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Effect of Drought Stress on Lipid Peroxidation
of the Different Plum Vavieties
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Abstract; In order to prove plum tree water stress physiology,the physiology reaction and its mechanism with

water deficit in plum were discussed through analyzing the physiological biochemistry characteristic comparison

of Long plum 15 and Prunus cerasi fera under drought stress. The results indicated that: with drought stress

strengthen, two kinds of plum trees’ peroxydase(POD) and catalase (CAT) activities first raising and then de-

creasing, but the malonaldehyde (MDA) content increased remarkable. The injury of drought stress to Prunus

cerasi fera was heavier than to the Long plum 15.
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