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Table 1 The effect of chitin on phomopsis stem blight disease index in asparagus
AbF Treatment Wil FE %L Disease index MR B 1A RS Relative against efficiency/ %
R EBIK (Pa) 71.07+3.361 a —

HEFIG 2 d BEHE 126 ST IRBEA W (Ch—2)
AR D LBt 1% e RME W (Ch+0)
HEFE 2 d B 1965 IRBEA W (Cht-2)

54.24%3.974 b 23.68
38.7714.450 ¢ 45.45
43.1249.263 ¢ 39. 33

L ARRFERR W P=0.05 KF LMZERFBE. TH.

Note: Different letters show significant difference at 0. 05 level according to ¢ test. The same below.
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Fig.1 The effect of chitin on activities of CAT ,SOD,G-POD, PPO in asparagus
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Table 2 The effect of chitin on photosynthetic rate in asparagus leaves

4 ## Photosynthetic rate(Pn)/(umol COz * m—2 « s71)

AbFE Treatment

45 2 B The second lateral fern

45 6 filA; The sixth lateral fern

CK 0.49640.018 a 0. 62440.155 a
FERBEIRBRA R (Ch+Pat) 0. 32910. 097 ab 0.45140. 021 ab
HRRBFEIRNA R (Ch—Pat) 0.23910. 163 b 0.268+0. 113 b
*3 ERENAESILSENRN
Table 3 The effect of chitin on stomatal conductance of asparagus leaves
S FL5 ¥ Stomatal conductance/ (mmol « m™2 + s~ 1)
Ab T Treatment
%5 2 fiF; The second lateral fern %5 6 K The sixth lateral fern
CK 4.92240.545 a 6.030+1. 620 a
P TE RIS M (Ch+Pat) 3.178+0.121 b 4.75540. 052 ab

BERP R 52 RS W (Ch—Pa+) 1. 81240. 292 ¢

3.025+.0323 b

LRRBBEKFE(P=0.05), Pl F&5REH, B
Fpfei s S L AL T BE 2 T R, i 7 ROB mT LA B
W ERI AL R T G
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TR AR 2 d JEmERESE BB, RS D mE s b
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h 39. 33%.45. 45%.23. 68 % , 7% BH W5 it 55 T A 25 57 /T LA
Bl A 77 SR 2R , F H AR RN S O b W it 5 BB AR B
4. HEYEEERSMH R RILA BMBCR, LI
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WRGLE XA A RFLE B T B , TR T A
HIYEARTERYY . ZiRIe L5 R R X BT S8
Ja A ERM RIS ERE TR A RBUEZ T
R o MBSt e SRM AL 3 ] DA AIG 727 SR S AL B2 B AR

124

RMSAL T EEAE, b A BUOR T R B 1815 20 526, Bir L)
Mt s SRR P LR 7 S UL e AU D 8 %o 4 - 4
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W5 HURA S R B AR Ak, X S B HE BT A AL B,
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Study on Resistance of Asparagus of ficinalis L. Against Stem Blight Induced by Chitosan

QIN Li! ,JJAN Wen-lei' ,CHOE II-su? ,CHEN Jing-li* , LU Gang'
(1. College of Agriculture and Biotechnology, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou, Zhejiang 310058; 2. College of Life Science, Kim Il - sung
University, Pyongyang , Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 999093)

Abstract: Taking Asparagus of ficinalis L. as material, the different asparagus cultivars were used and their seedlings
were inoculated with Phomopsis aspasagi (Sacc)Bubak. The chitosan were sprayed in different periods after inoculation.
Morbidity and disease index were surveyed after the treatment. The changes of antioxidant enzyme activities were
compared. The photosynthetic rate and stomatal conductance of intended leaves were also determined. The results showed
that the disease index significantly reduced with chitosan-supply, and the best effect obtained byspraying chitosan
immidietly after inoculation. The activity of catalase (CAT ), guaiacol peroxidase (G-POD) , superoxide dismutase(SOD),
polyphenoloxidase(PPO)activity of Asparagus of ficinalis L. increased. On the other hand, the decline of photosynthetic
rate and stomatal conductance caused by inoculation was suppressed after supplied with the chitosan. It could be
concluded that chitosan could induce systemic resistance on asparagus against stem blight,reduce the damage caused by
pathogens,and resulted in beneficial effects on asparagus production.

Keywords: Asparagus of ficinalis L. ;chitosan;stem blight;resistance

125

PDF SCH# ] "pdfFactory Pro™ X RAG)E www. Fineprint.cn



http://www.fineprint.cn

