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Effects of aphid ( Aphis gossypii Glover ) infestation on MDA content and
protective enzymes activities in cucumber

LIANG Dan-na, HU Qi-jing, CAO Lei, SONG Lin-lin, XU Qiang, QI Xiao-hua, ZHOU Fu-cai,
CHEN Xue-hao
( College of Horticulture and Plant Protection, Yangzhou University, Yangzhou 225009, China)

Abstract: To analyse the defensive role of MDA and protective enzymes against aphid in cucumber, cucumber lines
EP6392 (resistant) and JY30 (susceptible) were measured for their MDA content and protective enzymes activities. Five
apterous adult aphids were transferred to the back of the first true leaf of each cucumber plant as treatment and the seedling
without aphids was set as control. After the inoculation, MDA content, and peroxidase (POD) , phenylalanine ammonial-
yase (PAL) activities in cucumber seedlings were boosted in both lines. The MDA content in the susceptible line was signif-
icantly higher than that in the resistant line. POD activity of the resistant line was increased more rapidly than that in sus-
ceptible line. PAL activity in the resistant line was much higher than that in susceptible line after aphid infection. Therefore,
MDA, POD and PAL may participate in the cucumber defense regulation against aphid infection.

Key words: cucumber; aphid; malondialdehyde; protective enzyme
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MY LI 2ERIAERS B SRR L, LU X 101 280 BT
W R A KR E JFRLS ™ i, B A
RE KL HEM R S AR, I D RS
W, BEAI, dof H A S 22 R 90 005 5 0 (R AL B A I, A%
FEAE Y 7 (AN B TAE M 5 55 ) |, 18 AT ) 1Y) ) 422
ZE AR = A R
T AE 32 B 3 RS F SR 3 ), R P9 3 1
A R G T A 32 25 e, BRI Ao STk FN R A e
RYEFG 3, NI B IR S5 #9127 8% ( Malondi-
aldehyde , MDA ) £ & J& FH ) 40 M R g ot 48 Ak B9 — A~
FEFEHR . Y MDA & i K 3 i, e B A Py
ANz SR B B IR A R R
f o A% G JUr 300 5 A i B R RN BT A e Y
MDA Z s #f5A FrHG I, 156 4t i B 2R 42 52 B [ 72
JEE BRI ; [R) A o Ja it o o e o1 B, LD K
Wt P L4 i FEE 2R 0 5 o 7 P A2 1) B Ay 7 5 1
I ALY B AL (SOD ) fEAE S i 4
SRR SOpIRENOE TR S il = 2 B i oy = Y
7, A B AR/ N H,0, 81 0,0 ik & B IR
WY E i fE EWa S SOD W& YERGE F I, AT A
R IDRTE PR SR R R P A PR A B P R
F119 i ARG (POD ) AE YT BN o B e
() B — | R il A7 AE TR A 8Urb i —Fh R
IR G, TR AF TSR A5 R R U], TR 2 Y Jm & 5k
A 520 POD TEPEHR A W A3 s Ak
Ul ( CAT) FEAE TL1 4 S S 2] 40 PN 1) ot S Ak A
o B R EEAE U H,0,20% 8 H,0 5 0,,
15 H,0, 85 O, fEES WAVE T R A= AR
AEM-OH | i A SIS P AE R S Rl K RS R
PR A B J 3z A ] e R S R OK AR A AR AR N CAT
TG VERS A B 2 FEA P RN R T Bk
o2 | E SRz —, KNE R MRE
( PAL) AL IR T e JEAR & A2 50 — 25 I g O T,
R — A AR 1 O B il T SR B il S R T AR AT
K BRAEDUIH T 58 1) A A R b PAL T 1 R b
PRG0S RR Y 2V R A T R TR AL AR I Y
VER R A B, AN () 2 760 5t b A A6 7 i I o 5 iy 3
T, PAL W& TS BT, HPUEF &R b T s e m
TR B N R Z By AL (PPO) S —
N2 5 AT TR AR P A Ak 2 Iy AR A R Y S 4
SR, BE L E DL O, R Ak I W F 19y SE Ak R, DA
P U AR Y, 7 HE W (0T HL B AR e R R

FEHREMAPER S PPO TERLY P R
X FERMERAEFMANREA MM
34 VAR

P H SRR BRI R B 28 5 A AR R ) L A
AR, ARMTAE AN 1k, OG- 3 It Aot i s 470 1 AL
Tl EBESE A 22 D, AT IS B X B S B 5 &R
Zhef B YL RIS R N TN B (MDA ) & 1 M AR
(SOD .POD ,CAT . PAL F PPO) 7% 14 1) 25 Ak 3£ 47 L
AT, DR 8 TR AR A8 35 A= e J Bl = AR 1Y)
A= AR AR 20 BT R B Y S FR AR
P, 0 BAERE XS B I B 22 8] ¢ R R AT
M WP RR B RBUE ALEE,

1R i

1.1 #HiRELRER

WF5T SR A S 86 25 AR alifb X I i1 22
SR E A R EP6392 (FLUF &) Ml JY30 (&
LR W 5 S e L RS L TR T Bt
AHLIETT (3 M T 3 F 5 B kR AT B Fl =
i, R VR IE S B 4%~ 6%, B B =
35% ,BRTBE 6.5~7.5) 1) 50 7k 376 Fh 5 H
BT 1.7 mx1.3 mx1.3 m (KxFax@E) By d =
W CE TR
1.2 #HiXRESESR

2012 4ERk R BUIESR [ 40 K22 2 S5 Y
P2 B i =% U 00 56 b ¥ AR R 1 F 2R & AR I
Wf B 1 Sk TRTTHT RIREEE SR B 0 R E T+
I, 7E RXZ-300B #H 68 N TS N b A7 2240 %
5 (At 10 ) R TIRE, N T A IR EE
912 000 1x, JREE 25 °C/18 °C ( R/ B LIt
] 18 h/6 h, ¥R K 60%/50% , £EHH] 7 d ¥ HIR
BERMANRB B E, 5 1 JZEEa,
REPRAERRES 1 7 B 3 5 S JO g, I
HRERRAE XTI, R Y5 0d.2d 4 d.6d.8
d 43 5 PAOK RECRI: UL AR Hh R R 20 B, THEI0IF HU K
i, MR FECSE RS 1 HHRG, J1 U 3
U, HBEBERIF d THKBEE T, EGE R 5
NI KFE R AR
1.3 REHE
1.3.1 SOD & KA SOD Mk (B at gk
A T ARRBESE T AR 7 ) 43 0 0 i HR AR e 1) B I
B AT BRI B R i SOD S M S TR R Bt —
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JE JoT B R A (g) ¢ A (ml)=1: 4
H LA, A 4 A5 AR FRAG 2 28 A 52 (0. 1 mol/ LB R
R, pH 7.0~ 7. 4) , UKIKIB &M F ARSI 3K,
il 45 18 209% B LR 213, 3 500 v/ min 5.0 10 min , B
T R R SRR A T A

1.3.2  POD CAT %M 4= MDA 4 & E  RH
POD M &5 (R ot i A ) TR ST T A7) 43 9l
D ip Hh A % i) B TN I X R IR i Y
POD TEVE, JeERFRE— & T £ ) B IV i 4% o7
H(g)  HB(ml)=1:9 BB, A 9 fHARFE
SIHAT (0. 1 mol/ LSRR 2% vhfk , pH 7.0~7.4) ,
VKK A T LR 203, il 45 % 10% B 412150 %
3 500 r/minB5 0> 10 min, B 5 A% IR & B AE
FOR AT E . KR CAT Ik & F1 MDA 38 &
(P A W TR AR S i A 7 ) 43 Sl o i R
YL ¥ I 5 A6 BRI B R CAT 3 A
MDA i, FE S HIVE R POD 1% 4 I 52 i BT FH
25, R 5 e R R E SR A T DU

1.3.3 PAL FHMZ  KEHEFRIL0.2 g B NEEM:
TR TS, I 0. 1 mol/ LA AR 2% #h % (pH 8.8) 1 ml
1 PVP (R IR REER ) 0. 02 g, Horh G i N &
A 5 mmol/L#FHZE 1 mmol/L EDTA , yKIAHIFIE 1%,
138 4 °C 44 F10 000 r/min 0> 15 min, i
RIA KL W W, 2 ml B9 2 2% o W (pH 8.8),0.02
mol/L L-ZEAZRZ 0. 8 ml 0.2 ml MEFRIE S, X IR
AR, 2O 0.2 ml 2848 /K, 30 °C T /K 30
min 7, fIIA 6 mol/LEEMZ 0.2 ml Z¢ 1k 7, T 290
nm PRI OD {H ., BEEEPEERALE LR 0D, 2%

F1 HHERH BYRENRREAKTREENLER

0.01 A 1 ANHIEYERAL U, FHU/ (mg - h) s EETG
PE, AN EA L IEYE= ( AAXD) /(0. 01X WX
T) =0, AA SR N B[] 9 56 % B AR Ak, W oA A
A feE R T O SONER [E), D R AR AR
1.3.4 PPO FHalE  KEEHL0.2 ¢ wJNEEM N
AT EY 0. 05 mol/L.pH A 6. 8 FRSEIRZE vhil (7%
1% PVP) 1 ml, WFEE 5] 4 °CF5 000 v/ min L
10 min, W& BVEW, DIBWON BRI, 7EilE
WM A 0. 02 mol/LABAH — 1 1.5 ml.0.05 mol/L
WERRZE K (pH 6. 8) 1.5 ml B 10 wl, X+ 18 Hon
T2 AR, AN, LAZEIR AR . 76 30 C1H
T K T RN 2 min, 76 398 nm P FllE oD 1,
Bt P LTS PR AR IR)  1k 1.3.3,
1.4 HiEE

K HI DPS 8444777 2270 #71, H Duncan’ s 87
WL AT 25 5 AR

2 HERE

21 M BFHBELNRRBKRTRGSHEE

1 IR E— R BT R T 0F O
B 5 B I A KRR, B i &R JY30 1 F g
IR B LU S 2R EP6392 g, [R]— It ]
AT R RO R R TR AR 8 d
JY30 il EP6392 FE AR b ) Bpk T35 Hughoim 43 1) ok
544.60 3L H1172. 00 =k, Hii# 25 & 1 3. 16 4% 47
e [ ] e o [ A R R A R b ) LR R R B
FETEG W 2 22 5% Ul 5 R EP6392 RILH R 4f
BT R

Table 1 The number of aphids per plant in two cucumber lines after aphid infestation

s 2 LEL N D )
B R
2 6 8
JY30 39.00+2.30aA 81.20+3.02aA 179.40+£6.39aA 544.60+12.73aA
EP6392 27.60+£2.29bB 59.20+2.69bB 79.60+3.46bB 172.00+£8.01bB

AF/NG KRG F-RE 35 2R b R TELE 0.05 F1 0.01 K22 57 B3

2.2 WFHEEFENMNHF MDA SER T

i Z R4 U IR) ) — R R Oy 22 e Bl SRR
BT 5 R EP6392 X HE MDA & & # i 35I% T sy
fn F JY30 X R 3 R0 i HLUS A R MDA 7 i 4
35 T O R, H AT R MDA A B I
TR AR (R 2) , FRIED L AT, SR H i ek

fanZR JY30 A AR T N MDA 5 R T HU R R
EP6392, H Ml A 8] 25 55 i 03, $ P U |
a2 MDA 55 10t iy 3 JBIRE A ) 1A A ) A 32 1
TR TR 2 d B e R R E(ER 5. 09
nmol/mg , FLIF i RIE(EH K 4. 22 nmol/mg , JEIF iy &
WEH K THF R, Z 58 F R, 5 6 d J5, MDA
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Frm B TRUE, P R X ISR R, 7R
NEPHAR 8 d A, R i AR MDA 5 i iR 2

F2 EMEFHIEENRMNAE MDA §EMRIPEEENEL

F T A A, HLAZ AP HUA P b R MDA i

BT TR IR

Table 2 The changes of MDA content and protective enzymes activities in cucumber after aphid infestation

P MDA # & POD itk SOD %1 CAT 15 PAL %ﬁ'f{i PPO %ﬁ'lf;k
(nmol/mg) (U/mg) (U/mg) (U/mg) [U/(g - min) ] [U/(g - min) ]
EP6392 0 iy 3.21£0.09bB 18.65+1.12aA 76.66+2.18aA 39.26+1.53aA 16.90£0.76aA 9.07+0.75aA
JY30 FAhif iy 3.62+0.11aA 17.81+0.49aA 71.05+1.24bB 31.01+0.83bB 11.65+0.46bB 5.61+0.38bB
EP6392 % I8 2.43+0.01dD 9.2320.31cC 63.98+0.94dD 28.97+0.62dC 11.49+0.37bB 2.922+0.16dD
JY30 X 18 2.85+0.02¢C 15.91+0.24bB 67.80+0.81cC 30.05+0.30¢BC 10.11£0.34cC 4.22+0.17¢C

AR NG FIKRS T3 51 3R 22 5358 0.05 F110.01 /K23

MDA %4 (nmol/mg)

S = N W R VN
T

2 EP6392 4%fhif ii; & EP6392% iR

ARV NERIKRE TR 5 3R 26 57358 0.05 F10.01 BEKF,
B1 SREREH.ZFRELRRE MDA 21K
Fig.1 The comparison of MDA content between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

2.3 WHREFEFTE/RNMF POD FEIERIFME
LW 5 R EP6392 Xt I8 POD 15 MEM i 2541 Tk
BoF i 2R TY30 X R SR HLURS R SY R POD TR TR
W e T HX IR (K 2) o A 7 W R f S
0d.2d4d.6d.8dMkhRIEXE POD T 53 HT
KB BRI US| B 5L R POD 5 Bt R 30 Y
TEIEIA AR R B A 1, b b i 2 I R BT
B, 2 d B G IR R TS, 5 6
d A H B W HOE R UE(E A 30. 71 U/mg, JER 07
b R IE(E R 23. 83 U/mg, HUIF i R U6 (1 IR 0F iy
PSRN IR POD TEPEAESS 4 d B4 /IMiE BE Y
Fhi AR SRR T HL b U BRI POD 6%, 2
FplF B3 2 d TSRS 8 d PLE L R POD TG PR D 3K
TR AR RIS 6 d B R Y POD IS PR
KTV R VUi R ) POD TEYERA B # 5T
OGRS R ) POD TEYETESE 2 d A 6 d Bk

DEETHXR 44 d M58 d SHNREA B
25 (H2),

35
30
25
20
15
10

PODifE (U/mg)

IF i AR eIt (] (d)

0O JY30 %FHE; W TY30 2
72 EP6392 R ;[ EP6392%] i

AR NERRE T35 3R 22 53 1258 0.05 F10.01 83K
2 FHERER BFHRENRRRE POD EFERILER
Fig.2 The comparison of POD activity between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

24 WHRERIE/RNMF SOD FEHERFMm

P i 2 EP6392 XiF I SOD 7% M i 25 1% Tk
B i 2R JY30 X R 42 Rh i RS W &R SOD TR 1YY
e i 3 v G R HAT A R SOD T PR 3
TIREF LR (3R 2) o R LS W R SOD i T
Pyt b Fh 9750 2 d B 0, B AR R
103. 98 U/mg, /&I i RIE(E Hy 84. 73 U/mg, HLlk i
RIGE(ER T & R, Z 588 N5 6 d JFHIA,
SOD iEMHETRE, TEM R ERBK 8 d N,
PUBF Al R SOD T M W 2 T OO R (ELERE o R
SOD WG PR AL FU A AN o ; F HUR PS5 56 2 d FIES 8
d BT R SOD 1E PR 3 = T EE i &R LA
[ 5 &R SOD Ttk R R E (K 3) .
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IF i A eI 8] (d)

W JY30 $ERF
7 EP6392 Bffiif i,  © EP6392%4 1

ARINE TR 1143 5 3R 22 534 1) 0.05 F10.01 52 KF-,
3 HHEREH. BT HENRRE SOD FEMLLE
Fig.3 The comparison of SOD activity between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

2.5 HFRERNWERMHE CAT &0
YL i R EP6392 Xt IR CAT 7% P & 25 1% T 2%
Iof i 2R JY30 KR BRI USSR CAT 36 12
e d 2 i T O IR, HLBUF R CAT T MR B 3
TR R (R 2) . TEWFICH E I E S B
FURRIE S R B CAT 3 M ¥ R B I s A2 4k, 41
LT ESH b1 B N N S A N e 1 TN e |
o FESF O EMOA S d P, B ER CAT 1% 1
TR (R R CAT WM ES 4d 8 d BT
HXTHL S 2 d6 d AR TFHX (K 4)

70
60
50
40 b
30
20
10

0

CAT#EM: (U/mg)

W JY30 $ERF

1 EP6392 #eflif i,  © EP6392%} R

RIRVING BS54 1377 22 53871 0.05 1 0.01 55K,
B4 SRERFHBFRENRRE CAT FEMLLE
Fig.4 The comparison of CAT activity between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

2.6 FHREEIENME PAL &R
YLl 2R EP6392 X 1 PAL 3% A% i 25 5 Tk

WFEL AR JY30 X R S HUS P R PAL T PEYY
e 8 5 v T R HLBTWE S AR PAL % AR B
TIREF AR (K 2) . B S PR H P R e af
f AR PAL 5 PEMS & TS 2R E P R ) 22 5 0
W, FEREE ARSI R PAL W PRSI E T
BTEEs 2 d MO 0, BT F A R G (Bl 25.34
U/ (g + min) , JB0F 5 R IE(E A 15.98 U/ (g » min) ,
PUISF it ARG TR i 3R, Z S5 B W T Tk T
R s TERF RO F A Y 8 d N, Ui R PAL W61
IR T HON R R R it A% | HL 22 S A D 2 UK
BRREF 2 d 4 dREES TR E6d8d W
TR

30

— aA
g 25t
z M
c o 20F
& bB
5 15f
= aAa AN g
= 1or
3

5 |
N

0=—"0 2 4 6 8

Ief HUR YL IH] (d)
O JY30 XfHH; W JY30 R0 F i

7 EP6392 i, K EP6392% A

AR NE FRE FhE 4351 378 26 57355 0.05 F10.01 12 E K-,
B 5 HHERER.EFRENRRE PAL E LR
Fig.5 The comparison of PAL activity between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

2.7 HHREEXELRM F PPO &R
PLIF 5 &R EP6392 Xf iR PPO 1M B % TR
B i 2 TY30 X R R0 RS L R PPO TR Y
e k3 O R BB i R PPO TSR B
TR R (R 2) . K6 WoR . LRI TP S
F PPO TEVEAR T B & 22 (B i R ] 22 % A I
¥, RS P R PPO IR IGE T B
TESS 2 d B W, BT F AL R B A 15081
U/ (g + min) ,JEREF & RIEME N 8.31 U/(g * min),
PUUF S R R TR & &R, 25 B T R
TR, LW 3 1 X B 5 R X BR PPO TR
PE SRS T BRI, AR R BN K, AR 0F i
JEMAR 8 d NP R PPO TSR B E & T
IR RS 5 2R PPO TEAE AR AL I E AR
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— i aA
= 16 ”
g 14+

e 12

5 1

aal L

I a

S 1€

& L

U7 AR G 8] (d)

O JY30 XfHH; W JY30 i
4 EP6392 ffhiidi; & EP6392%} R

RIFVNG ARG 5 ER4 9147 2 53550 0.05 1 0.01 35 KF .
E6 WHEREH. FYFRENRRE PPO FEHLILE
Fig.6 The comparison of PPO activity between two cucumber

lines after aphid infestation

3 17 i

P R EP6392 FIES i 3R JY30 X if iy
Ptk 2E S 3 M2 USSR 2 d BREG 25 ), bl
fifs R P LR MO S X8 B i B A 0 2 N TR
R AFEUE i FR L TOBF SR RGPt i RN
TIREF A B0, v g5 FL R ah /) 8 97 LA IR
AR B RV A G,

MDA BE-5 4L P9 & A o3 Az O, DT 51
&R B ARG 2 B A A B, SR A RN —
RGN, AR 45 SR B, 0 R F i 5
I R (JY30) FIPLEE & R (EP6392) I F 1Y
MDA & 584 Fr g m, BB 40 i R 5252 3 17 A 6]
B B4R 5 BRI i R W (EL AR B 28 R TFhi i &R
T i ZRAH LRI i 2R 100 068 ) R U (EL AR 6 T X B
F4) 70 T s [ R it 2R WA (A X % R %) 2 A s
(2. 13 nmol/mg) SHLHF it ZR WE(EARXT TXF A 221k
& (1. 75 nmol/mg) | 5K, 15 B H: 40 i i R 452
TP i 2R A B A A IR X 5 AR
REER—3,

IEFRAET A Y 40 LA™ A2 (TG PR 8O F A
XA R ™ T S (AR AR A, T R
EOIEMEETH R RS 3 A E B (SOD, POD Al
CAT) BEA AN HIE M B B XU R 1%, X 3
Tt (A0 sk P A ELAVE R (R4 N 1Y) B eh SRR
1EH K D8 A A A s i w2 R
WAL RE 1, MY A2 H R FE e S SOD AN
POD 3512 1T X n] GBS TR A A X 3 4

() — AR VR . PR R R A 1 22 306 5 3
i, P2 A BT AR R SRR 2 O TR B
MR TS 4055, SOD A POD B R34 i, DL
THERTEMAA B 2, J D R O SR, AR5
SEIFA | H T AT 5 R AR AR E )
SOD F1 POD B&PESS 5 FFHa%, Hyt i & SOD
T PR 2 5 TR i 3R EURRA T &R SOD i AR
R AR G A S BB S R A
FrifE—200F5E . W RS, Wi R POD TR
FE T HT I BP0 R POD TG PERIRIE &
T | 55 Lk B WA, 1 U BA BT & 28 T DAY ef oy
(14 A 5 ol SR R M N, I LR ok 0% M S Y
FA, AT R PE 5 POD 35 PR DA G, X
S MR R AR, W HUR YIS CAT I
PEAS LR AN TR, HL G R AR b 5 B BT i v G G
FA 5,

HEY) 52 5 Hoh 3 Wi J5 S a8 S R R TN
IR B TEPE > ARG A5 R, Bt &
Z EP6392 X HR PAL % M A 1 2 1 T80 R Y30
XTHR, HLF AR YL S HUE i R PAL T 1 LG JEE 5 &
TR R K, PAL FE S RPUME R T RE A &
BVEH ., PPO 2R iR h& 48 b S 21 A Ak
it , 3 T 4 88 T i AR A R 2 5 A SR A, T
By 2 ) o S A 7= 0 1 5 P T 5 AT R A OO U
N, #R/NBHAE I BIF 5 25 R 3R BB 6 HOth T PPO 3
PERE D RTG53 3 EEAS BT S Pl R 23% ~ 28% Al
23% ~44%"") | W AT & BRI LS PPO
TR AR SRR o AR YIS,
JREL R PPO {6 PE I E T, (HERE R PPO %
PEASA AR AR
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