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Abstract

Potassium deficiency symptoms were studied with flue-cured tobacco which was applied with different levels
of compound fertilizer (10—15~-20); 75kg, 100kg, and 125kg/10a.

Ratio of N/K,O in leaves was increased from bottom to top stalk position due to the increase of nitrogen
content in leaves. Nitrogen content in leaves was increased from stalk to tip as wall as from midceib to  la-
minae, but vice versa in potassium content. Consequently, resulting in potassium deficienéy symptoms in tip
of leaves.

Rate of reabsorption by rainfall during the latter part of growth was highest at top stalk position in case
of nitrogen, but lowest in potassium. This observation was more evident with higher application raie of fer-
tilizer, :

Nitrogen content of about 4 % in leaves of top stalk position applied with 125kg/10a was maintained up to
85days after trans planting. No increase in potassium in upper leaves was observed over the level of 100k;-_;r/
10a fertilizer application. As the result, N/K.O ratio in leaves of top stalk position applied with 125kg/10a
was kept at more than 1.0 up to 85days after transplanting, but it was less than 0,9 at 65days after trans—
planting with less than 100kg/10a fertilizer application,
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Table 1. Chemical characteristics of experimental field soil

Soil pH o.M Ava-P,0, T-N Exch-Cation (me/100g) C.E.C
texture (1:5) (%) (ppm) (%) K C, M (me/100g)
Sandy Loam 5.1 0.55 65 0.04 041 2.83  2.69 9.1
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Fig. 1. Change in nitrogen content of the 2ol
leaves at different stalk position of
tobacco which was applied with three
levels of fortilizer (10-15-20) application. o
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Fig. 2. Change in potassium content of the leaves

at different stalk position of tobacco which was
applied with three levels of fertilizer application.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of N/Ki.O ratio in leaves of
stalk position with different application of

fertilizer at 65, 70, 80 and 85 days after

transplanting.
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Table 2. Chemical composition of leaves of top stalk position at 65 days and 90 days
after transplanting with the level of 125kg/10a fertilizer (10 —15—20) application. (%)

Days after Section N KO N/KO PO, GC.O MO Nicotine T-sugar
transplanting of leaf
65days Tip 3.55 1.58 3.55 0.86 0.81 0.41 0.59 8.43
(Beginning of Middle 1.62 3.1 1.62 0.99 0.83 0.53 0.37 6.74
deficiency symptom)  Stalk 0.65 5.44 0.65 0.88 0.74 0.53 0.20 6.89
90days Tip 2.87 1.83 2.87 0.62 1.19 0.57 1.06 9.65
(Full spread of Middle 2.65 1.96 2.65 0.71 1.08 0.63 1.06 9.24
deficiency symptom)  Stalk 1.21 3.70 1.21 0.64 1.25 0.79 0.75 7.64
65days Tip 5.72 0.76 7.53 0.89 0.74 0.37 0.50 7.48
(-=K,O treatment) Middle 5.30 1.34 3.96 0.99 1.04 0.55 0.50 6.96
Stalk 3.77 3.47 1.14 0.80 1.15 0.83 0.32 7.52
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Table 3. Chemical composition of leaves at 98days after transplanting with the level of

AEE % FABANA g5

125kg /105 fertilizer application. (%)
Stalk Section N KO N/&KO PO, C.O MO Niotine T-sugar
position of leaf
Top Lamina 2.34 2.03 1.15 0.44 1.57 0.32 2.59 19.44
Mid-rib 1.40 4.74 0.34 0.53 1.68 0.38 0.81 13.54
Middle L.amina 2.19 1,59 1.38 0.39 1.30 0.28 2.34 14. 66
Mid-rib 1.24 4.25 0.29 0.48 1.64 0.33 0.65 17. 48
Bottom Lamina 2.31 1.91 1.21 0.37 1.57 0.27 2.57 16. 53
Mid-rib 1.18 5.13 0.23 1.58 0.33 0.54 18.50

0.46




ARE dshl e AFmZES BT HE

5 FRSEL FokEledkd gEFee zh4dY
e, McCants 529 NH-N& « &3 EEHEHHE 2
ZEEFL TEAA Eyoe 2EF ZLdcln
F=r] o] ol 412 AR 125kg/10a HeAl KK
A br¥Edg FEGEFEH FALS Ad Ao g
o] ghx @F| el 7} k2 ujolefd Folet= 7}
544 vS A3 et sl Lk KR4
EFfro] el AT AT PTE A E
Moz kel B mEsh 2FE R M
Bifo) e Mfrel A EEHE/L B2 FERNIE B
B geReR velbd 53 E¥e) il ©
22 MBS BEHS ot MHsEs A3 Ak

HEeddsh 2 25Tl Wil HERAES
fEkt (10— 15— 20) eI B2 75kg, 100kg®™ 125 kg /10
al] 3q-Foestel Y EHGH E=HK) FFY
wko] HEMES AR 23t T2 HBRE €24
o},

L Ffr¥sA kir¥oR 5 BhFERGEO|
7kt N/K,0%- b E>huE>THES IR
o)A oA AN AR S T T4 4
S92 25 e F3 BEFFL Hob4
N/K,08-2 464 7b sokek, ZHALTA
& LbfrEEe] gl qte] g glel

2. FrhgERY LF TS L 7o)Fo R Tl
AR o] S7h9 o R LAFE> P E>
Efrdo] o7, 25 FHE>PME> Lo
ge = SERALTT FRM7E 43300k

3. AAlAql EhFRIFL o|AF 65H 2 %
ERAYTS 2EAA 4 @3] sl 53 W
&hEft 125kg /10a AT Efirie] @Fibare o)l
T 8587kx| k4 %5 FXEAT EhAFgue £
BREATTF R TuEANAE ds S804
Efir ¥ 4+ 100kg/10a (20kg K,0/10a) 0] 4t W2
2 o FrheA dokel o)elht e FEEE NP 125k
/10a HEM-2 EArFEe] N/K,0%-E o] 4F 8§50 7t=)
1.0LA B 7] 3kelw] ubed 100kg/10a®] 2} ffH-& o] 4
X 65A%E 0. 9L F=2 doipFel

=

2 1 2 8l

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.
19.

b b

. Atkinson W.0, JL Ragland, J.L. Sims and B.

J Bloomfield; Tob sci.13, 123—126(1969)

. Atkinson W,0, and J.L. Sims; Tob sci. 17,

175—176 1973)

“3. Blevins D.G, A.J. Hiatt and R.H, Lowe; Plant

physiol. 54, 82—87(1974)

. Bowman D.R; Tob sci.14, 151-154(1970)
. Claassen. M.E and G.E Wilcox; Agronomy J.66,

521 =522 (1974)

. Colyer D and C.G Pohman; Agronomy J. 63,

857 — 860 (1971)

. Elliot J.M; Tob sci.12, 151-157 (1968)
. Haeder H.E; Potash review, 8th colloguium

.of the international potash institute, sweden,

In. potassium in biochemistry and physiology (1971)

- B L RAERRR KBRBTROCE TR, 115-126

(1981)
McCants C.B and W.G Woltz; Adv.in Agronomy
19, 222-232(1967)
McEvoy E.T; Can. J. Agr. sci.26, 640—-653
(1946)

. Scientific Agriculture 31 (NO 3)
85-92(1951)

: Can J. Agr sci.35, 294—299(1955)
Mylonas V.A, V.N. Atbanasiadis and 1.G Sidirop-
oulos; Beitrage Zur Tabakforshung International
11(NO 1) 43-47(1981)
Pardul khan, Tajammal Hussain and Jehangir
Khan Khalil; Pak Tobacco 11(2), 43—47(1978)
¥ #; @-APZE 10(NO 3) 103-134(1977)
Steinberg R.A; Ann Rev. Plant Physiol 9, 151
-174(1958)
EREER; REF/EC KBRS WE503 (1961)
Tso, T.C,; Wiley, Physiology and biochemistry
of tobacco plant, In mincral nutrition 27 —81
(1974)



