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Abstract: Because of the oversupply of nitrogen in high-fertility soil, the flue-cured tobacco couldn’t mature promptly
which caused the decrease of quality of flue-cured tobacco. The effects of different interplanting patterns on nitrogen ab-
sorption for flue-cured tobacco were studied in this paper. The forage, cabbage or potato were selected to interplant with
tobacco to reduce the nitrogen absorption of tobacco because the competitive relationship among different crops. The inter-
plant crops decreased the supply of nitrogen to tobacco at later stage and stimulated the leaf’ s maturity. At four stages of
tabacco, which were budding, lower leaf maturity, middle leaf maturity and upper leaf maturity stage separately, NO;*-N
content was lower in the selected patterns | tobacco interplanting with forage, cabbage and potato (1.15mg/kg—3.47
mg/kg) than that of no interplanting. However, NO, -N content of tobacco-vegetable bean pattern (2.29 mg/kg—4.32
mg/kg) is higher than that of tobacco interplanting with vegetable bean] than that of no interplanting. The effects of dif-
ferent interplanting patterns on NH, * -N were similar to that of NO; -N. The effects of interplanting on organic matter was
not significant at the four stages; however the content of Ca.Mg.K.P.S.B.Cu.Fe.Mn and Zn decreased to varying
ranges. In addition, interplanting decreased soil water content by 3.24% —7.35% .

The effect of interplanting on yield of tobacco was not significant, but extremely significant on its output. Interplant-
ing with cabbage, potato and forage, the yield of tobacco increased 33.20% , 13.73% and 32.32% , respectively,while
interplanting with vegetable bean, the yield decreased 11.86% . We concluded that interplanting patterns except inter-
planting with vegetable bean could balance chemical compositions in tobacco and enhance evaluating scores of tobacco
leaf.
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1.1 REigit

REEZHEHERTHAXEE S L8 E#
1o R T EEVNE S RN 18.0 g/kg, NH/ -N
64.1.P 23.3.K 90.0.Ca 1462.9.Mg 232.1.S 46.4.B
2.6.Cu1.4.Fe214.6 . Mn 1.2.Zn 2.0 mg/kg,pH 6.85
(R E Agro Services International % 5 Bl €,
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Fig.1

Effects of intercropping treatments on NO; -N and NH, -N in soil at different growth stages of flue-cured tobacco
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Table 1 Effects of intercropping treatments on nutrients of soil at different growth stages of flue-cured tobacco
EEHR 48 oM Ca MMg KK PP SS BB CCu FFe MMn ZZn
Stage  Treat. (g/kg) (mg/kg)

FB ST 17.5 1523.1 262.5 92.6 25.6 46.5 2.6 1.5 241.2 1.3 2.6
IC 17.5 1303.0 244.9 66.5 11.9 19.6 2.0 1.4 156.3 1.2 1.5

IPo 17.5 1303.0 233.7 62.6 18.0 33.7 1.9 1.5 114.1 1.3 1.8

1Pe 18.0 1462.9 232.1 80.0 23.3 36.4 2.2 1.4 214.6 1.2 2.0

IR 17.0 1343.1 245.2 72.1 25.8 33.0 2.1 1.8 141.1 1.6 2.0

LM ST 15.5 1462.1 245.5 78.7 17.5 34.3 2.5 1.2 164.8 0.8 1.5
IC 17.0 1302.6 200.9 62.1 13.9 30.2 1.8 1.4 90.9 0.7 1.3

IPo 16.5 1302.6 194.4 43.0 7.0 29.8 1.1 1.1 38.7 0.8 1.1

IPe 17.5 1202.4 198.1 72.1 16.4 37.2 1.6 1.5 102.0 0.8 1.4

IR 18.0 1363.1 205.0 66.5 12.8 26.5 1.9 1.4 93.3 0.7 1.1

MM ST 16.5 1583.2 289.2 58.7 14.7 53.8 1.8 1.2 132.9 2.3 1.7
IC 17.0 1403.0 284.3 78.2 14.9 69.0 1.2 1.2 125.4 1.7 1.8

IPo 15.5 1463.1 240.6 86.0 27.3 7.7 1.2 1.5 168.2 2.0 2.6

IPe 16.5 1443.1 249.1 66.5 28.2 46.3 0.9 1.1 133.1 1.6 2.1

IR 16.5 1483.0 244.2 43.0 24.9 70.5 1.2 1.5 160.8 2.3 2.4

UM ST 16.5 1402.8"  151.5 52.6 12.4 23.0 1.5 1.1 124.7 2.0 1.7
IC 17.0 1362.7 131.2 48.2 9.6 20.2 1.3 1.0 114.1 2.1 1.2

IPo 16.5 1422.9 131.9 40.4 8.9 16.0 1.1 1.0 113.0 2.1 1.2

1Pe 16.0 1503.0 149.1 43.9 9.5 21.4 1.4 1.1 93.8 1.6 1.3

IR 17.5 1523.1 141.8 49.5 8.7 18.4 1.8 1.1 109.0 2.0 1.9

I (Notes) : FB—ZLE # Flower bud stage, LM— T #50 B ¥4 Mature of lower leaf, MM— FR 88 B 243 Mature of middle leaf, UM— L 3R i 5L %4
3 Mature of upper leaf; ST—#4H 8.4k Single tobacco, IC—%E#H# F13€ Intercropping cabbage, Ipo—25F B 44 3 Intercropping potato, Ipe—ZFHEM G In-
tercropping pea, IR—Z Fi BR % # Intercropping ryegrass; T [} same as follows.
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#2 EMNBEEAIEREHER RUFEAKE
Table 2 Effects of intercropping treatments on agronomical properties, yield and output value of flue - cured tobacco

731 EH HE BAKMHExRE) HEHEER B ket g ={E
og:: Plant Stem Knot Max leaf Leaf area Used Yield Output
Treatment  height girth distance  ( Length x Width) index leaf (ke/bnr®) value
(cm) (cm) (ecm) (em x em) (No.) (Yuan/hm?)
ST 102.4 11.6 5.7 72.9x25.3 2.92 16 143.17a 673.8 C
IC 100.9 11.4 5.8 65.7x21.8 2.63 18 147.60a 897.5 A
IPo 101.8 11.2 5.6 69.6x21.6 3.03 19 146.23a 766.3 B
IPe 103.5 12.0 5.1 75.7%x26.9 3.58 17 135.13a 593.9D
IR 96.6 11.3 5.4 68.7x21.7 2.80 17 145.03a 891.6 A

#H(Note) : AR A/NEFBRRERE 1% 5% BFKF. Different capital and small letters mean significant at 1% and 5% levels.

2.3 AEERMEMLFERRATRERNOEWE AMBEARSBEMNA TR, BB TR 0.12~0.79
RRER(ERHXRY, SHELEMRL, EHRE  ITESE BATHELN 080 MEAR EAR
BEME.F THETER BANESRSRY THROU-STIMESL TR BEEMHER.D
Bihn, MEEERM 3 MEYLE, E P THRE REMBEETHEEYLERRETHA,
HEREESEER 0.92~7.9 MESAEER. & F4ER NEMHOE IREMBEEN L,

£3 EHHEBAHELERRHENE(%)
Table 3 Effects of intercropping treatments on chemical compositions of flue - cured tobacco leaf

Jiak ) L #B M Upper leaf 1 ER 0 Middle leaf T #t Lower leaf
Treatment TS NT TN PT TS NT TN PT TS NT N PT
ST 15.56 4.26 2.58 11.50  21.36 3.62 2.68 9.83 10.00 2.92 2.73 11.93
IC 19.43 3.86 2.26 9.94 21.70 3.00 1.88 8.51 15.87 2.30 2.07 10.44
1Po 17.04 3.89 2.46 10.19 21.78 3.26 2.02 8.13 11.02 2.13 2.24 11.69
1Pe 17.73 4.58 3.47 11.56 18.66 4.50 2.94 10.63 10.96 3.50 2.84 12.31
IR 23.55 3.60 2.11 9.28 24.88 2.98 2.14 8.81 10.92 2.19 2.24 11.63

& (Notes) : TS— & ¥F Total sugar, NT— 5 Nicotine, TN— & Total nitrogen, PT—Z i Protein.

® 4 FFEIEHALE TR RE R R W
Table 4 Effect of intercropping treatments on quality of fragrant smog lit raw tobacco leaf

R A #;x RE BSE FSE &K RS AR Ak# p
CE . . ; wE  B/4
Leaf Teart- Smoke Concen- Smoke  Smoke  Lasting Foreign Stimula- Combus-
. Smoke i . K . Grey Score
position ment strength tration . quality smount  smoke smoke tion tibility

UM ST 8 Mod. i&EH Mod. % Med. 9.38 15.13  17.13 11.25  8.38 2.25 2.38 65.9
IC PR Str. B Mod. % Med. 10.13 15.75 17.63  11.75 8.38 2.25 2.38 68.3
IPo R Str. B Mod. F% Med. 10.00 15.50 17.38  11.38 8.38 2.25 2.38 67.3
IPe 1A Mod. & Mod. % Med. 9.25 15.25 16.75 10.50  8.25 2.25 2.38 64.6
IR *[E Mod. & Mod. % Med. 10.75 15.63 18.50 12.63  8.75 2.50 2.63 71.4

MM ST " [E Mod. % Mod. % Med. 10.38 15.38  17.63 11.88  8.38 2.75 2.75 69.1
IC A Mod. &% Mod. P2 Med. 11.25 16.00 18.75 12.88  8.75 2.75 2.75 73.1
IPo /8 Mod. & Mod. H% Med. 11.38 15.88  19.13  13.25 8.75 2.75 2.75 73.9
Ipe H0E Mod. & Mod. % Med. 10.63 14.88 16.00 11.13  7.25 2.75 2.88 65.5
IR 8 Mod. & Mod. F% Med. 11.00 16.00 18.50 12.50  8.75 2.75 3.00 72.5

IM ST ] Mod. & Mod. F% Med. 11.00 15.75 17.25 11.88  7.88 2.75 2.88 69.4
IC /8] Mod. EH Mod. % Med. 11.63 16.13  19.00 13.38  9.00 2.75 2.88 74.8
IPo H/E Mod. & Mod. H% Med. 11.50 15.75 19.00 13.38  9.00 2.75 2.88 74.3
Ipe A Mod. EH Mod. % Med. 11.75 15.13 17.63 11.63  7.00 2.75 2.88 68.8
IR /8] Mod. 3E9 Mod. % Med. 11.00 15.88 18.50 13.00  8.38 2.88 2.88 72.6
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