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Abstract: Using 4.6 leaf-aged rice seedlings raised under the same conditions in 1,/50
00 are Wagner pot, tﬁe relationship between leaf emergence rate and rooting of trans-
planted seedlings, that is, seedling without pruning (TP-S), and with pruning all leaf
blades (LC-S) or roots (RC-S), in early stage after transplanting were compared with
those of non-transplanted ones (DS-S). 1) Leaf emergence rate and rooting of TP-S
were nealy equal to those of DS-S, but the former of RC-S and LC-S were reduced
during 0-3 or 3-7 days after transplanting, respectively, and the latter of the both
seedlings at 3 and 7 days after transplanting were inhibited as compared with those
of DS-S. Especially leaf emergence rate of RC-S just after transplanting was heavily
reduced due to the severest transplanting injury, but recovered to the fastest rate
among the seedlings after seedling establishment. 2) Although the number of new roots
and maximum new root length increased as the progress of leaf number on the main
stem, those of TP-S were higher than DS-S, and also those of RC-S were the highest
among the seedlings at the same leaf number of main stem after transplanting to
eliminate the difference of leaf emergence rate due to transplanting injury. These results
suggested that reduction of leaf emergence rate just after transplanting, due to trans-
planting injury promoted rooting at the expense of leaf growth, and it has significant

meaning for the seedling establishment.
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Fig. 1. Growth of successive leaf blades on the main stem after transplanting.
Note 1) ® : Non-transplanted seedling, O, &, A : Transplanted seedlings without
pruning and with pruning all leaf blades or roots, respectively.
2) Numerals in circle show the leaf position on the main stem counted acrpetal-
ly. ‘
* Measured from the penultimate leaf collar before expansion.
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- Fig. 2. Changes of leaf number on the main stem after transplanting.
Note ) Symbols are the same as those in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 3. Characters of new roots at 3 (upper) and 7 (lower) days after transplant-
ing.
%[ 1. Non-transplanted seedling, Il , &= : Transplanted seed-
lings without pruning and with pruning all leaf blades or roots, respectively.
%* * Treatments followed by a common letter are not significantly different at 5 %

level by Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
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Relationship between leaf number on the main stem and number of new roots

(A) or maximum new root length (B) after transplantmg

Note) Symbols are the same as those in Fig. 1.
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