17.51
Dongzhi City
R ZE g+ South tobacco area of Dong- 3 15 26.34 14.37 20.53 4.75 23.16
zhi City

AR 1 A AR 8 a A AR = ALER (PR TKIR BN %)
JHIX, + HEAT RO & f e KON 75. 49 mg/L, fie /Ry 13.96
mg/L, 34 27. 30 mg/L, brifE w224 14. 70 mg/L, 28 3 R
Bk 53.83% , AHMH 6 a AUARZ PR (AT JR IR CEHESE ) M
X, AR & KR 26,07 mg/L, /Ay 11.89 mg/L,
S8 20. 14 mg/L, bR DR 25 8 3. 53 mg/L, A5 5 RECH
17.51% FEHA 3 a AR R pa B (5 75 LIS ) MRIX, - e300
SRR 2634 me/L, e/ 14,37 me/L, 34K 20. 53
mg/ L bt 2Eh 4.75 mg/L, A5 RECk 23.16% . £54 5341
bR DX A i - AT SR B T R A AR AT R 1 4
K, AR A RIS KA R BGA 53.83% o
2.1.2  foE g AR DX - A A B AR R SR AR LI, 7
e rE B M TS B R B R B A A X R AR R
B 56 A, A MAE BR A s A T 40 280, R L 2,

132 2 W AR AR BR K 15 a S DL I e N AR X, 4358
B A B GE S 68. 13 me/L, i/ Ky 12,31 mg/L, 15
iK% 36. 61 mg/L, b5l 25 0 12. 75 mg/L, 45 3 RN
34.82% AHMAAERR A 10 a () 7l BEIR AR X, + 384 30 &
F IR 51,74 me/L, B/ H 16. 66 me/L, SE-H35%5) 34. 55
mg/ L, b 22 24 10. 87 mg/L, 48 55 RN 31.45% . AN
AERR 10 a AT B IX, 4984 A% e R ik B 47. 85 mg/LL,
F/NA 15,43 mg/L, F34935% 33. 13 mg/L, brdER 24 9. 33
mg/L, A5 5 20N 28.16% . FHARAEBR A 10 a (175 bz 72 B
THIX, 3 A 200 & & i Ko 37. 31 mg/L, /Ay 15, 31
me/ L, SR 27. 74 me/L, brifEln 22 6. 62 me/L, A5 F &
R 23.85% o LA bR A A DX AR A A S
AL, Bt R AR A R A 2K, - G R0OBR 7 i R I ke 3, i
KA S ZELGK 34.82%
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Table 2 Distribution of avaibable sulphur content in soil census samples in South Anhui Tobacco Area

¥ H AR i i AR ELZ
HX&HE)E" *Eiﬁ]iFKE i;?p% Available sulphur content // mg/L @fgfﬁf y{/ii]f
Sampling Planting | - - - deviati oefficient
site year//a IIUT\)CI‘ %ﬁ{a Ei/]\{a ;Fig{a eviation coe! 01(,1611
I Maximum Minimum Mean mg/L. %
& JH Xuanzhou District =15 27 68.13 12.31 36.61 12.75 34.82
] 78 B3 Guangde, Langxi 10 7 51.74 16.66 34.55 10.87 31.45
FEHIEL Wuhu County 10 9 47.85 15.43 33.13 9.33 28.16
ks 7% B Nanling, Jing County 10 13 37.31 15.31 27.74 6.62 23.85
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2.2.1  RIA] 5T e AL RE S I R A, R 3
AL, pH BRI THAE T e iR . Fge - X, 135
R A R 134,46 mg/L, /N Hy 34,81 me/L, ¥k
66.73 mg/L FRdElR 25 37. 90 me/L, 48 T 24K 56. 82%
g X, - A RO & = f RO 145,56 mg/L, i /N
34.82 mg/L, 4435 79. 44 me/L bisE(R2EH7 34. 04 mg/L, A%
SERECN 42.85% , L XL, FIEAE ML S R RRN
155.68 mg/L,15/NHy 21. 14 mg/L, F-453k 5] 87. 93 me/L, #7
HEM 254 50. 96 mg/L, A8 53 ZHCH 57.95% o LG tlem
S0 DX SR ity - S 0O B 4 A, % B - 3 AU
M NEIRRR Oy Pt b B AR R
RS A RV ) B E Je TE R AR S W A, IR A
i & fe AR B A

FHER 4 W], 38 A X, 2 R A A KA
0.93% , % /NH 0. 40% , FE35K 0. 67% , bR 22 40.17% ,
AR RN 25.45% , HHE L X8, M 8 B R R ORIk F
0.75% , B /N R 0. 26% , - 135 B 0. 52% , 47 i i 22 0
0.17% 75 5% ZHH 32.48% 23T A X8, M 2 5 e
FiE3 0.87% , e /R 0.26% , 31365 0. 50% , b iR 22
H0.19% A5 F 2 KN 37.85% o M Mt B 4IH DX 2 o7 A o A 1
AT A AR B AR - SR VDR B R P A
REAPG R B, DA 4 7 i S 0 - B e I AR oM.
B XU 45.45% AN 2R S 'R T 0.70% , 4 i
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Table 3 Effective sulphur content in soil location samples in different soil textures
T e 8 AR & it Effective sulphur content // mg/L b ,EE‘/Z%M T il
Soil textures Sample NI He/ME SEHE Standard Variable Average pH
number // > Maximum Minimum Mean deviation //mg/L. coefficient // %
H 4%+ Heavy loam soil 11 134. 46 34.81 66.73 37.90 56.82 5.46
#1314+ Medium loam soil 11 145.56 34.82 79.44 34.04 42.85 6.28
#2338+ Light loam soil 11 155. 68 21.14 87.93 50.96 57.95 6.07
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Table 4 Sulphur content in tobacco leaves of location sample in different soil textures

i >0.70%

FEMEL 47 &+ Sulphar content // % FrfE w2 AR B8

e Sample Standard Variable Hi
Soil textures number = : = : : deviation coefficient Proportion of

’ . IRKAH R/MHE SFEIE sample with sulphur

I Maximum Minimum Mean % % content >0.7% // %

H 1+ Heavy loam soil 11 0.93 0.40 0.67 0.17 25.45 45.45
H13 + Medium loam soil 11 0.75 0.26 0.52 0.17 32.48 9.10
24 1 Light loam soil 11 0.87 0.26 0.50 0 37.85 18.18

2.2.2 OR[RIREARAEBR e ALRE S I R A i, RS
ALHT AR AR R =15 a A9 00 X, 384 300 & &= KN
155.68 mg/L,f/NA 64.71 mg/L, 41k %] 98. 85 me/L, F5
HER 224 37. 51 mg/L, 8 5 22 HCH 37.95% , HAARAEFR 7 6
~10 a AYXEIX., H 3R & ki KR 152.67 mg/L, /A
21. 14 mg/L, 3% 85. 36 me/L, frifidi 2=y 45. 95 mg/L, 2%

SERECN 53.83% o HMHFERRA 1 ~5 a AHEIX, -G 300 &
HKCH 124,21 me/L, /N K 27. 44 mg/L, 335 5 59. 49
me/L bR 32.22 me/L, A5 5 RBH 54.16% . L5807
T A5 R DX S A9 it S 2000 5 2k ] A B AL AR AT PR ) S
K, BRI E i B KA REGA 54.16%
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Table 5 Soil effective sulphur content of location sample at different planting years

A5 & f Effective sulphur content // mg/L

AR FE & Friffi 22 S FAL
Planting years //a Sample number o] He/ME SEHSME Standard deviation Variable coefficient
8y A~ Maximum Minimum Mean mg/L %o
=15 7 155.68 64.71 98.85 37.51 37.95
6~10 13 152.67 21.14 85.36 45.95 53.83
1~5 13 124.21 27.44 59.49 32.22 54.16
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Table 6 Total sulphur content in tobacco leaf of location sample at different planting years
v " i & & >0.70%
FEAL 25 it Sulphar content // % R ERRM Sy
AE A PR Sample Standard Variable Propunﬂrtion of
Planting years // a nuibcr Bl B/MA ST devi;uun cuef(f;ment sample with sulphur
I Maximum Minimum Mean ¢ o content >0.7% // %
=15 7 0.69 0.33 0.58 0.13 21.68 0
6~10 13 0.82 0.26 0.55 0.19 35.14 45.45
1~5 13 0.93 0.36 0. 60 0.19 31.18 27.27

KkF]0.69% , 5% /NHg 0.33% , 21K 0. 58% , Fn iR 2= N
0.13% 75+ ZHh 21. 68% , HIKHAEFRA 6 ~ 10 a [NHIX,
JE 42 4 5 2 o KA B 0. 82% , fe /N Ky 0. 26% , °F- 33
0.55% ARAEMR 25 0. 19% , 75 T 28R 35. 14% ;45. 45% 1
HFE L B & KT 0. 70% , 8 A0 50 00 X B 3R 7 o ) 2
KT RNRAERR R 1 ~ 5 a B IX, M A A R KA F
0.93% , £ /N F 0. 36% , 3735 5 0. 60% , ¥ U i 2% K
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Table 1 The control effect of 10 billion Metarhizium spore suspension

emulsion against Oedaleus decorus

KT E KIG K%
W Density before Density after o
. 1 o Killing rate
Concentration killing killing %
3L/ m’ 3L/ m’ ¢
1% 122 21 82.8
129 15 88.4
125 18 85.6
CK 97 102 -5.2

4. 5% B S AG e B R e i HLA 2 s
Xof e JEEL o ) S 2 2 K R K93, 8%, e ot pl K RT112
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Table 2 The control effect of 4.5% beta cypermethrin against Oedale-

us decorus
ez Density before Density after K?szz
Concentration killing killing 1 I;g rate
3k/ m’ 3L/ m’ ©

1% 112 9 92.0
109 5 95.4
114 7 93.7

CK 96 102 6.3
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Gy, 7RI R 71,23 J7 hm | R G
13K 32,00 J3 hm’ | 52 HUE A B S L V0 St VD
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