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Fig. 1 Seasonal variation of leaves density
of the three different tree shapes
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Fig. 2 Seasonal variation of DIFN of the three

different tree shapes
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Fig. 3 Chlorophyll content of canopy of different tree shapes
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Analysis on Seasonal Canopy Characteristics Variation, Leaf Quality
and Photosynthetic Characteristics of Different Apple Tree Shapes

WANG Yan, LI Hai-lun, ZHAO Wei-xing, CHANG Gao-zheng, KANG Li-yun. LI Xiao-hui,
LIANG Shen,GAO Ning-ning
(Horticulture Institute, Henan Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Zhengzhou 450002, China)

Abstract; In order to improve the yield and quality of apples,and select the high-quality trees with suitable cano-
py structure,in this paper,high spindle, open center shape and freedom spindle Fuji Apple trees were used as
the experiment materials,and the seasonal canopy characteristics variation, leaf quality and photosynthetic char-
acteristics were measured. The results showed that the DIFN of high spindle shape was higher than the free-
dom spindle and open center shape from May to October, which demonstrated that the high spindle-shaped can-
opy environment on wind and light was the best, and then was the open center shape and the free spindle-
shaped crown. The leaf quality of high spindle-shaped crown was the best,and then was the open center shape
and the leaf quality of free spindle-shaped crown was the worst. The photosynthetic effective radiation of 800
molem?+s' was taken as the boundary value,and when below the threshold,the net photosynthetic rate of the
three different tree shapes increased and varied with the increase of photosynthetic effective radiation,and the
high spindle shape was the highest.then the open center shape.and that the freedom spindle shape was the low-
est. And when above the threshold, the change of net photosynthetic rate tends to be stable.

Keywords: apple; shape; DIFN; photosynthetic characteristics
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