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Effects of Tobacco’s Growth and Heavy Metal Content in Flue-cured Tobacco by Different Intercropping Ways
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Abstract

od] By using different intercropping methods, biological characteristics during flue-cured tobacco growth period and heavy metal content in soil

[ Objective ] The aim was to find out an effective intercropping method to control heavy metal content of flue-cured tobacco. [ Meth-

and tobacco after harvest were investigated. [ Result] Different intercropping treatments had promoting effects on tobacco growth, intercropping
green beans had more obvious effect. At the same time of ensuring tobacco plant growth, effects of intercropping treatments on heavy metal con-
tent in soil and tobacco leaf had significant differences. [ Conclusion] Proper intercropping in production has a certain practical significance on

flue-cured tobacco growth and heavy metal content reduction.
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Table 1 Growth stage of different treatments d
s R ] FE ) T I 70
: Transplanting Resettling Vigorous Topping Field growth
Treatment
o period stage growing stage stage period
7K F Yongping @ 04 -21 32 40 72 123
@ 04 -21 31 38 71 121
@ 04 -21 32 41 74 122
CK 04 -21 34 44 76 124
I Puyi ® 04 -21 31 39 73 122
@) 04 -21 29 38 72 120
@ 04 -21 30 42 73 122
CK 04 -21 33 43 75 124
7 Longtan @ 05 -26 29 37 72 118
@) 05 -26 27 36 70 113
©) 05 -26 30 41 74 119
CK 05 -26 31 42 74 120
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Table 2 Effect of different intercropping treatments on plant height of tobacco d
- 3 e 7% 95% E {5 X 7] 95% confidence interval
A - 2% il i i
Growth Trez Mean Standard Probability o o
period reatment difference error value FFR Lower limit 2B Upper limit
AR Resettling stage @ 3.266 67" 1.120 27 0.019 0.683 3 5.8500
@ 2.900 00" 1.120 27 0.032 0.316 7 5.483 3
® 0.533 33 1.120 27 0.647 -2.0500 3.116 7
FIT5JS After topping @ 1.000 00 2.640 18 0.715 -5.0838 3 7.0838 3
@) 4.066 67 2.640 18 0.162 -2.0216 10.154 9
® 4.000 00 2.640 18 0.168 -2.088 3 10.088 3

Hox 7E0.05 KF LA BEMNLES,

Note: * stands for the mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 3 Tobacco stem circumference of different treatments

95% E{ZEX 8] 95% confidence interval

I s s e s
Cro.wth Treatment 'Mean Standard Probability S Lower limit B Upper limit
period difference error value - bp!
AR Resettling stage @D 1.766 67" 0.406 89 0.002 0.828 4 2.704 9

@ 1.566 67" 0.406 89 0.005 0.628 4 2.504 9

(©) 0.966 67 0.406 89 0.045 0.028 4 1.904 9
FIT0J5 After topping @ 1.500 00" 0.432 69 0.008 -2.497 8 -0.502 2

@ 2.166 67" 0.432 69 0.001 1.168 9 3.164 5

® 0. 600 00 0.432 69 0.203 -0.397 8 1.597 8

TE: = ££0.05 KV BA BHEERER,

Note: = stands for the mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4 Leaf number on different intercropping treatments

A P FRUER MR 1Y 95% EE[X.[8] 95% confidence interval
el AbEE o
Growth T Mean Standard Probability o L
period reatment difference error value TFR Lower limit _EFR Upper limit
KR Resettling stage @ 2.333 33 0.942 81 0.321 -3.2739 7.940 5
(©) 3.000 00 0.942 81 0.200 -2.607 2 8.607 2
® 0. 666 67 0.881 92 0.943 -6.0759 7.409 3
FITiJ After topping @ 0. 666 67 1.000 00 0.524 -1.6393 2.97217
©) 2.33333° 1..000 00 0.048 0.027 3 4.639 3
® 1.000 00 1.000 00 0.347 -1.306 0 3.306 0
T = 7E0.05 /K A RS,
Note: * stands for the mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Fig.1 Mercury content in soil and tobacco leaves
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Fig. 2 Arsenic content in soil and tobacco leaves
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Fig. 3 Lead content in soil and tobacco leaves
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Fig.4 Cadmium content in soil and tobacco leaves

VX I 7= Bt JB R 1R T B RS20 , 28U A A
[F) V9 1 A0 BT T R 1 b A A R s 72
WATBIFSEA I A T4 4 05 A 1R 3 e A BT B Y
PR RS aok 1] PR AL B, R AT T IR A X H  2
N ) K AT R o 5 i 5 RS S5 SRRH, aVE XS T
PEERRRRAE KR A BB, X 5 2 Ji 2 HF 5 45 R Al —
o BT IVET S AIALER A A RS R A X BT
IR o X AT BRI N G RM IR R R WLRA T 2R,
DT R SR AR, RETE T DRAEAE R A 37 20 R, W]
IR, IR T MR BE , UG 1 MR ] e KUz IR , DA T
PEREIARRRE SO EIR o

WFFEIE K B, e R REA AT Fh L LE T G Jm 5 ey
BRI, MIAERE FEAK ARG S5 R] BESE M T 5 15 e A A
PR 5 TR i i 2 MR 2 4 B T B, X A AR e R AR o v )
SR WA —ERROR , JEHUE X TR ok 8

(14 5 B AR A FUR T A, 3 T A el A T o
R 2 75 A BB SR 5 2 — 2P TR AT AE

BRSBTS T i )
AT T RSH SR o TR T el R e A 18 (e A
-2k (R R A D AR i 9 B < s 5 A D S R T A
L ERIAT BRSO, AESEPAE h BA T BB S
S Sk

(1] 2500, S0t , 254k, %, Ea B ER s e Hya i R 55
B[ )] AR R, 2008, 29(4) : 57 -61.
[2] e, PN, LT R, % A B I E N T s O i ok
LI el Rk, 2009,13(9) :3 -6,9.
[3] 4JERE, REM, BT, % RRESEAERF I RO BUAFET
R[] BB RS T,2007 ,26(1) <7 - 10.
[4] SkBYE. RNEFEIEACE NSRS B Em o RIS R st )], fll
A& (= E,2005(11) . 144 - 146.
[5] Mh2ese, ZEfH, w8 eI E A G B IR & ST R TR 1 52
il J]. dEresE SAEEEAR ,2011,17(2) (411 -418.
[6] #eae, XEL BN S REEYEEVEXT B A= K % E 7= o (0 320
[J]. BHES3HEE,2007(6) :30 -31.
[7] #Rfl, e, PNE A, % B P H i Ao gt [0 ] Bl
Rl7,2014(1) :36,39.
(8] EiAHE, BASS S, kERH, 55 RIS B IR AR T A 50
[J]. iRl R 2E41,2005,31 (1) 120 =23
[9] i, FEEL i, k%, 5. HEEHEDCB IR SRR SR M S 1A
TR HOMRDPEL ) . KRR, 2010(7) <53 - 56.
[10] S, ZHU, T8, 55 MR IR AR SR I 1 5 b SR M A T
X001, AR 2006 ,43(2) 1233 —236.
[11] b=, 2, J8 75, . IR g RIS Skl ot sk [ ] 7B
WIRFZT 2014 ,28(8) 1931 —934.
[12] BEEFHEL, XN, B, B ARR E R AR e o sem ) ].
MR ,2009,30(5) 114 —18.
[13] S5, M4 e, 55 AVE S S B IR Z AN SRR i 52 w)
). SRS S47,2014,29(1) ;144 - 148.
[14] BEERE, 22308, 2008, 55, BB R IR R R KR SRR R R
). P ERERE,2015,36(3) .77 - 79.
[15] fa[22de, 1 52, Thedte, 4. AR VE i S e s P
YRR C1// B R R R e SERRHL AR dbat P ER
VR R ,2009.

(L% 24 1)

[6] EVANYLO G K,SIMS J L. Nitrogen and potassium fertilization effects on
yield and quality of burley tobacco [ J]. Soil science society of america
journal, 1987,6:1536 —1540.
(7] BCHT, A, 200, 5. BRI ORI 8 M S S A s
[J]. gl R, 2012, 40(11) ;1175 - 1178.
(8] 5kAt, U, BT, 5. TIPS IERR 2SS R R F
frsZmi Y ]. FREEIERR:, 2006, 27(1) (38 —41.
(9] ¥WENPE, A, EEm. MBI T TSI - Ao B r 52
ML) ]. 22gfall Bl 2010, 38(11) :5588 —5589.
[10] 24k, JEBohk, BRHHE, . BME 11 S AR~ TR
)], SRR, 2000(ST) 130 -37.

(1] & xR, b= FTTREME S B RG F TSNA JERCRFSE R T ]
rERAAIER, 2007, 23(8) 161 —165.

[12] w56, FHEF, AR, 55, REH-EURIRA 5 20 LR & s
ML) ]. BhE SRS, 2005(5) 126 -27.

[13] XS=tp, e, WT, 5. AR LRI & PR SR A M (R
MRS T]. sl R, 1998(2) :28 -31.

[14] R, 4BEH], BIAE, G NIRRT Z SR
SRR SR ] TPEll 7R, 2007, 19(3) o1 -5.

[15] B 528, A 53 2 S WO [ M. b5t i E A 75 H Rioid, 2003
296 -310.

[16] Epi &, Bk EE M2 [ M. db st dr BRI ikt 2003
50 -62.

[17] rhEEAAE AT, KNSRI ST T I A GB2635—1992[ S]. dbigt:
ElbreithRRt, 1992

(18] 4B AP A TSR R T [ M. b5t RE H AL, 2000:36 -39,

97 -99.
[19] Z=a4 EYAR IR EFREOR [ M]. dU  mFAE Hibad,
2007 :186 —199.

[20] ERidh. MEA[ M. dbst: RSl Hifas, 2003:250 -286.

[21] BETR, VAN, Az, 55 B IR SRR T
HOSEIL ) . AR, 2014(5) 1654 —657.

[22] JHES, EHDE. SERgET 34 b DPS Fdfeib i #4c [ M. Abnt:f}
“FHRE, 2002:256 —259.

(23] B, w25, Lhag, 5. Sl | SHRHAER LRI [ T]. TR,
2013, 27(S1) :54 -56.

[24] TR, 2Rl S IR 27 i S MR
[J]. FPEMRERE, 1994(3) 212 - 16.

[25] #—=%, o, 50,55 TN S EHEOS B> He N
TEACARA ISR LT ] FREURETRIS:, 2004, 25(4) :18 -22.

[26] OB, BEZENT IEREF ORI R[] ] Bl ARHY, 2009
(16) :55 —56.



