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Fig. 1 Photosynthetic-light response curves of K. sep-
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Table 2 Chlorophyll content in leaves of K. septentrionalis young and adult plants
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Fig.3 Leal structure of unisexual K. septentrionalis young and adult plants
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Table 3 Comparison of tissue thickness in the leaves of K. septentrionalis young and adult plants
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Table 4 Comparison of stomatal parameters between K. septentrionalis young and adult plants
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Comparison of Photosynthetic Function and Structure of Leaves
between Kmeria septentrionalis Seedlings and Adult Plants

PAN Lipo'*, TANG Jianmin®,CHEN Taiguo®,ZHU Shujing' ,ZOU Rong”, WEI Xiao*" "

(1. College of Life Sciences, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin, Guangxi, 541006, China; 2. Guangxi Institute of Botany, Guangxi
Zhuang Autonomous Region and Chinese Academy of Sciences,Guilin, Guangxi,541006,China;3. Guilin Medical University,Guil-
in, Guangxi,541199,China)

Abstract: To explore the differences and internal connections in leaf structure and photosynthetic characteris-
tics between Kmeria septentrionalis young and adult plants,so as to reveal the influence of leaf structure on
photosynthetic rate and understand the response mechanism of young and adult plants to light, Li-6400 porta-
ble photosynthetic instrumental chemistry was used to analyze the light response curve of the leaves of the
young and adult plants of K. septentrionalis. The research results indicate that the net photosynthetic rate of
adult plants of K. septentrionalis is significantly higher than that of young plants; There is a significant
difference in maximum net photosynthetic rate (P,,.) and Light Saturation Point (LLSP). Adult plants have a
higher capacity to utilize strong light than seedlings, while young plants have a better capacity to utilize weak
light than adult plants. There were significant differences in total chlorophyll Chl (a +b6),Carotenoid (Car) ,
Leaf Thickness (LLT),Stomatal Area (SA),Stomatal Density (SD),Palisade Parenchyma Thickness (PPT)
and Stomata Width (SW) seedlings and adults,Car,Chl(a +6),SA and SD in leaf structure have the most
significant effects on photosynthetic characteristics. Therefore,it is recommended that in the introduction and
cultivation of K. septentrionalis ,young plants should undergo certain shading treatment. As the plant grows,
the shading degree can be appropriately reduced,and shading treatment may not be required after the plant
reaches adulthood.

Key words: Kmeria septentrionalis ;photosynthetic characteristics;blade structure;seedlings and adult plants;

light response
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