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ABSTRACT ! This study was carried out to get agronomic information about the tobacco
culture in paddy soil where incidence of grey tobacco leaves used to.appear by uptake
of iron, manganese and chlorine due to soil acidity and high water level.

Application of lime to paddy soil(pHS5.4-5.6) reduced content of iron, manganese
known as proceeding materials giving rise to variegated grey tobacco after curing, compa-
red with non - treatment, Grey leaves were found mainly at lower and middle stalk posi-
tions, and incidence of grey tobacco was lowered by application of lime in the well drained
field but was not affected by level of fertilizer application.

Amendment of soil acidity by lime tended to decrease chlorine and manganese content
in leaves. Nicotine and mangenese content of leaves were lowered by reduction of
one - quarter fertilizer level,

In case of lime treatment, increase of yield reached to 4-6% comparing with those
of non - treatment but price per kg was not affected. Reduction of N fertilizer level to
three ~ quarters had the equal yield but high quality of leaf comparing with standard
fertilization in paddy field.
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Table 1. Chemical properties of the paddy field soil

EPHENN-P0:-K0:13-7-25)8 HEEAH|
F(80kg/10a), 214t 71el & B 58 A 274497 (64kg/
10a), 28] F(64kg/10a) &) 3FF 22 b A F7)H]
2 Ada9y, H8AEe ZASE, pHeOZAT,
pH65Z A 7-2] AT = dtgoy AzwH e Hadh
4438 %£ Double buffer method(27) 8 £ 8 &
&8t o) 4 YA XX AW 43Xk 23]
Bty AE FEE EREA sk A P7
Ae TG Eoz APt dRe A8 5
A2ARE S8 #FFAAdEzdTY BEFERAY
WHoll F3EL, GreyE e AR AN GEFol
W& GreyR-&£2 WE g2 JehfYct B 84
YL $971€dq74 ESSEEAYEA8) o wit
o, WEAE £444 ddi= N Kjeldhald
(13), Fe, Mne YAEFZEFF <8 (GBC SBY00),
4 A9AFEAEG), U= #9993 AFE
H(13) 27 Fskoh

Hot ¥ o

NP, T IANEF S L 2AE ATe ¥
1% 2tk A9d 2X9) satge FE A TFo)
WAL K, Ca, Mg58 A &4 olLo] AT =ES
FFA wa) e Re BAGC QA ma
NP3 2AE PN E A War) gglou A
HAATE pHY A5d] 2PERA o F2Y
3, fE AN ET $9% Mn, Fe S| gadtx

o pH Ava, Exch. Cation Red.
Division Treament .
(1:5 PO; K Ca Mg Mn Fe
(ppm) ............ ( me /1008) ..................... (ppm) .........
I _ A 5.6 122 043 2.50 0.63 386 4,200
B 54 99 042 1.18 0.23 86 1,500
A 5.2 92 043 381 1.04 361 3,900
Non-T
B 54 - 100 041 228 0.86 75 1441
T pH60 A 58 84 043 451 1.30 335 2,559
B 59 79 041 2.49 1.00 46 1,366
oH65 A 64 79 0.40 547 1.83 326 2,516
| B 6.4 61 0.36 3.09 121 35 1,311

I ! Before experiment
A | Well ~ drained paddy field

II © 100 days after treatment
B ! Poorly - drained paddy field
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Table 2. Growth characteristics at harvesting stage
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Q32 A LA T EGFAL AT o]
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HE Yo AP Ao WE W greyd el &
ANEE H3 1, 08 Greyge 243 24
A de A7 FaHTE 3 BuF(1,
15, 20) 35 B Ay HAs tAz gAse A
o2 eyt B AgAe dledaxe H$-
WA go] i M o AEnHoeE B
AL BAFEE Aoz Uegort greyd e 24
e o) 899d) 7§, EN, X2F g 89x
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el ZHH) 7} BEF vlEkd MnE ol /9
Al Z4E vEden, 29 4Esk didte
Aoy, Mn¥HFY Z49 BA3Y Murwin
(16), Andersons(2)2 pH5.5°]4°) FA=HE 4
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PE =] AT EA L e (12), EY pHet
Cl1Eg3#e S4#(r=-0.769)°] 3lo] Cad] Al go=
ClgrEe o] Tigtie R1(19EH Ad
Ade AEE Aot wirEFA Fee

Stalk Leaves per Largest leaf Days to

Treatment height plant length width flower
A B A B B A B A B

cm cm cm

Non-T 101 102 16.7 17.0 59.2 61.0 28.9 321 56.3 57.0
pH 6.0 101 104 16.2 17.0 60.8 58.8 316 30.3 55.2 55.2
pH 6.5 102 106 16.7 17.0 57.6 59.0 30.6 29.9 55.8 55.2
LSD5% NS 12 NS NS NS N§ NS NS 0.6 0.5
I 101 105 16.8 17.1 60.6 60.6 30.7 311 56.1 559
I 101 104 16.6 17.0 58.1 58.8 302 304 55.7 55.9
I 102 102 16.2 16.9 58.6 594 30.3 30,9 55.6 55.7

LSD5% NS 2.9 NS NS

NS NS NS NS NS NS

A ! Well - drained paddy field B : Poorly — drained paddy field
I : Compound fertilizer(N -~ P,O; = K:0 © 137~ 25) 80kg/10a
II : CF 64kg+ A 56kg+ #4t712] 8.3kg/10a 1l : CF 64kg/10a

-130 -



EaE D AHF 28 ¢ I Greyd LAWA A

Table 3. Rate of occurrence of grey leaf 10 amount of lime and fertilizer applied

Well ~ drained paddy field Poorly — drained paddy field

Treatment Mean
Lugs Cutters Lugs Cutters
U, €

Non - Treatment 37.1 13.7 39.1 20.3 276

pH 6.0 24.2 7.9 329 173 20.6

pH 6.5 316 12,7 25.7 10.8 20.2
LSD5% 4.3 7.7 26 -

1 326 13.1 329 16.3 23.7

I 30.2 11.1 321 16.4 225

1l 30.1 10.0 327 15.7 221
LSD5% NS NS NS NS -

Note ! values represent the percentage of grey parts to whole leaf area
I : Compound fertilizer (N-P;0;-K;0 : 13-7-25) 80kg/10a
I | CF 64kg+ 4] 56kg+34171a] 83kg/10a 1 : CF 64kg/10a

Table 4. Comparison of chemical contstituents of cured leaves to amount of lime and fertilizer applied at
different soil drainage condition

Treament Nicotine Total sugar .TOtal K Ca Cl Fe Mn
nitrogen

....................................... (%) orrmmvmrms i e (ppm) e

Non-T A 2.30 18.0 1.70 274 2.58 1.10 192 258

B 2.07 16.2 1.71 3.62 2.11 1.68 367 768

pH6.0 A 244 17.5 1.74 2.82 2.66 0.82 180 148

B 1.98 16.8 157 3.03 2.53 1.21 250 398

pH6.5 A 243 159 1.67 2.67 275 0.80 163 87

B 1.95 17.6 154 2.66 2.84 0.89 194 245

LSD5% A NS NS NS N§ NS 0.10 NS 26

B NS NS NS 035 0.28 050 67 177

I A 247 171 177 2.78 2.65 0.91 179 174

B 1.91 16.3 1.69 3.18 2.52 1.26 267 539

II A 2.38 17.7 1.69 2.80 2.65 0.89 177 166

B 1.67 174 1.59 3.11 245 1.28 266 445

11} A 2.34 16.6 1.65 2.65 2.69 091 179 153

B 161 16.9 1.55 3.01 251 1.24 278 426

LSD5% A NS NS NS N§ N§ NS NS 12

B 0.09 0.6 NS NS NS NS NS 35

A . Well - drained paddy field B :@ Poorly - drained paddy field
I : Compound fertilizer (N-P:0s-K;0 ! 13- 7-25) 80kg/10a
II : CF 64kg+ =4 56kg+ F27)2] 83kg/10a 1l : CF 64kg/10a
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Table 5. Yield and quality of tobacco leaves as influénced by lime applied and amount of fertilizer level

in well and poorly - drained paddy field

Well - drained paddy field

Poorly ~ drained paddy field

Treatment - - - .
Price Yield Value Price Yield Value
won/kg kg/10a 1000won/10a  won/kg kg/10a 1000won/10a
Non-T 4,245 225 955 3,148 192 604
pH 6.0 4,349 230 1,000 3,707 191 708
pH 65 4,255 222 945 4,047 200 809
LSD5% NS NS NS 659 NS 151.6
I 4,223 232 980 3435 194 666
I 4,307 233 1,004 3,767 198 746
i} 4,319 221 954 3,700 192 711
LSD5% 61 75 36.3 187 NS NS

I © Compound fertilizer (N-P,0s-K;0: 13-7-25) 80kg/10a
II © CF 64kg+34 56kg+&271e) 83kg/10a 1 - CF 64kg/10a
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