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Fig.1 Comparison of the growth rate of shoot and biomass accumulation
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Table 1 Comparison of leaf transverse structure
o o kS BE nt B HE REREE TREEE WAL 2 2R R WG SRS N AR 2 R B/
Cultivars Midvein thickness  Leaf thickness Upper epidermis ~ Lower epidermis Palisade tissue Spongy tissue VDP g4 2 LR
/pm /pm thickness/ ym thickness/ ym thickness/ yum thickness/ ym P/S
“ FL MR 57 ¢ 7aoheimi’ 572.73a 132. 80b 13. 65¢ 11. 46b 51.15b 58. 38b 4,31 0. 88
“UIHFR”  Red globe’ 519. 32b 90. 60d 14. 61bc 8. 84c 34.28d 41.08d 5.73 0. 83
“HPLEE” ¢ Meiguimi’ 536. 27b 93. 48d 13. 51¢ 6. 98d 33.63d 45, 84cd 5.74 0.73
“7K 7 ¢ Shuijing” 542. 46b 161. 25a 16. 63a 13.18a 55. 94a 71. 75a 3.36 0.78
“YER I5” ¢ Weilasha” 397. 58¢ 129. 08b 15. 60ab 13.03a 50.11b 49. 63c 3.08 1.08
“H ¢ Jingxiu’ 319. 25d 108. 13c 13. 93¢ 8. 22cd 44, 08¢ 43.92d 2.95 1. 00

R PR R/NE F8: 38838 Duncan PR & R 2240 50 2 57 1. 35 (P<T0. 05) 3 I Bk S8 L BE = H k8 470 T V8 BE / v 8 ) T V2 E

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column show significant differences according to Duncan’s multiple range test(P<C0. 05). The vein protuberant degree=midvein thick-

ness/ leaf thickness.
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Fig. 2 Comparison of the contents of soluble sugar and starch of leaf
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Fig. 3 Comparison of the contents of soluble protein and free proline of leaf
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Fig. 4 Comparison of the activities of SOD and POD of leaf
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Fig. 5 Comparison of net photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate of leaf
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Fig. 6 Leaf transection structure
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Study on Related Mechanisms of Growth Potential Differences in Grape Cultivars

ZHANG Yong-fu,REN Zhen,MO Li-ling,DONG Cui-lian, HAN Li, WU Jin-xiang
(School of Agriculture, Kunming University, Kunming, Yunnan 650214)

Abstract: Taking six grapes with different growth potential as materials, leaf anatomical structures among them were
observed by paraffin,and the differences were measured for the physiological indexes of leaf with six test materials,in
order to reveal related mechanisms of growth potential differences in grape cultivars. The results showed that leaf
transection structures, the indexes of physiological and biochemical among six accessions had significant differences.
Among them,the weak growth potential cultivars (‘Weilasha’ and ‘Jingxiu’) showed slower growth of new shoots and
less biomass accumulation. In leaf transection structures, the two cultivars showed small midvein thickness and vein
protuberant degree, high the ratio of palisade tissue/spongy tissue. With strong growth potential differences between
cultivars reached significant levels, and the traits could explain its dwarfing character. In addition, leaf soluble sugar
content,starch content,free proline content and POD activity of ‘Weilasha’ and ‘Jingxiu’ were significantly higher than
other cultivars,whereas net photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate were significantly lower than other cultivars,which
were also in line with the cultivars of weak growth potential physiological characteristics.

Keywords : grape; growth potential ; transaction structure; physiological characteristics; mechanisms
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