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Table 1 Parameters of the light response curves of photosynthesis
of ¢ Zuoshanyl and‘ Shuangfeng under drought stress
Prpag Rd AQY LSP LCP
/Pmol° /Pmol © /Pmol® /fmol © /Fmol °
Varieties Treatments  m—2 m2° m2° m2° m2°
csl s 1 s 1 s 1 sl
CK 15.4a  0.097a  0.028a  1245a 3.% 0.9897
LD 9.31b  0.1128p 0.0285b  970b 5.83b  0.9601
MD 1.45¢  0.624c  0.006c 883c  126.84c 0.9918
SD 0.40d  0.7268d 0.0055d  750d  303.75d 0.9008
CK 16.5a 0.2657a 0.0305a  1295a 10. 32 0.9903
LD 7.53b  0.3883b 0.0215b  89%0b  22.1b  0.989%0
MD 1.28¢  0.88%c 0.007c  850c  197.33¢ 0.9226
SD 0.024d  0.887d 0.0055d 6754  564.75d 0.8273

, Po.os

Note: The significant differences betw een the different treatments in the same variety

were denoted  dfferent letters indicate the significant differences in the level Py, 5.
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Fig. 2 The light response curves of the net photosynthetic rate (Pn), transpiration rate (Tr) to the photosynthetically active
radiation (PAR) of the‘ Zuoshany? (a) and‘ Shuangfeng (b) under drought stress

T, 5[ —e—CK—m—LD —&— MD—e— SD a 1 &5 4 Ck@— Lp-A— MB->*— SD b
£ 4 g4
(=} o
=} =]
B 3 PR
# 59 )
® 5 5
= 1 e 1
& =
7 o
% O 1 1 f\ 1 f J =1 0 1 rl 1 ‘l 1 L [‘
£ 0 100 200 400 600 800 1000 1 200 £ 0 100 200 400 600 800 1000 1 200
£ BB = eE A BERN
Photosyntheti cally active radiation/umol-m?2 s Photosynthetically active radiation/umol-m?%s™
3 « 7(a) ¢ ”(b) (E) (PAR

Fig.3 The light response cuwves of the transpiration rate (Tr) to the photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) of the ‘ Zuoshany?
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(a) and‘ Shuangfeng (b) under drought stress
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Fig. 4 The light response cuwves of the stomatal conductance (Gs) to the photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) of the
¢ Zuoshany? (a) and‘ Shuangfeng (b) under drought stress
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Fig.5 The light response curves of the intercellular CO, concentration (Ci) to the photosynthetically active radiation (PAR)
of the ‘ Zuoshany? (a) and‘ Shuangfeng (b) under drought stress
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Effect of Drought Stress on Photosynthetic Light Response Curve of Vitis amurensis

CHEN L Al Jun WANG Zhenxing ZHAO Ying JIAO Zhu-qing XU Peild, QIN Hongyan LIU Ying xue
(Institute of Special Wild Economic Animal and Plant Sciences China Academy of A gricultural Science Jilin Jilin 132109)
Abstract: Two varieties of Vitis amurensis annual stock shoot © Zuoshanyi’ and © Shuangfeng’ were cultivated in a pot
experiment to investigate the photosynthetic parameters under drought stress. The results showed that under drought
stress the value of maximum net photosy nthetic rates (Pnux ), apparent quantum yields (AQY), light saturation points
(ISP) increased and light compensation points(LLCP ), dark respiration rates(Rd)decreased significantly. Under normal
and unnormal water supply condition net photosynthetic rates (Pn), transpiration rate (E), stomatal conductance(Gs)
raised and the intercellular CO2 concentration(Ci) reduced with the gradually inceasing photosynthetic affecting radiation
(PAR); then the curve tend to be gentle. Compared with CK, Pn, E, Gs raised evidently, and Ci first but eventually
reducing the cumulative along with the deepening drought stress level. We think Vitis amurensis w as sensitive to drought
and it was possible to enough irrigation in grow th season in production.
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