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Resistant mutant induced by toxin of Botrytis cinerea in tomato and the ac-
tivities of related defensive enzymes

ZHAO Li-ping', LI Yong-can', ZHAO Tong-min', CHEN Huai-gu®, WANG Yin-lei', YANG Ma-li'
YU Wen-gui’, YAN Zhi-ming®
(1. Institute of Vegetable Crops, Jiangsu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanjing 210014, China; 2. Institute of Plant Protection, Jiangsu Academy of
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Agricultural Sciences, Nanjing 210014, China; 3. Jiangsu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Nanjing 210014, China; 4. Jiangsu Engineering and Tech-
nology Center for Modern Horticulture , Jurong 212400, China)

Abstract: Screening of resistant mutants was performed under the stress of Botrytis cinerea toxin by using multi-
stepped positive selections in tomato. The toxin exhibited inhibition to callus induction and growth, and the inhibition was
dose-dependent. The growth rate of resistant calli was higher than that of non-resistant calli under various concentrations of
toxin, and the resistance was kept stable after the subculture of two generation free of selection factor. The activities of per-

oxidase (POD) , polyphenol oxidase ( PPO) and phenylalanine ammonialyase ( PAL) in resistant calli and regenerated

plants were higher than those in control regardless of toxin stress.

Wr#m HEA:2015-10-15 As toxin concentration increased, the activities of 3 enzymes
EeWMB LA RLAE A ERHESTH[CX(12) followed an “increase-decrease” trend, and the increment was
1004 ] ; FEAFRHINY 55 L 31 ZX (15)2003 ] larger in resistant mutants and regenerated plants, indicating
YEZRA I (1981-) , 2o, INAR TR A, 01, B BEAF 5T that the resistant mutants improved plant defense by enhancing
B, N TR i i AU, (Tel) 025-84390663 5 the activities of disease-risistant enzymes.
(E-mail) zhaolipingd123@ 163.com Key words: tomato; Botrytis cinerea; toxin; in wvitro
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A K B U A A AR R K A TR
( Botrytis cinerea ) {2 %4 51 42 By — Fft /"™ H 5 3, 72 %
A7 DX 3 AT, R 7 e S AR A, ™ R I ] g
40% ~50% , L2 47 L KMk, X% LA K
FRIR N By i o BT 2Y 1R i SR S Ay
B B S5 IR AL, AL B o b R A DR E D E
AR AR, BRI 1976 4F [ 4 55t
17T PUR R R L RIS — R
YUK FER B A ER T RIS E2 0 25
T SRS 2 B BT AR A BN B TE AR SR A —
FREE E BRI T U BB A BRI 2 4
13 ARA M E A GO BB BB R b B Y
R,

KRR S 7 E P ATt HA
BARMMRBRGE, il AT RS 0 RE R Al 5
VEIR'” ZBE BRI . TR
W Z T LARE R = QA AR R AR B AR ™ 2R Y
HER BRIER Y AR R B A AU
FH Tt 2 55 4R A ) A A AR BN 5% MRl A )
TS, R BOR M RIARAE AR 2 AR 2525
ERA SRR AR TR IR R T A AR R AR
ik, LB G IR HE 70 B 2 10 EL A A2 9 B8 1R
YA S b ge sy B

PARE R i 35 e i HEH Ui R AL A 1248 17
T 1 B AR B A 25 v K e L B iy, L e Ay L2
[ —Rh A RS Sy Rk 1] i v A O R A
AT R B TR DT . HATR R B /N R
o KA SO B e il T i B R A
VR L ik BIHTRAERE

AT FEEE AR W K T R AR U R TR N
3B BN AT S G PR AR Ak, X U TR AR AL S
A EMPORMER —E R i, AR IR
B TR RE AR O PEIR, 0 7 A 5 A U A Ml R
T, B TEARTFASAE B0 K B o 40 0 5 728 A R AR A
e, RIS A0F 58 JLAR N o S AL W g (POD) (2 B A AL
g (PPO) FIARTN 2 28 i ( PAL) 154k RO 224K, A
PRH AR BRA A J5 T A BT AL, S50 K 29 & i
BEE LA

1 ARSIk

1.1 R
T K TSR F AR BC-9 H VLI Rl BH2# Bt

B SR BT RAR ) AR 47 B 5% T 93 L 5 R IR IR A
TR IS 9 5, VT IR AL B2 B i 2
FPTHRAL,

1.2 7%

1.2.1 #BAHA RNEREEMERE (PDA B3R ) .
LR TE200 g+HERE 20 g+ 3l 20 g, HHZE WK E &
F1 000 ml,

s SR P BERE SRR (PD BRI - 42 200 g+
THEWE 20 ¢, FHZEIR/KE 24551 000 ml,

W AL B SR (MS B R AR ) .
MS+6-BA 2.0 mg + NAA 0.2 mg +REEHE 30 g+BiflE 8
g+ZE17K1 000 ml, ] 1 mol/L NaOH 5 1 mol/L HCI
7 pH 2 5.8,

i 1 455 R 5L B VA WO — 2 AR R LA £
MS 55325, 1 mol/L NaOH & 1 mol/L HCI ¥ pH
%5.8,

MBS FREE . MS+ NAA 0.5 mg +HEHE 30 g+3%
fE 8 g+ 257K 1000 ml, H 1 mol/L NaOH ¥ 1
mol/L HCI I pH %2 5.8,

1.2.2 #F#&M% & KEK BC-9 78 PDA ikt
g 3 4 R E T EAR 5 mm AT FLERHTHUR
ISR YE 12 e $EAF] 300 ml PD HE R,
24 CFELRREFEREE 20 d 4 )220 08, B &
%%14:,{)%{&2%4 000 r/min &> 10 min J& , BN45-3)
MR (FHER)

1.23 &HwALAGRAE Faifh+H 75% 0K
THEE 30 s, TCRAK ol 2~ 3 WK, - H 10% U TR A
THBE 20 min, TCRZK ML 3 ~5 SR T MS K57
I BEFRIERE (25+1)°C , EIEET 600 Ix, )¢ A A A]
16 h/d,

1.2.4 WAL GHEF I 10 d IR TR
R, VIR E N 0.5~ 1.0 em V) B, 4570 T
MS #5356 B KRR 20 d, K5 S s A 2Lk AR
BRI B A8 N BORLIR 2k B M A L 2, B
FEEE (25+1)°C, JGHEFE 1 600 Ix, Y RE B [E] 16
h/d,

125 HEAGHAnERGHa BEMS B3
B FIE A 2 R0 N PR 4 B B B R (I
L) K 0.10% 20% 30% .40% .50% 60% It i 1%
GRS L R R 15 B EAE 39K, 20 d JE SR
H A A AL AR Gt s R IR IR
T PR A 475 2 2 I i, TR0 A 05 4 U R
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B B KB R IEFF T

WHLUSIE R (%) = (B BB S
HER I A A 2L X 100% 5

WAHLIEIE AR (%) = (Fi 7 )5 i 1 4 S it
- ) /R T X 100%
1.2.6 FMER TR T
1.2.6.1 Hitk@A SN RHZ DRk
Tr0k , B 7E MS K598 3% LI B0 i 405 41 2000 1/
R RITE R N 10% M FF R FRE .20 d 5
PR B R A K@ H R e TR R
JE R 209% i BE RG22 ot — A 4R R0 8,20 d
— A R, B2 e R R R O RV L K IS
TR B 1Y A AL 2L B MS KR L ARG 2 1K,
TN R BE AR 2 0% A 0 20 2 4 B B R P T e 15
Ak b RS 20 d, B FRIRE (25+1)°C, LR
1 600 Ix, YGHERFE] 16 h/d,
1.2.6.2 HitE@mASREE T BAE MS 57
B ARER IR 2 AR A 2 2 S AR AR LB AR
AL Z (W IR | R 2 R B ) AT 05 21 20 ) 43 50 e 4 )
FEEUE N 0.20% .40% .60% . 80% F i 1 15 55 Jk
ISR BB RN AR 8 g R
31K,20 d GG A A B A A 2R R I A
P2l 2G5 % 38 Ik A0 A SR BT RS B % L
BTk
1.2.6.3 FEMEEE  CBPIERG A SR B R
JEH 40% B9 Ak 5 3R 3 L B S AN E SR PR A B
AEZFK R 2~3 em B R H TR T 4 A EAR
KRB S AR,
1.2.7 &AL ey L2 Khubh a4 8R4k
55 BT L3 A /N 43 IR MO AE R R VK
JER 20% 0 40% 17 WH, BTG TR 7K R ) RE 3 A
W RRTETCR A T #E T, B 12 h U 1 IR, B
AbEE 4 Hegn 2 R 3 IR,
1.2.8 MGG A FZ Gk A9 T 1 T A AR R AR
YRR AR (W IR R 2 AR ) K 4~5 A
W, PR ER A EA 300 ml B (WK 50%
H1100% ) [BEpt I TCHE K X R B T =T,
EEBE 1 d BURE 1R ARALEE 3 M RR R 3 IR,
1.2.9  BgegmlE  FREEFE A E T IR AR,
—E i pH 7. 8 MIBRIRZE il (& 5 mmol/L ik 2
Pt ) AR 18 50 3 O FH B R 2 b op i i B8 8 4, 4
PR A BSLE, 15 000 t/min 50 20 min, b5 RN

Shy B REL PV, B 0

1.2.9.1  POD iEEME WA R 2.9 ml 0.05
mol/L W R 2% th i . 1.0 ml 2% H,0,.1.0 ml 0.05
mol/L BLAIAE A1 0. 1 ml B, FH 0 $ & b A A
Xt ER L RVAR RIS , 52 BF 37 CoKig
PR 15 min, RS 2.0 ml 20% =R 2 R4 1E
N, 470 nm AT I OB DR 43 D9 W
254k 0,01 hy 1 ANEHE ML (U) T,

1.2.9.2 PPO HENE  RNAZR:2.0 ml pH 6.0
[ 0. 05 mol/L WEMRZE Mk ,0. 2 ml il ,1.0 ml 1.0
mmol/L AR A8 By, X RELL 1.0 ml ZRARAKACEE
AROK VAT, $E 215 T 30 COK I AR TR 30 min,
SR 20% ) = L BRZ 1R, 420 nm 1 il
JERE, LASE S B OB EE AR 4R 0. 01 Sh 1 AN 57
(),

1.2.9.3  PAL VEVEDE  BEIE MO0 2 09 S AR R
1.0 ml pH 8.8 AYBEARZZ vl (& 0. 02 mol/L K
FR) ,0.2 ml A ,2. 0 ml ZEMEK, AR 4.0 ml,
FHIARGE b (%) B A ot B 52 I Y B IR /K I 30 °C
TS 30 min, /il 0.2 ml 6 mol/L HCl %1} J% I/ ,
290 nm PTG R DL AR 4y I O B AR fE
0.01 A 1 ANEEFH AL (U) 2

2 HERS0

21 BFENBEMAGALERKNTME
FMBOHALEATHEROERE LRKRAR
I ARG K, ES A ER WL L FIE
P B A A 2 B 5 B R AE T, Bl T i
RRA R e JE AR RAET, A 1 T B
EHR RN A AT R T, MR
FEH 10% 0, B S A1 R 87. 78% , B FH %
K 114.30% , AR Z BN @G H R ] PR ER
Bt REARDTM g AE 06 M RIRE N
20%0 AR HE— 202 B s B A, B K
OR BS B RB WAL T TR WK N 30% I, AR K
RGNS, SET i W1 22, 4 AL ) () B2 17 5 B Kk
J¥ g 40% I AR S5 6 d B4 A 4 2 P A
0, BEE 557N B A K | e Ab A B R i T A 2455
AT AR EA g — ek R BUR 14
MR MEFRIRE R 50% ~ 60% I}, A FEA
5 M AL R PR B R A 2~4 d, EMERH K
Woarm S R R e FARC &FIT, X UL
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FEF B R I v 40 i ek R A R v, B R vk
KA /INER S e G BE AR . AT Z R B RN s A 4
BUEH (R 1) ATLVE RN 40%0 , @4
BT 24 50% , BV 3 i A 1 2H 488 2k B2 1Y) B Bt
R 40% 2GR H SV SR T AR RO,
B2 75 R RS 40% Ry JK 85 90 Dotk 52 728 1R 1 o K e

F1 FARRESENEFHRRGAHAEKBZM

Table 1  Effect of different concentrations of toxin on tomato
calli growth

MERWE (%) BHHBURTER (%) WHHSRGER(%)

0 100.00 145.73A

10 87.78 114.30B

20 74.44 91.34C

30 61.11 70.64D

40 45.56 43.26E

50 17.78 14.76F

60 3.33 1.22G

) — B8 5 AN R RS FBERORAE 0.01 A28 57 %

2.2 HuiERs H R TR i

SR 22 25 1E Ve 0K 0 16 110 0K 2 o 200 M SR 84
WERE 2R W BE IO, A O L U s R AR R
FEaH (£ 2) o TERERWIE N 10% I, i 414
R PER R, A RRAS R, ke @ BmIk Pk
AR 10 0 21 SV B TR 2 D 209 1 i 128 15 57
B b B B BUh G AE R R A,
LA RS AT T T % (AT SR B, 55 10%
TR MR AR R EEAR L, 25 iR B 35 (HoRGX
PR IR 3 5 PR A7 1 A 00 AL U5 B 3 WS
30% WS IR b, AR RGEURE R R AR, A0 4 210 G
Y 20% e FEAA LE , 35 B 35 22 57 5 PRk A7 15 A4
ORI RE B 40% BB 375 L,
PN AR YW LB AL T 45 2 A @ i LA
A—ERPrE, e T DUE I, SR <
209t , B Z 0T @A A SV R BRI U >
20% I, B X AL SV A A SO0 B i
H e R 18 1 9 60 B AR KR AS R4 i i 41 431
MS FigrdE b BEATHBH AT IR 2 O, PR TS 2 10 i
Pl BV BB R WKy 40% RO e s % b, 5B
A BEESE AR, 3R R AT A A5 L A R Bk
MO HETRAL

R2 ZHEEREFREEMNIERGAARTHATERRGAR
BIEKER
Table 2 Effects of toxin concentration on the growth of tomato calli

by multiple-stepped positive selection

MBERWRE (%) BHASETER(%) BHALUIEAR(%)
0 100.00 138.42aA
10 90.78 119.24bB
20 86.75 113.80cB
30 75.97 89.14dC
40 65.54 60.50hE.
0 84.42 74.84¢C
0 87.31 83.21fD
40 69.24 68.61gD

ITJ(—?‘J%&%EK@ﬁJJ\E?ﬁﬁﬂ%%%z%%iﬂj 0.01 F10.05 .3
KAF,

23 MUERGALARTEREESHT

PP A5 40 L5 AR AR R AR A 5 L SR Bt 25 2
RURE I, BTG R FE R W TR (R 3),
FEMS B335 3k RGP 41 20 58 A8 R R
HEAE I AR R R K, N FE I B 25 5 (R e
PR LUh TRHRKWER, A KEIE R
XTGPtk @O 8 e 3 RSN 20% ,40% |
60% I}, 154 5 43 551 Ry Xt BRI 1. 06, 1. 84 1 14. 32
W, MEERWRE N 60% I, X BELF-45 (kA K T
UL 5 4L 4L Tl 2R Ny 25.64%; 4B R B Ny
80% i, Xf B 4 F A6 1=, 1 P Mk WAL AL U R A
8.33% 1Y X 1% K, JFR 18 b A= K, HE AR N
4.32%.,, UL R R LIS B BT A i AR
XK T R B — 2 P, 08 £ 5
FRIE AR 2 IRPTPEAS A7 AE, 40 B R 0 B 14 AH X
24 BHEWNAGALAEFENZIE
2.4.1 PODEW WK 1R, #RAFERT, Pork
WS S EG R G4 POD IEYEAZE R K, 75
FACIR S A i 4 POD WA ARk | Bl 7 R Ak
B[R] 9 B 2 S e TH IS BRI . 20% B R WAL
5, POD 15X LT, Wi /4 412U v T
R AR R AT H 2, LG MR (E 4 AR AR PR 24 h,
J5Bh B AT 5 2H 4 POD TR ME I (R 401,33
U/ (g + min) , 90 PE 8 405 41 2058 A8 7 306 o 0
445.33 U/ (g » min) , ZJ5 i M0V TR 40% 8 R
WAL , @414t POD 1R LS 20% 75 A
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x3 EBMAERGARREES N
Table 3 Stability of resistant tomato calli

g HRWE @UHSTEER @UHSUE R

AL (%) (%) (%)
E/IN Y YL 0 91.67 88.64A
20 87.50 84.32A
40 83.33 77.85B
60 29.17 25.64C
80 8.33 4.32D
SR R AT 2R 0 100.00 127.20A
(XFHR) 20 75.00 79.42B
40 41.67 42.34C
60 4.17 1.79D

80 0 0D

) — B Hda 5 AR RS B FRORAE 0.01 K253 3,

LA — 50, FOR R I Y 5 4 200 MR E R
441.00 U/ (g » min) , PriE@ A ALK POD
PEIEAE A 492.00 U/ (g » min) , ¥ KT 20% 7 K Ab
P Z POD THVEVEE 788> 75 2% AL JL [H]
NHLPE BT ZH 2 52 A8 1K POD & M1 5 T L 0A B0 A
P2 IR AT S @ 4 2L POD T PE Btk
WAL AR FFRERR, SREERIAESE
Yigh 4t POD TEMERCRE L,

550
E\ 3
£
2
2
el
S
L
250 L 1 L J
0 12 24 36 48
b PR E] (h)
- JELR AR = SR

& JFHRT20% AR R AT, o SEAER20% R AL HE;
*JRIRAIA0% i AL TH; o~ SRARIR40% HE B AL FE

E1 SEREEEMRTEMEHREAGHL POD EHEN
=ik
Fig.1 Changes of POD activities in resistant mutant and

original calli of tomato after toxin treatment

2.4.2 PPO EW  NE 2 i, 75 Z AT, Bk
R GEAR AR PPO SHVENS KT IR GG R A 1 44,

FROHE, Pt @i 48l PPo WS PEYGE T, B
BT EEE . b 20% % 2 WA G , S 4
T 24 h ZEAT IR B PPO 15V I IR UG AU A 45 41 40
PRI N 93. 67 U/ (g + min)  HitE @A R
AT PRI AE S 106.33 U/ (g - min) 5 40% 75 2 W Ak
HE A2 PPO W3 0 TR R AL 12 h F
36 h ZEAT IR BITE R 0, 5 1 AN TE T R A K TR
2 ANEAE, Pk A5 20 20 1 T R K T JRLAR Y A A
Y, WFHBALEE PPO TEVERINT LA RS 2, WA I
(7AE Ak, 7F 3 2 Ab FY) 1) BL Pk @ 4 41 2L R AR 1K
PPO S & F IR G B Al 20, B B R T i %
WAL PPO Y, PUbE @i 4L 20 b T B R
FWE R RS AL PPO TR LT,

1201
1101
1001
90
80s
707

PPOI% 1 [U/(g-min)]

60 1 1 1 J
0 12 24 36 48

Ak B A] (h)
A JEIATI0% T ZAL B, 5 SR R20% 7 2 AL BE;
+ AR TIA0% 75 AL HE; o~ SEARIR40% 75 2 b HE
B2 BRAEEEMIERTEMEREAGHELA PPO EE
HZEK
Fig.2  Changes of PPO activities in resistant mutant and

original calli of tomato after toxin treatment

243 PAL#FW FERLOHEEOGAL PAL FHHE
BT EIE TR G (E 3) K 20% 8 R )
REBRJS BTt R AR PAL TRE3 24 h 5
IR MR R 101 U/ (g - min) , SR ORI AT 15 40
21 F 4 B 36 h J o BTG ME g A 86.33
U/ (g« min) , RIGTHERALLZUN PAL 35 MR H 3
FAT R ) R L T o R K, 409% 7 R IRAL S, A
HAUFA RS 24 b 2247 B PAL 15 i b, Bk A
itH 4 PAL 3G PEW(E A 108.33 U/ (g » min) , JiLEA
IG5 A M 93.00 U/ (g + min) ,40% 3
R BT @ 2L 28 A (R PAL 35 PR W 55
TR RIS, B T4 20% % R WAL 35 1%
PEUEAE , X IR PAL 15 PEAIG HL g ieoe , A BB
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Ak, Btk g4 PAL 3 VR K TR 4R A AT 0
A VLR R TS R @A AL PAL 161, Ptk Ar
AL IR ER K, MEESERBFAGAL
PAL G RO BT

1101
100+
90 -
804

701

PALTEYE [U/(g-min)]

60 1 1 1 J
0 12 24 36 48

AL R] (h)

= AR RN
& JEURH20% R AL F; - FRATIR20%2E 2 AL B,
- JFAAHIA0% R Z AN I, o~ S5 1K40% ZE A BT
BEENEREMRTEMERE G AR PAL FHH
R34

Fig.3 Changes of PAL activities in mutant and original calli of

B3

tomato after toxin treatment

2.5 FEXNEMEKREEEMNZ

2.5.1 POD #FW WK 4 FTLIEH, 3 R B ATH
Bk POD e 2R A K MBS | KR POD 15 HA
HARI A S B Se Tt e R e, Hoh, 50% 3 %
WALFEIS AR T 2 d S5 as 800G v e g, bk AR Al
®k POD TEPEUEAE Hy 470. 67 U/ (g - min) , JR IR HE HE
POD 15 VEWEE N 412.00 U/ (g » min) , Hi 1 FA 4
Bk POD TR fin e B2 KT I 46 A 5 1009% 35 R
WS JRIRREAR POD TEET 1 d 24 R8s
I | POD TH VL&A 4 388. 00 U/ (g -+ min) ,f&T 50%
FFEAL PG UG R R POD TE PRI, Ptk AR M bk
POD W& R T T 2 d A5 45 3k B 046 {8 [ 489. 33
U/ (g + min) ], 3800 B 55 T 50% 5 2 AL HLS i
HAB AR POD 15 PR VEAH ; Bl %5 b FRAS (8] A9 2 K, POD
VA W35 25 S UL WA K AT S S R bR A N
POD TEHESEIN o A AR ARG IR BB

2.5.2 PPO FM B S LLE H, b 3 AE B
PPO iR R AR, LB  HiER PPO 3T 3
WP AR AR 22 50% 5 R AL B 3 d P R AR
PPO % M — MG o, W MW (E CH 97.00
U/ (g - min) , JFEAFEARTE 2 d 247 PPO &1k )ik
8,7 89.00 U/(g » min) , FFET IR /NTFHUMERRE

PODi% 1 [U/(g-min)]

500

450
400
350
300

250

200
0

1 2 3 4

o SRR R X IR, = PP R 8,
& JFUAHERRS0% TR ALY, e HUMAERS0% R 2 AL,
- JEARRERE100% B AL, o~ HUMEAR R 100% 25 AL

B4 FHRLEFEFEK POD FEHEHTH
Fig.4 Changes of POD activity in tomato plant after treated

by toxin

100% 5 Z AL PR A Bk PPO IG1TET 2 d A2 A A%
T UG | BT ) R RE R K T 50% 7 2 WAL RS L PR
PPO W61k, M, MR 4 RS, MR PPO T
PEREIN, HVE T AR AR PPO 5 PR RS I BE A B
VB X PPO TR SRR

1o
100 -
90 |
804

70

PPOIE [U/(g'min)]

50 1 1 1
0 1 2 3 4

b BT (d)

- JERAAE RS I = B R E;
& JIATERRS0% R AN, - PUHEABIRS0% 5 R AL HH,
*JEIATRE100% 85 RAL T - HUMEAL IR 100% 7 2 A FH

E 5 FZHRAEBFEFMEK PPO EHENTL

Fig. 5 Changes of PPO activities in tomato plant after

toxin treatment

2.53 PAL EW WK 6 ATHIEEZ A FRTHEAE PAL
TEPE2ZE SR K RV B B R AL RS M bR PAL T
PESETHR T B, ELAE S I 0 9 3 v T R
Hirp 50% 7 R AL B HIMET 2 d ZE A R BE T e
W B0 ME TR R BR OPAL TG PR WE {H A 95.33
U/ (g« min), J& U A8 Bk PAL 7% 1 0% {5 Ry 92.33
U/ (g« min) , b= W BE AR F 28 AR M bR PAL 1 15
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100% 75 Z WAL HE 2 d J5 iR BIAERR PAL B = 0
JF AR R PAL & PRl 94.33 U/ (g + min) Btk
HIVE PAL B PEIE(E A 103.67 U/ (g + min) , JHE
R KT 50% 75 X WAL BRAE Mk PAL 161k, UiHH 5
FAE SO RPN PAL TG VES I, HUbE AR i
FERR s B vk B FHEME PAL 1S MERCR 4,

110
100
90
80 |-
70

PALTEE [U/(g-min)]

60 -

50 1 1 1 J
0 1 2 3 4
AL fR] (d)

= PR RN I
& JRURRIRRS0% I 2R ALHE, - PUPERIFES0% 57 2 AL FT;
> JRURRERR100%3E 2 A0 HL o~ HMEAIAR 100% 22 K AL FE

El6 HHRAEEHFMER PAL FENEN
Fig. 6 Changes of PAL activities in tomato plant after

toxin treatment

3 17 i

TERLA) B R RS 3208 B P R AR R 2 AR op, 5
A AR S T LA SR e e i T H AR A, BN
R RM MO S  E SUOR R AR R
I, A0 TR A A 2 B P T o R R A R
e TR A AR T AR AR A B

I 7 2 3 ) e 3 B PR 4 2R O o 55
ENGIREYipa Ot E NS B2 7N d % NI e et 7
WE, ZERAR S L84 % B ML R HURUR T %)
B AR LR 5 e 2L VR DAL 20k
0. 60 g/L S BRAR LA 25905 1A 41 B A8 5 T 14 2R 0 2ot
TR, SR AR RV Ak 1 O k1 R v A 4
YUIETE R 5% 18 e i fec i, X AR A
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