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Powdery Mildew Resistance Identification of Chinese Old Garden Roses

JI Cheng'*,QIU Xian-qin® ,ZHANG Hao? ,JIAN Hong-ying’ , WANG Qi-gang® , TANG Kai-xue’
(1. College of Life Sciences, Yunnan University, Kunming, Yunnan 650091; 2, Yunnan Flower Breeding Key Laboratory, Yunnan Flower
Research and Development Center, Institute of Flower Research, Yunnan Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Kunming, Yunnan 650205)

Abstract: Taking 22 Chinese old garden roses as materials, their resistance to powdery mildew were evaluated by isolated
identification and field identification,in order to know their powdery mildew resistance. The results showed that the two
identification results were almost consistent. There were five moderately resistant varieties (Rosa °Pufuhong’, R.
‘Ruanxianghong’ ,R. ¢ Yunzhengxiawei’ ,R. ‘Sichun’,R. ¢ Viridiflora’) ,12 moderately sensitive varieties (R. ‘Yijifen’,R.
‘Simianjing’ , R. ¢ Yipinzhuyi’ ,R. ‘Zixiangrong” ,R. ‘Mudanyueji”,R. ¢ Yulinglong’,R. Jinfenlian”, R. ¢ Yingrihehua’, R.
‘ Huzhongyue’ ,R. ‘Chunshuilvbo’, R, ¢ Yushizhuang’,R. ‘Zihongxiang’) and five highly sensitive varieties (R. ‘Pallida’,
R. ‘Dafugui’ ,R. ‘Qinglianxueshi’,R. ‘Junang’,R. ¢Jinoufanlv’). The results will provide the scientific theoretical basis
for rose disease-resistant breeding using Chinese old garden roses in the future.
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Fig. 1 Effect of different melon cultivars on SOD activity
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Fig. 2 Effect of different melon cultivars on CAT activity
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Fig. 4 Effect of different melon cultivars on PPO activity
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Fig. 5 Effect of different melon cultivars on MDA content
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Effect of Powdery Mildew on Biochemical and Physiological Indexes of
Different Varieties of Melon Seedlings

WANG Di
(Daqing Branch, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Science,Daqing, Heilongjiang 163316)

Abstract;: Taking two melon cultivars ‘DQI22” (Susceptible) and ‘DQ21’ (Resistance) as materials, the changes of
physiological and biochemical indexes including SOD,CAT ,POD,PPO, MDA content and electrolytic permeability of two
melon seedlings infected by the powdery mildew were studied. The results showed that the resistant cultivar ‘DQ21’
made SOD activity, CAT activity and MDA content returned to normal levels in basically, and its capacities of
self-regulating and returning to normal status were significantly greater than the susceptible ‘DQI122’. The susceptible
cultivar maintained higher activity of POD than the resistant cultivar;the resistant cultivar maintained higher activity of
PPO than the susceptible cultivar, The susceptible cultivar maintained higher electrolytic permeability than the resistant
cultivar,

Key words; melon powdery mildew ;cultivars;biochemical and physiological changes
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