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Effects of Leaf Positions on Grain Plumpness of Two-line Super Hybrid Rice
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Abstract
rice Liangyou 389 as the research material, effects of leaf position on grain plumpness were researched after leaf-cutting treatment at the anthe-

(College of Life and Environmental Sciences, Hunan University of Arts and Science, Changde, Hunan
[ Objective | To study the effects of leaf position on grain filling of two-line super hybrid rice.[ Method ] With two-line super hybrid

sis.[ Result ] Leaf cutting could lower seed setting rate and grain weight, and increase the rate of blighted-empty grains and reduced grain yield.
Effects of different leaf positions on grain plumpness from high to low were in the order of the flag leaf, the second leaf from the top and the
third and lower leaves.The effect of different leaf pruning treatments on seed setting rate and blighted-empty grain rate of secondary branches
was greater than that of primary branches.[ Conclusion ] Protecting the functional leaves from harm is the prerequisite for high-yield and high-

quality of super rice.
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Table 1 Effects of different leaf-cutting treatments on grain percentage
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Table 2 SSR analysis of the seed setting rates of Liangyou 398 in dif-

ferent leaf-cutting treatments

SH-Ab a9 b2z
Leaf cutting Seed setting Standard
treatment rate // % deviation
42183 Whole leaf retention (CK) 71.55 16.10 aA
58 Cutting flag leaf 63.03 15.85 bB
378 - Cutting second leaf 55.16 9.48 ¢C
B = I LTt 39.60 19.37 dD
Cutting the third

and lower leaves

B Cutting all leaves 18.59 6.76 ek

. LR RN R 2 0.05 KT 22 5 o LR RS 0
FORTE 0.01 /K22 b b 3
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Effects of different leaf-cutting treatments on grain percentage of Liangyou 398 branches %
2557 Seed setting rate M4z Blighted grain rate Z3 % Empty grain rate
lple . _ . _ . _
Loat cuttng VAR Yk YRR Yk YRR —YekihE
treatment Pimary Secondary Pimary Secondary Pimary Secondary
branch branch branch branch branch branch
-4 843 (XFRR) 76.53+0.33 aA 71.32+0.28 aA 5.41£0.75 aA 8.42+0.78 aA 18.06+0.63 aA 20.26+0.52 aA
Whole leaf retention (CK)
et 35.91+0.38 bB 33.01£0.23 bB 8.61+£0.56 bA 9.56+0.91 bA 55.68+0.83 bB 57.43+0.65 bB
Cutting flag leaf
By —nf 56.70+0.42 cC 52.76£0.28 cC 7.44+0.23bA 9.06+0.25 bA 35.86+0.31 cC 38.18+0.39 cC

Cutting second leaf
BT =R LA At
Cutting the third
and lower leaves
s

Cutting all leaves

71.36+0.51 dA

23.58+0.39 eD

54.26+0.57 cC

19.53+0.79 dD

12.43+0.59 cB 14.80+0.76 cB 16.21+0.94 bA 30.94+0.85 dD

14.70+0.48 dC 16.36+0.72 dB 61.72+0.27 dD 64.11+0.31 eE

T : (AP RN FRERORTE 0.05 K225 B3 5 [RFAR RIS T RERARTE 0.01 /RP22 5740 .25

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level; different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely

significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 4 SSR comparison of grain weight of Liangyou 398

Code eal cutting rain weignt
treatment mg/ B

1 xR (CK) 26.78 aA

2 &Nt 24.67 bB

3 Byt 24.48 bB

4 B = I LR 23.65 bB

5 PR 23.34 bB

T : FFUANR NG FREFORTE 0.05 /K28 5 .25 ISR KR 'S 7 5F
FIRTE 0.01 /K22 5740 .
Note : Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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