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Table 1 Basic physical characteristics of the experimental soil %
+2 (2 b2 A Hkr L7/ i A
Layers/cm Sand(1. 000~0, 050 mm) Fine sand(0. 050~0., 001 mm) Clay(<Z0. 001 mm) Physical clay(<Z0. 010 mm)
0~20 27.67 68. 98 2.51 17.70
20~40 29.17 68.19 2. 44 16. 46
40~60 31. 22 65.75 2. 46 16. 07
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YeERCER
Vitamin C content/(mg-g™)

L1 L2 L3
AbJ Treatment

EARRNEERRRAERE 2575 5% BF KT, U
T,
Note: Different lowercase letters between treatments
mean significant difference at 5% level. The same below.
1 AEEELEMRE"HER CRAENRT
Fig. 1 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

vitamin C content of ‘ pear-jujube’
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Fig. 2 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

total flavones content of ‘ pear-jujube’
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Fig. 3 Effect of different fertilizer treatments on

oxidase activity of ‘pear-jujube’
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Fig. 4 Scavenging effect of different treatments on

» OH of ‘pearjujube’
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Fig. 5 Scavenging effect of different
treatments on DPPH + of ‘pear-jujube’
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Fig. 6 Scavenging effect of different treatments on

H:O: of ‘pear-jujube’
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Effects of Iron and Zinc Fertilizers on Antioxidant Activity of
‘Pear-jujube’ in Loess Hilly Region

YE Shenglan, LEI Guangyu
(Shaanxi Provincial Land Engineering Construction Group Co. , Ltd, /Institute of Land Engineering and Technology,
Shaanxi Provincial Land Engineering Construction Group Co. , Ltd. /Key Laboratory of Degraded and Unused Land
Consolidation Engineering, the Ministry of Land and Resources, Xi'an, Shaanxi 710075)

Abstract: In order to explore the effect of iron and zinc fertilizer on the antioxidant activity of pear-
jujube’ in hilly loess hilly region, 8 year-old mountain dwarfing ‘pear-jujube’ with uniform and well
growth were used as test objects, the effects of different concentrations of iron and zinc fertilizer on
vitamin C, total flavonoid content and enzyme content were studied. The results showed that different
treatments affected the content of vitamin C in ‘pear-jujube’ and significantly increased the contents of
vitamin C and total flavonoids. The content of 0.6% FeSO, +0.3% ZnSO, was 2.86 mg * g ' and
3.02 mg + g ', which was 21. 8% and 105. 4% higher than CK respectively (P<C0. 05). The different
fertilization treatments effectively reduced the activity of ascorbic acid oxidase and polyphenol oxidase
in ‘pear-jujube’, Treatment of 0. 6% FeSO,+0. 6% ZnSO, showed the highest activity of ascorbic acid
oxidase, which was 0.069 mg » g ! » min~! FW, which was 75.1% lower than that of CK, The
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activity of polyphenol oxidase was the lowest in 0. 146 mg » g ' * min 'FW,which was 42. 0% lower

than CK. The polyphenols treated with different treatments could effectively remove hydroxyl
radicals,DPPH « and hydrogen peroxide, among which the effect of treatment with 0. 6% FeSO, +
0.3% ZnSO, was the most significant. Comprehensive analysis of the antioxidant effect of the
treatment with 0. 6 % FeSO,+0. 3% ZnSO, was optimal.

Keywords:  pear-jujube’ ;iron and zinc fertilizer; polyphenols; antioxidant



