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Fig. 1 Comparison between leaf and fruit water potential
of light ill Whangkeumbae (A)
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Fig. 2 Comparison between leaf and fruits water potential
of serious ill Whangkeumbae (B)
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Fig. 3 Comparison between leaf and fruits water potential of

serious and light ill groups (A) and (B)
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Fig. 4 Comparison of leaf net photosynthetic rate changes in fruit
growth between light ill groups (A) and serious ill group (B)
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Fig.5 Comparison of leaf net photosynthetic rate hourly changes
between light ill group (A) and serious ill group (B)
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Fig. 6 Comparison of water use efficiency changes in leaf growth
between light ill group (A) and serious ill group (B)
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Fig.7 Comparison of water use efficiency hourly changes between

light ill group (A) and serious ill group (B)
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Fig. 8 Comparison of Carboxylation efficiency changes in growth
between light ill group (A) and serious ill group (B)
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Fig. 9 Comparison of Carboxylation efficiency hourly changes
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Effects of Leaf and Fruit Water Potential and Photosynthetic Traits
on Huangding Disease of Whangkeumbae Fruit

LI Zhi-jun, WANG Ran
(College of Landscape and Horticulture, Qingdao Agricultural University,Qingdao,Shandong 266109)

Abstract; Pear trees (B) that suffered Huangding disease seriously and trees (A) that suffered the disease slightly were
used to explore the effects of leaf and fruit water potential and photosynthetic traits on “Huangding disease” of
Whangkeumbae fruit. The results showed that the fruit water potential was always higher than that of the leaf in the
process of fruit growth on the condition that Whangkeumbae suffered the disease slightly or seriously. The water
potential of seriously-ill leaf was low and the difference of its leaf and fruit water potential was comparatively big. The
difference of trees (A) was always smaller than that of trees (B). The net photosynthetic rate, water use efficiency and
carboxylation efficiency of trees(A) were always higher than of trees (B). The relative analysis reveals that the treating
of lightly-ill leaf and fruit were clearly related(r=0. 9153) and the treating of seriously-ill leaf and fruit were clearly
related(r==0. 641). The difference between water potential of leaf and fruits and fruits disease rate was sharply positive(r
=0. 6339). The difference of the net photosynthetic rate, water use efficiency and carboxylation efficiency that affect the
fruit disease rate was negative (r=—0. 9579,r=—0, 9644 and r=—0. 9243 respectively).

Key words; Whangkeumbae; fruits Huangding disease; water potential; net photosynthetic rate; water use efficiency
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