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Abstract: The study was carried out to investigate the photosynthetic characteristics in different leaf
positions of maize for three maize varieties under five density levels. The results showed that the photosyn-
thetic rates of the three maize varieties were higher in upper leaves than in lower leaves, the difference of
photosynthetic rates for the upper leaves of ear-leaf were higher than the lower ones of them. Photosynthetic
rate of every leaf position was slightly affected by planting density, and the 60,000 plants/hm? was used as
density axis of photosynthetic rate of every leaf position

Keywords:Semiarid area; Maize; Leaf position; Photosynthetic rates; Photosynthetic active radiation
(PAR)

COZ N

(1
e

@
2013-08-24
(1985-)

E-mail:wcs8131587@yahoo.com.cn
E-mail:bsf8257888@sina.com o



39

1 MH 5T E
1.1
=10C 2900°C-d 3005
h 136 d o
45°20' 122°49' 156.8 m,
0~20 cm 1.128 g/kg
0.516 g/kg 24.373 g/kg 73.476
mg/kg 38.594 mg/kg 198.923
mg/kg 16.223 g/kg pH7.57,
1.2
958. 335, 101
o 3 /hm*.4.5 /hm*.6 /hm?,
7.5 /hm?*.9 /hm? 5 °
500 kg (N:P,0s:
K,0=15:15:15)
250 kg.
1.3
NZ(
2 )N ( 1 ) N3( ) N4
( 1 ) N5( 2 )
5 o
Sanscan PAR
LC pro+ o
2 #RH55H
2.1
o —— Nl N —A—N —X—M —K—15
‘}35 36.62 36.03
Fig é ZZ 57 04 98. 45
=20
:
1 958 5
° 958
N1 N2 N3.N4 N5

[e]

—— N1 —l—N2 —&— N3 ——N4 —k—N»

25
23
Togy |- 1. 65 2248
N 19.91
-iw
216 14.42
et 12.88
gg] 11.66
419
Ry
5
3 4.5 6 7.5 9
AR (Fikk/tm”)
2 335
2 335 5
o N2
N5
. 6 /hm?
o
335 6 /hm?
/hm? 6 /hm?
6 /hm?
o 6 /hm?
9 /hm?
9 /hm? o
30 —— N1 —l— N2 —A— N3 —X— N1 —¥—N5
,;25
=
£ 20
)
215
’4%[10

3 4.5 6 7.5 9
it )8 (7 bR/ hm®)
3 101
3 101 5
o 101
N1.N2 N4 N5

958



2 3
o .CO, o
958. 335 CO, N
N1>N2>N3>N4>N5, CO, CO, o CO,
2.2 .CO, . CO,
1 LAI - LAI PAR
PAR o COo, PAR LAI o
1 N1
Co, Co, LAI PAR
0.089 0.151 -0.171 -0.180 0.962%* -0.665**
-0.786** 0.739%* 0.780%* 0211 -0.419
co, -0.574* -0.560* 0.044 -0.007
0.931%* 0.001 -0.162
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LAI -0.734**
* w 005.001 ()
2 N2 ° ° CO, .CO,
LAI PAR o CO,
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Co, Co, LA PAR
-0.049 -0.212 0.056 0.101 0.962%* -0.665%*
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