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LEFEGOFRBEE(TOAABER; PR ELSEL AN >VE" > L, Pn A
“RRETSERAT S AT ERTCERTT AR SEA L L pH MR K R AR

K (Fm) . 7 & 3¢ & (Fv) ,PSII & kK 4L %

FF &% E2(Fv/Fm), EHRAELFEEFHHE

(OPSIDFM 4 pH 897 & 2467 & B AR T LA S, 148 8 8 (Fo) AR, LA B F .
RASHMNZ LR EN,pH 3.42.6. 83 B B Ert h TR Ky k4, W EH LKL %
HERARBB MK, Z LK, pH A7 RETEEE K4 MRt as,
“B 7z X3 pH Hrad K, TR LAl AV E BTR,

XK A T pHOLEER
FESHES S 663.2

BERREERIE T AEY) . # pH 4. 0~5.5 /Y
TERARBIEFAEKY . SESEHRERNEEY
AR — R EARR S REL R E®
DIB SRR, B A KX T IR 2OR B, R T4
EHEAR AR RS EEM. Bt 20 A
[ 4% pH 4 0 FOLE A B i X i 8
WHARBRITENZREAEERTL . StE1ERE
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R (Po) R AR (To) MIARFLFE (Gs) 3, iy
&) CO, ¥ (CORER, A FIF ML CO, FrAK L
Ty nESEAY RS BESRLEIEH
HRIERGE HIRERG T ARAE™ . BIARFEE
ANEESM R, RAMGESTERS
HAAERAS®T . BT, 1% 158 pH X 5%
KA VERE AR (LR A& E N
B BT T HRIES X AUk BB T B R A L
FI”E 24 TR A R AR KRR
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1 #H57FE

1.1 esa

P 2SR oA “dU R ” (¢ Northland ) (1A
TR (¢ Berkeley ), “# 5” (* Duke”) F1“E 5”7
(“Sierra’) , %12 3 A AT, @ HEARIRI
KA 2Tk . AW e L.
1.2 REHE

RIS F 2015 4F 6—8 A #AT, WA F 4351
W5 A1 pH 4 #, 43530 T1.T2. T3, T4
TS5 G R, CKD L 4 IRE R ; A W & 42
MA2.0.1.5.1.0,0.5.0 kg « m®, FEAREEL 2
MRE WAL+ pHGR D, KA
T A — 3

=1 H 403 L3 pH
Table 1 Soil pH of different treatments
ik i

Treatment Sulfur application/ (kg * m—3) pH
T1 2.0 3.4240.39
T2 1.5 4.27+0. 40
T3 1.0 4.75+0. 26
T4 0.5 5.84+0.31
T5 0.0 6.83+0.21

1.3 MBWNZE

MR E T SENE BRI E—K,
VEBERF B 09:00—11:00, FHUAE K — 80 248
ARG BT 4 B o BUE RSB A, ff
F LI-6400XT J6A4F FIM S35 A T il ik
W& M IR MR B R (T e A
(Pn) JJgl6] CO, ¥ (CD) BRILRE (G, it&E
SEWME ., 16:00—18.30, {8 A LI-6400-09 7% YRt
NG RG, BE OB EEA A R 20 min, 1
I Fm.Fv/Fm.Fo } Fv, ¥J GBI M FEiE
& 20 min, R E ¥ H A HHER N Fm' [ Fv'/Fm',
Fo'.Fs, J&&{X#0k B shit® oPSTl .

MR R A B RE OB R T SE 5~9 R AEK
R4 o R FRA R, &M A £ pH AREL
20 AL, W TS LR AL IR B 52 R AN-
RON gl e 4 E & i, FRE 0.1 g £7I
R BT 10 mL a7 20 B L I AR R LE R
1+ 1ANER/ JoK B4R BGK 10 mL, & F REEHT

WP 24 h, 43 I Agus R Ases . 52 BRTA R 322
AR GRS RE. HEELRE(ng- g )=
(8. 05X Aggs 120, 29 X Agys )V X103 /W,
1.4 BUESHR

BIEE LIS Y {E S AR 22 2R, R Ex-
cel 2013 B HEAT G it Pl il B 35 R F SPSS
19. 0 M T 2 A BE ST

2 GHRE5HMH

2.1 AELE pH WESMHFAXERIFHEI
2.1.1 MWHSESEWZM

ME 1T ATLUE H, & P R S
EtEpH AR BKRLE R LA B THRAELE
o, “AEArM SR FEN T3 8K, A
L.14dmg » g ', A3t T2, T1. T4, T5 4h B 7
3.8%4.21.0%.25. 2%.30. 6 % ; “dt. ki ” By 43 &
SR T3 AMER, N 1.06 mg « g, 4Lk
T2.T1.T4.T5 43 2.1%.17.1%.25.8%.
30. 5% “H MR R SR, T3 &R . N
1.02mg » g ', 39k T2, T4, T1.T5 b B 5
0.8%.16.5%.18.5%.21. 6% ; “BE R H+GF =
FHRL T3 A&, 0.80 mg « g, 4l
T2.T4,T1.T5 kb BEE 26.3%.49.6%.61.9%,
74.6% ., HH L, BRI T3 S T2 kb2
ARFEP>0.05, FFD, 5 T1.T5 fhHEF B
#(P<<0.05, FIAD , BLAA T3 4b# (pH 4. 75 B+
BREEEREEK,

—o—"ILFf;" ‘Northland’  —g—“F3R” ‘Sierra’

. —a—“{A7F)" ‘Berkeley’ —se=“#i%" ‘Duke’

121
11r
1.0
09}
08}
0.7}F
0.6

RS
Chlorophyll content/(mg-g™')

T1 T2 T3 T4 TS
+ 3% pH Soil pH
1+ pH MEHEHFHEESENRIT
Fig. 1 Effect of different soil pH on chlorophyll

contents in blueberry leaves
2.1.2 XHETRIFHREN
HiZR 2 W1, B E + 3% pH WA, “JL ks
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“BRAEA”E P B EAR, UL T3>
T2>T4>T1>T5;4 45 Pn HEF R d0RE" >
“ERIE>ETA " >CER”, “dLE7LL T3 4b 3
(¥ Pn B &, M 6.45 pmol » m™ « s71, 435 1
T2, T4, T1.T5 43R Pn & 21. 7%. 47. 7%,
88.8%.110. 7%, 5 T3 b3 5 T2, T4 4B
RARE. S TI. TS LR BE, “BER"T3
ALBRE P £, 5. 18 pmol « m™ « s, 435 L
T2.T4.T1.T5 bFE 18. 81%.41. 53%.60. 37%.
94.74% , Hbh T3 4B T2 M MEFARE, 5
T1.T4.T5 bR B2, “IA3F)"T3 43 F Pn
e, A 5.01 pmol » m™* » s, 3] T2, T4,
T1, T5 4 ¥ & 7.28%. 26.28%. 39.17%.
55.11%,Hdr T3, T4 4035 T2 A MWER AR

Z.5TI. T4 bR BE., “#R7L”H Pn A4k
BHEYST = HEA AR, Pn A& AMEM BTN
T3.T2.T4.T5.T1 4b#, T3 4bHEH Pn & F,. AN
5.96 pmol » m™” « s7', Atk T2.T4.T5.T1 &k
FHE 9.56%.29.00%. 45.72%. 79. 52%, H
T3 43S T2 MhBER AR E, 5 T1.T4.T5 4k
HEFBE.,

H3R 2 AJA, BE + 8 pH M5 4 AN
R R Ci A bR MR, H At &
RPFI“ER TV TS Ab B Cidim, T3, T2 b3l
i) Ci 3 BEE 1338 pH By . 4 A Fh i st
H By Gs F1 Tr RS ToAR R AR LR, + 18
pH Xt EF M F S LS E (Gs) MZEBH R (Tr)
M /1N

2 118 pH BRI F Pn,Gs,Ci #1 Tr B ELE

Table 2

Multiple comparison of Pn,Gs,Ci and Tr in blueberry leaf under different soil pH

b e g e Rt JuiEl CO, YeEE e
Treatrment Net photosynthetic rate Stomatal conductance Internal COg concentration Transpiration rate
/(umol e m—2 « s—1) /(mol * m—2 « s—1) /(pmol + mol—1) /{mmol + m—2 « s~1)
T1 3.42¢ 0.124 4b 209a 6.551 7ab
T2 5. 30ab 0.119 5ab 174he 6. 535 9ab
“Juph” T3 6. 45a 0.120 lab 161c 6.591 6ab
‘Northland” T4 4, 37ab 0. 108 3a 184b 6. 408 7h
T5 3. 06¢ 0.116 3ab 198ab 6. 771 4a
T1 3.23b 0.112 4a 202a 6. 218 2a
T2 4. 36ab 0. 108 3a 184b 6.191 4a
“EE” T3 5. 18a 0.119 5a 175¢ 6.625 3h
‘Sierra’ T4 3.66b 0.103 5a 192ab 6.121 la
T5 2. 66¢ 0.093 7a 198ab 6.198 5a
T1 3. 60c 0.103 8a 189ab 6. 208 lab
T2 4. 67ab 0. 108 6a 177¢ 6.412 6a
“{azaF)” T3 5.0la 0. 100 3a 170¢ 6. 288 7ab
‘Berkelay” T4 3.97ab 0.106 6a 193a 5. 895 3¢
T5 3.23¢ 0.100 2a 190ab 6. 229 9ab
T1 3. 32¢ 0.098 7a 191a 6.038 1c
T2 5. 44ab 0.123 3b 182ab 6.788 la
“HRTE” T3 5. 96a 0.116 8ab 163¢ 6.567 5ab
‘Duke’ T4 4.62b 0.111 3ab 180ab 6. 228 6ab
T5 4.09¢ 0. 107 5a 185ab 6. 255 7ab

1 RS M AL EIR E AR/ NG FRRR 2R B % (P<0. 05),

Note: With varieties of processing data after the different lowercase letters mean significant difference( P<Z0. 05).

2.2 TEPpHMNEEMHFHEERAXSHD
A
2.2.1 T pH XN BEETHWHERE (FoK
AU

M 2 5 LAE L BEE 2 pH BTHR, &

FEREPT A Fo ¥R R RMER. 4
AL Fh 2 (8] Fo ¥17F T3 Ab B AK, T2, T4, T1,
TS AbFZR R T, “ALbl”“ B2k MR e f) " “#f 3”
5 Fo &K 3 ) 194.55, 159. 49, 187. 20,
167.13, “dbl” T3 4b¥E Fo 2y 132.67, T2, T4,
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T1. T5 &b ¥ 4 5 F & 18.39%. 35.83%.
41.62%.46.64%, BB T5 A HEBETH. “E
k7 T3 Ab#E Fo 3 122. 06, T2, T4, T1,T5 4bEE4>
BITFE 3.03%6.9. 92%.23. 92%. 30. 67 % , ¥ W
Ts b BB E S, “MAIEA” TS A3 Fo
149. 72, T2, T4, T1, T5 4L B4 51 T} 75 3. 492,
12. 82%6.20. 24%5.25. 03%, BB T5 kb ¥R B & F
. “TBTE” T3 4B Fo 2 131.87, T2, T4, T1,
TS5 Ab 34> B 8 3.33%. 12.07%. 19.03% .
26.74% LB T5 AhBE ETIH .

[ “Jtbi” “Northland’ N “=3k” ‘Sierra’
“UAFH" ‘Berkeley” [Z “HFE” ‘Duke’

200
B

180 1

160

WIEHTEN Fo

140 1

120 -

100

n o1
+ 3% pH Soil pH

2 3 pH WEEMF#BIHE (Fo) N
Fig. 2 Effect of different soil pH on Fo in

blueberry leaves

2.2.2 13 pH WMEEM K HRKZEN(Fm) ¥
A

BEE T3 pH W& 4 AN ERET 51
Fm R BT R EERMEE. Fn FRKKHH,
ERER K REERSE 1 F KB TFAEERA, 4
A A Fm T EE R, 4 4~ FF 7 T3
fbFE Fm 878, T2, T4, T1, T5 kb BEAK KB 1K
“JLpE” T3 4b#E Fm 4 781.03,T2.T4.T1,T5 4b
LAY BIFRAE 4.12%.10. 66%.14. 11%.25. 29%,
T35 T2 T4 A BMERABE. 5 Ts AAMER
B “HR”T3 kb3 Fm 3 701.30, T2, T4,
T1.T5 AbHAM BIFERAR 8. 28% .13. 509 .15. 41% .
31.58%,T3 5 T2. T4. T1 LR AR E, 5
Ts AR EBE. “ARF”T3 AL Fm
759.30, T2, T4, T1, T5 4bH 4 B AR 7.52%
12.37%.14.29%,14. 44%,T3 5 T2 kb 2% 7
AEE, 5 T1.T5 bR BE, “H7x”T3 4
T Fm 3k 697. 84, T2, T4, T1,T5 &b BE4> B K&K
5.25%.13.67%,20.13%.23.42%, T3 At B 5
T2 hEERARE. 5 T5 MEERRE.

[ “Jtbi” “Northland’ N “=3k” ‘Sierra’
“UAFH" ‘Berkeley” [Z “HFE” ‘Duke’

750 | {»
£ ool "
)
Q 600 |
< 550+
B soof
450 |
400 RZn
T2 T3
3% pH Soil pH

3 1 pH MESEH A RAT KX (Fm) RN
Fig. 3 Effect of different soil pH on Fm in

blueberry leaves

2.2.3 13 pH XEEMN ARG (EY W
=AU

B 1% pH M 4 AR IESR M F Fy
BREFAREREERMES, Fv amRKna5k,
AR ZE Fy THE2Z R, 4 MM ERY
7E T3 AbEER; Fv 855, T2. T4, T1.T5 AR IR
REA. “dUBE7 T3 43 Fv 3k 648. 36, T2.T4.T1,
TS 4b 4> B FEAE 9.33%. 23.35%. 30.57%.
51.20%,T3 5 T2 b HEF AR E, 5 T5 4bH
ERRE, “BR”T3 4 Fv 3 579. 24, T2,
T4.T1, T5 4 B 43 H %A% 10.98%. 19. 74 %,
26.91%.60.18%,T3 5 T2. T4 W EF R E
FE, 5T T AhHEREBE. “MwFl”T3 4
Fv 2 609.58, T2, T4, T1,T5 kb 43 5 f& (%
10. 59%6.20. 29 % .25. 86 %.27. 98 % , £ Ab T 7] 2
RWREIE, “HFT3 &b¥E Fv 3k 565. 97, T2,
T4, T1, T5 &b 2 o FBEAR 7. 44%, 21. 429,
33.50%.42.10%, T3 /b # 5 T2 LR AT
F, 5 T hHERBE,
2.2.4 +3E pH X 5% Fv/Fm B0

B 1+ I1% pH AR 4 D ER b Fv/
Fm $ 2T H G EKYEH. Fv/Fm 2 PSII
BROERE TR, 4 @M Z A Fv/Fm #3760
R, 4 MEFIERENTE T3 A Fv/Fm
B, T2. T4 T1.T5 A BRI EAIG , 45 & Ff T e
WEREANFE . “JuFE” T3 4b3 Fv/Fm 2k 0. 83, T2,
T4, T1. T5 &k 3 43 5 B A% 5.00%. 11.47%.
14.42%6.20.68%, T3 4b ¥l 5 T2 b EF AR
E. 5T 4pEEREE, “EX"T3 4 Fv/Fm
53 0. 83, T2, T4, T1,T5 &b BEA> 5 AR 2. 50% .
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[ “Jtbi” “Northland’ N “=3k” ‘Sierra’
700 - “UAFH" ‘Berkeley” [Z “HFE” ‘Duke’
650
600
550
500
450
400
350
300

A Fy

T T4
+ 3% pH Soil pH
4 T3 pH MERMH R AT Ek (Fv) RN
Fig. 4 Effect of different soil pH on Fv in

blueberry leaves

5.50%.9.97%.19.02%,T3 bR 5 T2, T4 4AbHH
EZRABE, 5 TS hEEREE, “HEMAYT3
A3 Fv/Fm 3% 0. 80, T2, T4, T1,T5 AbB 451 &
& 2.85%.7.04%.10.12%.11. 83%, T3 4b i 5
T2 TAHERFARE. 5 T T Al ER B
% “ERT”T3 ¥R Fv/Fm % 0. 81, T2.T4.T1,
T5 4b B 43 B B A% 2.08%, 6.82%. 11.13%.,
15.14%, T3 b8 E T2 LR A B E, 5 T1.
Ts bR EE.

[ “Jkk” ‘Northland”
0.90 - “UTEFN” ‘Berkeley’

“E3Rk” ‘Sierra’
“¥BFE” *Duke’
085
0.80
0.75
0.70 -
0.65

PSIDEAL 8 FRLEK Fv/Fm

0.60

T2 T3 T4
+3% pH Soil pH

5 i pH X EERM R PSIL X4
EFHE(Fv/Fm) B0
Fig. 5 Effect of different soil pH on

Fv/Fm in blueberry leaves

2.2.5 1% pH XA f ©PSII (52

HE 6 nfLUEH . bEE L5 pH AR ,.4
AP IERERT i OPSIL ¥ 25T B R BRI .
OPSII PR ek 235 %) R T PSIT e AR IR
B0 S B G BE R R A, 4 D M 2 )
OPSII H B E xR, 4 MHFIERYA T3 4t
AT OPSII 5 5, “B k7 “# 77 T2, T4, T1.T5

A FRAR IR FEAR, A [F) 38 pH T & S A0 T iR B
AE. “duRt” T3 4B ®PSII 3k 0. 21, T2, T4,
T5. T1 &b # 4 5 B MK 11.27%. 53.22%.
72.96%.74.79%, T3 4h 35 T2 AhHER AN E
F.5TIT4. TS R EE, “BFR"T3 4
B ®PSII 3 0. 15, T2, T4, T1,T5 4b B 43 B REAR
11.61%.15.96%.30. 46%.35.72%, T3 4t 3 5
T2 T4 ML ER, 5 T1.T5 A FALEY B &
. “lATL M T3 43 OPSIT & 0. 15, T2, T1,
T4, T5 AbBEAPIAR 7. 13% .17, 75%19. 93% .
142.50%, T3, T2 Ab ¥ 2 [ JCAH & 22 5%, T3, T5
M RIFE B 2R, “48%7 T3 4AbFE @PSII
$ 0. 23, T2, T4, T1,T5 &4 BIFEAR 21. 67 %
43.13%.65.48% . 77. 44 %, T3 AbFE 5 T2 4b 3
ERARE. 5 TL.T5 ¥R EE,

J“Jtkt™ ‘Northland’ N “=3k” “Sierra’

090 - EI“a%F)” ‘Berkeley’ 72 “HKTE Duke’

085
0.80
075
070
0.65

PSIISEbR AL 8 T3 OPSII

0.60

T2 T3
+3% pH Soil pH

E6 i pH WS PSI LERAEM
BT E (OPSII) AR
Fig. 6 Effect of different soil pH on
@®PSII in blueberry

3 iTfig

W& 3% pH Fhe . 4 AR AL PP T3 AbBEH
SGRTERR WY T8 pH R AMERA L2,
BRI R & RS, Hrp BRI
REBTIEERRK, B2 74. 600, B T3 pH
BRI AR S ENE B, A pH
BRSO WL B A W i R B B pHL
FEl P ABL MR MG K & BB T, pH R 1
ROREYETHEHRY, PR 8% pH X iK%
e R SeA YRR R MR A B Il AR A
¥ pH BB 4.5~5.5,pH 4.5 B R & E K
U SiZRR A R — B
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T4 pH X R e AR (P FER
FEm, “uRl” Bk AA A CE 74 A
W T3 BT HE S HERE, 775K 6.45,
5.18.5.01.,5.96 pmol « m™ « 57, T1,T5 4B
FHARBR, T2. T3 0B 5 T1.T5 A EF
EEEES, UL RS E M 1% pH FRIUHES Y
FEHAEWE, BEREEEEHE, Uk >“H
WYARAT>CERT, WMKEMXER 3 4
Bl 17 AR A B B R 45 SR R I, A [l A
A A2 T B 2, AH R P 40 o ) v
HEHRERBE, RARBSENAGTHERER
TABMERT X — SRR P BA R
kL, TRESE T RAE R . RS R B REERRRF
B . 4 A SR IR AR uE BB CO, WRE
(COARLEHEARN, “JLfE”“Z k74 T1.T5 b3
Ci#8, T3. T2 43 Ci ik, 5ot & 3E F2k
AR, “HFA]”“E 3L T2, T3 4b 3 Ci 2
b F AR I AEEE BR 5 MR CO, ¥RE
BEHRMXRX R, FARQUHAR™ B 5% % B,
R Ci 7R 1k BB a2 I W7 2 <L IR B iR 2 4B AL
JRE, IS A w5 Ci BRI A8 2
FLREE W TRa/ER; iR G AR, Baz
ESALERZm T HAEER. Bl Ziks
HIERDOLEERARBHERILRFIE R W, +
e pH X IERE  RAL R (Gs) It Jr 78 B i R
(ToO TR E W, A F SR 285 E R
BEE T+ pH ARk & R R, Zi A s
AL T FIZE I 3R R 0] fE A 2 5S4 % £ 438
pH 3 B M ) W] AR

LGP KRB AE ERT . Fo K &3, Fv/
Fm 2 kA AT, ZiA 8P, 135 pH Xt
WM H ¥ Fo,Fm,Fv,Fv/Fm %4 8 & ¥ W,
T3 b3 (pH 4.75) B Fo &k, T1 43 (pH
3. 42) 1 T5 4T (pH 6. 83) [ Fo #%&; T3 AbJH
B Fm.Fv.Fv/Fm {EN&E . T1 4bFF0 T5 4k
B Fm Fv.Fv/Fm 8K, “Jbkh”“=Ek”
YRR “ERFL T TS A3 Fv/Fm (HIK
T 0.75, H 4 A& Fp Fo 3 m i B “dupti” > “ &
RV >CER T > ATE AN, BB T1.T5 AbFEXT 4
AVERE LRI J %) PSIT R 7 70 BT BE 1 B T A1
TG, pH 3. 42.6. 83 AR M 2 EE
JEIEl . A =2 BDEMEIE Fv/Fm [E3E Y]

BT, HEFR I X BEAA T R Fo. Fm. Fv,
Fv/Fm A B3 7MW, + 3 pH A& BB Fm, Fv,
Fv/Fm TP, Fo Fti& , SZiRm 4R -5,

OPSII Jz i) 2 PSIL J6-& HLAE H 0 1 TF
FREE, BOR 1 ©PSIT 5 B 2 By o0 16 PR K, fi 3R
(W RESE T 45 8 Sk BE AT O I BT Al B A% 38
fIEEER £, Fv/Fm #1 OPSIT FRAR, SERE 7,
ZEEI G SR IR, ZR e AE R R, T3
Ah¥E OPSII Fif, T2 4h Y T3 M ER AR
%, T1.T5 kb3 OPSIT %K, 58] T2, T3 4bBHE
BB, T1.T5 A48 558, +
HE pH Xtk &E PSIT J 7 A0 38 % B G o 3Rk 2R
FITF AR B AR F= A T 8K m, T8¢ PSIL B9 8E N
WA, R LB B RE T T 1%

4 Zig

AR 3 pH AL BRI IERE AT AR R A B A
HBEER., pHE 4. 72~4. 75, RN GRS
B pH /NF 4.75 SR F 4. 75 b3, R R A
BB, BAREHGE SR ARFH">
ARG >“E 7, “ERTH AR E SRR TIE
pH ¥ M k., T3 pH %M A Pn.Ci AW
B, 44N RFPEER Pn HER R0 > #E
SE>CETAT > CERY, ot e E RS M E
CO, REA LS AMR . BL8 Pn 5 Ci iM%
X%, T4 pH X #E#EMH F 1 Fo.Fm,Fv.Fv/
Fm OPSII ¥4 B EF MW, % pH /NF 4.27 2§
KT 4.75 if Fo (EF 15, Fm, Fv.Fv/Fm. ®PSII
HIFEAR. S HERM pH 3. 42.6. 83 BT i %:
T 2 BB SR, A R T £ e
RELLAGEMIE Bk, —E R E LR TR A
¥ o AR UL, 5 B R A IR 1) 38 B M AR
TEARRSFAT T, 138 pH 4. 27~5. 84 B IR AFHE
AIDLE R R, 3% pH 4. 27 ~4.75 B “JbL ;7
“CER”UATIR R ER L B A A AR AR AL T
RUKFE. mEEERLEE.

S 3k

(1] Z=WHR, 5635, Bt 2. S Bl X e £ 8 0938 s
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Effects of Different Soil pH on Photosynthesis of Blueberries

HUANGFU Shinan, GAO Qingyu, ZHANG Bingxiu, WEI Yuanyuan, ZHANG Yu,ZHANG Zhao
(College of Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150030)

Abstract; The three-year-old blueberry of ‘Northland” ‘Duke’ ¢ Sierra’ ¢ Berkeley’ were used as test
materials, via potted method, using sulfur powder to adjust soil pH, photosynthesis and chlorophyll
fluorescence parameters under annual branches leaves in different soil pH treatment (pH 3. 42,4. 27,
4.75,5.84,6.83) determined. Photosynthetic physiological changes of blueberry leaf under different
pH were studied, to provide theoretical guidance for the production of large-area cultivation of high
quality blueberry to choose suitable pH of soil. The results showed that four species of chlorophyll
content and photosynthetic rate (Pn) firstly decreased then rised with pH increasing and intercellular
CO, concentration with counter trend, both achieved optimal value in T3 treatment, while no
significant changes in stomatal conductance and transpiration rate, Chlorophyll content order was
‘Berkeley” > ‘Northland’ > ‘Duke’, net photosynthetic rate order was ‘Northland’ > ‘Duke’ >
‘Berkeley”’ > ‘Sierra’., Photosynthesis of ‘Sierra’ was most affected by soil pH. Fm, Fv, Fv/Fm,
PPSII value were first up and then down with increase pH trends, Fo value showed the opposite trend.
Fluorescence parameters showed blueberries blade subject to greater light suppression under pH 3. 42
and pH 6. 83, and too many blueberries energy dissipated as heat. Overall, the most appropriate growth
of blueberries was pH 4. 75, *Sierra’ was greatly influenced by soil pH, ‘Northland” ‘Duke’ Sierra’
and ‘Berkeley’ had greater adaptability.
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