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THSEE R E SR, W AR TR S 0 B Y 2L T fE
Sy U2 AR BR AT A B ( Plant growth promoting
rthizobacteria, PGPR) Z—285e B A KB EM T
TR 22, 0Tt 25 i FE 4B ) A= K R & AR Bk AR 38
DL KB 1956 A 25 T R A R MR B A 2
AT DL Wb ng| W 2, R (Indole-3-acetic acid, TAA) (4
4= R (Antibiotic ) LA K F) 1T 1-20 56 35 N Bg-1- R R (1-
aminocyclopropane-1-carboxylate, ACC) 1F iy ME — &
W AR R R BT L X — AR B R A
MY AR By £ e i 2 PGPR (36 A F B, Hk, PG-
PR i4 A LA i 5 8k 44K (Siderophore) A= ) [ A
( Nitrogen fixation) .74 ( Phosphate solubilization ) %
AR R Y TR R R OT R L Ak, B
XF 4 A HL A BV Y AR B Al B AT DL R RO
FCANBR AR ) F0 A4 49 2 10 3% M 57) ( Biosurfactant) (iR
1 T AR EE (B BUR s> A LR ) (Bl A AL E s
A 45 7 B v B4 R 1 AR WA R AR R AE ) N
HEh AR AR BUICR B T Y R e
TEMRPRAEY IR E WM R L, T E R A S 7w s
(Acinetobacter) . JGt0. 1 J@& (Achromobacter) | [ 5 12 B
J& (Azospirillum) . F= W4T B J& (Alcaligenes) | 2. iy
T & )& ( Pseudomonas) . W& ¥ ¥T & J& ( Psychrobacter)
I 2E FHT B ( Bacillus ) %"

2 REEA 2R

240 A TE AV W AR B B8 A M o ) B R A I R —
MEEE RN SIR, 2B EZHNENZ0 ., &
96,18 AR IR e AR R R 5 o AR PR A T Y 26
HEL A o AEXT T 7 T ER (Alyssum murale) BB 5T
kB, o-78 JE FT B ( Alphaproteobacteria ) S 35 )
KPR 2K 8. SR, 8 5 & ( Thlaspi goesin-
gense) A PRSP ) 2 vl B2 R 2 O RE VR 2, HC
H R 4T B8 J& ( Holophaga/Acidobacterium ) | a-2% J #T
i ( Alphaproteobacteria ) | ¢ 1 B ( Verrucomicrobia ) |
Wik £F 4k -8 8 4T B -$UFT & ( Cytophaga-Flexibacter-
Bacteroides) Fl — Y& 5 Hi %% ) 41 ¢ Fh 3% 1+ 4 %
B R MR B A A TR VA 4L R 22 R B
37 AN ) 25 AR K Y o Bt & B, 16 B Y A %
SRR ML AERSCE K F LI EUAKE
5 EARYAR PR g ] B SR U R (6.2 ~ 11,3 x
10° CFU g™ ") A%, 16 8l fig J1 (1.7 ~3.5 wg fluores-
cein g ' dry soil h™" )W EEHS . 75k H ) 200
PR EL,8 BB T 57 K F 12,0 mmol L7711 Bk

X 115 52 MK F 16,0 mmol ™", I IL, 35 2 4R bt
WA C LN T X M+ IR AR TR X 2 M 4
JBELAT L PE Y D, — Sl A Wy A R - A
 ES R A A LIRS R R B RO B AR X
R ERAN T S5 R 0 TR SR A R s

3 BT A 05 T 4 R T
- H5E o 1 AL

TEE SRS Y LIEA S RGP, PGPR (115 3
FUETARZA 5 TAE Y AR K B, X 28 ) o1 i 1
Bl AR 38 AN A B RS S o 4R i A T
JEHTPE AL AR Y AR ORI S e B ) X TR G TR i
o Bz AR E T mEEAEMT Y '
R T E 48 W 5T, PGPR WY A3 R E FE A AR
YiEE a9 HALH . i & s, PGPR A 11 3 i 4
WA A B AR B HL R BT 4 R ML e EE AL
X 4 J A W) A ROME Y 52 e K B as LA i
el Z L 2 F AR IR s i B 2 R R TS
e T IR MRE
3.1 PGPR gy &

PGPR [} R &4 B HESh T A58 & 114 H D BE Y
WF5E 8 T 5 4 3t dm F T A AR W 19 77 T G IR 5 10
EYMEE SR, BT, O 206 T HI A B A5 3
() PGPR 3 5 AH 1) 5 4 Ja8 I 38 2% A R 26 ) 4
RE Y G Z BRI BESE . B0, Belimov 271 K
AEKAE Cd V5 44 9 423 | 1Y B EE 57 3% ( Brassica jun-
cea) MR Pr + 3 v 4 B W 3B B Pseudomonas putida
Am2 F1 P. marginalis Dpl 3@ i 53 W 1-52 L 3R 79 -
1-32 1% 6 20, B8 5 ( Pisum sativum L. ) H I 3R 45
A= W) S 15 109% , AR A B9 AR B BS m 19% ~
25% , E M H ,PCGPR 1E1E 8 i 2 ik 4, 4™ 4k
ACC JIid 24 B . & Bk B | 73 WA Wl e £ 1R LA B 4 fi
SE TR VR A W R £6 25 , B[R] 02 HE AR W) £ 2 R 0 B
R AR S Ma %5 N Alyssum serpyllifolium
H1 Phleum phleoides ) PR T HErh 73 B ih 5 #k A
Ni 01 PGPR; H v, A L 3 i T A X | 4b 34
SRA2 T A 1] fifi A= < 78 545 450 mg kg ™' A9 Y5 YL 1 4
H B L ST i Bl R 40 S 49 i 351% \285%
XA W R B 1G4S T e T PR () T LAY
FE T TR & Lo A gl £ TR LA B2 G i ACC i3t 220 6l 55 A
YR A RE J1 o AR TR PGPR (R4 AF , HAR A= KL
FEAFE LT WA R AR (1) 40708 e H 3 W ) By B
W) AFFE R B E IR U R (A B Bk B, LR
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Fig. 1  Role of plant growth promoting rhizobacteria in phytoremediation of heavy metal contaminated soil

TEAE I AETS e 55 0 N W AR K (2) B BUR TR Y
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G5 ARFERE A A 5 (3) MR P RN S A
IR 2 TR T DA B AR A 5 (4) 3 2 0 i
D0 A P 1 AR K B A 1 B BE T T 2 b 42
P AR RO

(D) RSP E R . £ E S8 &0 T, PG-
PR W7 76 AR AR AR KRR B 1 52 mi AR 9 10385 3% 3 AR
20 60 ) B35 1 AT 12 30 A 0 AR 2R XK 43 L 3% T
F I ; [F] B, PGPR X AR 2R 43 1h 400 1 1 Wi A4 3t
T I R B AE TR o SR 5 O A A O
PGPR == 2223 o DL 0 J7 1 (9 4 ), 42 v 4 4 %o
BHRITEMW U : OF A EH. PCGPR g A &
30 P [ ZRU R B AR P Y LA SRR NHL L 386
A0 1) A 0 T R, AT R v A A e RN B
B R TE SR BT e R T A R P
Folr LA 58 g A 00 1 R0 T % R Bk 4T B, B 2% At 0
TR R MBI IR A AR B AR SR AR R R R

RZ . i, — 2 JHA [ 2 D) e i PGPR 1l [ 4 1
(Azotobacter) . [E F MR F ( Azospirillum ) . AR 98 14 ( Rhi-
zobium) . H 18 A= M98 B ( MesoRhizobium ) il 42 4R
I T ( SinoRhizobium ) 45, 78 ¥ 4 J& W30 PR 45 2 fig
BERIRY R QBN B R
WY KRR ERCRZ " R, BT
P Pl 0 2R 0 o M T P T R R S S L TR
Bk N A o e PGPR W] 43 i A MLIRR 75 ik Mk
Ve T TC LB R R, B 43 00 L A Wl R e (2 i A TR P
S A TR T A TR T R W50 TR I S ) O X VM 1
PR i 25 AT AL T e, R AR W AT A . W, £
SR pH s 2 Bl 2 0 TR R A A T B AIG, S
PGPR i {6 338 b i) 8 & J& $2 1A R Y 254 o Zaida
2120 0 AT P LA R D BE (9 PGPR % SUIR B4
B ( Pseudomonas striata) , 7] L2 = JE WM & ( Cicer ari-
etinum L. ) X HY 5T 55 5 £ bl i s R R . B
PEH] . Laeh & & R RO DR E R
M2 R IE SAFTE N 2y WA ) W AR, — e g R
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ik BRER AN ) PGPR 28058 e BLEAT 3 it ¥ 0 )
FIRE 1, BEA 4 = b 5 AT R B Y i, 4R e A
Wy W AT A R 1 R 2R R 45
W) AR B 4 2 vp 8 3 1) ik R R 40 T HM8841, fiE
i el T ) T 5 3k B D Ak R AR P Y 15. 9%
FEXPAN TR 3 B A B O Tl e VR W 0 2E K g R B
BT R BEVE ] o B BIE SR IA K, RE R 3 240 T
Sh R e R 1 8 A ORI TE 1 T LR AR
PR AR RRE . I, XF T PGPR Y fifk B
ATt — B M. @RI R B TE
Hooe rh A L E R ER A 2 LU AR IR A 10 A AL S
FIE AFTE . o T A I A W) TE X R Bk 2k 3R BE
HiAE A, PGPR BE 8 70 i HAT B Bk 6 FPE & —
P BR 2 A (Siderophere ) , 1X Bk 2 4 BE 5 15 Bk 2K
ERIALR 7R A NCRER L NEE IRy T i R E 1)
fRm sl " MRk B, 4K £ 8 PGPR Rk %
LGRS et 7= RN W I DR R TR 7= R NC R L N
TR, Mok 2 B8UR HoOA W e s ae. Wk, R
AE I I k- 2k 4R 4K 19 PGPR R KL B A RE 52 ) 8k 114 1%
Wl o AR LR T, PGPR 7 2 (R Bk A 1
— M B AT B A kR G 1, BB 08 TR AT 501 AR AR
EHAETEPYMENEESE TR I TR Y E K
VT [ O o = A S DA /S o (N i = ]
PR, 47 9 5t 0 2B BRL ok gk T I vk B AT B A,
Crowley Fl Kraemer " T8 3 X e AR N Bkas R &
BIB9S B0, B4k 5 1 PGPR 7= A= 1) 4k 38 1k vl LU
5 LR kA G 8 AT VR R Rk A R A AR T
P Ly ML KT BBk . [ A, B Rajkumar
v Freitas'®’ F 5% K B 42 A = Bk 28 0 1 B PR B e
Ps29C ( Pseudomonas sp. ) #1 B K % #0 #T B Bm4C
( Bacillus megaterium ) §E#% 22 i B 4 J& Ni B T % Ef
FEIT SR 3 FHAE T 5w dl i A ) i, £ R ) 18
N5 IR ROR

(2) 73 W HE W R AR 1 50 o AR AR AU 1 )
FAL 45 A K E 5|0k 2, 18 (Indole-3-acetic acid, IAA) |
77 %% 2 ( Gibberellin acid, GA) . 4 }g /3 2 % ( Cyto-
kinin, CTK) 7E N AEPAE K T BT . KZ 8L PG-
PR 0] LA A ) A2 AR S 2R ), (R B ) AR R
Xof b S H R S5 FIE SR B W, OF A B SR S
FRE R K R TAA R 5 A B A S K
KW —FER R fafhiil, LHEAH b 204 80% 1y
M A TAA, 15— & W b TAA % m) 40 i fh 5k
A 2253 28, 47 B TR W A K A5 58 R e 4t
P Xie SR AE % BB BhIS W JE TAA (2 pg

ml ") 23 I A 7 Y B 2R RO R R PR M B GR12-2
( Pseudomonas putida) , W] L4 /55 1 AR A 1 26 5 XF
WA 2 ~ 3 % SR 0, H2 b v MR FE TAA (8.2 g
ml ") 43U EE S 28 A8 R P, putida GR12-2/aux1 , |
FEAR TAR P R &, AR W] BB J2 A2 21 & MR 1Y TAA
5 ACC & B 5 AHVE B 52w, — i & , PGPR
A A AR AR N A K R KO B A R
K M EE 38 o 5 0 £ 0 1 A R ] 42 R B A=
K4, Chen %™ H{3H T ACC & UG 4 (ACC A B
il 56 K K 6 ) e B A ) AR N 1 TAA 35 5 JF i D %
LXK TR TAA 5262 M550 Fol kB Im
g IkAh, —88 PGPR PP A4l i E R E
R AT DA F 4 o> 24, i RE R S Y 0 A4 K
AT i, Arkhipova % % B R B A 40
Jii 53 54 3R 53 WA BE 7 1) ZF LT B 1B-22 ( Bacillus sp. ) ,
ATRKESERKRET R LARZEWEY &,
AEUXT AR A 52 T R X 358 /0N A B A B i AL
I, 20 T 43 6 %) 4 L 43 54 3R AT DL T A B K A B
XS AL 4 Ml b 35 3 A K P 30 ) R AR AR K B R 2

(3 LK. TERFMYAIRN, L-EE R
it (Methionine ) 38 i3 H1 i) f4 S- iR 1 55 2412 ( S-Adeno-
syl-L-methionine ) f1 1-&Z N E-1-BR R & L L
(Ethylene) "', ¥ — £ K> K & B W B R 7
TAPARAR B & W, 2o 8 00 25 300 A KR ) I 48 AR
KRz ZEMEMMEK, FEEY LT 52 kst
T FRBIE 8 B A B IR B B9 8 B Can i oK
i R E ES BT IS e A K E Y
VO BT A g2 W T, DA AR T 396 58 24 558 X0 48 4 1
ANFIE o , WF5E KB, K& 4> PGPR RN & 45 ACC
M B . MR NS B ACC 548 R 5P — &
TR THCR AR PR 0 58 vh o A s WIS, 78 ACC I =0 11
YERF 53 R 2 o- T B R ( a-ketobutyrate ) , 43 fif
15 21 (%) 28 B8 Al TR AR K B TR T 9 T FE S DL B A
WIAR R ACC Uk B2 7 1 B i 3R, S B & ACC 73
SR, PR N W RTR Y BT ACC KR R R
Womw e R EE T
3.2 PGPR &R #LHI

BFSE3E BH , 4tk £ %0 PGPR AS N RE 76 #1 4) AR B
- g8 v U B AT [A] IE A BL A O AP A ) e 2 B R
T R W AR B S RE L R R Bz e E T
PGPR #] LLii & — B s JLA AL an 7= A b A= & L o
WERERAR 153 R G Pt A5 O AP sk e e R i
AR K HUE X AR ) 7 A R R R I, R T AR ) X6 A=
Yy 30 R A
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(1) 3% 4+ ( Competition ) 5 5 48 ( Colonization ) {f
Peo AR BR AR Yy 18] AR TR]— 9% N & A
So g, LA % 3% (Nutrients ) | 25 [ ( Space ) 8/
&AL (Niche site) 138 4, 76 R ) AR & 4K 1 77 78
—BERRIR 0 AR S R AR R T M R 2 R
JEOR AR W 3 A i AR K M B A . PGPR TETE B8
o 56 o AUk B A AL T, AR ) S D TR e S
1533 AR BB TR A0 WY, B e A 2 R B
A TR R K B 6 e Y A ST, I kg T KA A S
B ERT A K, L Ah, PGPR 7E KR by 35 85 b fiE 75
I 5E BH, o H B AL R 4R A By R OC B RT
FE AR AR ) MR B S B e — A R 2 A i
FEOEmEMB NN ERREERZHEN, Hha
E RN INAEE 7/ | IR B 7/ N S B S o 7/ N P B R S S
i DI e PGPR 7 B iy A= BLRRAE , iR PR + 35 5 4h ok
A W R AE B AR, DL R f AR ) A TR R PGPR
SEFHRY S . AEAE Y T AE LR IR pH L
HERT MR WY B E SR OUR . W R
TERE W) AR B 1) 2 FH 32 22 28 13 P01 B B - (D 4 T 4% fik
FEL AR A O B i 1) AR 2 1 % 3 5 () 4 B TE AR PR 1)
Jay B BEHE I AE 5 A AR W R VR SE /N E IR N
FEIEJE G B8 o A ) B0 TR PR A8 R R 4 A AR B R 35
rh e E A RN [ Y, S T R R
Yy #E V& 1 58 g

() PiEREM . th PCGPR & M Bt A= 3 A7 1
N ( Pyrrolnitrin ) | JBE ¥ %3 # Z ( Pyolyteorin ) | Wy
( Phenazines) . & [ [ ( Tropolone ) . B & 2 ( Oomy-
cin) (B AL BKE FR (Herbicolin) | + 31 B & ( Agro-
cind34, Agrocin84) V& f# M ( Lytic enzymes) \2,4-_
Z k3 (2, 4-diacetylphloroglucinol ) | 4 k. & ( Hydro-
gen cyanide) %5, B 1T RE 48 A7 25040 1l 2% R I i A= 1)
1= e 0 BE AT, 1R AR B PR RE Y ]
L A R EURT 2 ,4- T R B R R PO R R
LB CHAO ¥l + 15 % iy B .

) BREARMEN . TEEPMRPR /N ES T, K%
H PGPR 73 8" AR B R MR T L - 8 rp iy B 28 Y
BRGHEE G TP O R -k AR S G iR — D5 T B PG-
PR FIAE Py W R AT T Bk LR I 1 3 it 77 26 A7 T 5
TR, DT R K A O 5L R B A R AR G g
F7Y . Bull 2 336 T PGPR Pseudomonoas fluo-
rescens 2-79 i F1 %5 R E # Gaeumannomyces grami-
nis var. tritici 5| ARG, HoA 40 A Y
BREARE T FESEM .

(4) %% &2 4 Hi P (Induced systematic resist-

ance, ISR), PGPR K JHAC U /™= ¥ vl LI 5 4 9 X
o i A O O P 1) K 9K B A BIL S e A ) A 52 R
B R e E , P AL O 7 AR AR A U R
WAL &Y, AR R KRB R IR 2 R
ORI R BB 2 11 (HRGP) ; @5 & — 2L K i
Bl (AN LT o i, B-1, 37 2R OB i ) A0 S AL 2K (A
AL PIEE) 5 N O T A W R A R A OC R
I ( Pathogenesis-related protein) [ /= A4 26190 0 H
Fii,iz Jl PGPR i S M4 ISR B #¢ K& 52, b
PGPR i 3 80N KT W3 N (V8 Z0 A K S
AR PR
3.3 PGPRITEEZREMH

TER I 32 8 4 @ W38 i 1 s b, 20 TR VR 45
o REE GG R AR T e & R
Y3 N G e PR AN AR N B R TE T
AF L B TP 0 e P AL A, a0 98 JBE /A R A A, 440
FE T 2y W B, VIR PR B, S AN HE R A e R BT
TR A, T4 T b 30 PR i A e
PGPR 73 W5 1 Jf0 A1 i 2R A BR800 | Bl 25 ) o, 7T L
e 5 4w B A R AR TUTE 8 A1 4% & T b 4
J& B9 . Dimkpa 27 36 T Streptomyces spp. 4
PRESS B H B RO R R, R ORAE HE T = R 4
AR]85 2 11 R AR A8 AR 1 5 1, AN 25 Bk e E ( Desfer-
rioxamine E) 4% B ( Desferrioxamine B) I Coeli-
chelin, 23T, Braud %5 i1 % BLH 4 8 % R 4 119
LB KM 2% IR SN R (P aeruginosa ) I Bk 3
BREUA, XRAREEN N OEESREES 5%
TR A G R A S 35 ML @FE A o i i R 4
JB SRR T g R bR ARG S A R, 1 T R
FR 2 b v R A R R R R AR TR R 0 BR B
U R AN G LR B . A, A A AT AR )
K AAL B EE AR R 2 Y AL A5 AR IR AR R A
ST 4B U AR MR L R S Al B B AL
il L8 &2 2, G o B A3 A3 A8 B A JL Rl LI B ()
EHT
3.4 PGPR WIREHILE

— MR, A S i R AN X A
YIAR B 2E ) F A 1 M, 3 AT 3 o XA W 1 B
REL A5 G A4 R ek 72 AR 2R 20 b ) 8k e 2 ), 4 T (1)
FE2 ) - SEAR PR A0 B T5 v PR, AR e AR B
20 TR0 4 T 0 BT M i AR ) 2 Y e A ) 18 R
R Y FERAEINA T, IR R
252 BB, (0 B S0 AR R 2 T 7R B Vi B R S
e+ BATRRAE NG AR K BRI — & it 2k, B
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AE % 38 1o kA2 4 Jm B T A BB P i A B 22 i
EEBX YR EE T W& PGPR i
BEALMH, EEA LU =5 maIrEM

(1) WAV o 40 v] BE S o B0 o 46 8 Y
WSO R AT A P %) o 4 J A e i . — R, I
W aok A 3 kg W RS 0 B S B B, Ok T I R T
M TR RGN TSN ESRE
TR S PR BRI, AN S e R — B
fik, T8 ) B 2 4 A B S RO DE S AR
XECEEPEE GRS A5 R A M R, BH Ok A
20 JH AP RO DB (A A% ) o FEHE— 2D IR
f AR e 20 R TR IR 20 Ak 2 SN R Y 4 e A
20 0 B i e ) D AR BT v AR E AL, I S DX AR A
AP A T, s S e E R s a, el
R e I AR T 40 M0 N . PGPR 1E1E i
ik A B0 A WOBCE T 2 i J AR Y
k. Ginn A Fein' " B} 5% 7 4R B 20 8 it 48 51 27 BK
Wi ( Deinococcus radiodurans) | W& FA # F ( Thermus
thermophilus) . /N R B (Acidiphlium angustum) |
K A= AT B ( Flavobacterium aquatile) . 4 K 2 ¥ B
( Flavobacterium hibernum ) %} 5 45 J& 45 . 55 04 W2 B 1B
FH 938 3 v H 5 AS [ b 2 40 T 200 B BE 2% 1H D fig A 5
R A5 A W) R e R e B — D g SR
W B EE A TS . Rajkumar 5517 % BB 5
A HUFF B SM3 ( Bacillus weihenstephanensis ) 75 $2 fit
B ARG ) A e Y TR B 8 W Wi 4 R N
Cu.Zn 5351k %) 8. 13 6.05 3. 88 mg g~ 4 fiil T .
X B4 TR 2 AN B G ek R T R RS AE T Ok B IR R
& JE R W ) B T LA B X AN [R] EE 4 TR 04 IR
RENEIE S &R & T rE R,

(2) FAIL A o AE AN AR B v, A8 4 B
J& As.Cr.Co Te %5 JC &K # LA RN B A E . MRER
20 T B 08 30 o A A sl ok e T e R R T
=R B 7 AN R Rl U N R 2 45| A
(A7 b ) | i 3 3 v 0 55 sl 3 ™ . Ray-
kumar %[73] & B PGPR Pseudomonas sp. PsA4 Fl
Bacillus sp. Ba32 Bg W il i fE Ak S I #5257 1Y
Cr® " 34 JF AR 7 M LV i B3 /NI C™ ™ 0 2% i X D
FETT 3N BE M EIE PR . A, PGPR L n] LUK 1
Ty Fe Mn S8 404030 I, {0 4 45 5 A9 50 4 Jm Bl iy
R XLEEIEAL L E AL AR L TE e R
BB T P ESRNA RS S R,

(3) #kuEAE ] (Bioleaching) . H #A it i A7 4E —
L 0 T 0 AR A B AT TR L R A I R AT TR A T B T

il A AL B IR 2 S W B U A A B BR TS
U RPN b i E R, 52 e H AR W B A
Lo i, 38 53 BT B R ( Thiobacillus ) B ALVE I,
T 1) JBT 7 A 48 D A G B T R 3 UK 0 T 4 R
B R R R . BE S, R e RS O R
4 TR B TR AR T o B R T A0 A R A A
il 240 O 4 R IR SR o AN, WE TR AH TR (Aci-
dophilic) X} 5 4 J& 09 Wk U8 /E H K T W b M40 18
( Neutrophilic ) , T 48 Ak W 86 AF T8 78 7 R T+ 3
oL/ R
3.5 PGPR WEEREEWHNERZ YL H

PGPR X 5 ) 19 4 H 34 2@ S AE HO s Ak 75 e IX
BIBICER [ S AL A AT WA TR
KA A Ay % T 4 DR g i A B R Ma
U0 M s B R AR K Y Alyssum serpyllifo-
lium F Astragalus incanus 18 4 ¥ br 43 B H AR Br 40
W, IR IE 1 T 9 BRERBUME PCPR, B S ¥ 14
Fifr T B[ & 5% 32 U 3% ( Brassica oxyrrhina) , 45 5 %
I Bacillus sp. SN9 AN &b & Hb 35 fin 7464 09 A= 9
HOJFHRE T N RS, AT, TEA YR E A
J W W T3 T, AR B A R A K s 3 B A R R .
Vivas %7 53T TN Zn 35 B 1 b 43 i o 0 42
HB, &I Brevibacillus B-1 & 2 Hi 5k 7 1 78 #h 57
( Trifolium repens) i A= 4 T & Wl 9 AL 2R (HL 2040
il TR I . PGPR X 4 @ A W A stk
() 52 e AL T 32 22 SR BAE LR LA 7 if

(1) 5 WA ML Ak Bk . PGPR i i 43 Wb K&
SEAR 43 1A HLARR RN — 26 4 8 4R (AR 24K ) | 2
A5 3 pH A AR AL 8 JFUIR B, B30 o 2 S e R AR
MBS P E SR, 3w R
AR, X R E SRR L ENEY
W42 b A % T B R H WA L i, Ma
%HIJME%%*E% Alyssum serpyllifolium F1 Phleum
phleoides FMR R 157y B i 5 MR EAT Ni itk PG-
PR OB PR, I 38 o+ 3 B i R e B e A
AEAS o 2 42 v - 33 b Ni ST A AR ] A VR 2
Bl J5#51X 5 ¥k PGPR 45 % 4 K 7E 450 mg kg ™" 4
15 g g b Y BD BE T SR AN S B, H P A SRAL
1 SRATO BRIk fe Ak B fuh 58 Hb 380 1 R 49y 1 3
RS R Ni R R X WUF ST R W], PGPR {2 #F
TE R LI R AT R T N R
A A, XARATRE S PCPR I #ERE J) . pH K g3 il
A LR AR AR 1Y BE JI A DG . PGPR 77 A= (1 Bk 48 14
AL T 33 vh m R R R A R R, T HL AR e T
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e v 4 T BH B 1 1Y n] A% sk, DT AR 2 AR A )
& ) I I

(2) 73 Wb A 2% T 06 1R R o AR W T I M R
( Biosurfactants ) J& i A= ) A5 B A9 AR 70 38 1 1%
RGN 2B e Ik IR & DL b 2R R
A5 o BT el B 5 il 33 K 0% 9 % M 4 1 41
JGIHR T 5 7K B B A R AT (A Bk ROME R R L JIK
IR IR 6 45 ) ARV g 7K 2 Vil ) e S e 2 R ) A A 1 R
P (e e A 7 0 W 7 B B D R )
A= 3 WA T AR JBT v ) 2 T R R B 6 2 R
R A AR 0 2 T 5K 7, 24 R R e i SRR AR R
TEVS W N TR E e TR 3k 26 Jie o — LIRS i fi T
HESEASG, i EESEEA T, T 1
b R 42 R A AR R B e L AR T A Jm s
SRR YE S TR v, R B A0 T 0 W O R B
PR PR - R RIS R BB S A E SRS
FAEMR LR WA G, TG, A4 &
T S R U sh MR A ) xR B B R
R

(3) AN RS Y. MAN R B Y (Extracellu-
lar polymeric substances, EPS) 27F —E W5 &4 F
MG, 2 S A, 4 W T AR S B — 28 05 4 1
REW, TR 20, E 0, B AR B RS
Yy, EPS AlREFREE b 8 IR o) v 4 A A
Rof i JL /N 3 J W AT 810 48 i 1A 38 T LA R 2% R 5
MA YT AEHOEE . RN, BESS5EHER
B RARE G, AR R &R s T A
R A AT S B, DT A AT B 6 Ja 110 2 M R A 1)
Wi ", Beveridge 457 4R H T — M A R B IR
(Zoogloea ramigera ) 7% T 43 J& ¥ 1 8 & 1 15 Ve g
% 73 AR 1 4 Je B U R R HROME SRR, LR U 1Y
R B TR T A B AL B 25% o Joshi
F1 Juwarkar™™ % P KR Br: [ & & Azotobacter spp. 715
g i p i EPS 5 E SRV S G e A
B 15.2 mg g MK 21.9 mg g ', AT A /N FE
( Triticum aestivum ) % + 338 v 85 45 J8 A9 UK,

AL, PGPR s W] 43 A s A LAY BT o 5 L 4
AT 3 58 338 vh B 4 R 19 AT IS AR o 9 40, Whiting
470 % B PGPR 52 G {5 8 il 1 BJS ( Pseudomonas
monteilii ) #1498 % #1 & BJ10 ( Enterobacter canceroge-
nus) BERE 3 10 41 B S0 A AL ot -4 J& 2 G ) (Metal-
lophores ) , 3 X 4 38 rp 87 50 2 H A 1R 5% 14 15 AL AE H .
3.6 PGPR I E&REHKIZHIFMILE

TEREA RGO 3 72 b, MW %) T o 4 T 1

LA TR R AR 43 TR 0 M L R4 i T 4
JE R BE AR R B 32 B 4 R 1 b AR i
SRR B ), X 1T e 0 R 8 2 — R
KB S, K ZRCE SRR RN 2 A
MR G817 5 %, IF 76 A [5) 40 j X (1] 43 A5
7 BESE R B, PGPR 43I B 22 i A5 AL TC £ A ]
5 R N T R 4 A, ok T A D T R A R 9 Y
FETE R 53 A5 T 25, I 30k 70 4 I 1 1 9 Hb b 3 45 %
B Sheng 1Y N T 42 JB TS Y L4 B 1
PREATE SR CH B A AR LB BUVE IR HLAT R4y
WA W) % T3 1 R B BT BR Bacillus sp. J119 08 Hi oy
SRR Y (R EOK IR PR PE 204 ), A
ML b 3 4 ) Cd Yk 3 5 0 IR A 1L 3 39% ~
T0% o XARTTAE S A W B bk J119 43 30 By 26 W 3% T
3 30 T ARG - 39 0 pHL, AT B2 35 - 498 v A gy T )
FCA* (e i . A AT &, B B 42 B STk PGPR
AALEENS A O N & 4 & AF - b A A o,
A D4R 5 T 4 R MR AR B M b B4 1 B 1B I HE
4 TE A 2 AL AR

4 MR PR A TR A ] R B

BTHYBEE SRR 5 B 2 il X AR B 2
S AL S O W B LG R BB, K BAR B fle
A= T RE 5 4 e AL X B G e O B BRAIRTS W X
GiER7/Lk e R (SRR i 7/ BN a7/ D i o el
s B T A AN, Sy T < Je 9 Gt MR A0 A 4B A2 4R
TR T 58 0 A S iE X PGPR Y 2 R 1 L {2
A ML Az B B T AL A RE AL X
& JE A A R R W BIL ) B R R AR B s
<5 A 5 R BIL ) S R AT R 40 B A Y R AR L R
T “PGPR-HY)" LA I G 5 b PGPR 7EME W& &2
4 vg Yo A P R AR BB AT, [ Y A
Xt PGPR AR F AL, © MK 40 0 #f % | AR B A= A £
JE o T AR S A T R T 4 I BE 5 5 R
1T X PGPR [ T 5 4 Ja 5 e - 48 52 T I ) 4
FEA o3 A R, BLWF 58 45 3R 08 A7 AE — 5 1A E
Yo BEAh, % TR AR A ) SR PR BlC2E 0 B4 AR A
oA IR LU A Y -BUE IR S B L E e IR TS
Yo e i A7 AL VT E, DR TG BEL AT T O B R B S PR R
Mo B, 4 )5 BB TOR & BT LR LA Jr i : (1)
s BT R (0 BF AR 5T, AR W] PGPR & 2 A 4%
i FRe ok 2 SR BRI & F7 52 5 E B EAF LR
I, DB E ORI Sibris FS5HE
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Fifr 75 X AR BRI v R T A A I A B A2 O 1 D K
Xt HC AR W A B AR T 23 BL R AT 5 5 (3) 78 i ik
PGPR It R bk B SE Al B, b b A7 J5 28 & Rl Bk A
v R E i K, LS AR A5 B ) v 280 A B A A 1R R PR
LA B e DR R A W A A Dy TR 1 5 556 B oz 1 3
I3 7% S B O A2 25 R A AR W 16 3, S S2 A A X
WA A R 5 (4) TR AL A2 W 48 52 2R J5U 2 1 B 9
oo WEENEY-E SR ES RGN, it
— T TEARPRINIG o A (0 1 B Al 2 A0 A W i A
Lo FCAREL AR R0 M o Gy T A A SR 1 R R S
— ZR NIRRT, 5 G b ) AR W48 S HOR
RAHIE S (5) W BRI R R R Z 8 T
B4y 7 Yl A R AR AR AR P K 2 A R R R
5B L R R P R 5G 2R O B v e A2
WA E . W, AR G )8 19 Qe s X 70 5
PGPR J& 5 5 & J& Ut A W8, 24 fy ot — 2
W5 ; (6) B A W R 5 HA PR 2 5R
AR, O TR G R T Y PR R 18 S BRI T 3 AR
fFAR S

2 % X B
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Abstract

The potential of plants to absorb, translocate and accumulate heavy metals and their biology characteris-

tics makes them one of perfect choices for heavy metal remediation. However, it is important to discover some strengthe-

ning measures for phytoremediation, considering its limits of tolerance to heavy metals for practical applications. With the

development in natural resources and the technologies, microbial regulation makes phytoremediation more viable and more

valuable. Reviewing emerging microbial technology in recent years, plant growth promoting rhizobacteria ( PGPR) have

been applied as environmentally friendly alternatives and play a significant role in phytoremediation process, due to their

abilities to alleviate heavy metal phytotoxicity, to promote plant growth and to influence the migration capacity of metals.

Currently, great researches have been done on the screening, identification and application of PGPR. This article aims to

review the interactions between plants and PGPR, and their potential mechanisms used to accelerate phytoremediation of

heavy metal polluted soils.
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