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Correlation, Path and Subordinate Function Analysis between Antioxidant Enzymes for Different Maturity Mango Varieties
LUO Shi-xing, TANG Yu-juan" , HUANG Guo-di et al
Abstract
[ Method ] The antioxidant enzymes activities of 12 maturity mango cultivates were investigated. Then the rule was studied by using correlation,

(Guangxi Sub-tropical Crops Research Institute , Nanning, Guangxi 530001 )
[ Objective | To study four antioxidase activites of 12 mango varieties , analyze the relationship and make a comprehensive evaluation.

path and subordinate function analysis. [ Result] There were extremely significant correlations between SOD, CPOD, CAT, and fruit maturing,
CAT had greater direct impact on fruit maturing, and the direct path coefficient was 0.619. SOD and POD had indirect impact on fruit maturing
by CAT, indirect coefficients were —0.599 8, —0.588 7. The subordinate function analysis of 12 mango cultivars was as follows: Guire mango
780 —17 > India mango 901 > Guire mango 10 > Guire mango 282 > Guire mango 78 —1 > Guire mango 264 > Sri Lanka mango 811 > Guire
mango 30 > Guire mango 10 —2 > Thailand mango 14 > Guire mango 23 > Honghua mango. [ Conclusion ] The study provided basis for studying

the correlation between enzyme activity and fruit development.
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Table 1 The correlation coefficient of the antioxidant enzyme activities

of mango
L7 Index X %, X %,
X, 1. 000
X 0.925"" 1. 000
X3 -0.969"" -0.951"" 1. 000
X, -0.188 -0.319 0.262 1. 000
y -0.980"" -0.963"" 0.995"" 0.242

TE v, ¥y 25 &y 231378 SOD POD (CAT \PPO, y FRR SR T KA
# x FORMREAMSC(P <0.01)
Note:x, ,x, ,%, ,x, indicated SOD, POD, CAT, PPO,respectively;y indi-
cated fruit development days; # * indicated very significant corre-
lation (P <0.01)
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Table 2 Path analysis of antioxidant enzyme activities and mango fruit development days

b g FHKEZREL RS Y [A]4%38 42 225X Indirect path coefficient
[*Hjm Correlation Direct path ) )

ndex coefficient coefficient el (el XY e
x -0.980 -0.225 -0.208 1 0.218 0 0.042 3
%, -0.963 -0.171 -0.158 2 0.162 6 0.054 5
Xy 0.995 0.619 -0.599 8 —-0.588 7 0.162 2
X, 0.242 -0.017 0.003 2 0.005 4 -0.004 5

Ty 2, vy 43R SODPOD (CAT \PPO,y F/R IR T REGE RELR® =0. 997, FIAEAZ REL P, =0.054 8
Note:x, ,x, x5 4, indicated SOD, POD, CAT, PPO,respectively;y indicated fruit development days;R* =0.997 ,P, =0.054 8
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Table 3 Average subordinate value and comprehensive evaluation results of mango fruit development days

i SOD fig POD CAT fig N HeF
Variety SOD value POD value CAT value . Ranking
dinate value

Z&[E 12 14 5 Thailand mango 14 0.502 7 0.428 6 0.4815 0.470 9 10
2T £ AN M1 Honghua mango 0.542 9 0.3332 0.4326 0.436 2 12
T 10 -2 5 Guire mango 10-2 0.500 0 0.5555 0.365 1 0.473 5 9
P 23 45 Gui re mango 23 0.586 0 0.3335 0.458 3 0.459 3 11
B 221 811 45 Sri Lanka mango 811 0.4777 0.500 0 0.5150 0.497 6 7
FEFTE 30 55 Guire mango 30 0.462 8 0.583 4 0.390 6 0.478 9 8
T 78 — 1 5 Guire mango 78-1 0.489 0 0.5555 0.474 6 0.506 3 5
TS 264 5 Guire mango 264 0.495 0 0.500 0 0.522 6 0.505 9 6
E[EETE 901 45 India mango 901 0.402 7 0.500 0 0.635 4 0.5127 2
HEE 780 — 17 5 Guire mango 780-17 0.362 0 0.600 0 0.6152 0.5257 1
EE#AE 10 5 Guire mango 10 0.500 0 0.416 6 0.6199 0.5122 3
FEFFE 282 5 Guire mango 282 0.558 3 0.333 3 0.639 9 0.510 5 4




44 G AR e

2017 &£

Zead 3 PGS P45 8 (B A AH S 44 Rl 1, SOD . POD
5B R 5L 0 G, AHOC R B - 0.842 6, -0.850 0,
CAT W) 5 7 5 Ja {52 1EAH G, AH G R ECH 0. 8920 {HRJ&
CAT {ER K, P AL S & B KA , 3 AT fE & F o0, CAT it
TR IRF REONAE B T HA B0 2R, 0 H
SOD i1 POD it CAT X1 AR5 % B KA MIEAE A . X
— R AR AT 45 R — 2, T LR CAT S 2R S g
HITNAE —E S HME.

2.3 AEEZBEMBERESAEEENBEXEIHT 3 Fibis
LR (SOD POD CAT) 75 11 5 sl AR HA 22 [ ) AH G R 500503l
$70.578 1, —0.168 6.0.205 7, #4705 A0 , KA g R
I R SR T R S A BT

3 Wit EEie

Y AL Y £ 254 SOD, CAT, POD . POD 45 H
HILL SOD S5y F B, FEAR Y A K HE BRI, SOD 37 1 il
AR N TR AR R B AR R I K OF 8 B T, I CAT
POD REAA RUH bR A AR N i A SO A= 53 11 S AR
PPO 2 AP AR — 1 T 1) A ity S AL i, 7 AT A
g R B SRS I A — 2 B S 3 — i AR
WFFE PR B0, T BB PR AN TR 0 1) i A SRt AN ]

TSRS AT R B 2 Rl PR 3R AR P A B — A
R IR LR AR IR0 S B AN TR) S o A g
15 SOD . POD il CAT P4 5 g 5 PEAH 5& , 138 42 2947 156
WA HAL R Z R SRS % F REL. SOD il POD i P45 i 1)
ARl SR KRB, X — 1 5 R A BT A AR
CAT JEHEFAR Y 5 Bl R SR B AR R, X — 5505
R A R AR, T AR A A T AR E PRI
1 H,0, i’ Ik CAT fyTG TR wE . h TSR 52 i
WIVE R Z SR IR S — AR 4 R A REH,

JIRLAANBE AEIX 3 Rl Tt SR S fy i b , o A A 2R 4K
P, =0.0548 WHiHIFR 13X 4 FfgSL, A HARE IR SR T
REIN T RYHEIE

FEIZRE Y, F R SOD POD I CAT 52R 50k B KA
RS EE A2 0 A AR pR B BT e ] CAT 525850 %
B RBE ML L 35, SOD ,POD w gl i CAT SR 552
PUMERIE . e gt AR5 KIS, SOD (POD CAT #§
BEA T BEHEERE BL, 7R B Be SOD 45 5 P b Al A S B g
TBACR L RE SIS, 77 A H, O, , S BRAE A DA AR AR IR
A R A B T XL . M A 1,0, ER CAT
ELIRAMEAL I, A R PR I 3 R AR W PR A 9 i SR S, TR I
Rl POD i ik H,0, 5 AR Y) S i LA #E H,0,
I, CAT 1 POD Rl 3855 , 76— PR _L R0 SOD A fb
LR, T CAT XF H,0, Y 45 RE I 7EAE Y % Bk H, 0,
(CEAWGL IS (AR
S 30k

(1] B 1 P S B R C A [T Bl 2024417,1963,2(2) 233 -
234.

[2] AR SRR TRPRHTLT ] AL, 2011(6) 7 ~
8

[3] #HEE S, BRIRSC, XK, &, SEAUBEREVE Sk B et oe AR ERT
[J]. Stufle 1988,5(1) 220 -23.

[4] sKERK, oz, YL YT IR SRR M ] dbat: RlEEHR
#t,2011.

[5] R, 20, IR, SRR G AR IRTE S [ M. Jbat. HhE
A2 Tl , 2011 :103 - 105.

(6] BKEH, IS, 505D, 25 HTLE Excel £ SPSS FR{FISEER I 1. el 4% (=
,2007(3) :109 - 110,91.

(7] Sksclde, T8, B ZE. kIR 12 P 45 (DT e IRpT LA A T
[J]. R 75 ,2009,38(3) 17 - 19.

[8] P, A7 FaAME S EMEERI S A [T ], 24441, 1963,2(2) 1233 -
234.

(9] E4Tt, HURER, 225 R ). TURER-SRR H,0, S dsfb 5 HERARRE
ZRUEL)]. B 22AR,2002,29(3) 1209 —-213.

(E#EF 41 1)
3 Fighitig

BRI T AR, D B TR R B M) , 3 e T R
BimpAE . 2B A SRR, BORKSEAA i Ffd R PR, He
B 2 5 WS IC SRR A AR B S S 3Rk e i B
T A AR T ELAE SR SR AR AR R AL AR IR, BT
T P 58 T A Bl R S A B i, SRR SRR
PR AL T AL . ZRERTE, B 2 5 B BHS
FHAFIRES BRI 4 A B AT LATERE g 51 254
PRSI B AT AR AN (ELAE A Mg T A AR 3, A
JURRA AR T RS R T AR A AR R ML) , fE
G EARRRA B i U . AR B P it — 2
LB P I M B K R S SR B — 4R 23, SE e R
e ARG 1 SRR
2% 3k

(1] PR AL, 2R L. RSSO K SR AP SRR A LT ).
RS, 1996(2) 149 - 52.
(2] SZRRE, T, . SPCGERIRL O E MR R ATt e [T ]

LR ,2006,34(15) <3718 - 3720.

[3] BEFafR, By, m a5 SRR IUE S HTLT]. s,
2008,28(10) :451 —455.

[4] WEMEEIPEFRSN [ EB/OL]. [2012 — 12 — 28]. http://www. huan-
gqiukui. com/huanggiukui/ huangqiukuil6. html.

[5] CALISTR S,0ZCAN M,HACISEFEROGULLARI H,et al. A study on some
physico-chemical properties of Turkey okra ( Hibiscus esculenta L. ) seeds
[J]. Journal of food engineering,2005,68(1) ;73 -78.

(6] Ebz=i, i, J LB O RB I RR 2L A A R e L) ] R e vt
1,2004,12(6) :29 -31.

[7] B, 20, ke, SRR T 2B IR IE [ T]. B IR,
2012,34 (2):191 -192.

[8] HERSC, DAL SRR TIRERF I M 2 & TPARI LT ). B PR
H%:,2007,28(5) :180 — 182.

[9] WOOLFE J A. The effect of okra mucilage( Hibiscus esculentus 1.. ) on the
plasma cholesterol level in rats[J]. Proceedings of the nutrition society,
1977,36(2) :59.

[10] KAHLON T S,CHAPMAN M H,SMITH G E. In vitro binding of bile
acids by okra,beets ,asparagus ,eggplant , turnips , green beans, carrots ,and
cauliflower[ J ]. Food chemistry,2007,103(2) :676 —680.

[11] (PR, A SRR RT3 B M LR M S BB R RE 1 Y
LT ERREE,2010,31(13) 110 - 113.

[12] JZE. iR Rt R AR e B [ T]. Fhr-imif, 1988(3) :22 -23.

dr



