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Fig. 1 Changes of chlorophyll content in the top 3rd leaf (left) and

top 5th leaf (right) of peanut by different treatments
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on activities of protect enzymes and M DA content in peanut leaves

18 3 51 5 n
Kb
The top 3rd leaf The top 5th leaf
Treatment
SOD CAT POD MDA SOD CAT POD MDA
CK 472.8 15.45 13.20 47.38 440. 6 12.36 16.185 44.18
Spd 630. 57" 25.37" 15.54 36. 457" 515.8"" 18.68"" 19. 614" 39. 54"
L-Arg 555.2" 23.22" 19.117" 37.88"" 548.17" 17.54" 18. 795" 40. 88"
M GBG 481.1 14.21 16. 47" 49.55 465. 7" 7.14" 15.825 42.53

DSOD: unit/gFW; CAT: H,0.m g/gFW ; POD: A 470/gFW; MDA: nmol/gFW;
5% WEKTE N 1% BEKE. FHE

" Significant at 5% level, " " Significant at 1% level. The same as below
®2 AFACERE 3 AR N IR LR B AR
Table 2 Changes of PAs content of the 3rd leaf from top of peanut by different treatments

AR TR P05 2 1 B

PAs contents in different sam pling date(nm ol/gFW)

EFUTUES Ak 21
PAs type Treatments

5d 12d 20d 28d 35d
Spm CK 57.90 29.10 21. 01 12.35 14.20
L-Arg 118.0°" 37.30" 26. 42" 14.71 13.89
M GBG 49. 34" 26.73 23.12 13.35 13.27
Spd CK 45.16 39.78 38.34 22.23 23.43
L-Arg 67.57"" 45. 68" 39. 08 24.16 21.26
M GBG 38. 86" 36. 45 39.87 20.17 22.93

Put CK 309.1 685.5 357.9 175.6 150.1
L-Arg 1022°" 964. 07" 536. 5" 387. 4" 349.97

M GBG 473.8"" 531.97 332. 4 163.3 156. 4

PAs CK 412.2 754.5 417.2 210.2 187.7
L-Arg 1208 1047 602. 0" 426.3" 385.17"

M GBG 562.0°" 595.17" 395. 4 196. 8 192.6

® 3 NFEALERE s IR N IEZ A BN SE A
Table 3 Changes of PAs content of the 5th leaf from top of peanut by different treatments

AT R I v P P U 2 e
PAs contents in different sam pling date(nmol/gFW )

E LTS b #
PAs type Treatments

5d 12d 20d 28d 35d
Spm CK 42. 71 31.52 31. 65 13.50 15.85
L-Arg 58. 617" 32.59 34.33 13.78 15.75
M GBG 51.38" 33.93 29. 69 12.34 14.26
Spd CK 41.13 36. 23 27.14 20.98 21. 4
L-Arg 46. 71" 42.37" 33.38" 21. 67 24. 08
M GBG 42.38 38.96 26. 83 19.54 20. 65
Put CK 409. 4 454.9 230.5 93.22 78.55
L-Arg 502. 6" 511. 7" 345. 8" 165. 6" 71.07
M GBG 427.1 363.27 209.7 88.52 80. 20
PAs CK 493.2 522.7 289.3 127.7 115.8
L-Arg 607.9"" 586. 7" 413.57 201.1°" 110.9
M GBG 520.9 436. 1" 266. 2 120. 4 115.1
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Effect o fPolyamines on Senescence o f
Attached Peanut Leaves

W ang Xiaoyun, LiXiangdong, Zou Qi
( Life Science Academy, Shandong A gricultural University, Taian, Shandong 271018)

Abstract By spraying an exogenous polyam ine (Spd), one of its precursor L-A rg and
an inhibitor of polyam ine biosynthesis on the intact leaves of peanut in the m iddle and late
stages in the field, the relationship between polyam ines and senescence was studied. By
spraying Spd and L-A rg the endogenous polyam ines were raised and the loss of chlorophyll
and protein delayed, the activities of active oxygen scavenger enzymes (SOD, CAT and
POD) raised and the content of lipid peroxidate MDA reduced significantly. Spraying the
inhibitor of polyam ine biosynthesis M GBG (mn ethylglyoxal bis-(guanyl-hydrazone) J didn't
have significant effects on endogenous polyam ines and leaf senescence.

Key words: Polyam ines; Senescence; Peanut; Leaves



