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Table 1 Four diferent cultivars resistance to kiwifruit bacterial canker
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Cultivars B2 1 7RG B2 2PREH B2 2P Average diseased level
Sprout stage Bud stage Sprout stage  Bud stage Sprout stage  Bud stage plant incidence

4 Jinkui 15 138 0 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 HR
L Zaoxian 38 133 4 27 10.50 20.30 15.40 MR
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Table 2 The relations between density and length of branch lenticel of the annual twig and 4 kiwifruit

cultivars resistance to Pseudomonas syringae pv. actinidae in sprout stage

ar AL (/o)
Density of

B LR (um)

Length of
Cultivars

branch lenticel branch lenticel

HE31 73K

Array mode

4:=F Jinfeng 13.70 £1.38 a 70.70 +3.94 a
B2 Kuimi 6.30+0.83 b 62.30+1.55 b
P i Zaoxian 6.00+1.20 b 60.00 +1.45 b
494 Jinkui 5.60 £0.51 b 52.60 £1.48 ¢

M, BRI, A, A —#K Branch lenticel is
slight, gibbose, distributed densely, don’t link line one
KIRIE , 2316 % AH ], A 13 i —4£K Branch lenticel is

long circular, density is alternate, some link line one

KR, L FHES AN #2242k Branch lenticel is long shuttle-like,

arranging into a discontinuous line from head to foot
/N, A FRGL , AN i —%£k Branch lenticel is exiguous,

it is sparse to be distributed, don’t link line one

T RWEUE R 20 IREE 1Y, B S F AR S R 5% K F 2R AR, FEl, Note: The numerical value in the table is for

average of 20 times, after data the same letter is not differential notability at 5% level, r is correlation coefficient ( see the next table) ,the following

is the same.
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Fig. 1 The comparison of POD activity of growth stage in different area

Note; S-sprout, B-bud, F-fruiting, H-healthy, T-twig, L-lamina.
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Fig.2 The comparison of POD activity of different disease spots of the annual twig in bud period
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Resistance mechanism of Kkiwifruit cultivars to
Pseudomonas syringae pv. actinidae

LI Miao' TAN Gen-jia' LI Yao° XUE Lian'

(1. Department of Plant Protection, Anhui Agricultural University, Hefei 230036, China;
2. Department of Horticulture, Anhui Agricultural University, Hefei 230036, China)

Abstract; In order to investigate resistance mechanism of kiwifruit varieties to Pseudomonas syringae pv. ac-
tinidae , experiments were conducted with the main cultivars of kiwifruits, Jinkui ( HR), Zaoxian ( MR),
Kuimi (R), Qinmei (S), Huamei 2 (MS), and Jinfeng (HS), in Anhui Province. The morphological re-
sults showed that branch skin hole density, length and blade stoma density, length and width of susceptible
varieties were larger than those of resistant varieties. Meanwhile, they were in correlation with disease inci-
dence. There were differences in skin hole and stoma lining situation among the varieties, too. The physiologi-
cal and biochemistry results showed that POD activity in bud was not much regular with different varieties,
while POD activities in branch of one year and leaf were significantly correlated with different varieties prein-
fection. POD activity ascended both in susceptible and resistant varieties postinfection, but it increased faster
in resistant varieties than in susceptible varieties. And the bigger the spot was, the higher POD activity was.
The changes of POD isozyme were similar to those of POD activity.

Key words: Kiwifruit; cultivars; Pseudomonas syringae pv. actinidae; resistance mechanism



