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Response of leaf age in rice to short day length

WANG Ya-liang, ZHU De-feng, CHEN Hui-zhe, XIANG Jing, ZHANG Yi-kai,
( China National Rice Research Institute/State Key Laboratory of Rice Biology, Hangzhou 310006, China)

XU Yi-cheng, ZHANG Yu-ping

Abstract: Day length is an important environmental factor affecting the number of rice leaves. In this study, the
effects of 10 hours short day treatment on the number of rice leaves were studied by pot experiment. The results showed
that, except for the 3-leaf stage, the final main-stem leaf number of rice with14—17 leaves was reduced under short day
length treatment. Moreover, the final main-stem leaf number was significantly decreased under the shortday length treatment
at 7-leaf stage abd 9-leaf stage. The reduction of final main-stem leaf number after short day length treatment at the 7-leaf
stage of rice presented the tendency as follows: high short-day sensitive cultivars > medium short-day sensitive cultivars >
low short-day sensitive cultivars. The short-day length did not influence the leaf age remainder at panicle initiation stage of
every rice cultivar. For different subspecies, indica-japonica hybrid rice was most sensitive to short day length treatment. In
addition, the reduction of final main-stem leaf number of indica-japonica hybrid rice was higher than that of japonica rice
and indica rice under short day length treatment. In conclusion, the sensitivity of different varieties in the same subspecies
to short day length is different.

Key words: rice; short day length; leaf age; cultivar difference
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Table 1 Rice cultivars used in the experiment
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Fig.1 Effect of short day length treatment at different leaf age

period on final main-stem leaf number of rice
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Table 2 Final main-stem leaf number of rice and leaf age at panicle
initiation stage after short day length treatment at differ-

ent leaf age stage
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Table 3 Variety differences in final main-stem leaf number and leaf age reminder at panicle initiation stage under short day length treatment
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Fig.2 Response of final main-stem leaf number of different rice

varieties to short day-length treatment
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