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EU% S5XTREA E, 5908 BUKEME S BRI ARRBON BRI REAR, 5 TR T 65.0% ~93. 7% , i /K Wr e X5 3t
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Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress at jointing stage on photosyn-
thesis, root growth and yield of spring maize

GAO Qi, LI Ming, PIAO Lin, YAN Jun-yao, LI Qiao, XIAO Jia-lei, JIN Ping
( College of Agriculture, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract: The main purpose of this study is to explore the inter-effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on the
growth, development and physiological traits of maize. Potting experiment was conducted at the horticultural station of north-
east agricultural university in 2015-2016. The high-yielding varieties Demeiya 1 and Demeiya 2 were selected as the research
objects, and the weak light and waterlogging stress was performed for 10-20 days at the jointing and booting stages of maize.
The results showed that compared with the control, root length, root tip number and diameter decreased under treatment of
weak light and waterlogging stress and the average wound flow of maize decreased by 65. 0%—93. 7%. The maize leaf area de-
creased by an average of 29. 0%—38. 5% under the treatment of weak light and waterlogging, which was higher than that under
the treatment of weak light or waterlogging stress alone. The maize leaf chlorophyll content decreased by 25. 3%—34. 5% under
the treatment of weak light and waterlogging stress, which was higher than that under the treatment of weak light stress and

lower than that under waterlogging stress. The accumulation

7S B A .2018-03-28 of dry matter in maize decreased by 37.2%—-58. 1% under

ELTRE . BT A TR = R IIEI H (2017YFDO3005006- weak light and waterlogging, which was higher than that un-

2) der the treatment of weak light or waterlogging stress alone.
EEG N H(1992-) B IR T L5 Wi The rate of bare plant was up to 40%—-70% , the number of
YEYp Wi R 3 kernel and grain quality were obviously decreased, grain

BIFEE .2 B, (E-mail) liming@ neau.edu.cn yield reduced by 61.8% —75.4%. The growth of maize
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shoot apex and root apex was inhibited by weak light and waterlogging stress at the same time, root absorptive capacity and

leaf photosynthetic capacity decreased significantly, resulting in the reduction of photosynthetic accumulation, a significant in-

crease in empty stalk rate, a significant reduction in grain number per ear and grain quality, and a decrease in yield.
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b= R EE K I X Z—,2016 4F £ K
FEFPT AR A E R B AT ALY 30. 3%, B
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TEBUINA 596 BT A SS B 10 1 BRI 5T i N 2
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K, BRI BEUORT B BV 351 o AR AR T B, Rk, FRAT
KRN TS 6EUK A 5k A 77 i i 0 5% 45 1,
PRITSS K e A BHLT] , iz X R KB
FEAREE AR

IR ik

1.1 R 5IET

FOR RO FEE 1 S AEET 2 5 K0T
2015 4E A1 2016 AE7E AR AL AR b K 27 el 22 592 3
11, R R Ty . 2% 1. 43 g/kg,
B 254. 55 mg/kg, A BE 33.93 mg/ke, A LI
4. 86 ¢/kg , Bl A 186. 17 mg/kg, T35 pH 6. 85, &K
FAZARFIAE, SR A L3R ELAR 27. 5 em, FHBE AR
20.0 cm, (5 25.0 cm, JIEEBFTHCFLE THEK , B4

maize; jointing stage; weak light; waterlogging; photosynthesis; root; yield

Bt 12.5 kg, BE S MEF(FE 1),2015 4F 2016
AEALEEAR R, 35T B S, A3 20 d, 550G L H
FHIE G 75% 1) 28 600508 BH ), I K OE 75 Ot B B
3.50x10% Ix, M PG 0.99% 10* Ix, 5 B Kt IR AH
Bl VB e o FH B R A fr) S A 25 7 2 AR A
ANAT, PR SN2 AR K THAR T N2 LR 5
em, VIRFFBUKECR . @A - Ab 2 15 4,
R 2 bR BRI AT, IRAETRE 1~2 d BeK
1, 7 H 8 HIFWRSLHaAbEE , 435 T 7 A
18 H (SZjtiab PRI 10 d) .7 A 28 H (L4 FE 5 20
d) .8 A7 H (ABREEHREE 10 d) K@yl (9 A
22 H)# T4,

F1 AeabE

Table 1 Treatments of experiment

A BEDI (521 I 5B /NaTiv) P Bk Ak

n 20 d Qb3 20 d 20 d
el 1% Ti T3 T5 T7
B 2 5 T2 T4 T6 T8

1.2 MEEAEHE

1.2.1 *tgF4saE AR 4 R RN
FkE, BINBEM H8ERE 0.1 g, A 95% 25 ml, 2B
BEACPE T3 24 h 2= B 2848, F 665 nm 649
nm F1 470 nm ZMEWOGE, HEMHSEEEN
1.22 g E sk fdomw  BUORERT 1 d, R
FMS-IT L8 i 3 2 38 56 A 2 15 35 0 4 4 2%
JE(Fy) JAIZE G (F,) (PSIT e KIGALZABCR (F 7
F,) SR TICSH

1.23 ERMRFZBKRAE B F R B
A5 K e, v e T AR RA & A K
(R KAE T R LA-S AR R0 RGEHEAT R0,
I AR AR IR BAF AR RIE S8R

1.2.4 ERMRZGRIAL B PRE 3 B, FH
FERT 1 d 18 + Q0 #k AL A AEBE M AT 5 em A PR 25
Bt B3, O FRBTE (W) A BARAE B 50
ml ¥R ARG ®E, 12 h T4 2 d FJ26 : 00Uk
AR BT, FFFRBTL R (W,) o TR IR 2,
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1.2.5 Hket@R FHARREEMNE HHAK
T AR i AR = I I 5% 0. 75, BOREAE A%
105 C AT 30 min, 80 °C Kt 2 0 i & J5 Ak i &=, 1T
BTy R,
1.2.6 W F=5FEHR H/NXE 10 MR, 5%
A W J5 25 Rl =
1.3 HEE

RIGEE ] DPS7.05 Fl Excel #FALH, 2015
AEF 2016 A7 BRI AR L, 2016 40U 5E 48R3
2015 AEHGIN TR R A IS R 9 S HL, LA
2016 AR IG 45 AT /T IR A

2 HR50Hr

2.1 HWTHASRREAMEKRM AN

i DG A RE R EY T B R
N, B ASE i AR DG A B3 7E— 8 [ -4
ROBSEAMEREMXCR, Frt R &5
Al DL WA MR RN,

5550 JBOK W AL BRI 2 A K AR
AT R T ARG, 83530 1 5 5596 (T1) . BiK
(T7) FIEG+EK (T3) A FE 10 d - FR A ) 1R 43
TR 20. 0% .19. 5% K11 24. 0% (K 1), =55 EHI
TKESSEM T | T A — B AR /b3 20 d B4R
X BB A3 BRI 14. 8% 27. 0% F1 38. 5% , i 78 B /K Y
FEMAE R T 550G, 3 A EAE SN A . ; b B4, ROk
5210 d B B3 FEAIR 1. 9% . 39. 4% F11 33. 1%,
BRI — WK, KA B — 25 A
FEEY 2 S H6(T2) Bk (T8) FIFSE+iTisK (T4) kb
FH10 d B i T RRROGT B 43 0l BTG 14. 8%, 22. 4% Fil
35. 9% , R BUK A2 I i KT 5501 , iX 51835 1
SN A0 20 d BN HR A3 BE ARG 22. 0% .30. 0%
F129. 0% , FHH 55 56 1452 e 35 0 BH S | 1101953 7K 1) 52 1
A b X 5ESE 1 SN A BRZE KA 10
d AP0t HR 23 B RAAR 25. 5% .60. 0% F11 49. 1% , 3= W it
K 2 SZBUKBIEMFREE,

SOGTUKNE S, oK (R fr i kA i AR
b, AN TR) i 360 B[] ) 5 M AN ), f 55 1 5 550k
(T1) K (T7) Fg56+5i K (T3) 4B 10 d B Djfig
MR B ISR a B RS B R AR 14. 6% |
17.7% 19. 4% , 4% b & 830 A IREAR 2. 1% |
19. 6% 16. 7%, "M 4% 2 a+b & 1 50 %k B4 501 B A%
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AL
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2253k W E KT (P<0.05)
E1 EHEBERRAERNFHERSZ
Fig.1 Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on leaf area

of maize at jointing stage

11. 0% .29. 0% .19. 0% , ¥ /R 7K OS2 K T 550k,
1M B — W EAMER, RIS 64 UK 52
M/ (36 2) . B3R 2 55596 (T2) (/K (T8) #
FEHEK (T4) AR 10 d BFEIAEM Fr 442 a S
B IS IREAR 4. 2% 22. 5% 21. 1% W4 E b & i
B PR IGAR 7. 4% 15. 3% 15. 7% , 4325 a+b &
RO HR A BRI 4. 8% 21, 1% ,20. 0%, FE3EW. 2
SXFESEANBUK B SN S ESET 1 S AL, E R
£ a HEXTEOEM RN AR/, S AMAR S L
HH BRI EAMEIAAAE, WHEE o/b &2 4
AT FERNEK Y S A TR], FESE T 15555
) S R 3] ik 25 7K R 2 5 55 0 L K A R
N FTRE K

PESE 1 5556(T1) K (T7) Fgse+5iK
(T3) b3 20 d BFDIfgnt it 4R R a & a0 R 43
BIFEAK 26. 6% .36. 6% 35. 1%, 4% b & B8Rt
HRA SIREAIG 23. 6% (48. 4% 32. 8% , 4% a+b &
SR HR AT BIBRAR 25. 9% .39. 5% 34. 5%, S5 hia
ALER 10 d A AR Hb A5 A0 B A0 52 e 358 in B R i) 2 55
JCALHE, TEIET 2 55906 (T2) (/K (T8) Fl55 5+
HK (T4) b 20 d BFDIRERT Bt 4R 3R a & REEONT
HRAS IRAAR 17. 4% 35. 5% .26. 2% , T4 £ b & &
BN IR BIFEAR 15. 6% 51. 3% 22. 9% , 42K a+b
BN BT HIREAIR 16. 7% .39. 2% .25. 3%, 51
JALTE 10 d B AR HE A AL B i S A SR 15—
., 2 ANELRPEY R EUK MR I K T OE, H 2
[ B A — W EAME R, P 36 2 SR X T IH
Lt b B 10 d Y RASIE, FERFERER a/b UM
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2 A E R SR K A B L R B T, 5506 4
B LT HR sk A EAS 53 55 0% + K Ab 25 55 56 4b
PH—F, R 5556 T 1K A5 ) B B 0855

3L 1 F 556 (T) JBK(T7) FE5E+iEiK
(T3) AbFRZE SRR E 10 d BFThREnt B4 % a & i
BN IR BIFEAR 0.49% (12, 30% , i 7% 55 )64 38 5¢
YR BRI — 0 Ak, 55 56 +35T 7K Ab 2 &
WA, Mgk b F B I B RE AR - 18. 0% |
45.3% 15.2% W4 a+b & 5850 B4 1 AR
~4.2% 49.5% 13. 1% 3% 5 M4 %K a YW —FL,
U FF 55 5 38 B J5 R 60 28 5 S 00 5% 1 7 2K i
F b S =W SO X IR T K e A

x2 BETHEBARAMEXRMTAHZESENZMN

BER, ME3EW 2 SEE(T2) Wik (T8) Al
S+ K (T4) AFEYK A 10 d BIFShBEM A4t K a &
TN PR B -23. 1% . 16. 7% . —18. 5% , 4%
E b R R B K -19. 7% . 23% . -21. 5%,
M2 2 a+b & BB BRI K -23. 7% \17. 4% |
-20. 4% , W 55610 30 O J5 5% maig 2%, B L iR
MR 3, X 56 1 SRA AR, MK 5 5L
FRgk, 7TEM4ER /b WWE E,2 M FiRE 10 d J5
FALFRA R IA—B B3 1 558 Bk HYy
8 AT R 17T 559 06+ 95T K A B 5% R — 3 S
P 2 53K A B L HEBH S 0, T 55 Ak B K 55
FEABUK AL B S X} IR 22 3R B3

Table 2 Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on chlorophyll content of maize at jointing stage

MR a S hE

2R b MHLRE ath &l

pising| AbER (me/g) (mg/g) (me/g) M52 /b

Jrif A EE 10 d T1 6.09h 2.11a 8.20b 2.9b
T3 5.68¢ 1.78b 7.50¢ 3.2a

T5 7.04a 2.13a 9.20a 3.3a

T7 5.10¢ 1.52¢ 6.60d 3.3a

T2 6.23b 1.75b 8.00a 3.2b

T4 5.13¢ 1.59¢ 6.70b 3.2b

T6 6.49a 1.89a 8.40a 3.4a

T8 5.03¢ 1.60c 6.60b 3.1c

Jifrie A 20 d Tl 7.39h 2.48h 9.90b 3.0b
T3 6.54¢ 2.18¢ 8.70¢ 3.0b

TS5 10.06a 3.24a 13.30a 3.1b

T7 6.38¢ 1.67d 8.10d 3.8a

T2 8.26h 2.65b 10.90b 3.1b

T4 7.38¢ 2.42b 9.80c¢ 3.1b

T6 10.00a 3.13a 13.10a 3.2b

T8 6.45d 1.53¢ 8.0d 4.2a

W 10 d T1 8.60a 3.19a 11.80a 2.7b
T3 7.50b 2.29b 9.80b 3.3a

T5 8.60a 2.68b 11.30a 3.2a

T7 4.40¢ 1.47¢ 5.80¢ 2.9b

T2 9.60a 2.99a 12.60a 3.2b

T4 9.20a 3.03a 12.30a 3.0b

T6 7.80b 2.49h 10.20b 3.1b

T8 6.50c 1.92¢ 8.40c 3.4a

REFRT1~T8 WA 1, [Rl— S RI5 AN [F) SEhk 22 b B ) 25 5736 B /K- (P<0. 05)

596 KA YN E RS E TS
HBEL, fEEW 1 S5OE(TL) Bk (T7) Hg
He+iK (T3) AL B 10 d B} F_/F (A o A& 35

) BEXT BB A FEAK 5. 0% . 24. 8% 2. 4%, AL B
20 d iS5 %F HRAH EE T1 %A 281k, T7 FR1K 14. 6% , T3
W 5. 8% (% 3), 596 T L KGE T4
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ARCREME AR T R R 22 R W 3 TS /K 58 R Ot
G HL AR R SR 0 BRI, {HR 55 06 + 5t K b 3L
F/F 583 T R B 2 Fhosi 55 & m A B & 10 52
HAER, M HR RS E T, X AT g Sk /AL TIOK
SRR O, WAL FEZE SRR 10 d B, 5%t
WA L T1 F&AK 20.0%, T7 30 3. 6%, T3 34 i
7. 0% , i W K B M B Ot B AR R 808 A W

11. 0% , 556300 35 fff B3k 1) s 1 S5 8550 1 45— 3, 3
SRR AR B B AN [R] , 2B fin 396 1% A B A0 s B0
R

TER 1 Z 56 (T1) M55 6+5iK (T3) b3
AR F /F, (JRPOGRE 0% ) (H K b 2
(T7)F /F 3E A%, W30 10 d F120 d B350 FEAR
11%F1 6%, PB4 R K E 10 d B 5% BAH Tl

RS, B I BRSNS R RO e AR BEERER 13%,T7 F1 T3 235 . 2E 840 49% F1 8%
TR BT R TR 2 SR A T ANTE, 7E55)E(T2) Ak Bl

WEAbEE 10 d B RS SR 2 5 556 (T2) (K
(T8) FFE+i5 K (T4) Zb PRI F /F, 5 XF B L
T2 34 31.0% , T8 W& A5 34 i fH R 3%, T4 3%
41.0%, Wria kb3 20 d B 5% A T2 3
13.1%,T8 WA 13. 1%, T4 FEAK 5. 0%, ik 51l
W 1SR AT 2 AR — RSO S B0 A
HL 2 8 R SR, TR BUK B 10 d RS
LT ORI A 2 B SR KA 10 d
5%t HEA L T2 FEAIK 27. 0% , T8 4K 9. 0% , T4 34

£33 ETHBRTANERMFHERRIESERZM

10 d B} F /F, SXFIEAH B E WM T 1% , itk 4
PH(T8) BLAT EM, 55 6+t /K AL B (T4) £ 10 d A i
FHEM 13%, WA g5 s 10 d Bf 578367 1 54
o1, 55 CAbEE (T2) & FEAR 20% , 5t /K AL (T8) F55
JEHBUKAL IR (T4) YW AT BE IE R 35 21 8 K, 2
A SR 5 B KBS 14 5On; BH AN — A~
XI5t /K AR ABURK , o — A 559 )00 35 AR X 2 Bt
FEALRIVE R A BB ABAS [F] (ER 556 S U 5 £k
IRy F o/ F, & AR — 20

Table 3 Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on chlorophyll fluorescence parameters of maize at jointing stage

B TR (F,/ Fy)

SR CREFEAA R (F, /F,,)

i e bR 10 d Jiria b 20 d P 10 d JipiE AbEE 10 d i 2R 20 d KA 10 d
T1 3.47b 4.09b 2.22¢ 0.71a 0.76a 0.54c
T3 3.73a 4.35a 2.96a 0.73a 0.77a 0.68a
TS5 3.64b 4.11b 2.76b 0.71a 0.76a 0.62b
T7 2.74c 3.51c 2.86b 0.64b 0.72b 0.65a
T2 4.08b 4.74a 2.08¢ 0.76a 0.79 0.52b
T4 4.38a 3.99hb 3.18a 0.77a 0.74b 0.68a
T6 3.11c 4.19b 2.85b 0.68b 0.76b 0.65a
T8 3.27¢ 3.64c 2.65b 0.69b 0.73b 0.68a

AREET1~T8 W3 1, [Rl— SR R o AS [ S 2 Ak 3 ) 25 57508 (2 257K - (P<0.05)

2.2 HTHBEARAMNEXREZNZIG

5530 158 A0 /K 30 58 450 18 R ) 2 S FOK
MARRAERK (R 4), MEEW 15556 (T1) WK
(T7) FEGE+EK (T3) 4 10 d BHAR R EER X
HEY IREAR 30. 0% .56. 3% H1 26. 7% , .85 K 5
WZE R F508, “H N EAER —C ZMMIEH IR R %
T FHASE X R4 IR A 52. 4% . 79. 6% 1 53. 1% , 254k,
TR AR — B0 AR AR B ot BE o I AR 32. 0%
65. 3%H1 24. 6% , SAL A 5 AR —3 ;P E
TRIEXT BR 3 IREAR 25. 3% . 10. 3% F01 25. 3%, k7R 55
JERSZ IR I 5 K TH5t 7K, 3X 5958 Kt 2 B B AR i

KRR, TEIE 2 5 FR A BEXT 5500 (T2) Flist
IK(T8) W 5736 1 5 —2, 4 BIREAR 24. 8%
F141. 3% , 55 6+57K (T4) A FRFEAR 46. 8% , 1% 5
E3EW 1 SN, B8 —E W EAEMR TR RGA
RAE KOIR O AR 2R g X Ry Sl BE AR 37.1%
29. 1% 19. 2% ,iX 5 AR+ 14 2 — 3 AR 2 2 1fi 1
OO B G3 BI BEAR 31. 6% (61. 1% 49. 2% , HAZ AL L
HHEET 15— VA B AR B B2 5 AT
5.1% .4.5% .9. 7% , .71 55 56 F1 I3t 7K 1Y 5% ) 422 3
M_FA—ENEAE,

PESE 1 Z 5556 (T1) BisK (T7) #1585 56+t K
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(T3) A0 20 d BHAR F2 A< BE R0 B 43 SR AIR 39. 6% |
68. 4% 1 65. 9% , 530 10 d IHAH B3 i 75 B2 Il
TH8R I K B 5% ) S 3 KT 55 0%, T 34 1 BT
I M FR 2 T AR A X R 3 S B AR 32. 6%, 58. 4% Fil
59. 1% , 3 22 K %2 %F B8 43 391 B 1K 35. 1% . 60. 3% FlI
60. 4% ARIE SR R R BRI SR R K
FERL 5 SF- 24 AR B 428 45 Xof BE 43 B BRI 2. 3% . 4. 5% F1I
6. 9% , FPATUK I T 5556, 8 BAER R T
DOFCARFISZ I AR AR TE— D R, E3EW 2 555
F6(T2) oK (T8) FIF VG +T5i 7K (T4) b 20 d HHAR
FA RO B3 B BEAIK 34. 2% (47. 3% 1 67. 0%, 5
JEi3E 10 d B AH BEA R FE iR, 153 7K 5 M A AR 2
KFF, & W HAEE N 5 A 2R 2% 1w AU T IR
43 SIREAR 37. 3% 62. 3% Fl 4. 0% , $E Wi i 3 548 £
KEFAMLL, 5008 10 d BFAH HEREIRR B IR K MR AR
B X A 43 I AR 12. 6% ,45. 9% Fl 38. 5% , 3 I 55
SRS RIBE N4 /D | TS 7K R 52 i 354 T B 35 SF- 244
AR IR BRI 3. 6% .0. 3% 14. 5%,

F4 FRLGEHEKRERSERTL

EIE 1 S 556 (T1) ik (T7) MEEE+iE K
(T3) KbBZE SRR 10 d R 28K 3 ek HE 43 5
& 11. 0% .63. 3% £ 46. 1% , H3 22 F& ThI BN} HE 43 3]
AR 16.3% .62. 3% F1 41. 1% , KR4 T IR 73 91l 4
115 2. 5% 49. 4% 32. 2% , V-S4 AR B AR B %k R 4 ]
AR 3. 4% .9. 9% FI 1. 4% | Bonix 4 DEFR TR 55
Sy WO I A — o R B AR A T 95 K W 38 O
JaRZ Mt — Ak, MEEW 2 F86(T2) Bk
(T8) FH5H+TF/K (T4) A BREE K E 10 d B AR R
K R HR A BIREAR 55. 5% . 79. 3% 1 64. 3% MR %
FETRFRAE NS BT WIFEA 47. 7% 77. T%F1 65. 5% R
BN B3 I BEAIK 45. 9% ,70. 8% ,46. 4% , V-1
R B AR ) BE 0 ) AR 11. 6% 17 5% 24 6% , 3
WK N5 C R AR AR R 2, iIX 5 1 SR
A, FUERT DL, 55 5600K B3 R TR IR RIEE, %
TESHEAR R AR R R AR AR B
TRAR ARG, A5 A BT LA 25 SR 3R B, i K XHAR
ENE A iy N R

Table 4 Chang of maize root morphological indices under different treatments

Kb B st E] Qb2 £ (cm) WAFEH(em?) HRIH FHIMRE A (mm)

e AbFE 10 d Tl 1 303b 54.08b 3 429b 0.426¢
T3 1 365b 53.00b 3 799b 0.429¢

T5 1 861a 112.96a 5 045a 0.575a

7 815¢ 22.98¢ 1 748¢ 0.516b

T2 1 514b 74.15b 4 164b 0.487b

T4 1 071c 55.00¢ 3 239¢ 0.463¢

T6 2012a 108.33a 5 157a 0.513a

T8 1182¢ 42.06¢ 3 655¢ 0.490b

it kb2 20 d Tl 1 575b 105.05b 3518b 0.802b
T3 889¢ 63.77¢ 2 159¢ 0.764d

T5 2 609a 156.06a 5 455a 0.821a

7 824c¢ 64.92¢ 2 162¢ 0.784c

T2 1 553b 90.98b 3 823b 0.749b

T4 778d 81.23b 2 692¢ 0.665¢

T6 2 362a 145.10a 4 378a 0.777a

T8 1 244¢ 54.72¢ 2 365¢ 0.775a

W 10 d Tl 2 190a 121.70b 4 9544 0.751b
T3 1 324b 85.65¢ 3 441b 0.693¢

T5 2 46la 145.57a 5 079a 0.782a

7 902b 54.81c 2 567¢ 0.701¢

T2 1 278b 87.90b 3 278b 0.682b

T4 1 022b 59.70¢ 3 250b 0.582d

T6 2 870a 168.06a 6 068a 0.771a

T8 592¢ 37.42¢ 1772¢ 0.633¢

ALHET1~T8 W 1, [Rl— SR [R5 i AS [ S e b B ) 25 575K (2 257K 7 (P<0.05)
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PR A7 U R BE AT DA B AR R T B RN 55
SEANEK WA T B2 R A 7 U YA R AR R
FEAR (2 5) . EIEW 1 55556 (T1) BiK(T7) M
S+ K (T3) AL ER 10 d A 473 37 2t 55 06 R 9 1) o
fi% 10. 5% .72. 0% £ 70. 0% ; Pr3ia AL BE 20 d 55 %F
FEAF I AR 1. 6% . 94. 0% F1 65. 0% , 55 )t AY 52 i
TR B 2 KT 15K ) 52 Gk B A B 2 K OF, 55
HEFTKA —E HAE, 59 60T LLGE AR 357 7K 14 52 ]
Jolpats b BE 45 RS UK 2 10 d A A 43 51 BRI
34.0% .25.9% 11. 6% , B/~ /KA B AY R R 15 1

£5 FALEMEKRAGHES

Table 5 Chang of maize root wound flow under different treatments

AW, 5 A B L A, 3
2 B MR E A T o 2 i B f S I 5 25 1
5ot A2, RIS 32 55 56 1 52 0 T 958 K 1) 52 M B
K 5906 BOK S E+BUK AL B EE RS K E 10 d
B35 %o R A3 S BTG 45. 3% . 33.2% . 31. 8% , I I
S0 BEAG AR R UG 1 %Ak T K AL B B K
XEMEIEW 158, AIE AP X5 3 5 R AR
PR K AL SRR B 2 AR
FOEW BT BRI 10 d MR R TG G IR R A Ryt
— L5,

s PRI (g) ARV R (g/h)
e bR 10 d Jiria b2 20 d P 10 d JpiE AbEE 10 d JipiE AbEE 20 d KA 10 d
T1 15.35a 18.39a 4.69b 1.28a 1.53a 0.39b
T3 5.15b 6.60b 6.23a 0.43b 0.55b 0.52a
T5 17.15a 18.67a 7.04a 1.43a 1.56a 0.5%
T7 4.81b 1.18¢ 5.22b 0.40b 0.10c 0.44b
T2 16.36a 16.87a 4.56¢ 1.36a 1.16a 0.38¢
T4 1.10b 3.19b 5.69b 0.09b 0.27b 0.47b
T6 17.33a 15.55a 8.33a 1.44a 1.30a 0.69a
T8 1.62b 4.39h 5.57b 0.13b 0.37b 0.46b

JEFET1~T8 WL 1, [Al—fhFh [R5 AR 52 B s AR B A) 22 5k 1 #5K 1 (P<0.05)

ESEW 15556 (T1) BIK (T7) FE5 6+
K (T3) AL 3 10 d BFAR 28 1 ot & 48 % BE 43 il I
32.8% 47. T% M 62. 4% , ti 715 155 7K B4 5% Wi B 4 K
TEO6, Z# A W A BAE a4 B 20 d RS
B3 0 B AR 23.3% ,30. 1% .39. 9%, i} 38 1 5% il
FrEE 2R B A BT /N s e Ab BRE5 RS K 10
d ISP B3 S REARG 10. 6% 20. 8% 34. 1% , S 7%
BRI R/ 536 — Wk E (Bl 2), 18
EW. 2 SE6(T2) /K (T8) g5+t /K (T4)
A3 10 d B AR R T 5T AT R4 S R AIG 23. 2%
40.5% .51. 6% ,iX 5L 1 5 — B, {02 B wg
B2 W0 b 3 20 d B AT RR A I REAR 7. 5% |
15. 1% .46. 3% , 55 6 FN353 7K A B A4 52 0 34 45 D 4%
B =35 B AR XA 2R T 5 A 0 5 e A 0 R s e
AbFRZE SE KA 10 d A% BR 3 ST A 8. 9%
23.4% 51. 7% , FWHE I 2 5 52 1 30 (1) 52 W A7
FITR AR R R A2 SR R A /N St 3 it 2

AR AR 2R T 0T A AS [ R B A B AIG, 5K
AbFRFE R KT 55 E AL B, A B B AR 2 A
il PP RN AR R 3 R AR BR S 10 d, R T
AR H LT 2 SRR E A INAEET 1
P
2.3 HWHHBARAMERTURBRENZME
FESE 1 S 56E(T) Bk (T7) MEe+EiK
(T3) Ab 3 10 d B 5 12 A 6) B 43 31 BTG 47. 9%
12. 5% 01 52. 6% , ik 7% 55 G Y 52 ) B J K 153 /K, i
T —RE W EAE i AbEE 20 d Rk A 43 )
11 54. 6% 33. 2% .63. 8% , ti.71x 55 Y A5t 7K A 52 M 1)
AH S0, 28 B B S BA S Fhlhae A B2 AR K
5210 d B IR 43 S B4 38. 1% .45. 5% ,55. 4%, i,
TN — WK i K A B — 25 Ak 5
SR B3 A 30. 4% (42, 8% 37. 2% , ‘Bn 4%
A BRI — R (B 2300 58 38 1) J SR ™
(3), FE3EW 2 F5506(T2) ik (T8) M+t
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JK(T4) 403 10 d BT BT i B0 B4 B AIR 57. 3%
38.3% .65. 6% ; W3 b 38 20 d I8 % IR A3 1] A1
58.7% 28. 5% 52. 0% , SEIFEW. 1 51 S — 5K ; Wy
SAALPREE TR SR 10 d B3 0) B3 I 55. 7% |
42. 0% .61. 7% , 3% B 55 56 B 5% i A i, T 57K i)

7.00r

- EE15
2 6.00F ;//;
IH 500
=
H 4.00r
i? 3.00t
g 2.00F
B 1.00F
0 | | |
07-18 07-28 08-07
I (H-H)

——T1; —=—T3; —=—T5; =< T7

ACBRTI~T8 W 1,

SN 5 252 39 5 BB 0T IR 0 ) A 42. 8%
46.0% 58. 1% , SFECI. 1 SHI IR B2 . SChtih
TEFRTGS 2 A hl A Ak B TR AT AN R R
FRREATR, 5506 Ak A% 52 0 LU 5T /K AL B, 2 F i ae A
WA AR 2 A AR RS SEA AR,

8.00
7.00
6.00
5.00
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Fig.2 The change of maize root dry weight under different treatments
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Fig.3 The change of dry matter accumulation in maize under different treatments

2 A S AP A AL FE 10 d BEESOE (T . T2) F15s
JE+5 K (T3 T4) 4b B it 5 ot & Jr o b 5 385
T 25 8 o o O o L R e D, A B R oK A7 B 55 0
38 J5 I A VA5 T W B IS OR R i R AR K K
(T7.T8) i 45 M Jy 1 J5z 2% Fir o7 LU 5 W A R ARG T
ZEES T R BN, X 5 55 06 0 5 i 48R A
R(FE6), 2 A F i kb3 20 d BF 5556 (T1,
T2) Ab B 5 5T r 7 L i AR s 2>, B
FEALT X R 5906+ K (T3, T4) &b B0 J i
ST b R e AR TR ) I 2 A4 A B Y 2K
ST L B R A xR, R e
AFE 10 d IR SO 25 2R 5 ik (T7 (T8 ) Ak B

Jo i T o BGE ER D AR RS N, A T R
Ivi) B 25 3 Jo 2 P 7 BG A T Oe  E  vR  R R
PR 10 d B, 45 e b B 4 5 o Bl 44 T IE
W, 50 HR A 25 00 2 A T R b sk o A A K B
B, E96 (T, T2) (WK (T7.T8) Ml H G + 35 /K
(T3 T4 ) Ak 3 i B8 57 5t o LG i 390 7 % BR3¢
KIS0 B 5 B R 2 A X T S A R
FEA ISR, 595 W 1 5 % 55 06 Wl 5 5 U
Yy o AR 2 a2 HL (o) A A 43 TC T G T At
REFR ., BB, BUARESO6 (T T2) A1 g5t +3i K
(T3 T4 ) &b PEAS 5 & 7 5 b S AR K, (2 46 X {E
RN, AT AR,
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Table 6 Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on accumulation and distribution of dry matter of maize at jointing stage
TEEW 15 TBIET. 25
T o EMURRLBE RTRELSR RUBRR  RPURAT . ERGRAR OFARRAT BURRPE  HBTRT
: A HLE (%) SILE(%) HELE(%) HLE(%) ) A (%) (HHE(%) SHEE(%) dEE(%)

Jp3EALBE 10 d T1 29 54 17 0 T2 28 45 27 0
T3 28 47 25 0 T4 30 52 17 0
T5 34 39 28 0 T6 37 40 23 0
T7 41 36 24 0 T8 38 35 26 0

kb 20d  TI 45 40 15 0 T2 45 37 18 0
T3 51 28 21 0 T4 42 34 24 0
T5 33 41 26 0 T6 33 41 26 0
T7 36 42 22 0 T8 35 45 20 0

WA 10 d Tl 28 43 24 6 T2 28 34 28 10
T3 27 39 30 4 T4 28 36 26 10
T5 20 44 27 9 T6 18 43 29 11
T7 25 42 30 3 T8 26 44 22 8

BRI T1 17 10 12 60 T2 18 10 13 60
T3 24 12 15 50 T4 14 12 14 60
T5 22 13 18 48 T6 22 8 16 54
T7 20 15 17 48 T8 19 11 14 56

AEPETI~T8 W 1,

EE 1 FEG(TL) BK(T7) MG+ K
('T3) &b 8 A 250 5 XoF BRI R AT 59. 3% . 32. 2%
F1 68.0% , B AL T f5 55 X HR 43 51 B I 41.2%
30.3% ,22. 6%, 7= & % X B8 4 5 B K 68. 8% .
60. 0% .75. 4% , 7% WA 55 St %) T b7 B A s JoT £ 11
HA I B K FHOK, H &5 F —ENEAE
(K7), HE3ETW 2 F56(T2) TiK(T8) F5G+
157K (T4 ) Kb 3L (%) s 502 XoF B 43 il B A1 32. 9%
42. 8% ,43. 1% , [ LT 15t 55 6] JE 43 | B AR 37. 9%,
28.9%,50. 1%, 7= & %% X} 08 4 5 B A% 43. 1%,
54.4% .61. 8% , R MATER 2 532 BUK MWK T
550, X HE3E W 1 54 BRI, 2016 434 n—4
F506HHE AL 10 d AALEE, H R4 = 8 4 | BI4E T1
F T4 () 4 MAEHAEL B 10 dJ5 (7 A 19 H) B
HEFH 43300 TO~T12, 45HFEM LW 1 5
$56(T9) JEIEW 1 5 56+BUK (T11) ZbBRRER 4L
BN AT I FRAR 53. 5% F1 52. 5% , F1 R 24 %) IR
Iy WIREAR 11. 5% F01 15. 4% , 7= 53 BIFEAR 59. 8% Fl
58. 8% fHIE 2 S 56 (TI0) fEEW 2 5556+
K (T12) A BHEFHRT 5508 %5 BE 43 501 B AIG 37. 8% Fil
50. 5% , BT RO R A3 0 FEAIK 18, 1% 1 21. 3%,
A AR 48. 2% F1 55. 9%, A AbBE 10 d 3%

3B S A7 R R I ke A AR 5 32 e Ak 3
20 d AR [, T I R 38 AR 2 T 4 A 3 e
K, MRS AN Wi ™

F7 BRTHBATEANEXRFERHEEREZNZM

Table 7 Effects of weak light and waterlogging stress on yield and

its components of maize at jointing stage

wo i RO g SRR RUEE
Tl 168¢ 15.3e 70 28.52¢ 68.8
T3 132d 20.1¢ 70 22.58d 75.4
T5 413a 26.0a 0 91.58a 0
T7 280b 18.1d 40 36.63b 60.0
T2 263b 17.8d 40 43.91b 43.1
T4 223c 14.3e 40 29.50¢ 61.8
T6 392a 28.7a 0 77.29a 0
T8 224c 20.4c 20 35.20b 54.4

ARTH T1~T8 WL 1, [) — il it [ 51) v A [a] 7 £k 28 75 Ak B 1] 22 5 36
BE K (P<0.05)

3 17 i

31 FAXMEREREZFRIZN
YRR 8 A2 MO T i RO S AR 22
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FRIFE 3 7K A WAL, P T R K /N R A 8 56 S 52 i 7
W EZAERR, N — AR E & 506
HRIEIEM G R ARBF IR A R, B
10~20 d #5568 ORI 75% ) T80 FE K
BARRI AR S 28 5 0 S I, LI 5 Ao [ 3
TIERBE DR, 25 S R B HE SR T ROk
AR A SRR AR L RS R A
AT LASEZE I 3 2 (E I SR B 5 W n s e 1) 3
HERE . AREGSE R LT HOEMNA 10 d 1AL E a
B i D AR R b S AR RIS A AN ]
QREEWEEW L, EEV S F/FME/
F A2 5550 i 5 (R 55900 30 5 18 58 W0 2
S F,/FMF /F 830, 5500138 BOE
10d2 RS F/F R F /F, 3 58 28T X R
ZESCBH N RGE 35O S EUNE BT R S R
I B TSR % b/a WMl AT HEE 59
JpiE T ERM S E a &AL TG B A, Ko
A AR E b SN, AR R B R R
AT B 45 SR sz e T K 50% 3506 44 R Bk A
AR A HUER, A B 5 405 SR R e T 3R T 2 R A
75%55 6 (B LE A K 10~ 20 d) &8 IR R
=,

AR 27 BB 6 10~ 20 d ) oK
RAE R ARR KT B A — e PR TR,
T A FEAR 7.5% ~ 23. 3% , HR I B0 HE 1 9 /0 Al
T 7R 55 5 SO 22 477 3t T B 1) s 3By AL
KAy FRAT RO RE T , i —25 BRI A A K &
B o XNMESCEE AR x &k 28 ot Rl
BRE ST AR R, A B 2 IR 55 56l Xt
/N BRRAR B AR RN T 0 i A B A — e AR
FRIBHA , A7 7 450 AR 35 Mkt o 7 i 4h e A
YEFHRITRR 2 AE R VR T, i 5 AR 9E 45 2R —
%,

PRT 2RI 55 6 18 0 KA R B
Y553 LB T, B Pl A ) e 245 | e
HAEBRCA BRI RATE TR, 8T
JET RN R K FE BRI, /N NI R b ™ Rk S
037 B R BORURF AR o Y I W R R, S
W1 S HZSFFRIE 70% L) 1, G 30577 8 K 60% ~
90% ; T8IV, 2 5 HYZS FFRTE 0 & 40%Z 8], 7= 5 %
K 27% ~43%, FEIE 1 5 HAESE Y 2 5 X 55 56 b
SR AR U

3.2 FAMEKREKEBHEME

BUKE S EY R R LB 5I1E ), dkmis
Mkt EARE AR R T . AR R R, T I
FUKMMA10~20 d B KRR AR R R MK
JEER RIESTEIr B2 T R, AR R R BRI RE AR
32.6% ~37.3% , MR Z 3 it & . E 8> 70% ~ 90% , Vi,
A Y5 7K Wi 5 A AR 28 56 -+ HEFE A0 FUK A AT, 3
SR A e A F AR Huang
EIOIEA NG IR IR A R

ARIGZE R B, P 2 EUK Mr i 10~ 20
d, T E SRR DI RE kAR X R I, AT |
Rel N I o 1 s o= L W T2 W D R A
21% ~29% , M 4% 2 75 1 P AR 25% ~ 39% , 34935 B
T O =N 1) STER N1 B )1 P SR AR W=
() F /F,f F/F SZEKEEM K, WK T
BN 2 S F /F, M F /F, 25K, 2
%IRRT AU A AL EE 20 d B} F/F, B E AR TR
W, S RN ) AAAE 22 5 BOK A BN S 10 d 3
WA IEH . X 5RTALE KD RNE
(TR S

IR 2RI K10~20 d 51 KRGS HAFDE
G ORI, FHCT Y R R KR R,
ST KT L F, R BORURE R TR Y R R,
MR 1 SR NI% ~40% , 7= AR 60% ~
72% {82 2 5 1928 FF R N 9% ~ 20% , 77 5 B AIK
23% ~54%

33 BRFBAMEREKEBEHZM

MEBIEITAR 1SR R D BN SRR 7K A 22
FER A TR R, B AR A, AR
RIS, 55BN [F 30 5| AR R E 45 br 5.
ETRE EIET 1 SR RSB AR 5 ] AR
65.9% . 60.4% Fl 6.9%, 18 3 W 2 = 4 5| B AKX
67.0% .38. 5% Fl 14. 3%, 356K 15 T K 15 3
K65, 0% ~93. 7% , Horr s K Bk X 45 i 1 5 )
W, TCAMER =R AR R A B EER, nTREAR
MR MRS G BT .

55 hir 35 S5k [ Ak s /b | 32 1 5 ) b5
A3 FIAR R AR K IE 5 80R RIITIRE TR,
B T AUK WSO | e kA K L H 5 TS
JE+EKIE DA 2 A5 18 [ s 77 AR S, 550 Rt
ARIE R B S5, TR I T AR i 3 BRI (P41 29. 0% ~
38.5%) , T B BT A B W] sF ORI AR
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SRR 25. 3% ~34. 5% , 15 T 59 6 ia ab 3 (B2
W AR T B MR, EHT 2 FPoi 5% /) BAEAE X
X2 A EFEFRIRE R I B AR, S5E3ET 15
FHEG  FEIENE 2 5 X 55 6 + 357 /K JBlp 3 () e i o —
Mo BRI K W E 8 5 Ok T B R
37. 2% ~58. 1% , B,/ 52 B0 55 016 B35t K a0 Ak 2
JeA TRMERE T 59, & S EFFRIER A R R
A A 55 5 + 15T K A B0 B A T N bR AR,
{HRAXHEAR /N MR T A R, A P BE K
FFRIK ] 40% ~ 70% , T BRAFRE 543 51 s D
50. 1% ~ 68. 0% H1 22. 6% ~ 50. 1%, W ;= 61. 8% ~
75. 4%,

R AR Y 55 06 R K a2 AR
FWAERFNG 7, G A TR, BRIOEE AR S
I, bR RIS 2 A T T R K ) 3 R A R
TYAR , FFiE e KA R, S EUME/INME
Bk, SRS, A& R E8E R E N, TR
R R, BUKPRA 05200 5 55 e AT s A=
ARE , L A g EKNE . SIAh AN
[F) it o X 5555 ' RT3 1 S g A 25 5, TSR T
5B IET 2 5 e TN AR
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