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Effect of Dormancy with Leaves on Respiration of Grape Buds During
Dormancy Release
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Abstract: Effect of dormancy with leaves and defoliation on respiration of grape buds during
dormancy release was studied in high chilling requirement grape ‘Summer Black’ . Results indicated that
dormancy with leaves was more effective on breaking dormancy than defoliation by manual work.
Dormancy with leaves and defoliation had a similar change tendency of respiration rate and pathway.
However, respiration of dormancy with leaves changed obviously earlier than defoliation. Respiration
rate, EMP-TCA, alternative pathway and residual pathway of dormancy were more activate than
defoliation during dormancy release.
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Fig. 1 Respiration rate of bud (dormancy with leaves and defoliation) during dormancy
The data were statistically analysed and the means were compared by t-test. *, P=0.1, **, P =0.05.
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Fig. 2 Rate of buds respiratory pathways (substrate) in dormancy with leaves (left) and defoliation (right)
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Fig. 3 Respiration capacity of buds respiratory pathways (substrate) in dormancy with leaves (left) and defoliation C(right)
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Fig. 4 Rate of buds respiratory pathways (electronic transmission chain) in dormancy
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Fig. 5 Respiration capacity of buds respiratory pathways (electronic transmission chain) in dormancy
with leaves (left) and defoliation (right)
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