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Abstract; There are ubiquitous microorganisms in the rhizosphere forming symbiosis with host plants. Some of
them, including plant growth promoting rhizobacteria, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, non-clavicipitaceous endo-
phytes and ectomycorrhizal fungi, play important roles in improving plant nutrition status and alleviating the dam-
age caused by drought, flooding, salinity and heavy metal stress. This paper reviewed the underlying mechanisms
of enhancing plant chromium (Cr) tolerance by these four groups of rhizosphere microorganisms. As a whole, they
can directly or indirectly improve plant Cr tolerance via various and different functions including promoting plant
growth, reducing the Cr bioavailability, decreasing the translocation of metal from roots to shoots, stabilizing metal

by fungal structures and so on. However, the physiological and molecular mechanisms underlying Cr behavior and

EeWB . HRHRBIAIE W LT H Q1677164 ,41977042);“ + =7 E R E LM & 1THRITH (2016 YFD0800404)
FE—1EE JBEGEA996—), Lo, Wi+ W5 7 1)y +- 4875 Y48 5, E-mail: stellar_xsp@ sina.com
* @ W4E3 ( Corresponding author) , E-mail: xinzhang@rcees.ac.cn



LA U

THOUNEAT < AR BRAMA: 4% i i SRR 0 % R 3 2 BRBIL I W5 ok g 3

detoxification in rhizosphere remain largely unknown. It s also of great importance to clarify the effect of interac-

tion networks between the rhizosphere microorganisms.

Keywords: chromium stress; rhizosphere microorganisms; tolerance mechanism; interaction networks

VAR, 4 & % (chromium , Cr)7EM /K |+
SERULAR Y v BB Tz 4 A, He T Gl Il A 52 G
EY L, AR Cr BR TR A Hbre S A WUk, 2k
BTG4 FPE gy R R AR IE A
AL TR, Cr AIRFEE N (-2 ~+6), A
Hh f A AR UL IR AU =A% Co(IID) RIS 4%
Cr(VD*™' - Cr(I) R A2 ShPEAR, AHAE T Cr( VD), Hesk:
Yy ml A R R B P AR AR AR B B, 3 W DA
R AT & R (glucose tolerance factor, GTF) 1
FERMS 5 T s AT i Cr(VD) 618
SR TR R A R AR T 5 835, R R
PEFIEUE M, 5 E PR L /7R (US EPAYXI A ¢
ANEEUEDY

BRULZAb, Cr i 2%t Z i oAt 9 7= A 1 D
Lt BECVR B T, sl P iR e & R
1-Z LN BE-1-FR R (1 -aminocyclopropane- 1 -carbox-
ylic acid, ACC)!"" F1 5| Wk Z, g (indole acetic acid,
TAA)VEEY T & B ; 5 & S8 Ak 01T 348 i 40t
TR iz B W22 1 — % 1 R Wi B2 (nicotinamide adenine
dinucleotide phosohate, NADPH)4i#8 & L4 & i,
3R AR B [7] £k Ay 3 R0 5 e 3 5 T R AR
(N) B (P) FP(K) . BE (Mg) . ¥ (Zn) . Bk (Fe) . 15 (AD Al
i (Mn) DL B R h i 2 B (117 Bk 4 i S A 4
o LA A2 AR B9 2R A 175 AR AR 1) I B0
S EBESEAE T, Cr MUK AP 2
FHRLAAE T | EEAnAm AR 25 A SR AU A I %
AR A Y R S 25 RN 1 KO e A e B
TR 7% A5 5 3 25 WA P i A i 2 51 &
A R AR

ANIEREPXS Cr B0 3 A e A [a] , —SE ) 40
W% ( Nymphaea alba L)™' /K& (Oryza sativa L.) fll
JINJR 5. (Cyamopsis tetragonoloba L.)P" %5 %f Cr b4
U /NEHE (Ocimum tenuiflorum LM JFR XU (Jat-
ropha curcas L)W 514 T (Bacopa monnieri L.)* 4§
X Cr He et 522, i Jé Bl 24§ (Dicoma niccolifera) 1
£L3% (Sutera fodina) W XF Cr I 58 1Y) B 4 Ak
XECHEY) R T G2 Cr W, A s ZHE (45 F s
HHLE], P BR T A S E bR R, A —
TR WA 25 AR PRUE D™, — SR PR

A LA B R A W e A W R R AR
S PRl 2 AR AR T e G719 3, B T 2
SIS A A R 2 T B e AR B T A2 PR
1, S5 MY -5 AR B 2 AR EL AR A 8 o
R T 4 MRS A=, RIAR PR 02 A T AR AR 2L
T A2 A oA A TR AN A AR TR TR B v i A
Yy Cr i3z AIBLA , 1085 Jhy i S AR B fole A= P oA A 1 AR
PRIAEE , SeEAR A A TG IV, Cr {5 Qe IR SR IE A4

1 #RBR{E &£ & ( Plant growth promoting rhizobac-
teria, PGPR)

70 PGPR BEWE TR AP HE ) 50 32 3 S I | 7 IR ik
Z U B A IR 38 1) A B AT LR
1) — i 2 F A ) A ) S AR A W 30 1) e 3 HL R B A
SR AR A T HRRE T — L
Cr M52 T, Cr i 5 i S A R A W R RIAE Cr 5 G
435 b iy Bk N RCR 5 R TALEL, BF AR
A 586 PGPR 2223k B L B | 2EAAT B
J& R B AN [ U R . PGPR AT LA i ¥ ik 4
VI E 3%, 43 W4k 284K (siderophore) | W5| W 2, iR Fll &
FUFR(HCN) S5 4 o fie 7E A8 4 0 2R, n] LR A
BILTR RN A= 3 T 0% M 70 45 40 B e AIK - 4 b Cr 9 A=
YA SRR E , AR S A i 327
1.1 Ry Ak

PGPR fe % 73 WA HLIER | A& ) W B 590 4k 2
RBP4 I 5 1 T BT MURE (14 45
A PSR R AR S & BB S R IR A YA
Rk R R XTI R A G E . T Ah, Bk
AT DL 25 itk 4 o 38 5 35 Bk DM AR &R H
AT B, XA ) T I SR 2 10 5 BRI 49 X6 9 it
W RS PGPR e i Y 4 K R
TAA , A M 1 43 24 RN RE 4 £ HEAE ) 9 A K 38
I AR R I AL B = AR IR Cr i A2 5
W [RlE  ACC I Z i (ACC deaminase) %) 175 P4 1 9k 154
KB RS N ETR ACC, Wb 20 i A=
B, HE BT BUCE K S B AR AR R 2 S A X
Cr sz,

Gupta S5 3 45 0] H 2552 P o 55171 [ B8 i
Cr R4 14 Klebsiella sp M7 F & Cr /2414 En-
terobacter sp.Jx PR, T RE AT LU i B TAA BRERAA
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PLINN O P16 &

HCN |, <.(ammonia) F1 A= 49 3 11 1 14 55 %49 i, LA
R i 3 B ER 43 P 48 = AR A N -k R ]
SRR AR S, RS SR U R A1 N P Fl Fe 1Y%
ORI e T AR ARG RIS SR T ) H SE X
Cr 32 55 %,

AEIAHT Cr 42 4 i (chromium resistance )z, Cr
I JFAE A 7 (chromium reduction) & 412 A= T HERT )
Bl & A A, iR P E P Cr W Pseudo-
monas sp. VRK3 1] LL7rilh TAA FEkER A, B BA i
P AES™ RIRE G PEDT Cr 280 28 2 fUAT 1 Paeni-
bacillus lentimorbus B-30488 (r) 5 2 fig 73 i TAA®!,
MEAREST Cr AL i Cr 14 B8 1Y 3 R 48 7 Ja 12 A= 1
Delftia sp. JD2 B T fig 51 W IAA, & A E A 19 )
AR ZEHUFT 1R (Bacillus spp ) EPT Cr FIiE R Cr
RE ST, & BERE AT TAA BRE KR HCN R, B
HERIMfE P RESIH,
1.2 e fbian

R T G Cr BN EALIE 3228 PGPR A4
PRs b B 45 Ak i 40 88 4816 P 5L K 1§ (superoxide
dismutase, SOD) it %8 1k S [if# (catalase, CAT)Fl 1 &
AWl (peroxidase, POD)F 1k , (H & [R] i Fh % 7=
fitiie S AR

AT 25 ] H 25 R0 7 i 42 Aol 2% S A1 o0 i oA
(Pseudomonas putida strain CPSB21)2Z J5 % P, b &
Cr(VD)¥e B2 59 58 hin, 1wy H 2% F1 3% i 14 N /9 SOD Al
CAT {E PR AR AN A i 215 70, POD 16 PE g AT
PEwR . A FEHRP A 3 AR Y R I B SEAR Y Y
[ (malondialdehyde, MDA ) & &, Ui B 4% Fp
CPSB21 AU EE T A fbhin i fa ™
1.3 SR bR #f

bR T A0 H & T8 FAEY S W 2
R AHLIR WS dEA: R FNBGAE | Sy i 2 255 —
BB 0 4 LAV AR %) 4 i Wi, TRl Bt ffi A
i 1) TR AR 3 1o s TR AT B R FE AR R AR EBET

— S SRR TR R R AR B 1 A T, R TR AR
4 Bh 41 7 (mycorrhiza helper bacteria) , 7E ¢ #EAH 9 4=
F A [RI U e 1 TR 5 ) R 2R 17 2 B 2R R 7L
Ty R THRANE 2K . AR R R
Yefg M BB M B (Pseudomonas putida UW4) ) B
JRBE A B ACC 2 B, 1870 T M i A i
R Ah 8 v T AR s [ 961 2 55 ( Gigaspora rosea BEG9)HY
JEFH R, R AL B B R TE A= gLk B A I
(Agrobacterium radiobacter) F13% SR 510 1 ( Pseudo-

monas putida)l) F&E TP &

& 7 AHE S0 PGPR FIAS AR EL R (AMF) A
B F B0 R A ) AR R VR, X 2 = 3
FEIXT 4 it 52 PR3 & 0 — AN B R 380 BR T
F1 AMF flPpIRIE A 72T, PGPR 38 2 B 5K i 2
PIPMRIVE A . Islam 5PV [R] B $2 7 PGPR 17K A% iR
(salicylic acid, SA)F| Cr 754« iy oK [, K3 SA
WA 20 WY, B A SR it PGPR R
3 FRAR, BERAHEY AR, MET R
H:Fh PGPR, i | o -VE M BEHI B -TE K3 il (1 7K 74
1 1, BB oKk Ak G Wit £ s b LA R n] 5 1
WEIS A B RR & T , XA A PR AR K
TP M RE S, FIAh, AR AE)
1) ARS8 TR SR T R I A I 45 T 4
BEMIRGACIH B A i, (2 T REJE e TR T
PGPR 1Y) 52 20 1 4 Ja Iy 36 0 5563 473 5 38 AH X 48
BRI BE RS A AR E

2 ME EREH (Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi,
AMF)

AMF J& 58 8 WL —Fh - B8 5L, & mT LU
K ZE Bl M A 4 LA SR 3 7K AR A T i R 471
Rz I HALA: AMF B 0+ 5 3hee &
4 Ja V5 YL ST A SE A A i A2 MR

AR T Cr {5 LR AR BA, &
DWIE SR I NER(IE £ - NUISRIE ¥+
JE AR B AF y EP TS X 48 AMF JE FH
RYHELARZE, WA RIS P EFHAKY | 1
Cr 15 KRB M RS AMF BRI A5 2 5 %
Nzt — 0 52 AMF 42 S A Cr i 52 1 8508
DL S8 rh i P KY SR 461 0 a0 R e A% SR B S R 1Y
P B FE, LSRR AMF BARES S R & P 1A
YWHEZSAESE, DL S B S 0mE . B
Heht, AMF 4B ] DUE o B3 A4z 2 Ak 4 ol
FEPIXT Cr fTR 32, b, BEE AR F 238 i AMF
FIF B B a5 F 4+ Cr et ZEAR PR Cr BB AR
AR RO TR AR T R e IO AT ) 1)
ROLUA SR RE AR I XS Cr 19 57 A AL D2 3 A

Yixt Cr BYPTIES
2.1 [Al3EAEH
2.1.1  MCGEMEE TR

AMF BA i 3 S A LS fE T, s 2
MM i AR O K P A 2 oK A5 8,
HEW G A T 2 B RERE , 2376 AMF B9} 9 1 22
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(intraradical mycelium, IRM)RH iz 9% K5 fff hy BR 0% I %
IRM ORI Y B AMF(EEN RIE AR/ 5
( Rhizophagus irregularis) Fl F 18l % % ( Gigaspora
rosea) )ik = IR 52 G Ul I(FAS-T) 36 [N | 75 Z ik
s XA B 43 IR T 38 & AMF ) ARy
22, AMF 0] LT AE 33 i 3% 73 n N A PO
SETCHLBE) Il — 28 RS\ IC R, WO 5518 45 18 48
Y AR [RIEE  AE Y AR KRR s A
VERIYS 58, A3 G &7 W n AR R i

T8y PR Z S G AEA BT T BRI,
BT ME I B R EL DUUE W, A W) A B,
PRI, A 400 3 o 2 Wl 1R 4k W Wi % 428 (direct: phos-
phate uptake pathway, DPU)3KH P [ HE J1 2 A FRIT,
T B AR B4 152 5 W YA 34 42 (mycorrhizal phosphate up-
take pathway, MPU)AJ DL K K& 55 A8 40 IR P IR 3K
., AMF TR 22 AT DA IF 3R BB PR & 6
R B B TCHLEE , 18 T LUR e A= i AR B[] K A
AHLBES, HUFR KB, K P B Y&
U B 22 1) At BE) 45 N s (strigolactores, SL) . 7R 25 iR
(gibberellic acid, GA) I Z. /7 (ethlene) 55 L) #2775 AMF
1) 2 B 6 i i TR 22 i A Y

Gil-Cardeza %" & Bl 45 95 32 B 15 (Medicago
truncatula) % F 53 & AR 1l 9 55 (R. irregularis MULC
41833)J5 &£ Cr(VD)rh 4 h 55t wT LURIE Pk
W, i HARSN R 22 72 82 78 Cr( VD) H AR 2 AT LA I
W2 R Cr, 5530 2 88 50 AT USRS 22 %68 P (1)
WS, 3X AR AMF A F A8 4 OIS PR o 2 LA
FRH . AN, E—2E AMF hE S A BT kAl
SRR ER s+ B2 HBIENZS 5 PN
LT % 7% 2 AE W 40 M LR A5 AR AR AE AR 2 oK
93”[68_70]0

5L T ARIEF ALY AR 2 T A AMFPY
PIAEYITE Cr i3 L ] DIAE RSB AE, X2 R
AMF $EA: S0 1 Cr [l S BOW 35 70 s 2% JoH I
Cr 5 it R £5 A 2 £ 1 WS 8 300y P A S
e, Wu SETVEBEER T AMF 3 AETE Cr(V)
15 Yy g AT XS PSRN N B, i
FRRBLA S R RIS T A AW i, 7 A R K
Fle” RICR ™ R B4 AMF AR T AR A
1Y Cr MR BE, 4 & T AR Cr BT 32,
2.1.2 PR AT

Cr 29515 PE % (reactive oxygen species, ROS)
51 DNA F AL ™ o8 &k A AR AL AR

(B RE B 23 bR i SR R PR R 18 B R MiSUL-
TRI.1 F1 MtSULTRI.2 W33k, S = AH X S 1y
W, 4 N 2P B R (cysteine, Cys) A BEH Ik (glu-
tathione, GSH) ,# #1215 ik (phytochelatins, PCs)5 S
A= 9 0 77 s, B2 5 48 bk H IR GE 5 (glutathione
reductase, GR)[ {5 P4, Hd, GR BE AT D3 B i P
A W A FEE A A TR, o] LIl HO -
H A=A 5 A S AR — R G &
E  IRBIRRERCR

B AT S AR RE, HE R AMF ib ] L)
P& A A N B ST i 8 T P DL R T D e AR
(CANBSEIRR 2 1 M 26 B 3R 4 ) B 3 0k D) 2% i T 4 ) /i
E, WL E LRI CAT , POD, SOD FIHTIR I
12 15k S8 Ak ) il (ascorbate peroxidase), X SL i n] L) i
T ) F R N s A S R Pk B AR
I ER(SHFHE T AMF X £ KRBT E AL M BE AT,
KIMHEEFP AMF 2 J5 B4 13 Sb U in &t i3 i,
HIVRA ) MDA # 5t CAT i1 J POD % 124
F LT, #5AHAvan cd Bria" R /N EE H Rl AMF
JERNPUEAL B AT 82 5, Cu Fl Zn B A5
FE P BE P4 BR W 25 (Glomus mosseae)ifs 5 Fg RN S
PUAALBI A CH LR AL3S 363k Cd ha T
PERE B e R Y BEIE B 1 M OR IR R MR8 AR AT
DAHEN AMF A ] gt 28 ok 18 05 4l 0 1 ) 22
Cr A AL IE (A5 2T 2 0 SE i LAUE
2.2 HEAEN
2.2.1 SEWMRPR Cr AR

AMF 7] D)3 2o B 4252 i AR s sl A A AR 1Y Cre
DI R T 224 . AR, AMF fe48 73
/N3F 1 (low molecular weight acids, LMWA ) z¥, Bk
PR £ M K & H (glomalin related soil protein,
GRSP), MUk 42 T M BRI B2, o Al LB & 46

SEIE R S5 YA R, i S AR PRIR A S
Cr A FET

GRSP HE 5 ZF &)@ 1n Cr Cu Pb #1 Zn %1
fit 77, Gil-Cardeza 5" B 5% T Cr 15 4+ 1 3
GRSP MR EE & 5 Cr WG 1E 0L, KK Z 50
Cr( )45 B Bk 4% 5 25 1 5 8 F (total glomalin relat-
ed soil protein, T-GRSP)%5 &, IF HiX Fh 4 & J1 80
N
2.2.2 5N Cr TEMR R S5z

Br TG R AMF 38 259820 Cr AR FR 21l i
L EBR S A E R AR T Y Cr 2%



6 £ x B

ooz 4R #16 &

SIATTERR AR K AR o, 2 10 AMF 3R/
230 Cr AR ] AR 5532 | DL K 1) i3 iR
iz Wu SE Sl S S S X W AUR
(scanning transmission X-ray microscopy, STXM)Mi%g
WARH Cr 09404, ik — D UER] 13X — 2518

T35, AMF 23 LR 45 0 T T 22 55003 WA e b
A Y) (extracellular polymeric substances, EPS)Z5!
AR AR A SRR B T B R Y Cr (VD i
Cr(I) iz IR sk H AR 45 & S EFREN
B EREE AR 2R ORN TR 22 55 LA 2540 TR ™ ARAM
2230 3o A R k3 A ™ A B R Cr JE, &M
—FR o iE B AR AR &R A FR ] Cr DA 2R 31 b
EESAAS B Sy — 4 W) B R 45 X B
TEFERRAN R 22 1A i B3 NI G2 M Cr dE PR 3 Al
Y Cr it 32 .

2.2.3 25 Cr MM S e

AMF W] LITEAE PR BB BAR S0 1R 24 (extraradi-
cal mycelium, ERM), H3 4} E 22 2 il 1 26 43 i) JL
TR A REY TR USSR E T, ARG
JIE A SR R A A 2] 9 D3R, 4 A EUAR R TSR 1Y
WUE S E 4 R R )T, JF HASHE Cr fh iz Bl
Yy L

Wu S5 SR TG 1A s R AR R H R
2 A- A HOR A B 22 B9 TEPE R Cr FE 22 P Y
WS RN iz f /b 1 X BB B 22 % Cr A icn]
figse— M E Wt R, B A A2 i R h
MesiEiE . A, AR Cr(VD B R A Cr(l,
XULATE R 22 B 1 A 5% R h il B0OR 2 | i i 5%
N2 5 G IE R IR, A AE AR A Y i i
R,

W22 Cr(D 324 2 RIS, Horb i
AR FEIPIE R £ R, XLEEREREE F 2ok A
TR 22 THI 73 WA 4 DR 2 i A1 3R 6 W) (extracellular poly-
meric substances, EPS), L3 Ha g , M —# 7 Cr &L
HATRES G A ML A B B 31 44> B 45
AL B LA B N A T 22 ) AT 22 g A ) o 4 R

wH.

3 3EZfE WA E & ( Non-clavicipitaceous endo-
phytes, NC endophytes)

L2 Jm N A R 2 F 2T ] (Ascomy-
cota) . HF-[# | ] (Basidiomycota) F1 & . | '] (Mucoro-
mycotina), BAITHYE EVEH 072 IS B EE
BRI BRI A8 Y . NC endophytes 5 %)

B MBS T AMF A2 S 8008 377 A ] W=
AR, BERT BEFE I B M8 TR 15 2R o mT GE A
KRR eSS A it
TR A2 5 M A B8, UL BB IR0 & WIS SR LR | 43 WA
BEH YU S RE A E N AR BREUR
R TSN R G T B S N 4R Y
U
3.1 5 AMF BX 5l

AMF F1 NC endophytes #BJ& T N 2 E B (endo-
phytic fungi, EF), H7EA: 15 )y XTI RE 22 510K,
W5 B ,NC endophytes 1] DA 7 76 ME L A5 7 AR
B+ F AR ™ | 76 8 it 52 (metallophytes ) F1#8 &
AP T L RCE WL, AT AR IE A RO T 18
3=, AT LA ST 1l 58 A A FE D DR AT DA A T A S
FP 0 GAN TR R AR T N ZERIESE
M AR AN R PR T E AR R, X 5 AMF
AIRKRIZE R AR 7 — S AR &
LT NC endophytes £ 5 , X Ui ] AMF #1 NC en-
dophytes A] LA [A] i 4= T —Fp 5 32, H NC endo-
phytes FEF L H . Fo6, X5k 17Tk
B EINHEAY TS, B NC endophytes £ {i] 5¢ 4 [X.
BT AMF [ A7 76— % DI REH S, 15 32 W e
PEAT LA R PEP07 0 S R AR A A R TE . I
HX WS X T H % AMF Al NC endophytes , 5 #&
VAR TAR B G 2E Wy A AneT 52 0 15 EAE ) Y Cr T 32
WA ELEMNE X,
3.2 SZAEYIXT A JE B ISR s

AMF 1 22 25 7E WOSOK 43 F08 F2 9 B, A
SIS S B E AR | MR EE 4 i A Rk, F
TSR = AR R T 32 Tl 2] TR S ZE T BRI
5 AMF A WY A A B EmR R, |
NC endophytes B4~ 1 32 W IS 32 %8 7 ) i 1 g
e, BAR AT DASH 2 5 0] R A 22 [ 4 40 1
G, H) S R FAR A AR rY R
T FUR AR Z 1978 2577 YR AE SEPR TG Bl A
YR BRI A 2 TR A B, BT Wi 7 G2
Lo —Fh i 22 2 218 2, B 4L 4B 47 NC endo-
phytes, EAT A — & 2 R X PP ge™ . 534k,
TEE T LG = 554 F ,NC endophytes 1 LAF]
H B O JE A A LB A B A E R
e, B R E IR,

J34k, NC endophytes 2% i 11 73 Wb — 26 #L
RN REAR ARG W B 2 1 25 W K R AR 4
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JE& AR, 17 H NC endophytes 1] L4431
AMF TCIE 43 Wb W 7 5 R R | W TR S Bk AR S5
JE PO 38 AT L Ao e L 4 B R A
BT P R AN TR 3 D ARS8 3R AR IS — R R
) GR &%) B H BRI/ N 1550 R D TE 4 R B+ F
il — BE 44 K Uk (nanoparticles, NPs), [ 4 J& 1Y 5
PRI H R SCT NPs 196 A AR By Bk 2
Wi LA B 5 7E AMF Hg I R TS 2 — AR R

5 AMF LAY /2, NC endophytes £2 /& i 3 Xt
AR T 327 A R B 2 s g
PR RS AU | ARG R i, A iR
IR 3% (Brassica campestris) 3% #1— i )\ 15 15 Y4
+ 143 E 9 NC endophytes Mucor sp. (class 2) 2 J&
KB Cr M I FEAIR T 90% , X FEE =K b B
REASTEfL -8 Y Cr J5 & R T 2 854 p ™ 5
A B2 15 FAEY) AN NC endophytes 28 1Y (1) i 2% | 7E
FE AP} EE 4 S i 37 MR R = I AT T, A B 4
s A 1) b 3408 1 B 8 15 5, A DU 2RI 3K 156 B
NC endophytes & 15 3% 5 42 & i 32 i LI & 2
FERAH B ATEE X A B SR B i AN, 55 2 A
ORI N 4 R 0 & A R T R Y
i {HIGIEE AMF i /& NC endophytes, & 1 178
R B A X B 4 S T A7 A e R rh A B AR Y A
ORI T L IR A BRI
3.3 AP A EA Tl R

NC endophytes £l AMFSERAT DL 2 98755 S A€
i, A4 B, GSH , PCs il 4x J& i & 1 (metallothioneins,
MTs)SE W) 2 A 3 4 B 1 | AR ILAE WA Ak, OF
IR 6 X P TR 30 A B A ABOR RO e A ) %)
LRI Z . 715, GSH i AE B E A5 22 fi S Ak
36007 Zhao ZE'™ Xf & @& AE Cd 1 1Y NC endo-
phytes & a1 4N 5 (Exophiala pisciphila)il ¥ 5 % 21
— 5 &R E s Mifgds, i eihin, 45y
WA LA S S FGHAT A L R g bR 3k t™

34, Rozpadek 6™k IEEFR £ 5 W R N A B
B Mucor sp.BI RS IFJE W Arabidopsis arenosa £
B 4R B BRI B ot AR RN
KA FN P E i RGN IR A qPCR B kAR )
NS EROIE, ferr s+ NS 2B NS P
NERASA YRR FiRERIA 52 T H 48 % iz
g SRR P T EXE SR AZ, HE BR
Mz 4k, %FF NC endophytes U] 38 23 8 5 A1 4 A= PR
A AR DL i S s A 5 /b 2 U

4 SMEEREE (Ectomycorrhizal fungi, EMF)

EMF 2 YR bRy —F 3 E W AR, 5
AMF FIRYSE , B RE 35 1 200 8 TR0, 22
T IR R A B 4 R A PR B X A T
MR E . H W 4 BN (Pinus thunbergia) 1% Fh 1
He 23 A 1 (Cenococcum  geophilum) | % {0, 5. 5 %)
(Pisolithus tinctorius) 214 B (Laccaria laccata) F1VE 1.
FE U 45 4> (Hebeloma vinosophyllum) i 18 i3 73 4% A1
ARSI K AR EMF 0] DIE 3515 32 X0 5 290 1K)
MM, P T i v A4 0 o, 3 S AE ) % Cu A1 Cd A T
%o TE—RRY 2 ER L g 2R EMF fins 1 4E
Pyxf Cu FI Cd BYWEIL, X BEH] EMF Jf9E 58 4 5
—ABEBEAIVER , T2 T DL R s A W i s Rk Ol
PRHEA K 4R AMF —FER 3 A KARRE PR

i X EMF $2 55 1 3260 4 Jm A0 Tt 52 L1 4 F
g AR K — s 7 A EMF SRR ) A
o W53 DR TT DR 4 35 ALK 3 A= EMF 431
2 28 BVEURR R I 32 7Y BORR R H A B TS
BRI IX X 4 T PR 38 0 e 7 B A R AR SR A
1T i 52 753 85 43 B8 15 e b X 2 2 28 X0 4
TE 7 AR R N () R DR A AT A2 A EMF (1)
FEPIAEAT X 4 S e M L e Y

EMF 23 FI| A2 24 IR T 22 I 28, Ry i s 178 JH Ay 240
BT FoT R K LA Rt [H
I}, EMF 3 2 BT — 2645 4 1 19 15 5 70 1 A Al
PR TR RN O BE A e AL AR R R 2R 9F 5
WRBRH A ) BAE" . Fransson 45 % SR A
VA(Pinus sylvestris L)% 4% €4 2 {1 (Suillus varie-
gatus)Fl Piloderma fallax 22 J5 53 H B9 76 HILER A1 —
o 500t AR i 52 A s U E i, 2
FEPER T EE R 2 WA 50K 3 R 5 ) (Sclero-
derma citrinum) {4 P4 (Amanita muscaria) F1 214 F,
4 (Lactarius rufus)Fl— P LM R 2L [/ 2R 2] Pinus
sylvestris L.J5 & BAEY)IE N T X Zn .Pb 11 Cd B &
£, Hib T 4 8 DAR 2 i 1y %521 3X Ui B EMF
AE S AR PR A AE P R R = 18 FE% 4R i A2

5 AMF R[RIHYSE:  EMF TG AR,
IHGHT 22 0 S el 4 e 1 B0 4 iR i 57, TEAR Rl
B O Bl B H )42 b 52 e i 3568 4 )i
32, AR B E e XA B T SZ R80T, MUE T
Kt S EMF H B X5 4 Jm i 52 L R T e ik
4.1 JIAMEH
4.1.1 X4 )@ nBHE

LA 1) 200 R A A Pl % R SR LT R EL
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BRI 55 1 SR A5 L SRR 1 B 4 B, R B AR St it
PRI LR R WERRER PSR IL B REAT, AT LASS
HESRYY, It B A 2 B AR MR st
BRULZ A5, 4 RE %) 28 65 3R L mT DA om 4 )| i A=
YIRS A BFRIEA AU C-NMR G X T2k
T RN 21 40 S 1% W 2% 3] 1 KRS ik i % ( Neurospora
crassa)4MfiBE F Cd AUL T AN E A", Martino
SFRIAE Cd A Zn (AT, B3 £ T (Oidio-
dendron maius)$e =5 T A PN 58 2F= LA T8 2 6 110 306 2k
Jnas 1 AR AR TG 58 1 X 4 T8 45 &

BRIt Z 4h, EMF 0] DLAE 1 35 M R0 ml i
(sheath), Ashford &&""F| FH 5 R 25 & AR S 2]
MR R BV G T 3 A1 5 B S R 250, B8R —1>
“BRBET BHPS A JE A AR M T &R TR,
H, 22 B 1) 2 A 256 MTTE &8 i Ehhe, A AL
sk /D 1 HE AR AN A 4 &
4.1.2 MERENEEE

ELTA ) 20 B T DU — 26 m] DL2S 5 & s 1A
BUNGFF I RN = IR 1R, BT LTI A PR,
U & B W E SR T AW AL
PRIV | 37 3 4 Ja 2R AR H A s >

R T AN BE K M) EMF 1 TE 22 B 7E 5 4
B A G h A EENEN . BENEZRER DL
PRdr e B0 WA T B R KR R,
W E IR NS5 . Denny Z5EOR A X SR
AT IF G 00 R T8 (Paxillus involutus){= 4 1Y g
W (Betula spp.)F Zn W53 K BL, A =W Zn &
SETEAR Z TR 22 170 21 Jfd ¥ 1 Z2 1% %5 W (polysaccharide
slime)
4.2 MATEM
4.2.1  XF4aE i X FE

i A EMF Jf N 4 i 29l s B0 SF 41 4
5 RBERREL"™ JoHLES ¥ PCs MTs .GSH A HLAR
BEM AR EE T, 52 2 48 2B 0
B AR EE A R AT REARE , Hen, &z 3] Cd Wia
) Paxillus involutus 2> I KN GSH ., y-4+ & B2k
bt 2 R A —Fh 4 A 2 1 19 35, {H PCs IR IA it
ARV AL, (HRTFEM3Z As 19 1 55 T4 (Aspergil-
Tus) 7 B WFE As (1 30 TR R0 21K 2 A )
4 BK 2(phytochelatin 2, PC2YE SRR, 52 %)
Hg 1 Cd WrB i) L. laccata A5 e AR N 4 J& i 2R
(ST ST o 1 A % N S 1 2 W N | o =g e )
GSH DA B RHIA y- 43 2 B M2 i ik

B T X L EEA ] EMF i 2 15 43 16 iE i
IR UK B 1 45 B, AL R Ao 4t oo i 2 PR g 1 T
RMPE 22 R EER | S — 2D 4 s sl B T
i 3 T 220 A4,

4.2.2 Xt&JE MR

WA R (T 2 AR E IR I T LS 58
FE T B, 98D B S TR i e i A B, 18 2 52 4
B AR S AR AR AR 7 4 R 1 i
R FREEIEN ., AR E LB, ZH Cu®
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HIARL, Ott ZEY & BIAE Cd W3l R Ay Paxillus invo-
lutus 55 T SOD WY AE A, JF B34 T GSH 4K i
GSH 13 E AL L K GSH 38 JEU Y A2 1l

TR b A5 EAE N —Fh o A B
Suillus himalayensis "5 55 2 >4 J@ B 25 & A
SAMTI Fl shMT2 , F-7EFERE 5 AE R cupl *(Cu BUE) |
yef1 (Cd BUE) N zrel *(Zn S H 8 T D e B oAb
K EAE T shMTs B IIRE, & BLX 2 A AT
Cd WAL Cu 5, JFAE AR 75 1) 1 78 v A 4% 1 %2
A
4.2.3 X4 JERISME

FEM 2% EMF W, 48 MR R T 71k 48
FEH LT R IR e B B XA MHEIAR R A
DT &R MNEER I R R R, WA ST
IEH M E Y U is i Y

HHTXT EMF $2 & i B Cr it LS iF
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fR RO, 40, 7223 Cr Wit it EMF A9 20 it B
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R R I a3 A o ] LU AR B2 ML 04 A R
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sl Rh L R A 287 S MR ) R A A
Cr 8 BB EEAE M7 A X Cr UKL Cr
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5 R 5REE (Conclusion and prospect)
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Rl Jm A R, e Ah, A i i Y i PGPR il



LA U

THOUNEAT < AR BRAMA: 4% i i SRR 0 % R 3 2 BRBIL I W5 ok g 9
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TR oA, BRI F#FBEM 5% e 25
PETAEYI RS REW 4 JRAT R AH JCSE R 4 LI
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