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Table 1. Changes of internode length and panicle length of rice plants affected

by drainage and growth retardants.

Internode length(cm) Panicle

Treatments : length
N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 Total (cm)
Continuous flooding 385 200 167 61 08 821 23.1
TTD' 370 194 160 53 05 782 240
Inabenfide after TTD 377 184 141 34 04 741 24.4
Trinexapac—ethyl after TTD 3H3 163 108 41 04 668 228
LSD(5%) 18 18 181 ns ns - ns

"TTD , Two-time drainages.

Table 2. Lodging-related characters and field lodging of rice plants affected by
drainage and growth retardants.

Height Fresh Cum Thickness Weight Breaking Field

Treatments o;:f; weight dlm cu?ran\jall Ofbi?n W;I;f lodging

e (g @ @ (g (g 0~9)
Continuous flooding 371 13.21 4.12 v0.86 2.17 745 185 9
TTD , 358 1225 408 0.88 2.16 780 161 5
Inabenfide after TTD 34.0 1154 4.19 0.91 2.19 813 140 3
Threxpacethyl after TID 326 1095 4.32 0.97 - 2.22 883 110 0
LSD(%) 1.08 057 0.20 0.04 ns 237 142 -
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Table 3. Yield components and yield of rice plants affected by drainage and

growth retardants.

Panicle No. of No. of Ripened wt. of Milled

Heading
Treatments exertion panicle grain - grain 1,000 rice
date . bper  ratio . yield
(cm) per m' panicle (%) grains (t/ha)
Continuous flooding Aug.10 89 450 160 66.7 175 357
TTD Aug.10 8.8 446 105 83.0 187 455
Inabenfide after TTD Aug.11 89 451 107 84.8 190 488
Trinexapac-ethyl after TID Aug.11 8.0 454 106 87.3 188 496
LSD(5%) - ns ns ns 291 0.43 0.109
Table 4. Rice grain quality affected by drainage and growth retardants.
Perfect Imperfect grain ratio(%)
Treatments grain
ratio(%) g;gi? Im;gti%red Others Total
Continuous flooding 69.7 175 39 89 30.3
TTD 88.2 76 2.9 1.5 11.8
Inabenfide after TTD 894 74 2.0 1.2 106
Trinexapac—ethyl after TTD %05 59 25 1.1 95
LSD(5%) 5.85 2.39 ns 1.24 -

Table 5. Root distribution of rice plants at different soil depths affected by the
drainge and growth retardants.

Root dry weight(g/4,500cr)

Treatments
0~5 5~10 10~ 15cm Total
Continuous flooding 31.0 3.6 2.0 36.6
TTD 31.7 5.3 2.2 39.2
Inabenfide after TTD - 32.8 5.2 3.2 41.2
Trinexapac—ethy! after TTD 312 53 2.8 39.3
LSD(5%) ns ns ns -




