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W OE R TRE T, DA HIAE  (Gossypium hirsutum L.) AT, ZEAR[E CIAI NOg-N
EIORILY, W T B4 ¥ A% (Suaeda physophora Pall.) NO{RERMI UL Sh /72245 4E, #8117 28
JopiE N BEIR A E NOS B BB RAE L . 55 R PIFPAEY) NOy MARSE AR IR 3] 775 22 i, A
TEFTHE NO 1) ¥ WS 32k 2 RN I A0 i G P 5k 2 25 v Tl b, 0 PR SR LA B I A oK 10
mmol L™ KNO THALEE 2 h J&, % L% 0 il A b 350 45 8010 45 52 40 11384 i 30.6% 1 36.8%:  NOg I+
WU 53 Sl BEAR T 46.6% 1 45.5%, 158 B P AR P 8 A IO Bk A U SR N 7RIS T . NaCl K3 ia
30 d 2 EHMH] NO I, Pt NOZ IR IS I 3 B 2 S 25 v T IR R, TMARR CI =R
T RRE; NO; IR ICEE SRR CIF &2 2 BEEAEE, HHERTERRE Clrige
B TR AR NaCl 50 KCIREIIFNE 2 h % 2 R0 5%E NO3 I IR CH 22 A 25 52 mi,  (HI AR NOy
[ IR T 22 43 ) BRI T 43.8% 1 37.5%. BIF Fi 25 SRAUE B 1 S Wil ™ 32 SR 5% NO3 I i RO W 5 A4 P
[ BT SRAN CI RAE G, MBS FRA R IR BE X NOZ ISR Z RGN

XHEIR BTAGUE; FlithAR: (GEMEEZ KRR NaCl; NOy

HESES Q945  STHEKARIRAD A

RIENOS LA I HIAE, NOgHIRIK RG W] 43 Amisk iz 24 (HATS, high-affinity
nitrate transport system) FUKERIFE 12 24 (LATS, low-affinity nitrate transport system) .
MR NO; FIIR FERARES, R RUANO, T2 AR EH THATS; 44K A5 FFNOs H
JE -1 mmol L7 U 3 B4 T LATS™M . 4%t NO I I 52 1% % IR & 1t smi, Herpith
S B IRINO W f5t 3 R 2520,

KEWFLFR NaCl PRV 2 JE A Y NOs W ISR R4k, THLE B B BIA R A
TR A RS, (E o B A T 5 NOg HIW AN 32 NaCl fISEI, o 26 4 1F T 1
INGEUE TR AE BB IS AR M A KT AT &I, HER 10 mmol L™ NOg-N i,
300 mmol L™ NaCl 4b¥ T % FHl7E A N NO; /& 55 1 mmol L™ NaCl MItL BB E 2R, If
HLh b3 5 R e, Shpa T A Y NOs WG FE, LATS 52 HATS 2
N ERVE R, DU A N RN U FR I EEE H KT L mmol LY, 4R1, Y LATS

* RS R BA XR A BORBORTTE (2006331310 HislYEE /R BRI “ 107 BEALH (200733144-1) FIAZIETAL
Cfl) BHFEIIRE (200903001) ¥
T @WAE#, E-mail: tianchy@ms.xjb.ac.cn

PRI RRA (1977-), 2, W8N, WL, FENFEEYAESERF. E-mailjunfengYuan0812@163.com
Wk HI: 2010-02-25; WeEME S H . 2010-06-04




WA F P ZE R I AN 48 . Cerezo 25N Ju# & (Citrus) 4% NOg WU H R F& /2 i T HATS
SR MR CUFD NO s PUEA, T LATS A2 EE CIEr&/sem . X5 K3
(Hordeum vulgare L.) [R5t 45 540 MY, Britto 25620 1 NOS 01 R 40 AR 22 AN 48 o o
CITIA RS . T8 ARMW% 7 NaCl % 22 H65% (Suaeda physophora Pall.) NO; 5% 7
BRI, R ILEE BAE A K ZE (Hordeum vulgare L) IR 22 57 3 32 54R &2 NO4 i
B RKIRSGE R A I AEXHIKSEF ) RGBT IRUCE TR A NaCl, AR R NOgid
R AS e LS S e R FolaE T R

FRAE Eh A R () 0 6 AR BRAL AR S HOR S S MR AE S R, v R AR R X 4 L AR
T Wb h 2R A A R A A 3 R 32 B (S, physophora) J& 22 R &
PRI EEAR, S SR LR AE MY, (R SRR, WO E Na* CI'&s & FIE7E i
A Z04, BRI N NOS (R 2 S A K s e Eh MR A R S % NOg ™. CI& B 1
P FEOR ] BEFEER R . MBI ShEYI 2 —, WFF RIS HoAhfhthRs (Grossypium
hirsutum L.) SiARRHEL, A BT 35 SR Eh A JuEcsml™, Sy F Al 57 B A X A, A
RIS LA FT 35 SORT IR, WAL T RARBEL IR R NOS ISR A IR WSCRAE LA &2 NaCl
IR A AT NO1F IR ISR ZE 2, DAAPR IS 32 26 A ha M 2 S il 5 Ak SR AR A
LATS WRSCHRRAE 16 S5 R DA K2 R 23 S WROSCHS i FAE A B2 CIE g & 0o 38 SR IR S A
NO3 I W U 2 1 52 . DR AR SR e T FEIRT80E  NO5 I iy 0 i 1 28 B 2 L 2 it
HiG MR, BRSSO TR X SR AN TR AR ENASKE R AR ERNIESE
o

1 MRS 5k

11 #RHESR

e ROE R 7K E FrsE b L (N44°09'56"; E87°50'55"), i35S fh 1 4
SIS ERAT . P T210%[KH,0,12 10 minZK i, ZEE/Ke )G B 125 Criks s i 2,
Phite R 2E—BIM TR T A A YR (HAAN15 em) H, B AR50k, TR
R0, 1 mmol L™ NOs-N& FRAE2 dBeilE— X, WRlER NIRbRK 0215, #12/3
MR, DA kA e v 11 AR S TR IR FE A X E e o & TR 0.5
mmol L™ Ca(NOs),, 2.5 mmol L™ CaCl,, 2 mmol L™ K;SO,, 2 mmol L™ MgSO,, 1 mmol L™
KH,PO4, 90 umol L™ Fe-EDTA, 46 pmol L™ H3BOs, 9.1 umol L™ MnCl,, 0.32 umol L™ CuSO,,
0.76 pmol L™ ZnSO,#10.56 pmol L™ Na,MoO,. FHNaOHHMIHCIE ##ipHE6.5 +0.1. Y
ERKENERGRRE (30 £3) 'C/ (25 £3) C, HIXHEAE40%~65%, 5% 480 umol m?s™,
JeHE JE 14 h /10 h
1.2 RXIGAIE
1.2.1 KNOz RFIIKEEAEE AT 1 mmol L™ NO3-N B F7RD % 58 HL 0% A Hh AR 4 1 60 d
J&, KM EERE RN E NOs FIRSEFIRIL S 712 . WIS KNOs IR FE R 518 1. 3.
5. 10. 15. 20. 30 150 mmol L™, X —&AFEBH IS4 0.2 mmol L™ CaSO,, ¥4 pH




BN 6.5+0.1. WIE FIAE RS RYLRAK R ALFE 2. d, ACFRIA B S 3R 24 h Frai@ =, I
SE I BESRARGE R 10 Mo — NI E AL, M6 L Mo — N IE AL, SEREIE 8 4, &4
#HE 3.
122 NOg FisbH 1 mmol L™ NOz-N & F% i b5 48 S5 Ml M Mg 4 58 d 5, 43 i A
0 (CK) . 3 /110 mmol L™ NOs-N &Ik abHE 2 d, 4 HARYBoKITAIE 2d (24
h FREEEA) S5 40 0 98 S AN AR AR A 76 5 A1 30 mmol L™NO5 ¥ NO5 1% 1
BGE
1.2.3 NaCl K Ijrie 30 d 4b# %36 300 mmol L™ NaCl 43 F FiHAR 4 Wi 56T,
B SR A R 4 7 S P AN R] (0 5620k B A0 7 . 1 mmol L™ NOg =N 72 F7 W 0 45 38 Sl A1
KRR 30d J5, 28I 0 (CK) . 150, 200 A1 300 mmol L™ NaCl 4b3H 3 B RE 40 1 ;
A0 (CK) . 75. 100 #1150 mmol L™ NaCl kb H[h R4 . 2 e B 4l ot ve vk 1 i 1038
Rt SR PR SZMT s N 7 v, B8 SVB A s 23 31 LA 50 A1 25 mmol L™ NaCl 1 i
TR, FER 4y i 50 A1 25 mmol L, 6 d JEiA ST ik B4 4k s 4bBE 24 d. 24 d J5
AR I 2 i 22 UK E5 A0 3 2 d(24 h FFERIE S0 J5 43 7 N 2 4l BT AR R 7E 5 AT 30 mmol
L™ NO3 7 1 NO5 I RIS %
1.2.4 NaCl F KCI 2 1fiE 2 h 4638 1 mmol L™ NOy-N & 720 5% 60 d (1% 525503 A it
AR B UK AR HE 2d (24 h FREEIBAD 5, FERIGE NO3 WRISA TR K Ab 2y :
5/150. 5/300. 30/150. 30/300 mmol L™ NO3/NaCl 5 KCI; itk NOg MR I K i b 3y «
5/75. 5/150. 30/75. 30/150 mmol L™ NOs/NaCl &%, KCl. 435l & F& 505 3% Al ik Ho b b 22 7E
5 F11 30 mmol L™ NOz ¥ NO5 [R5 R IiH 2
1.3 MEFHE
1.3.1 MRANOWMUGER MM E KR R AEHIZANOS RIS, AR50
ml, W2 hEEGH, SRR, T Ky ERERRMNE E, KL TR E
W AT i VAR NO W FE AR A (UV-120-02 Spectrophotometer, Shimadzu, Kyoto, Japan),
R WS J5 ¥ T N O 94 BE IR AR AN B v B HH SR B AR 7 BT B[] P FRINO g IR AL 22, B
2 R AFTNOS [ i id 2
1.32 YRR SENNE  NOs TUCHERIE T, FHZAMACKHEYRG FERDESE, R
IKAR T HEYIR T IK 5, # i AR R 2 JF, O 105°CHEF 2% 7 30 min, %% 80°C
T EEE, BT, K 0.5 g TR IR 100 HE, L HS0,4-H,0, i1k, £ KIELTEC
AUTO SAMPLER SYSTEM 1035 ANALYZER 4 F &l 52 R e A b3 AR & i s
1.3.3 MAMMAEKERBME WA EKER (RGR) #LL FAXITH: RGR=
UNWp-InWp) [ (=1, K, WiRIW, 73 7 R s IE £540 Ab B AT B 30K (1) AL b
HIRATEE60K (1) MITH.
1.3.4 MRAMEOEFEHREEMA S T2 F A0 e AR AR A R 4 T I P 14
MR ACI 25 &% FH0.03 mmol L AgNO; 1458 I %E , 5% KoCrO,fitam I, i il e 15
KN/




1.4 HIESH
FIF SPSS13.0 fil SAS 6.2 B AFREAT J5 22 FAH IS8T, XS B R B E 5T AN [F] b R &5 IR
HEAT B MR

2 ZR55¥

2.1 BERBIEMFGHARRR NOs BYRFEMIREN I FIFIE

T LR AN HORR NOS IR IR IS R Ge s B 28 M, Hoh FE R A85% NOs I Tl
AR E TR (p<0.01), NO3 WU HIZE RIS 4 % (K 12, UiiiER
i NOy I 7 KRB AR =1, 31X W] g 55 38 00 A K AE ER TR BT o6 8 97 75 SRk i K AL
AR FHHMHE R, FLeEh EmyAnN BRRENEE TR, R 5 i B AE HLA 5
2 AR,

THER 1L i i ( Nitrate reductase, NR D A2 A8 70 ARG A i) — A~ 3 210 18 5 B AN PR 15 , NOs™
& NR WEIEFEFE T . WEAFE NOs RIS EE T NR BT, 7T RLT fi# NOs TR i Hik
JRIK AR B b s, BEFAE ARG RS NR A3 TERN NOg 4 R U R 5E NO5 ¥4 18 i
AL R P50 U0 NR 3552 2] NO3 1 IR ISGHE 2 4% -

800 # S.physophora # S.physophora
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= A G.hirsutum P A G.hirsutum
g o
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Fig. 1 NOs low affinity absorption (a) and nitrate reductase activity (b) of S. physophora and G. hirsutum
2.2 NO;TRRIEFFHRZR NO; YR FE SRR R A S0
30 mmol L™ NOz Wi, 10 mmol L™ NO5 i 4k P4 {3 5 sl 28 A1 i KR NO 14 %
WH e 3 HIFEAIR T 46.6%F1 45.5%, X H AR Tk B ) s 3 R IX B2 2K (p>0.05) (&
2).




om0 T 0 0 mmol L™ NOy°
= 0 3 mmol L™ NOy°
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Fig. 2 Effect of NO;5™ pre-treatments on NO3™ low-affinity net uptake rate by S. physophora and G. hirsutum roots on LATS
VE: B RERRENZE SRR (p<<0.05) Note: Different letters indicate significant difference (»<<0.05 in all cases)

NOg T &b HH % B S A% AUl AR AR S0 4 S & A 5w, (Hih B R S =hEE
NOZ W [ i 48 (£ 1), #ltn, 10 mmol L™ NO5 T4 3~ 2 5k 2% A et s i b b
A T N T 30.6%71 36.8%, 1t B i NO T4k 3 T~ 5 HL 5% A1 i MRS 4% P9 1) 2008
FoAE, NOZ IHHESEFIR I FR G052 BIREAA N USSR AT . b, TETRE [
FREES TN (p<0.01), VA FEIHE HA =1 NOy RIS ER &% .

7 1 NO; FAb IR »f B RAg FE AL b iR 1t EIBFIRI L RS 2 HFNG

Table 1 Effect of NO;™ pre-treatments on total nitrogen concentration in the shoots and roots of S. physophora and G. hirsutum

(mg g DW)
NO5-N ¥ & 7% FH3% S. physophora Rtk G. hirsutum
NOs concentration (mmol L™) - # Shoots 26 Roots i B3 Shoots fi&# Roots
0 34.2240.50b 13.8340.76a 22.6240.49b 12.4540.74a
3 41.784032a 14.5240.30a 27.3940.69a 14.4240.86a
10 44.6940.23a 15.7840.64a 30.9540.58b 13.6840.40a

VE: CPRME SRR 2 (n=3); F P E PR T RRIRLE p<0.05 K T2 783, TR Note: Means2SE (n=3); Within the
same column, values with different letter are significantly different at p<<0.05 level; The same as in Table 2
23 NaCl KEIHHETHRE NO; R ERUSIIGRE ., CI & SRR KRR AP

FHE 3 A0, NaCl K JUiffie 30 d 38 S A% A R 5 mmol L™ NO3 261 T NO3 4

WS SIS K, H 30 mmol L™ NOs 261 T 8 hiii% (p<<0.05) FFfidbhf (p<<0.01)
N[ORREHRE T er B8 E 3 2 o 1 ik7c3i- ) N VO IS )7 S A Y o 0 M N (O PR RE U Lot e Ny e
BERTHERGE (p<0.01), 5 30 mmol L NOs %4 T ffxf fAHLEL, 150 mmol L™ NaCl
I B A NOG VR ISR R FEAIR 1 13.2%, TRt tuAR MK 1 62.8% (1 3).
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£ 500 1 @150 mmol L NaCl &~ 140 [ O75mmol L* NeCl b
= B 200 mmol L™ NaCl < B 100 mmol L*NaCl
o a0 | M 300 mmol L NaCl E 120 I m150 mmol L*NaCl
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WAk e Nitrate concentration fis25 &k & Nitrate concentration
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Fig. 3 Effects of NaCl pre-treatments on net nitrate uptake rates by S. physophora (a) and G. hirsutum (b) roots in LATS

BEE NaCl ¥R (18 i, ZERFICE ARG AR AR R b CI & BB 380, (R F I
FHXFHE I . R 2 FTLAE H, AH R EE NaCl K e R Rl Rk CI R AE e 386 n 2 &5 2%
T ERE (p<0.01), SXIEEMEL, PR 150 mmol L™ NaCl Jrft & CIIHx 8 i
HILF| 522.2%, RFERGLEN 4.12 5. B T NaCl KIME 2 R00ER 216 CIiRE
TRl A

Bl R AR 2R AOAR R A K R B NaCl vk 3 (38 iy (2 3% R % (p<<0.05), 150 mmol L™
NaCl il FEAHRI HRBEAR T 49.1%; MTESLERIRIE T, FERBITEMR R A KE % R
.%ﬁﬁ@ﬁ@xﬁﬂﬁ, £ 300 mmol L™ i EERHIE T X IE, HARIA S B3 2 FKF (p>0.05) (F

o HIFERRIGZAF T, FEABIEMR RIVAKARZH] NaCl Jilh i i 122 500 o

F 2 NaCl FALEX & R EMEHIRIRAR CI& EMMEXERKERER SN
Table 2 Effects of NaCl pre-treatments on CI” concentration and relative growth rate (RGR) of the roots of S. physophora and G.

hirsutum
NaCl & J& P LR S. physophora NaCl ik i A G hirsutum
Nacl Cravit HIAPE K NaCl Ccrag HIAPA K
concentration Clconcentration RGR concentration Clconcentration RGR
(mmol L) (mol L™ tissue water) (mgg™d’) (mmol L) (mol L™ tissue water) (mgg™d?)
0 0.3040.02c (100%) 27.81+#1.15bc 0 0.090.00c (100%) 179.545.9a
150 0.3840.05bc (126.7%) 34.13+2.82a 75 0.2320.02b (255.6%) 124.445.1b
200 0.5240.03b (173.3%)  20.71+1.24ab 100 0.4340.02a (477.7%)  110.842.4¢
300 0.5620.06a (187.7%) 21.90#1.47c 150 0.47490.04a (522.2%) 91.4143.92d

T FES N B R RAREE CIRARX I N2 Note: Values in brackets indicate relative increase rate of CI” concentration in the roots

P FHICEFIRG IR AR R b CIEO& 85 30 mmol L™ NOy 25 F T NO5 I W IAL i % 5
EHHE (r =—0.868", p<<0.01; r =—0.853", p<<0.01), BIFEER &t CIWEF, NOs
IR SOR 2 2 TR (] 4a) . Bl HUREAR 2R AR AE K IH 26 55 NOg IR IR SO 26 4775 12
IEARSE (r= 0.8817, p<<0.01), B NaCl Jirifd T i Hukf NO3 4 Wi AT ok 2 i 5 AR 28 M A K




SRR, HIERBERM GRS (r = 0316, p>0.05) (& 4b). i THEHE
B B, HAE KRB RIS, Ak IR B R T I A S A AR
AR, B, K0 NaCl 4bFE R 2 SRR 2 NOG VIR IS %< 55 M0 A Ko 2 [
FRFAER AN

# S.physophora

?E? 1, . *Sphysophora a 250 b
2 : A G.hirsutum IR A G.hirsutum
) he)
2 o
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R y =-0.003 x +1.330 g a /.
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= =07 -
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g . 23 150
—4 R R2=0.777
29 16 A S
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3 s
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Fig. 4 Relationships of the net nitrate uptake rate with and the root CI" concentration (a) and relative growth rate (b) of the roots

of S. physophora and G. hirsutum after pre-treatment with NaCl solution

2.4 NaCl F1KC| ZGHARMEXTHR F NOs AR ZE A0S IR IR = A9 £2 0

AN [FIH FE ¥ NaCl FI KCI 473 ME 2 h % 5 mmol L™ NOg 2k 14 i ki NO3 7 W ik
HW A AR, H I R T R A 30 mmol L NOs 2644 F 1t NOs ¥ (p<<0.05) (&
5b), SHEAEL, 150 mmol L™ NaCl A1 KCI 45 a T Bl AR NO5 (1175 YAr 3 22 73 53 B A1
T 43.8%F1 37.5%:; AN [FH B NaCl Al KCI % 391t o 2 S83% 5 F1 30 mmol L™ NOy
IV IR IAE R )95 A S 2 5 (& 5a), IX A1 NaCl K338 30 d F& B 08% NO5 1 R e 45 5
ANE (B 3a), i B BRI GE NOS IR 2RI AT i b CIIRFE sz /N ek, Ha HHER
e R BH T Na' R K4k 2 o) 3 5 SR A AR R NO5 MR I AN K (p>0.05),
Ut B ER 7 N AE AR 2T NO3 IR U 52 [ 2 HI 52 e BE K o
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Fig. 5 Effect of NaCl and KCI on net nitrate uptake rates of S. physophora (a) and G. hirsutum (b) roots in LATS
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AW IN, FERHE AN AR NOs HUESERIR L RS (LATS) 7E8) 1) NO3 MR BV
A (1~50 mmol L™) SVEIL, X 5H5)8. KESHMIN LATS 74t 5 — 508, K
[ ol S PRI 0T ] — 7% 43 B - I B 7 S 40H 1R KK 22 5« B Urtica dioica AR & NOg”
(1 55 KR OE 2 (Vmay) 4312 Hypochaeris radicata 1 Plantago major 1 2 £ £ 4 1584, 10
mmol L™ KNO; Ui i rF, FESRTHTE NOS [ G 5 2 K F2 M 4 1% ARIGt I, %
FHRE NOg KSR AN W R 22 s TRtk . AR FIRME I Eh f 2 i 22 5 Ao BB
AL R K BB ASCRT 56 5 A R T S A IR SO PR B A AR RS 4 0, 5
— T, AT ARG A NOs IS B AR, et SR B A ik
RE I BRI L, NO5 RISz 230, NOs WIS R Gt 13 1 2 B AN ARG i 75
WP BRI, RGBT Y SRR — R R R M SR -

WA R, A B NOg>1 mmol L™ i HATS 1 LATS 2 5 NO5 W, 7E 5 Fl 30
mmol L™ NOz WIS -Fie 8 4 HATS 4331 o s R SGE R 1 169680 4%, AikBh4h %
B, FE A% HATS 2051 5 S oE 2 1 6.9%F1 0.98%, KR i) 7051 &5 25.2%7F1 3.4%.
R B AR K] HATS o5 el WO 26 1 B K T JE SR 0%, R SE R A A Bt i b HAT'S %o
NOs RIS RL 5 B EAEH, T ShAE Y AsE  LATS 8 NOs TR IGHE % 1) 90% LA |,
BA LA 9T LATS % NO3 HIMR S LA KGRI #h 1 ) s B 3

TN, 2R IE R0 K FENOS ILATSA HH T CIXTNOS WS 4 1) A 5 S PR i), B
CIFINOS [Ek A A, ClI 5 #ihs: & 5 st BLeG T NOs 5k rIgh &, Ml 7 NOs [
Yt E A BF SRR S I A, BTN SR NO g WAL P40 AR il 7 B 91 25 3 v i
SRR, ARGk A PR E S AR A, SOA VR IR A NaCl, HERR T CIAl
NO R B4 35 4 VE T, (B4 5 % I3 SR e Al R NO 5 (R W AT S 85 R B b4, 430
shiiaiae , WA S A CIFINO,, (HZE R BRENO, I IR ISCH 2 AR P k. BRI,




X R R SE AR RS 5, CISNOs Z B ARLZE R TR R R, HRAXICI
FINOZ e BRI 73 FHLERE it — 2 2

%t NaCIEE MR ZINOS RIS (15 B, KlobusZE P\ % 1 40 28 2 f1 T NaCIFHLAS T NOy
AR AR T AR, T K A A ER ADAS 0 & NaC I BLE2 1 FH I8 A2 H T 5% A2 K PR 40 ) DA T 1) 482 52 i
NOg MWL AN RIS A I, K HINaCHIa i HiAp i RNOS (115 IR S 2 5 AR J B AR 2R
Kol R 2 0 IEAHC, (HEEHEEN A AR, WA REER R AKEFXTNOS
FR S WS A ) TRHEAE FHARL /DN o B 55 3 BH 38 SR AR RNOG B RSO 2 5 KA S i ia TR &
HCI R E 2 E MR, W55 EAME T AMBIR S CIIIKR BT k. FEYTE 3L
B MBI R AR N AR R RRAS, BN & 00, L, YN E TS EYuE
AN ES T T B2, AR AL S B AR R R e B S ERIAE S L, T
TERT ISR IE T R AEAE YRR 2R RS 28U 2R AR Ak v AR S — AN B L1 I R 38 A o R b A B
o ) i 20 1 22 S XN O MRS IR S AR i b PR B B AL IN O g IR IR A 52 26 B8 - s i
BN BRI AR T AN ShAE Y . GO NaClR 25 4T SR 1 5 55 1 K NOS RIS, T % ek 14
TR P A IO TR IS A (R BE £ FH Y, NaCIBa T, 35T 35 SEN O 1R i 32 1) 52 3 47k
KENOg I A L /N, R HIK T A BRI AE WP, ARG 45 BRI, NaClHK 31
18 B2 IR HGEN O 1 14 R SE S (1) T el o S0 (K T Pl ki, 2R B T Eh i T 2 SR ARG AR
FATNOSA BA B = ISR . i R XT3 o MBH S e e b e R S E R, 2
TEAIFCERVE IR, K 2 BT DO 33 b BIA MR R 11 £098% 0 5431 2 TR 4R, Song
2B 7 2 BB SR R AECITRIBE /1 35 K T A M AR IR, A6tk B0 s il
TR RIECIRE /1 B35 KT ERAE R oA . AT WL, NaCIfEE T~ 22 R A8ENOS 114
W S id 2 R RN SR RAECI I RE 1 K.

R ERTIR, SEEHARAELG, FERGHGELE E A Ml R AN CURIHREEXS NOS R SE
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DIFFERENCE BETWEEN SUAEDA PHYSOPHORA AND GOSSYNIUM
HIRSUTUM IN LOW AFFINITY ABSORPTION RATE UNDER SALT STRESS
AND ITS PHYSIOLOGICAL ANALYSIS

Yuan Junfeng® Tian Changyan'" Ma Haiyan'? Feng Gu®
(1 Key Laboratory of Oasis Ecology and Desert Environment, Xinjiang Institute of Ecology and Geography, Chinese Academy of
Sciences, Urumgi 830011, China)
(2 Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

(3 College of Resource and Environmental Sciences, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100094, China)

Abstract NOj™ low affinity absorption dynamics of Suaeda physophora Pall. and mechanism of the high
NOj™ absorption efficiency were studied using the conventional ion depletion method with Gossypium hirsutum L.
as control in the nutrient solutions different in CI" and NO3-N concentration. Results show that the NO3™ uptake
rate of S. physophora and G. hirsutum increased linearly with KNO5 concentration from 1 to 50 mmol L™ in the
solution. But the net NO3™ uptake rate and nitrate reductase activity were significantly higher in S. physophora than
in G. hirsutum, which implies that S. physophora has a higher demand for nitrate than G. hirsutum does. After 2 h
of pre-treatment with 10 mmol L™ KNO;, the total nitrogen concentrations increased by 30.6% and 36.8% in the
shoots of G. hirsutum and S. physophora, respectively, meanwhile, the net NO3™ uptake rates of the two reduced by
46.6% and 45.5%, respectively, which suggests that N uptake of the two species were regulated by negative
feedback of the N nutrition of these plants. When G. hirsutum and S. physophora were put under NaCl stress for 30
days, NO3™ uptake was significantly inhibited, more in G. hirsutum than in S. physophora. The net NO5 uptake rate
exhibited a significant negative correlation with CI" concentration in the roots of G. hirsutum and S. physophora,
indicating that the ablility of the root of S. physophora to resist CI" was higher than that of G. hirsutum. Temporary
NaCl or KClI stress for 2 hours did not affect much the net NO3™ uptake of S. physophora, but did decrease that of G.
hirsutum by 43.8% and 37.5%, respectively. The findings indicate that the high-efficiency nitrate uptake by S.
physophora roots is related to the high N demand and CI" accumulation of the plant, and CI” concentration in the

nutrient solution does not have much impact on NO3™ low-affinity transport system.
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