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Effect of Different Row Spacing on PEPCase Activity and

Yield of Spring Maize
HAN Hai- fei, CAO Qing- jun, GAO Ya- nan,
WANG Wei- ping, WANG Wen- yan, CUI Jin- hu*
(College of Plant Science, Jilin University, Changchun 130062, China)

Abstract: Field experiments were conducted to study the effect of different row spacing on PEPCase
activity and yield of spring maize. Four levels of 70, 65, 60, 50cm were set in the test, and 'Xianyu 335’
(XY335) and ‘Jundan 8’ (JD8) were chosen as the maize varieties tested. The results showed that the
difference between different treatments was significant. The yield of maize in 70cm and 50cm treatments
were higher than other treatments. Chlorophyll content and PEPCase activity in ear leaf was enhanced in
later period of growth. The growth and development of single plant was promoted, bare plant rate and the
length of barrenness was decreased.
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(%) (%) (cm) (cm) (cm) (2
335 70 cm 1.88 2.56 18.75 5.04 1.50 610.89 35.53
65 cm 5.49 1.42 18.38 493 1.82 566.53 34.70
60 cm 2.98 1.39 17.47 5.04 1.53 553.98 36.60
50 cm 7.8 1.15 18.17 5.05 1.45 570.00 37.23
cv 0.583 6 03875 0.029 6 0.0113 0.11 0.0429 0.0312
8 70 cm 1.45 245 19.12 5.18 1.06 544.41 40.63
65 cm 291 0.95 18.96 5.13 127 519.67 41.83
60 cm 1.59 1.59 18.95 5.14 1.20 511.67 41.23
50 cm 2.14 231 18.60 5.15 1.18 496.99 42.93

(6% 03275 0.3805 0.0116 0.004 2 0.075 0.0383 0.023 6
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(kg/hnm)
(kg/hn’) 0.05 0.01
335 70 cm 14 050.05 14 334.89 14 158.82 14 181.25 a A
50 cm 13 182.93 13 302.49 13 038.77 13 174.73 b B
60 cm 12 236.26 12 492.91 12 635.36 12 454.84 c c
65 cm 12 108.78 12 397.72 12 122.13 12 209.54 c C
8 50 cm 12 891.85 12 929.08 13 069.48 12 963.47 a A
70 cm 12 767.55 12 898.43 12 963.35 12 876.44 a A
60 cm 12 095.27 12 278.25 12 192.39 12 188.64 b B
65 cm 11 767.99 11 998.67 12 116.57 11 961.08 b B
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