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Ahstract

This experiment was carried out to determine the effects of plowing depth
and heavy fertilization on the yield and quality of Burley tobacco.

In this experiment, three plowing depth (10, 20, 30cm) and three levels of co-
mpound fertilizer (138, 166, 193kg,” 10a ) were employed with split plot design for
three years (1976-1978),

Yield and quality were increased with deeper plowing and ‘heavier fertilization,

Yield was increased by 5% at the plowing depth of 30cm and 13% at the fer-
tilizing level, 193kg,” 10a.
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The value per kg was increased by 2% at the plowing depth of 30cm and at
the fertilization of 193kg,”10a, respectively,
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Fig. 1. Meteorological condition during tebacco
growing season (1976— 19783,

5)M:Middle

Bogglel dEA
Zlell = pgkal 6 Yshwele mejflo 7%011
; = 04%9:14 F QD7 54
B o S =R
“%J"ﬂ'ﬁ}i’ 2| A g HP-QP Zro] A& x714 g
Aol sk A2 FF 3t )4l Aelzl g
Ala‘lc}'.

2. FA Bk o)sleh4]

FAEF] ML B e b W= obga
ole HEZ 34 % nlA7k 57 % o)4ke]  ml A}
A4ERA A4 T2EF Jeha =252
100~150cm zel2 oFAL4d-8 vheh= &Y
T e THYre R Helgek

s FA4L B (24)8] A Eeofal vla
ke Fuw) pH, K+ Na* % CEC 5. gon)

Ca™™ Mg *35& #4438 pota das 7%

FEH 4 T 2F
RelFo] i 4ol oA FET Eob o

9ich (Table 1),

3 4% 4

REot AolAel dub 4 KT A% 4 0]

Arem HEES 42 AopAd A4dw, %
ZA, Hdaga, & % od ko]l B Svh
sto] okzdh 41 &% M 9ich (Table 2). B (16)

2 e g FEe 3e4v FYA 4
@8l g Ao deka stged Yol T
3 vhek o] A 8w gy Fro]
RAE Aol olgh 2F&-Fe] Ho), B4l 7t
Bl =E ot % oTEe FFe] T
=]l A2 AASAS o) B @
shel A zste Eol B (21,22)8 AsHye] 4
£ 8 eA dde A4r A5 4 5
grtz & RuoR dAehgv, F el et

A AAT 2L A¥oz 23, A4,
7Zb7, A, & TF 9 wdwe] #HAE
S7hetgeh 53 9EATAd g3 o 4 F

v AR Wt Folele] @RS Jepd
dbd S el weld e Faste EERE 4
Bl 2 HAS 2yEd o= H4) 2

—113 —



4 FHE-ANE - FAS - )T

Table 1. Physico ~Chemical Properties of Experimental Field (1976)
Ave, D N 0 +M?» CEC¥® Exchangeable base (me,”100g) Sail
PH P,04
ppm % % me”100g| K* Ca ™ Mg ** Na** | Class
4.9 12369 0.12 178 8.28 0.20 3.89 394 0.05 Si.CcY
1) Ave.P,0O4: Available phosphate
2) OM Organic matter
3) CEC : Cation exchange capacity
4) 5i.C Silty Clay
Table 2. Agronomic Characters before Topping (1978)
.plant NO,. of Stem Largest leaf (cm) Root Wt. Exudation
. ] ) - — ‘ Per plant  amount
Treatment | height leaves diameter Length Width Position L /W ) g/day /plant
(cm) (cm) a» (W) ratio July 20 July 30
cm
10 | 1823 237 345 735 3.2 87 2,09 534 14
P-D 20 |1809 288 350 76.1 3586 9.2 214 551 1.66
30 |180.2 203 340 779 356 92 219 57.3 1.77
kg
138 | 1782 28.5 338 74,7 2 8.7 2,18 5.2 1.54
F 166 |183.6 2.7 351 764 $H8 9.2 213 55.0 164
193 |183.6 29.5 345 76.4 364 9.2 2.10 567 1.68

PD: Plowing depth. F: Fertilization
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Fig. 2. The Difference of leaf length under the
different plowing depth and fertilizing level
at harvesting stage (1978).
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Fig. 4. The Difference of dry leaf weight under
the different plowing depth and fertilizing
level at harvesting stage ( 1978).
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Table 3. Fresh Leaf Area and Leaf Weight (1978)
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Leat area % Leaf Wt. Unit leaf Wt.
Treatment per Plant L.A.I per Plant (mg, cm?)
(cm?) L (g)
cm
10 23437 579 1,080 46.1
P D 20 28,420 720 1,366 481
30 . 29,596 731 1,367 46.2
kg
138 26,552 6.56 1,205 454
F 166 27,653 6.83 1,256 45.4
193 28,391 7.01 1,353 47.7
* Leaf Area : Leaf length X Leaf width x 0683
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shere abestele. oA g 2o no (5)%e A Tabie 4. Total Nitrogen and Alkaloid in Dry
4 nicotine @upaolls A Aol alvkn  Leaves (1976)

T-Nitrogen T -Alkaloid Nitrogen

Treatment number
(A.%) B.%) (B7A)
cm
10 2.46 152 062
P-D 20 268 123 046 .
30 2.5 111 0.44
kg .
138 2.04 097 043
F 166 - 271 1.26 0.46
193 2.4 1.29 0.44

Analysed 8~ 12 th leaves
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Table 5, Yield and Quality of Tobacco (1978)

D V: i i
Treatment DCFY matter alue Yield Price
ratio (%) won kg index kg  10a. index won  10a  index
10cm 9,37 880 100 260 100 228,800 100
PD 20 9.17 853 97 272 106 232,016 102
30 873 87 100 276 106 241,776 106
138 kg 9.00 - 8716 100 244 100 213,744 100
F 166 923 872 ‘ % 272_ 112 237,184 111
193 9.03 861 98 291 _ 119 250,551 117
Table 6, Yield and Quality of Tobacco (1976. 1977)
Dry matter Value Yield Price

Treatment  Year
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ratio (%) won, kg index kg, 10a index won, 10a index
cm 19% 96 6% 10 332 100 229960 100
0 1977 105 815 100 354 100 28239 100
D 2 1076 97 741 107 33 102 250589 110
1977 118 820 101 359 101 204696 102
1976 98 709 102 6 104 245741 107
30 977 118 850 104 %6 103 311011 108
1;58/ 102 1976 99 691 100 321 100 22311 100
1977 113 814 100 B 100 276129 100
— 19% 98 720 104 341 106 24554 110
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' 1976 84 - 729 105 354 110 25845 116
193 977 . 111 . 89 102 378 112 313314 113
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Table 7. Average Yield and Quality in Successive 3 Years

Treatement Dry matter Value Yield Price
ratio (#) won/kg index kg~ 10a index won,” 10a index
f(t)n 9.77 830 - 100 315 100 261,450 100 .
PsD 20 1033 #1 101 323 103 271643 104
30 983 847 102 330 105 279510 107
kg ‘
138 10.03 8 100 302 100 250,056 100
F 16 10.30 837 101 325 108 275,275 110
193 1000 843 102 342 113 288,306 115
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