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Effect of Flag Leaf and Awn Removal on Vegetative Traits,
Grain Yield and Yield Components of Bread Wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.)
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1- Randomizer Complete Block Design
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Table 1.Analysis of Variance for Leaf area Index Except Flag Leaf in 20 Days
after Anthesis

M.S
0.01 2 Replication
0.44 ** 5 Treatment
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Table 2. Mean Differences for Leaf Area Index Except Flag Leaf in 20 Days
after Anthesis

Leaf Area Index in 20 Days after Anthesis Treatment (A)
1.19b (Al) wls
1.85a A2
1.09 b A3
1.83a Ad
1.08 b A5
1.75a A6
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Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5%
probability level according to Duncan s Multiple Range Test
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Table 3. Analysis of Variance for Grain Yield and Yield Component

M.S
Grain Yield 1000 Seed Grain per Spikelet per d.f SV
Weight Spike Spike
229000.14 1.16 0.10 0.01 2 Replication
14707552.68** 315.80*%* 0.05 0.01 9 Treatment
81962.96 1.72 0.05 0.02 18 Eror
% and ¥ Significant at 5% and 1% respectively o3 ) 50 St s s s s i i 4 SF

1- Leaf Area Duration
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Table 4. Mean Differences for Yield and Yield Component

Grain Yield 1000 Seed Grain per Spikelet per Treatment (A)

Weight Spike Spike
8880 a 49.33 a 29.00 a 13.03 a (Al) wsls
7867 b 46.17 b 29.00 a 13.00 a A2
7850 b 45.33 b 29.27 a 13.03 a A3
7350 ¢ 39.17 ¢ 29.20 a 13.07 a Ad
7300 ¢ 3750 ¢ 28.93a 13.13a A5
7217 ¢ 34.50 d 29.00 a 13.00 a Ab
5802 d 30.50 e 29.00 a 13.07 a A7
4500 e 26.83 f 29.00 a 13.00 a A8
3467 f 22.17 g 29.00 a 13.00a A9
2033 g 19.67 h 28.87 a 13.00 a A10
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Table 5. Analysis of Variance for Remobilization

M.S
Remobilization d.f SV
0.05 2 Replication
9045.37** 9 Treatment
0.04 18 Error

*and ** Significant at 5% and 1% Respectively .11 50 Jlos| mau 3 Jls ine 5 KK K
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Table 6. Mean Differences for Yield and Yield Component

e L. Treatment
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Fig.1. Differences between Stem Dry Weight (Temobilization) and Grain Yield.

W})bcfhggwu&YLW)JLAMcﬁ)@‘b&‘)’\&ﬁb‘jrﬁ)bdﬁ

e (Soop e w ramen 5 Sl (al b s sl 6okl ot oS Lla S 1B
r.e_MQl_Asz RIS LY ROET e LSS V=] IRV PH NPT WS WA WVINP-STOMCr

-

l_hgii_i) Y8 W fbu‘ QL:.H”LU\ u.»l_w\ — 9 J_J:Lc il odge 4 4l JJ,{LQ.C BE Ls\a.’wff



AO \\"’/\O gf‘jé OJM cc‘jé J\l.?'c‘_g})jw f}\ﬁ BL j&jk

e il e ails s Shas J..:J)S).sr.@.»;}z-&é}:wj:é slge sdoee JUil ax S|

W@Awwy‘}w ‘JJ_SLSACBU‘ UM_':‘J Q.,\..iﬂ:c)_gbdj.b))stsﬁwjﬁ()‘}':ﬂ
) B (e 3 5l e LB &S el OT el cpl e i e 4ils 5 Sas 5 4l O35 e
$ls 0ad  Jsb jo s J= 53 5,8 e o3 eslinad 5550 as IS L Liusy A s dls OUs

Al e polant] &ls ud ol b a6 g 535 550 LS

S S 4o

S 48 3,8 (oSS Ul e i s p p) 03 e el s 4 s w5 L
Olys & 5035 Foge LS o 5l akils 043 IO 53 S5mm B 0l50 A5 53 o S
a oS 3 aS ol (S ST 5 opde alid sl ol W g Lol mie S
Sl andlles pl 3ol ali e o S35 5 S 5 o VL b s Ll e 35
)JJ'_:J‘)LA&J;_&)ﬁgk}\.%;;&\JJMJJLsM)J\Aﬁgabﬁﬁgﬂ
ot S Sl S Lails Oy s ol gl 8 Sl ¢ 23S eial L Lasils 0
ol o=l e s Sl s Sles 3 gdo 3N ialS Esl el opl Gl 4SSl s
J_<i>;\)-_?\ru_;\w\ﬁwm.wuu),}ﬁétabW\jﬁyuj&z}-@\,;ﬁ
C\L\wjlslﬁjmumouﬁ%Ncuwg)w)uwﬁ,uuwﬁi
S 38 3y sdzme JLah SLEsl 03 55l da Olhgs 53 Bk Sl dies 505 Ladls 4
i a3 S Sy s el Ladlils Oy 3 age Jole Lailer s ol 6 3
s il 53l (65 s olS s a4l 5l s Wadlls Oles &5 O 3lbs Lol
Oy 53 g Jole Ladils ap SLasles S 51 L3 5 aBla 53 ol 0,505 3l 50 sus JLa]
NGV I Wt R N POPYCPRSR POV



\\‘/\O (.rjb AJM l.rj.: qu-g‘_ng}U’.S r"lﬁ L J&j}: A-\

@L’..o

AR sl wllasl (e 5) ol 0bLE (o505 58 AR S 5S &, Cd,a.u,«
PEFICE A\ IR VI
ADNAN, M., CHOWDHRY, M.A. and MAHMOOD, T. 1994. Association of flag

leaf area and spike characteristics with grain yield in T.aestivum spp. Pakistan
Journal of Agricaltural Sciences 31(1):51 — 53.

BAKER, N.R., 1996. Photosynthesis and the environment, Kluwer, Dordrecht,
Netherlands.

DUWAYRI., M., 1983. Effect of flag leaf and awn removal on grain yield and yield
components of wheat grown under dryland conditions. Field Crops Research,
Volume 8, 1984 , pages 307 — 313.

QINGTAO LU and CONGMIN, L. 2003. Photosynthetic pigment composition
and photosystem 1l photochemistry o wheat ears.Plant Physiology and
Biochemistry, Volume 42, Issu 5, May 2004, Pages, 395-402.

MAHMOOD, A., ALAM, K., SALAM, A. and IQBAL, S. 1991. Effect of flag leaf
sremoval on grain vyield, its componentds and quality of hexaploid aheat .
Cereal Research Communications 19(3) :305-310.

MAINARD, S. and JEUFFROY, M.H. 2003. Effect of nitrogen and radiation on
dry matter and nitrogen accumulation in the spike of winter wheat. Field Crop
Recearch, Volume 87, Issues 2-3, 10 May 2004, Pages 221-233.

PEPLER, S., GOODING, M.J. and ELLIS, R.H. 2004. Modelling simultaneously
water content and dry matter dynamics of wheat grains. Field Crop Researchg

VOGELE, J. and GROSSMAN,F. 1985. Comparison of defoliation and brown rust
infection of the flag leaf with regard to grain yield production in winter wheat.
Zeitschrift-fiir pflanzenhrankeiten und Phanzenschutz. 92(6):650-653.



