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Table 1 Effect of removing leaves and pods on abscission rate,

podding rate and yield

Eagc] ab3E T IR R 667 m? Fri
Stage Treatment Abscission rate/ % Podding rate/ %  Yield per 667 m?/kg

Wirt1/4 64.1742.37Aa 52.11+1. 50ABab 1 600. 69£35. 54Aa
Wirt1/3 64.74%2.25Aa  53.03+2. 39ABab 1 567. 78+£41. 53Aa

Ea.:ji?;jng W 1/2 64.97+1.92Aa  32.4310.78Cd 1 430. 34£62. 09Ab
I 1/4 50.654+1.98Bb  48. 34+2. 08ABbc 1 598. 23+33. 76Aa
stuge 3 1/3 50.504+2.06Bb  45.65+1.74Bc 1 506. 92433, 23Aab
CK 60.01+1.08Aa 54.854+2.70Aa 1 607.36+37.77Aa
it 1/4 58.3941. 22BChe 54.26+1.06Aa 1 599. 42455. 40Aab
" i 1/3 63.7540. 89ABb 53.86+1.85Aa 1 545. 36+45. 70Aabc
B M 1/2 71.24+1.72Aa 50.2541.90Aab 1 458. 67428, 95Abc
Flourishing

#HFE1/4 51.942.57Cc 47.73+2.07ABb 1 497. 68+20. 65Aabc
podding stage
fHJ2 1/3  58.5%3.96BChe 40.68+1.57Bc 1 419.36+40. 21Ac

CK 60.0£1. 08BCh 54.8512.70Aa 1 607.3637.77Aa
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Fig. 1 Effect on Fv/Fm after removing

leaves and pods of cowpea
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Fig. 2 Effect on PRI after removing leaves and pods of cowpea
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Fig. 3 Effect on chlorophyll content after

removing leaves and pods of cowpea
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Table 2 Relativity of PRI, Fv/Fm,abscission rate,
podding rate with yield of cowpea
MHRAR  RER EEE HEREE
Correlation  Podding  Abscission PRI Fv/Fm Chlorophyll Yiji
coefficient rate rate content
R )
Podding rate
Abscission rate 0.07 !
PRI 0.13 —0.22 1
Fv/Fm 0.17 —0. 18 0.93*% 1
HRRAE
Chlorophyll content 0. 08 —0. 12 0.96* * 0.89* = 1
7= & Yield 0.78** —0.18 —0.04 —0.05 —0.22 1

. P<0.05,ZREE;** P<0.01, ZHMBE,
Note: * P<0. 05,significant difference; * * P<C0. 01 ,extremely significant difference.

2.4 ZHEIE T

PURIER (X)) FER (X)) MR ESE (X)) PRI
(X)) Fu/Fm(X;) MBEGSEX)H)NAZE, U7 E
YRR, #17E L IHS B2 EIH R Y=
1133.49724-8.183 5X, , He s R ¥ K 0. 613 7, FLERE
FER0.621 5, LA FEM BB EBHRINE 3
i . BIE RN =2 &R Z R/ E 0.02%,
B 5. 90% il A T AR —EMAEE.
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Table 3 Fitting analysis of yield with regression equation

667 m? FEMMME 667 m? RS AxhRE MHRE

AbFRIT . - .
Observation value Fitting value Absolute  Relative
Treatment
/kg /kg error error/ %
Hnt 1/4Cm3E8)D 1 600. 69 1 559. 94 40. 75 2.55
vt 1/3C3ERD 1567.78 1567.47 0.31 0.02
Hnt 1/2003E8) 1 430. 34 1 398. 89 31.45 2.20
W3 1/40G03EHD 1598.23 1 529. 09 69. 14 4.33
W 1/3CHI3E/D 1 506. 92 1 507.07 —0.15  —0.01
Tt 1/40%3E8D 1599. 42 1577.53 21. 89 1.37
Tt 1/30U%IER) 1 545. 36 1574. 26 —28.90 —1.87
Tt 1/20%3E8D 1458. 67 1544.72 —86.05  —5.90
W3 1/408IEHD 1 497. 68 1524.09 —26.41 —1.76
W3 1/3C83EMD 1419.36 1 466. 40 —47.04  —3.31
CK 1 607. 36 1582.36 25. 00 1.56
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Effects of Removing Leaves and Pods on Cowpea and Its Fluorescence Indexes

WANG Yanjie, HU Zhihui,GUO Rui,CHEN Chanyou
(College of Life Sciences,Jianghan University/ Hubei Province Engineering Research Center for Legume Plants, Wuhan, Hubei 430056)

Abstract: Cowpea was used as material ,removing leaves and pods at the reproductive growth period,investigating change

of abscission rate,podding rate,yield,chlorophyll content,spectrum and fluorescence indexes after treatment. The results

showed that 1/4 leaves removing, 1/3 leaves removing, 1/2 leaves removing at the early podding stage of cowpea

increased the flower abscission rate. But 1/4 pods removing and 1/3 pods removing reduced the flower abscission rate

18



wF @B ¥ 2016023):19~23

DOI.10. 11937/bfyy. 201623005

AR TR ERNERK . MEE = ER R

R+ B, HEA K Z, K 7

FRLR K FZ2ER, LR H5 266109

H EAARELAHT.ARRAIEM S EHRE.FATHE .S L HEE EXH
BiELESAHLERAENSERER BRAFZ YA, EREA . LIEAREN I FIRH#
BB TR HCEBHROR SR, RERRRRA R GE®RTE. AP ERAOE TN
B EH AR BRANY BB, TIAREG R TARBAE SRR EPERTEY
BX, AT BEEHT 21.00%, 15.25%, 35.28% ., 57.17% ., 43.56 %, 48. 73% ., 52. 77% F=
37.25% s i LA H R R AL BE RS R B A TR, S A AT BREF T 20.78%
Bk T 60.20% % LA B A RN T ENEHER PR ELEECLEREH, 2 LTRBRS

T 153.75% 4= 1.85% ., AN AR TUAERZRRG LA ABEIPBEL, Z 5%
BREMBHABEFSERTE, L. G LURESBLEFREE,
SR B AR KT R R B

thE 4SS .S 642.2067. 1

B JK(Cucumis sativus L) RANTERHRREAE X
BEAE R MIE S, LR E R B E B —. B
F TGO MR BN SR ZE s kE. ME
TEE AHET™ I 150 2 AR B0 4 e A i, i b R 3
T — 23 15 R 3 R R, P EERHAS T 3SRl Y
KB, BRI ERIFLZHEEAERNGR, 2
Ve -+ S - AE W K IR 5% P R 38 A AR T SR
B, T RERE Y R KR ERIR S IR K IR,
MR T ERBRMET RS, R EM RN L.

F—1EERE N KT FA90), % ML, AT HAHEABELE S
FEEHIZ AW, Fmail: 1063030479@qq. com.

BEEE %709%3), 8 .4, &8 . MAEFTHAREBES
FERIZAHE, E-mail; chenningqd@163. com,

BEETE b A4 AR = b HORAK R 3R A9 B PR AR
5 13 edt K42 K 2R B (SDATT-02-022-07) ;4 & W B, £ A3 it
X %87 8 (15-10-2-2-nsh) ,

r%s B #5:2016—07—26

TEAERIAEE A XE4HE:1001—0009(2016)23—0019—05

PN BB BRI A5 A B N LR R
MR BT GE K kD FBER K
TERR IR A S — R A
B R b REBE b RIS b SRR R AR A 1R B
70, BT LA i B -, SUAT LAAE S HE R A 9 250 , BBk i
SRR RO TE I, e - S BRAL I B, D AR KR
RTINS Ry "', A EED MR 1E
WOt - ek B RS SR AR T O T A 4R PR
HRZEE T VR MRS, A BT 5T R, T HE R B
AT DAREAR L3 2 2, 30 0 L SR FL R , i3 1SR4 4, 3
RIER: N[ RENCE N VS E s Y S e LU
Ve, 32 15 SR T 1 H I SR el A W O KR AR A
PIRA K SRR RS B B R R . SR AT &
W AT SRR EES AR 5 AR BT I R R
wRA R I KA. E BRSNS IIRE RN, A
Py NSR 4B, 7 0 2 AR AR $RE v VT I
PEEREY AR . BRGEIEEE B AR U, R B W 4R

compared with control;1/4 leaves removing,1/4 pods removing and 1/3 pods removing at flourishing podding stage of

cowpea,the flower abscission rate was lower than control,however,the flower abscission rate of 1/3 leaves removing and

1/2 leaves removing was the higher than control. The flower abscission rate of 1/2 leaves removing at the flourishing

podding stage was the highest. The podding rate and yield after removing leaves and pods were lower than control after

removing leaves and pods at podding period. Besides, Fv/Fm and PRI were in positive correlation with chlorophyll

content,and K? reached above 0. 80, The correlation among Fv/Fm, PRI, chlorophyll content, flower abscission rate and

yield was not strong,indicating that there were other critical factors affecting the yield of cowpea.

Keywords : cowpea ; source-sink relationship; spectrum;fluorescence ; chlorophyll
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