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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to investigate the effects of plant density and urea supplement on the
yield, quality, value and total nitrogen, alkal oid contents of burley tobacco leaves. The results were
as fellows;

As urea supplement were increased from Okg/10a to 50kg/10a, yield, total alkaloid, total nitrogen
of cured leaf were significantly increased

The lower plant density levels also increased dry weight and leaf area per plant. Price of cured
leaves were not influenced by plant density and amounts of urea supplemented.

The elfects of plant density and urea supplement on the number of leaves were not detected.
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Table 1. Chemical properties of the top soil tested

Total P.0 Organic pH Ex. - cation (me/100g) - Cl
nitrogen ( ! )5 matter
m
% (%) (1:5) K Ca Mg (ppm)
0.19 176.2 2.35 4,81 0.58 h 3.45 1.69 14.1
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Table 2. Yield, Price, and Value of cured leaf "

Treatment Yield Price Value
Index Index Index
Plant spacing Urea topdressing rate (kg/10a) (Won/ke) (Won/10a}
l5x 3 Boasal dressing® 960.9 100.0 1,765 100.0 458,140 100.0
" + 25kg** 274.1 105.1 1,774 101.1 486,253 106.1
o ” + 50kg** 278.2 106.6 1,758 100.1 489,076 106.8
115 x 42 Basal dressing 245, 2 94.0 1,82 105.5 454,110 99.1
” + 2bkg 257.2 98.6 1,864 106.2 479,421 104.6
cm
" ~+ 50kg 265.9 101.9 1,861 106.0 494,840 108.0
11548 Basal dressing 234. 8 90,0 1,815 103.4 426,162 93.0
cm ” + 25kg 248.5 95.2 1,799 102.2 447,052 97.6
’” + 50kg 267.6 102.6 1,830 104.2 489,708 106.9
Plant spacing LSD .05 11.77
Urea topdressing LSD .01 19.52
.05 7.26
.01 10. 18

*  Basal dressing; compound fertilizer (10-10-20) 175kg/10a

¥* Amounts of urea applied as additional fertilizer.
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Fig. 5. Correlation coefficients (r) and regression equations between amounts of urea
supplemented and yield, total nitrogen and total alkaloids contents of cured leaf.

Table 3. Total nitrogen content of cured leaf at different stalk position.

Leaf position

Treatment
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

(Plant spacing)

115X 36¢m 2.10 2,36 2.17 2,15 2,37 2.27 2.49 2.51 2,40 2.48 2, 392.65 2.52 2.54
115X 42em 2.16 2,25 2,24 2,26 2.27 2,39 2.55 2,31 2,45 2,46 2.69 2,59 2.60 2.70
115 % 48cm 2.44 2.74 2.49 2.28 2,62 2,58 2.512,56 2.59 2,82 2.73 2.88 2.77 2.9
L.S.D.05 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 0.28 0.24 0.20 0.40

(Urea topdressing rate)

Basal dressing 1.77 1,82 1.77 1.77 1.76 179 1,76 1.89 1.89 1.90 2,10 2.12 2.17 2.10
» 4+ 2bkg 2,27 2.85 2.50 2.34 2.58 2.62 2.69 2.64 2.64 2.78 2.92 2.96 2.76 2.83
» +50kg 2,62 2,69 2,63 2,91 2.92 2.82 3.09 2.95 2.91 3,06 2.82 3.05 3.16 3.36

L.S.D .05 0.32 0.27 0,39 0.30 0.26 0.33 0.37 0.36 0.28 0.37 0.42 0.33 0.32 0.46
.01 0.42 0.38 0,55 0.42 0.36 0.46 0.53 0.50 0.39 0.52 0.57 0.46 0.44 0.64

C.V.(%) 25.3 21.9 25.2 21.8 29.1 24.6 29.9 26.3 24.2 29.9 25.3 24,8 255 28.1
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Table 4. Total alkaloid content of cured leaf at different stalk position

L.eaf position

Treatment
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
(Plant spacing)
115X 36cm 3.62 3.73 3.80 3.76 4.52 4.58 4.96 5.13 5.28 5.08 5.59 5.46 5.38 5.40
115X 42cm 3.64 3.78 3.84 3.90 4,40 4,70 5,08 528 527 5.36 5.54 5.58 5.79 5.97
115X 48cm 3.47 3.88 3.88 3.69 4.22 4,29 4.64 5,13 5.05 5,12 5.24 5.05 5.51 5,16
L.S.D. .05 NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
(Urea topdressing rate)
Basal dressing 2,90 3.16 3.26 3.29 3.69 3.72 3.86 4.68 4.58 4.29 4.84 4.60 4.97 4.69
” +25kg 3.69 3.67 3,73 3.72 4.62 4.81 5.12 5.26 5.41 531 5.64 5.78 5.74 5.70
# +50kg 4.13 4,57 4.53 4.35 4.83 5.04 570 562 5.59 596 5.87 6.02 5.98 6.14
L.5.D .05 0.43 0.45 0.61 0,52 0,52 0.61 0.54 0.49 0.35 0.57 0.74 0.42 0.70 0.44
.01 0.60 0.63 0.85 0.71 0.72 0.86 0.76 0.69 0.50 0.80 1.04 0.59 0.99 0.61
C.V (%) 18.0 18.1 18.1 18.5 15.1 17,5 19.3 12.3 11.4 17.0 13.2 15.3 14.0 14.4
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