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Comparison of the Photosynthetic Characteristics of
Canna indica L. and Canna glauca L.

ARFBALE AL F A2 DH
ZHU Li-qiong,ZHAO Li-jun, WEI Guo-yu, LI Jian-yang

O BRFEMERE,PUR T 530004)
(Forestry College ,Guangxi University , Nanning , Guangxi, 530004 ,China)

WE e P9 KER N X KA (Canna indica L. )MAEM 36 A#E (Canna glauca L. ) i -4 2 & ik 64 3
78 I R K 2 ) A0 A A BRE M TR A T 0 S RN G A AT . 4 SR . 2 R G v 0 B RN 2 R R
R AR S XA TR 7 T 2R, 1 R R ) A R e L BRAE 10:00 2245 ,16:00 ZE A5 HHBRAE 2 MBI I, 36 A FE Y & T AR
AR PR T AR 3 ANZE b i S K A B B OE 3 A R R R M 3 NG 2. 67 £ 1. 78 £, T HL,
ENERABERKIFABR, HENEBREAEHEERRAK,

KR OCARE HEETR FOLAHEE BBER KASFAKE XAHK

REZESHES Q5.1  TMARIRAM:A  XEHS.1005-9164(2006)04-0321-03

Abstract;: The contents of chlorophyll, net photosynthetic rate, transpiration rate and water use
efficiency of Canna indica and Canna glauca on the campus of Guangxi University were studied. The
results showed that both of the diurnal variations of net photosynthetic rate and transpiration rate in
two species were “double peak curve” and the highest peak in a day was at 10:00 and the second
peak was at 16:00. And the amount of physiological characteristics of C. indica was higher than that
of C. glauca. Among them,the contents of chlorophyll and the daily average net photosynthetic rate
of C. indica were 2. 67 and 1. 78 times bigger than those in C. glauca. Also, the water use efficiency
of C. indica was better than that of C. glauca. However, the two species had almost the same daily
amount in transpiration rate.
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Table 1 Comparison of the chlorophyll content of leaves in
C.indica and C. glauca

s WEKa  HGKD  WGRMN A a/b
i Chlorophyll ~ Chlorophyll  Chlorophyll Chlorophyll
BEE a(mg/g) b(mg/g)  total(mg/g) a/b
EIN
i 7.28 2. 60 9. 89 2. 80
*g"fi)kﬁ 2.93 0.78 3.70 3.76
. glauca
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Fig. 1 Diurnal variation of net photosynthetic rate in C.
indica and C. glauca

o : KX A% C.indica; a WM % AN#E C. glauca

H 28 4 il 25 — B0, 39 52 0 5 A XU Y, 56 A B o
JeB R — R TR 36 AR 10 5 K I 8 1
BAE10:00 G, HPEANEMN S LG EHR KT
12.8 pmol * m™% « s7', fE M€ A& K 11. 4 pmol «
m~? e s RV R, LI B AR B ,
oA M RTE 12:00 N BARE, Hrh & A TFREF] 4.1
pmol « m™? « ™', T FE M 36 A2 B i 3 56 0 &,
{ELHRIE 0. B 6 BRI W55 A2 SO0 BE & A 18, 2
i 56 N6 00 v 06 3 38 A BT, #E 16:00 245
B 2 NEE, 5K 7.6 pmol » m% « sl 4.5
pmol » m™% « s7', M HEHH A HENRE, X AK
AL NS HIH 5.7 pmol » m™? « sl 3. 2
pmol « m™?* « 571, 38 NI H 05 064 5 5k 1E 3%
NFEH 1. 78 %, 1 F % i 40 0 o vl 0 ) - 2
FRAR, FBEREMN BRFZMET, G HAEL
HBRA B EHHEDHES D — BRSO Y
K50, I RAAE I 36 26 0 A < B 08 T 3 A,
2.3 EBEZRATHLIER

M 2 AT, 36 N FE 5 T 56 N A 1) 78 1 % iy
2Rt 52U Y I e TR A A A DL, B A B S
N HE I 78 19 3 8 1 F 36 A4, M0 12:00 AJG W AH I
PEEE R B SR EA “FERR, A
O N (W) B AR — B, A BEAE 12:00 B 14:00
Z M), R AR HEEN 0.5 mmol « m™? -
s”LMAEM R AN 0.2 mmol » m™* « 57!, 2 FAHY)
H B 0 L PR B ) s R BBOAH [R) B TT A 56 1 S e {1 B0
B (A FE 10:00 245,43 54 2.1 mmol » m 2 « s ' fl
2.6 mmol » m™2 « s 58 2 ANE{E L BLAE 16:00 £
A4 H 0.9 mmol e m ?+s 'Hl 1.4 mmol « m?
o U H T NI EESR 2 IR . A H P 2 F M
FRB WHEMERK, 45K 0. 79 mmol » m™?

Guangxi Sciences, Vol. 13 No. 4,November 2006



s 'f10.64 mmolem?es!,
25 I
.A'

2
(=]
T

Transpiration rate(mmol-m™s™)

0 "‘ 1 1 1 ks 1 1 ]
4:00 6:00 8:0010:0012:0014:0016:0018:0020:00
i 4] Time

B2 RAESIE S AR MR R H AR b
Fig. 2 Diurnal variation of transpiration rate in C. indica
and C. glauca
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Table 2 Comparison of the water use efficiency of leaves in

C.indica and C. glauca

Fhk Pn Tr Pn/Tr
Species (pmol*m~%+s71) (mmol*m~%+s~!)  (mmol+mol~})
%.ﬁmﬁ'ca 9. 71 0.79 7.23
fert XALK 3.21 0. 64 5.02
C. glauca
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