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Fig. 2 Hfects d temperature, photosynthetic active radiation ( PAR) , intercdlular CO,
concentration ( Ci) and vapour pressure deficit ( VPD) on Ph o leaves in almond and peach
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Fig. 3 Hfect o different temperaturesand air humidity on Pnh o leaves in almond and peach
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2.3 2
6 . Table 2 Differences of chlorophyll fluorescence in
, leaves o almond and peach
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Fig. 4 Diurnal variations o chliorophyll fluorescence in leaves o almond and peach
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Comparative Sudy on Photosynthetic Characterigics between Almond and
Peach

Pan Xiaoyun® , Cao Qindbng’ , Wang Genxuan® , and Yang Xiaoyan®
(* State Key Laboratory d Arid Agroecdogy, Larzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, China; 2Green Food Office d Gamsu, Lanzhou
730030, China; 3C:rop Research Ingtitute, Gansu Academy o Agricultural Science, Larzhou 730070, China)

Abgract : The photosynthetic characterigicsof introduced alnond ( Prunus amygdalus cv.* Nonpareil’ ) were
gudied in compari on with peach ( Prunus persica cv.’ Qingeng’ ) . The curvesof diurna variation of net photosyn-
thedsrate (Pn) in leaves o anond and peach showed two peaks, occurring at 11 00 and 15 00, regectively.
Midday depressonsof Pn (11 00- 14 00) were found in leaves of both almond and peach. Pn of dnond leaves
was dgnificantly higher than that of peach between 10 00 - 15 00. Sme phydoemlogical parameters showed sgnif-
icant differences between adnond and peach. The optimum tenperature for Phin dmond and peachis27  and 23

, repectively. The light compensation and saturation point of Phin anond and peach leaves were 544 nol - m™ 2
s 'and 1724u nol-m™ 2 s, 23umol- m™ % s  and 14794 nol - m™ 2. 5™ 1| regectively. The GO, conpensation
and saturation point of Pn in amond and peach leaves were 68U L-L " *and 838uL-L %, 55uL-L " *and 717uL
L1, repectively. The optimum degree of humidity for Pn in anond and peach is<0.89 kPa and <1.31 kPa.
And the results of diurnd variations of chlorophyll fluorescence showed that '/ Fm gP and®PS in leaves of
alnmond were dgnificant higher than those of peach, and gN was lower than that of peach.
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