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Summary

A field experiment was conducted in a mod-
erately well drained paddy field doveloped in a
narrow strip of a valley in order to observe
changes of potassium requirement in paddy pro-
duction when lime is applied. The results obt-
ained are as follows;

1. The response of paddy to potassium (K) and
lime (L) is represented mathematically as follow;

Y =462. 78+11. 582K—0. 058L— 0. 768K*—0. 000
015L2+0. 2204KL. It is considered that the inc-
rease of potassium reqirement when slaked lime
is applied, is partially due to the increased
growth of plant accomplished by the improvem-
ent of soil conditions such as the reduction of
respiration inhibitors and cationic balance in soil
solution.

2. An economic analysis of the use of potassium
and slaked lime applying the costs, 80 won per
kg of paddy, 19 won per kg of potassium and 4
won per kg of slaked lime to the response function
above, showed that the slaked lime without pot-
ssium brought a large loss, whereas the use of the
lime together with potassium increased the profit
remarkably. The profit increased when 10 kg of
potassium per 10a is applied in addition to 200
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kg slaked lime per 10 kg is amounted 4, 685 won.

3. A linear relationship between the economic
optimum dose of potassium (y) and the amount
of slaked lime (x) in paddy production, is
obtained as follow;
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It is, however, considered that the amount of

potassium to be used might differ according to

y="7. 48+

the soil conditions such as the potassium content

and cation exchange capicity of the soil.
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Figure 1. paddy yield in relation to the

amount of potassium and slaked lime
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Figure 2. The increase or decrease of

addy yield by the application of slaked

lime at different doses of potassium
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Figure 3. Input and output relationship of
potassium and slaked lime use in paddy produc-
tion (The calculation was based on 80, W19
.and w4 per kg of paddy. potassium and slaked

lime respectively)
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Figure 4. Economic optimum doses of potass-

ium at different rates of slaked lime in paddy
production
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