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Table 1 The comparison of morphological indexes among . .
different node kaves of Cucurbita pepo L. s . . ,
af weigl o af area/ cm? g of
Node Leaf weigh/ g Leaf area/ cm Leaf length/ an ( 1, 1~4),
2 0.58Aa 73.76Aa 9.40Aa
4 0.68 B 86.48Bb 9.50Aa 2 N
6 0.53Cc 67. 40Cc 8.90Bb Table 2 The comparison of correlation for leaf w eight,
8 0.46Dd 58. 50Dd 8.50Cc leaf kength and leaf area of Ciucurbitapepo L..
9 0. 14Ee 17. 80Ee 5. 10Dd
X X2 y
10 0. 04Df 5. 09Ff 3.30Ee )
x|
: 59 s A 1 .
@ W ’ © 0.983 1
Note:* & stand for 5%significent level ¢ A’ stand for 1% significent level.
y 1.000 * 0.983 * 1
2.2 Lo 0. 05.0.01 Coa: o osx
’ N Note: *, * sland for 5% and 1% significent level respectively. x1: Leaf weight; xo:
. . . Leaf length; y: Leaf area.
’ 5
3
Table 3 The comparison of anatomical daracters among epidermal cell in different node kaves of Cucwrbita pepo 1.
UE LE
Node DDOC DO/ *m SD SS/Hm DDOC DOC/Pm SD SS/Hm
2 2 640Aa 1.9 Aa 760 Aa 1. 62Aa 3320Aa 1.63Aa 1 080Aa 1. 41Aa
4 2 760Ab 1. 87Bb 600Bb 1. 63Aa 3 920Bb 1. 49Bb 1 200Ab 1. 55Bb
6 34808 1. 71Ce 520Bc 1. 87Bb 4 880Cc 1.34Cc 1 200Ab 1. 61BChc
8 3 600Bd 1. 68Cc 560Bbc 1. 75Ce 5840Dd 1.28Cc 1 200Ab 1. 66Cc
9 6 800Ce 1.49Dd 840Ad 1.49Dd 10 520Ee 0.84Dd 1720Bc 1. 41Aa
10 13 600Df 0. 74Ee 1 960Ce 0. 96Ee 14 160Ff 0.71Ee 2 044Cd 0. 84Dd
3 , 2~10 , . 1 ,
N ’ 2 ’ ’ ’
b ~ ’ o b
. 6.8 , . , ,
) Al )
7 4 6.8 ¢ L5=7. 8.
2 9 ’ 790.787.771.769.765 t'm, 4.6
; 2.4.6.8 4
’ 5 Table 4  The wmparison of anatomical characters among mesophyllous
2.4 ’ cell in different node leaves of Cucurbita pepo 1.
H 2.9 PT ST TPT
4.6.8 , Node CL Th/P#m AC CL Tl #m AC /TST
2 1 798a C 4 973Aa L 0. 82Aa
° ’ 4 1 790ab C 4 942A Ba L 0. 84 Ab
N ’ ° 6 1 787ab C 4 899BCh L 0. 88Bc
y 8 1 771b C 4 883Che L 0. 87Bc
9 1 769 C 4 877Che L 0. 88Bc
’ 10 1 765h c 4 867Cc L 0.88Bc
° : UE: 5 LE: s PT ; ST ; G ; DDO
’ . : ° mm~2; DOC; 5 SD: s : °
, , , mm—2 S, JAG ;Th  ; TPT/TST: /
. y ( 1,7). . ; G ;L . a 5% JA 1%
Notes: UE. uppe repidermis LE bwer epidermis PT. palisale tissue; ST. spongy tis-
’
( 1 6) sug CL. cell layers; DDOC. dstributive density of ol cdls DOC. diameter of dl cells
’ ’ ° SD. Stomata density; SS. Sze of stomata; AC. the arraying ofcelk; Th. thikness; TP T/
2.3 TST. thickness of palisale tissue/ thickness ofspongy tssug C. compad; L loose ‘4

stand for 5%Gsignificent level A” stand for 1 %significent level
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s , . 0. 8.0. 84.
973.942.899.883.877.867 *m, 0.88.0.87.0.88.0.88C  4), 6.8.9.10
6.8.9 , ; .

E: ; h ; Spr ; Pa; 3 St . L (X100;2. <X'100); 3. (X 100); 4.
(X 100 5. (X 40);6. s < 40);7. X 40).
Fig 1 The characters of leaf wnder LM.
Note: E: Epidermis; h Epidermal hair; Sp: Sponge tissue; Pa: Palisade tissue; S: Stomata. 1. Upper epidermis of upper leaf < 100); 2. ow er epidemmis of up-
per leaf(>X 100); 3. Upper epidermis of lower kaf(>< 100);4. Low er epidemis of bwer leaf(>X 100); 5. Cross section of upper leaf O< 40); 6. Cross section of cen-
tral leaf showing epidermal hairC< 40);7. Cross section of lower kaf(>X40).
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The Studies of Quantitative Character for Morphology and Anatomy in
Gucurbita pepo L. Different Nodes Leaves

YU Long-feng', LI Fu-heng', AN Fu-quan’ TAN Da-ha', ZHANG Da!
(1. College of Life Sciences Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150030 China; 2. The Wuchang Occupation Schooling
Center of Heilongjiang Province Harbin Heilongjiang 150200 China)

Abstract; The anatomic structures of Cucurbita pepo L. seedling leaves in different nodes under the natural condition
were studied. The result showed that as the node from top to bottom, the density of epidermal cell and stoma became
lower and the size of epidermal cell and stoma had a tendency of increase. There were extremely cnspicuous differences
of palisade tissue thickness betw een sup leaves and subjacent leaves, and the thickness proportionality of palisade tissue
and spongy tissue was between 0. 8 ~0.88. There were conspicuous correlations among leaf w eight, leaf length and leaf
area of different node.

Key words: Cucurbita pepo L.; Node; Anatomic structure; Leaf
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R A S EE®, FAMELERAA, FER BT, RS, RER
PHANBKEM, LRAT KREIRR, TERBITK E. BHLEFAL, BNHE
RAFGIEFIRARE, AR BAZHR AERIER, K “HESE”, HFFIR, b
R+ FRERPRALNE ARL ERFFOMHH. 2E ¥,

W, BIBELERARA S RemFwEHHE IR, L8 3. AFERKEEFTHG,
BEK N TR E, TR THRFREARREHM Stm RAEA A ALK TR,

LK\ RREZINEE N BREARERN, LAY RREFHERE, ALEf
W, B R -FEGEE, B T AR, BT TR, ET SEFRMAEGER R, %

WFHEHE LA, FRITHFE AR WBAEREHFK, )5 BB AN K & AP
F 3k AR K KR K # 2. FWEREZ AR BE: BEIERLER

BHR,TEARFEARMK, FHAUBHNSHHGRIH SRELTIEARBBRED
B, RATBOR A, EaHEm AL ek e (ZOO/NEMA—H)
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