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Effects of compound microbial agents on soil microbe and
enzyme activities of tobacco rhizosphere under quinclorac stress
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Abstract: Compound microbial agents were applied to quinclorac contaminated soil in tobacco-paddy rotating areas to improve soil
ecological environment.. Effects of these agents on rhizosphere soil microbe, microbial biomass C, microbial biomass N, invertase and
urease activities were investigated. Results showed that the amounts of tobacco rhizosphere soil microbe (bacteria, fungi, actinomyces), soil
microbial biomass C and N in treated soil were increased significantly compared with that in both healthy and contaminated soils. Invertase
and urease activities of treated soil were higher than that of contaminated soil but less than that of healthy soil. Compound microbial agents
are beneficial in repairing quinclorac-contaminated soils.
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Fig. 1 Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
bacteria under quinclorac stress

FHPE 1 AT, TESR 14d I AR BR300 4 B Bk
Pl KA, 2 N NInEA B2 E LAE
BT EE LB E L, IINE & R
TR BR T A . AR s I T A B R
WK BE >R >ZH L
22 EEEFN_SEWMERMNE THRERRFLIER
EEER T

BT0E@TI ABT2

7 14 21 28
HUREE R /d
H2 SAEFR T EEHENE TEERE LR SE
2

Fig.2  Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
fungi under quinclorac stress
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Fig. 3  Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
actinomycetes under quinclorac stress
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Fig. 4 Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
microbial biomass C under quinclorac stress
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Fig. 5 Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
microbial biomass N under quinclorac stress
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Fig. 6 Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
invertase activity under quinclorac stress
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Fig. 7 Effect of compound microbial agents on rhizosphere soil
urease activity under quinclorac stress
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