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W (pH7.0,% 0.1 mmol-L" EDTA) 100 pL i
W .100 pL B 20 mmol+ L' H, O, F1 100 pL (¥
5 mmol-L" AsA, 1B &) |5 ¥ A It 6 8 3 17
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Table 1 The comparison on the leaf shape.leaf number and other traits of Dioscorea L.

REE A g -k % Ik (2, % - W K
No. Leaf shape Veins number Vein color Leaf color Leal texture
SHo1 QT A | U s R 7.0 H g R e
SHO02 AR NN - V| 7.0 H ot R &k 4 40N e
SHO03 LIRS R TNN U N TRN 7.6 23 20 B R
SHo4 LIAET 22 TN - 7.0 R ek R
SHO5 R R NN B L 6.8 R 23 I
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Table 2 The comparison on leaf length,width and leaf area of Dioscorea L.

LR X TR TP 2K B2/ em -2 5 BE / cm K gL -2 T AR/ cm?
No. Average length of leaf Average width of leaf Aspect ratio Average area of leaf
SHO1 14.5 6.2 2.3 33.5
SH02 12.3 6.6 1.9 30.3
SHO3 11.1 5.1 2.2 53.5
SHO4 11.6 4.8 2.4 38.3
SHO5 9.6 5.0 1.9 30. 1
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H 2 3 AT UL, SHOT i i 111 25 B A7 e s o it
[ I 3 25 1 A 9 5 UG S SHOA ™
SHO5™>SH03™>SH02. it SSPS Geit kit 17
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Table 3 Significant difference comparing

of leaf soluble protein content

Brb 4 2 AT FERR 4 G/ (Ueg o)
No. Enzymatic activity
SHO1 6.6 aA
SHO04 5.7 abAB
SHO05 5.4 abABC
SHO03 4.2 bBC
SHO02 1.5 cC
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Table 5 Significant difference comparing

of leaf APX activity

AR NG F SRR RTE 0. 01 Fil 0. 05 K28 5 1 3%
. T,
Different capital letters and lowercases mean significant

difference at 0. 01 and 0. 05 level. The same below

2.3 WWAMARSALEEELR
2.3.1 HRAMAAHBCAT) A ABEN—
BT AR A P O A i S A U 1k Sy KR
AR A 4 WL, CAT B P R/
HERF i SHO04 > SHO02 > SHO01 > SHO03 > SHO05,
SHO4 #1419 CAT T 1. 5 SH02,SHOT Y
2SRRI, 5 SHO03,SHO5 W fi 1L 245 25 i) i
% . SHO2 F1 SHO1 1y CAT it 27 A% A
FeA A . SHO3 Fl SHOS P 1) CAT % ¥ 22
ZNTE
x4 MACATEUHEREZFUHEZERILR
Table 4 Significant difference comparing
of leaf CAT activity

K i CAT Fg#G 1/ (Uemint-gl)
No. Enzymatic activity
SHO04 201 aA
SHO02 190 abAB
SHO1 187 abAC
SHO3 94 bB
SHO5 73 bB

2.3.2 #F R AAHEE(APX) HES A
HLSHOL By APX W tE i m. S HE 4 filgiz
8] By 22 5% 2 38 B A 8 K. SHO4 Al SHO2 2
] 22 Sk A 3% . SHO4 55 SHO05,SHO03 22 54 &
%, SHO02 5 SHO05 2R AR ¥, 5 SHO3 257
el . SHO5 5 SHO3 2 [u] 22 ik 8 % . (H K
ik B K

R 4 5 APX FiE#E/(U-gh)
No. Enzymatic activity
SHO1 0.176 aA
SHO04 0.142 bB
SHO02 0. 125 beBC
SHO05 0.119 cCD
SHO03 0.104 dD
2.3.3 LAMHEHPOD) & 6 TTLFH,

SHO2 i) POD i 4 f i » Ho W 430 o SHO4 >
SHO05> SHO1 > SH03, % it SSPS % it 43 #7 .
SHOZ Br 15 SHO4 22 5 A & % 4b. 5 SHO5,
SHO1,SHO03 22 5 ik 2| i) & % . SH04 5 SHO5
P K& SHOS 5 SHO1 Z[a] 22 PR @3 . SHOS 5
SHO3 22 5l .3 . SHO4 5 SHO3 4 22 5 P 15 3
TR E K.
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Table 6 Significant difference comparing

of leaf POD activity

[ZESE A POD R it/ (Usmint +g!)
No. Enzymatic activity
SHo2 1180 aA
SHo4 903 abAB
SHO5 605 beBC
SHoO1 487 ¢dCD
SHo3 339 deD
2.3.4 AEAAYH B AL (SOD)  FK 7 Al A,

SHO1 M Fr iy SOD il i 1 ¢ 5 - 55 SHO4 1y SOD
WHEZES AR EI, 5 SHOS 257 5%, 5 SHO03,
SHO2 2 54k b % . SHO4 F1 SHO5 2 i f 2% %
A3 ,SHO4 5 SHO3 Z [ 22 R KB N B E . (H
Kkt %, SHO5 5 SH03 RN A &, A
5 SHO2 KM A % .
®7 HESOD FHREEERILR
Table 7 Significant difference comparing
of leaf SOD activity

R4 5 SOD ¥/ (Uegh)
No. Enzymatic activity
SHO1 66 aA
SHO04 57 abAB
SHO5 54 bcABC
SHO03 41 ¢BC
SHO02 14 dC
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Study on Leaf Characteristics and Antioxidant

Enzyme Activities of Different Dioscorea L.

WU Yue' ,LOU Peng-qiang' , LI Xiao' ,SHAO Guo-yuan ' ,LU Xu-hui’
(1. Zhejiang A & F University, Lin'an, Zhejiang 311300; 2. Jinhua Lufeng Agricultural De-
velopment Limited Company,Jinhua,Zhejiang 321031)

Abstract: In order to breed and plant high quality Dioscorea L.

varieties, taking five kinds of Dioscorea L. as

materials, the leaves characteristics and antioxidant enzyme activities were studied. The results showed that

SHO1 had thick leathery leaves with the color of dark green; SHO2 had heart-shaped leaves with the color of

chartreuse; SHO3 had the average maximum leaves and arrow-shaped leaves, which were different from other

varieties ; SHO4 had lanceolate shaped leaves; SHO5 had the wrinkled leaves. In leaf antioxidant activity areas,
SHO1 had the highest content of soluble protein, the highest activity of SOD and APX,SHO04 had the highest
CAT activity; SHO2 had the highest activity of POD. Comprehensive comparison of antioxidant enzyme activi-

ty,SHO1 was higher than other varieties of antioxidant activity and showed stronger resistance.

Keywords: Dioscorea L. ; characteristics of leaf; antioxidant enzyme activities
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