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Abstract: Pot experiments were conducted with Vicia sativa to find the mechanism and ways of recognition
responding to the presence of its neighbors’ roots. The results are that no changes occurred in its leaf biomass,
stem biomass, shoot biomass, root biomass, root-shoot ratio and the number of flowers compared with plants
grown without their neighbors’ roots, but there was an overproduced reproduction biomass when the neighbors’
roots were present, which showed that there was no tradeoff between root growth and reproductive growth,
and that plants could recognize and respond to their neighbors’ roots in Vicia sativa; the ways of recognition
included both direct physical contact and indirect allelopathy.
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Figure 1 Experimental design

16 % FEMLI B T 56 |, B A 16 % 2 (Al Y
FE 258 90 em, H R AR 439, DAORAIE i A 48
P B AE R B0 B U, R T B e A i e A
(], 38 32 99 7K A A — B AR5 VD L 7. M 2009
5 H23 HEE — 0.5 50 B A FE A% 2278 98 I
(25 mL/(Fk- 1K), DG ERE2 RE—K. 8 H14
H 3E 47 HURE, 36 W 4 e, K R P 1 i
2. WA o T e, RE s RlE T 80°C
HIRERG Rk R fEEE, T 90 2 — B9 L R AR,
FEGt T fedE.
1.3 HiELE

T H A Excel HRsg N BB 5, H SPSS13.0
AT 0. ANFASE TR E S R 2 R
& Fl One-way ANOVA J7 3516 56, FEARGe v 514
(B2 A Hy 22 5 H] Tukey #5545
2 ZRE45MH

AR AR A A X RO B 0 & AR ) A S 5
Wi fH & 2 BT LA Y, SRR AR R TC IR T 5 s 4 fe
FFHL, M 2B, R S &, R R
KR %A A8 (P>0.05), T Z5E A4 ¥ 12 ] 5
Tn(P<0.05).

H 2 7T CUA HY, ASFEFE I 7 =CAAR 2 [l B
22 1 fuh B 1R 4 A SR R e 3 S IRl R SRR
TG ARK T M. 25 . ) AR, R
gt LR {E E & 3 v A AR A, T SR RE AR W s AN T
P IR Z 1] B3R 00 07 AL AL 5E i S AR W £, B
PR Aok 8 0 S5 A B EUOR B3, AR LR
FH G0 S A B H R B3, 35 L EE R (4R
PR A A N S0 A W S 2 MG .
3 Wik5%ie
3.1 XTEBAHR B M K 41

T I A8 F R Y TG R R R 5 A R R L, R
AR AR A AR IS8 A= o 1 38, A i
MR IV A AR AL SRR AT

B4, A KRR TE G 2 A AR I AR B A e — %
A IR B A R — il R AR A 4 T AN SR 4 T
FAERR0L, RIAE 4 5 AR R A K AE — I LY



MK F %2R (ARAFR

%47 k%

66 =z
0.04 -
t 1
= 0.03 € BB 8
g _I_
5 0.02
0.01 -
0 - — —
Tkt X - 5 I SEARETF
R 75 5K
0.08 -
aT a
0.07 —|— a
==
0.06 - L 1 1
on
~ 005
i)
R 0.04
[’ig 0.03 F
0.02 F
0.01 F
O W MERAE et
k77 5K
0.16 a
L 1 a
0.14 a|— J_ I
0.12 F -
2010t
il
R 0.08
ﬁj 0.06 -
0.04 -
0.02
0
Jek@ T P 5 b I SEA I
EBITEN
0.005 a
0.004 T
: 1
I8 0.003 [ b
£ T
@ 0.002 b
- =
0.001 | L
0 — —
Tk 4 5~ b I seafEIE
k77 3K

0.05 1 a
I .
0.04 a 4
o + T
] 0.03
e
H
S 0.02
0.01 F
KW MTRIF  eaWIT
R FF 77 K
0.08 a
—|— a
0.07 a L +
0.06 | ——
on
~ 0.05F
1
N 0047
;’;g 0.03 +
0.02
0.01 F
0 — —
Jek@IT 4 7~ b I SEAFRIT
b FF 77 5K
14 - -
12+ a —a[— 1
1
1.0 F L -+
2 08+
2
= 06
04
02 F
0 - — —
VP EEREES SEERBIT
[T 75 5
ar a
3 i —‘7
5 2 a a
® - T
— 1
1 -
0 _— —
TokaETF [ -~ b I SEA T
b FF 77 5K

P 2 A7 BE TR Re B o A8 iy M SR B B i

Figure 2 Effect of pot partitions to biomass and reproduction in Vicia sativa
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