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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to obtain basic information for varietal difference of leaf breakdown
in field of flue-cured tobacco at Taegu Experiment Station, Korea Ginseng & Tobacco Research Insti-
tute in 1987,

The experiment was designed in randomized block with 3 replications, data were analyzed as
split split-plot design. Main plots were varieties, sub-plois were leaf positions, 4,5 and 6th from
bottom, and each sub-plot was divided into 3 parts with distance of midrib, 7, 10 and 13em from
stalk, Four varieties, NC 95, NC 2326, NC 82 and BY 4 were transplanted in 15 April, and measured
the weight of leaf breakdown by artificially weighted in 5 June,

The results obtained are as follows:

1. Weights of leaf breakdown according to leaf position, NC 95 were lower as 328-379 ¢ than
those of other varieties as 555-597 &, were not significantly different regardless of varieties.

2. Weights of leaf breakdown in relation to distance of midrib from stalk, NC 95 were lower as
309-419¢ than those of other varieties as 472-T7T10¢4.

3. Weights of leaf breakdown were significantly different according to distance of midrib from
stalk, and not significantly different according. to leaf position under the same distance of midrib from

stalk regardless of varieties.
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Table 1. Sum rainfall every 10 days from
transplanting to measurement
date of leaf breakdown weight
at Taegu Experiment Station,

1987.
Periods
4,16 . 4,26 5,6 5,16 5,26
~4,25 -5,5 ~5,15 -5,25 -6,4
........................... ML v e e eeeeaeennan e aaeas
22.9 26.8 28.2 11.8 41.1
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Table 2. Performance of four varieties for weight of leaf breakdown according to
leaf positions-and distance of midrib from stalk artificially weighted in

flue-cured tobacco.

Leaf position

Variety Distance
4th 5th 6th Mean
.............................. e

NC 95 ) T em 424 445 419
10 em 347 365 341

13 em 312 328 309

Mean 361 379 356

NC 2326 7 em 715 697 710
10 em 564 539 556

13 cm 492 428 472

Mean 590 555 579

NC 82 T em 637 687 681
10 em 581 549 565

13 em 524 497 505

Mean 597 578 584

BY 4 7 em 685 684 686
10 em 584 575 573

13 em 501 501 500

Mean 590 587 586
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Table 3. Mean squares from analysis of variance for weight of leaf breakdown in

flue-cured tobacco.

Source of variation df Mean squares
Replication 2 363
Variety (V) 3 351872%*
Error (a) 6 328
Leaf position (P) 2 2116**
VXP 6 2525™*
Error (b) 16 135
Distance (D) 2 282739%*
VXD 6 5518%*
P XD 4 173
VXPXD 12 136
Error (c) 48 119

#%; Significant at the 1% level.
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“Table 4. Varietal weight of leaf breakdown according to leaf positions-and distance
' of midrib from stalk artificially weighted in flue-cured tobacco.

Leaf position Variety
- and distance NC 95 NC 2326 NC 82 BY 4
.......................................... g b e rvmmmsast et s ekt ban e

4th 328a* 593b 575b 582b

5th 361 a 590 b 597 b 590 b

6th 379a 555 b 578 b 587 b

7 em 4192 710b 681 b 686 b

10 em 34la 556 b 565 b 573 b

13 cm 309 a 472b 505 b 500 b

#; Means (compared horizontally) with the same letter do not differ
significantly at the 5% level based on Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5. Changed weight of leaf breakdown under influence leaf positions-and
distance of midrib from stalk artificially weighted in flue-cured tobacco.

Leaf position

Distance
4th 5th 6th
....................................... G rrrereeeeeen e
7 em 616a* 6282 628a
10 cm 500 b 519b 507b
13 em : 444 ¢ 458 ¢ 447¢c

*; Means with the same letter do not differ significantly at the 5% Chorizontal:
leaf position, vertical: distance) level based on Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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