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THE RELATION BETWEEN THE LEAF SENESCENCE OF
NIUMAOHUANG SCYBEAN AND THE ACTIVITY OF RUDP CASE

Liu Fulin Liu ZhongQun

(Hebei Agricultural University)

Abstract

In this research we discuss the relationship between the senescence
of leaves and the activity of RUDP Case, The data of our research
suggerts,

1., There is no relationship between the leaf senescence of Niumao-
huang soybean and the absolute content of RUDP Case, but the content
of active RUDP Case,

2, There is direct relationship exsists between leaf senescnce of
Niumaohuang soybean and the activity of RUDP Case, Following the
leaf senescence (flowering), the activity of RUDP Case decline,

3. There is no relation ship existing between the chlorophyll con-
tent of leal of Niumaohuang soybean and the leaf senescence,
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