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Relationship between Isozyme Activity and Anti-anthrax of Jujube
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Abstract:In order to investigate the relationship between isozyme activity and anti-anthrax of jujube, the

activities of the POD, SOD, PAL and PPO and anthrax occurrence in field of six cultivars of jujube were

studied. The results demonstrated that activities of different isozymes in different cultivars of jujube were

significantly different. There existed a positive correlation between the isozyme activities of POD, SOD,

PAL and varietal resistance, but the activity of PPO was to assume extremely significantly negative corre-

lation. Dongzao POD, PAL, SOD activity were the strongest while the PPO activity was weakest and PPO

activity of Lizao was the strongest. This was consistent with field anti-anthrax investigation, which dem-

onstrated that the Dongzao and Daxuezao were the high anti-anthrax cultivars and the Lizao was the high

sensitivity cultivar.
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Table 1  Grading standards of diseased [ruit
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Table 2 Disease resistance analysis of different tested jujubes
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Fig. 1 POD activity of different cultivars of jujubes
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Fig. 2 SOD activity of different cultivars of jujubes
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Fig. 3 PPO activity of different cultivars of jujubes
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Fig. 4 PAL activity of different cultivars of jujubes
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