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Abstract: The paper reported the effects of imidacolprid and acetamiprid on polyphenol (PPQ), perox-
idase (POD) activity and isozymes in weeping willow ( Salix babylonica L.) leaves through trunk injec-
tion. Results showed that the two pesticides affected activities of PPO and POD as well as spectrums and
activities of their isozymes after trunk injection; the activity of PPO was increased, while the activity of
POD was decreased. Imidacolprid had more effect on the activity of PPO, POD than acetamiprid. After
treatment of 15 days, the activity of PPO reached max, while after treatment of 10 days, the activity of POD
reached minimam. The activities of PPO and POD resumed the normal level after 30 days of treatment. Im-
idacolprid caused the disappearance of E1 ( Rf = 0.71 ) and the increased activity of E2 ( Rf = 0.77 ) of
PPO isozymes. Acetamiprid caused the increased activity of El1 and the disappearance of E2 of PPO

isozymes. The changes of spectrums of PPQ isozymes after 10 days were as stable as those after 45 days af-
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ter trunk injection with two pesticides. Imidacolprid caused the disappearance of P1 ( Rf = 0.51) and P4 .

(Rf = 0.67) after 10 days but appearance of P4 after 45 days of POD isozymes. Acetamiprid caused the

increased activity of P1,and the disappearance of P2 ( Rf = 0.56 ) of POD isozymes. The effects of spec-

trums of POD isozymes after 10 days were the same as those after 45 days by trunk injection with acet-

amiprid. It was postulated that the activities of PPO,POD and their isozymes could be used as indicators to

research the effects on physiology of trees through trunk infection.
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Fig. 1 Changes of PPQ activity after treatment
- @ - . Imidacolprid; - o —. Acetamiprid ; —@-. Control

0.60 34 0.60
(=)
© 0.50 0.50 |
[
Q 2
€ 0.40 040
£ 1
E 0.30 } 0.30 |
g 0.20 | 0.20 |
;H

0.10 0.10 f
B

0 020 040 060 0.80 1.0 0
a X i Control

0.80 [ 34
8070
8 0.60 |
=

Sos0t
2040}
]

& 0.30
5020 ¢
& 0.10

0 020 040 060 080 1.0
d e gk A 20d

10 days after acetamiprid treatment

020 040 060 08 1.0 0
bt k4t #10d

10 days after imidacolprid treatment

IR B . mk mukxt PPO %t 89 B W K F e
BB M RMET 1 d FETS& PPO LT,
MERBKET 5 d f5 PPO EHEA Z#HF AR, 15 d ot
PRy i4t B A PPO M BAPI B KMH.30d &
PPO % ¥ 297 ¥ 8 F % BEK V- 4K & IE % ]

POD activity

N AT -

o W o wnu o
—

PODE #/(U » min™'
=
wn

hag
=3
T

10 15 20 30 45 60
I [6]/d

Time

w2
W

1 3 5

o

2 WA ELH R POD A KW
—o— . MEHEM-A- BERBK:-m  AfHR
Fig. 2 Changes of POD activity after treatment
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