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response of resistant and susceptible maize seedlings at dif-
ferent time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress, the dynamic
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rophyll ( Chl.), soluble protein and five protective en-
zymes in Zhengdan958 (resistant variety) and Liyul6( sus-
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with the increase of aphid stress time, the chlorophyll content of the two maize varieties first decreased, then increased.
However, the contents of malondialdehyde, soluble sugar and soluble protein in the two maize varieties first increased, then
decreased. The chlorophyll content of the two maize varieties decreased to the minimum value at 24 h after aphid stress, and
chlorophyll content of Zhengdan 958 decreased less than that of Liyu 16. The content of MDA, soluble sugar and soluble
protein of two varieties increased to the maximum at 24 h after aphid stress. The increase of soluble sugar and malondialde-
hyde in Zhengdan 958 was lower than that in Liyu 16, but the increase of soluble protein in Zhengdan 958 was greater than
that in Liyu 16. In the entire period of time (0 h, 24 h, 48 h, 96 h), the contents of soluble sugar and soluble protein in
the control group of susceptible variety Liyu 16 were higher than those in the control group of resistant cultivar Zhengdan
958 . Therefore, the decrease of chlorophyll content was negatively correlated with aphid resistance, and the varieties with
high resistance declined slowly. The contents of soluble sugar, soluble protein were negatively correlated with aphid resist-
ance, the varieties with lower soluble sugar and lower soluble protein had higher resistance. During the process of aphid
stress, superoxide dismutase(SOD) , peroxidase( POD) and catalase ( CAT) of two maize varieties first increased and then
decreased, the activity of phenylalanine ammonia lyase ( PAL) increased gradually, while the activity of polyphenol oxidase
(PPO) in the two maize varieties was not consistent, and the activity of PPO in Zhengdan 958 was increased with the pro-
longation of sucking time, but the activity of that in Liyu 16 decreased. The activities of SOD, POD, CAT and PAL of sus-
ceptible cultivar Liyu 16 were lower than those of the anti-aphid variety Zhengdan 958. The PPO activity of Liyu 16 was
higher than that of Zhengdan 958 in the early stage, but it was lower than that of Zhengdan 958 in the later period. Indica-
ting that the increase of SOD, CAT and POD activity may be the main factor of resistance to aphids in 0-24 h, and the in-

crease of PPO and PAL activity may be the main factor of resistance to aphids in 48-96 h.
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Fig.1 Changes of chlorophyll content in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.2 Changes of soluble sugar content in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.3 Changes of protein content in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.4 Changes of malondialdehyde content in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.5 Changes of superoxide dismutase activity in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.6 Changes of polyphenol oxidase activity in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.7 Changes of peroxidase activity in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.8 Changes of catalase activity in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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Fig.9 Changes of phenylalanine ammonia lyase activity in two maize varieties seedlings at different time after Rhopalosiphum maidis stress
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