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Abstract: This research investigated the effects of rhizobacteria and endophytic bacteria strains on alfalfa seedling
growth under salt-alkaline stress in alfalfa (Medicago sativa) cultivar Longmu No. 801. Rhizobacteria and
endophytic bacteria from plants with strong tolerance to salt-alkaline stress were isolated from Swuaeda glauca roots
(JG1), rhizosphere soil (JT4) and stems (JJ5) and were inoculated around the roots of alfalfa seedlings. One week
after inoculation, neutral salts (NaCl, Na,SO,) and alkaline salts (NaHCO,, Na,CO;) were mixed in the proportions
NaCl: Na,SO,: NaHCO,: Na,CO;= 9:1:1:9, and the roots of alfalfa seedlings were irrigated with 0, 100, 150, 200

mmol-1. "' of these salt-alkaline solutions. The effects on the growth and physiological indexes of alfalfa of these
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inoculations under the four salt concentrations were analyzed by membership function and principal component
analysis. It was found that the three growth-promoting bacteria alleviated the inhibitory effects of salt-alkaline stress
on alfalfa and promoted alfalfa growth. The growth-promoting effect of the isolated bacterial strains on alfalfa
seedlings under salt-alkaline stress was JT4>JG1>JJ5.
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JTH o BERE A, pH O 8.7~9.3, F AL AW A B E KW HE (Roegneria kamoji) | - (Leymus
chinensis) K K78 (Artemisia sieversiana) % o
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Table 1 Rhizobacteria and endophytic bacteria of S. glauca

T #4i 5 Strain number Ftk Strain 435 A Separation site
JG1 3% Vb T8 R TE Serratia plymuthica IEM N S. glauca root
IT4 W A2 25 55 37 P TA Stenotrophomonas maltophilia BE MR PR L3S, glauca rhizosphere soil
135 WP TEIRE S, plymuthica 25N S. glauca stem

1.1.3 A7 SR E SR TR 801(M. sativa Longmu No. 801) i B 1y VT.45 & i AF 5% r #2845 17 T 1
RIWASSS (=N 3R X SR M e
1.1.4 Fid LB AR S5,
1.2 7%
1.2.1 WEBRHE B0 5 A AR PR 5 ROR W 41200 40 08 B AR TG 1 I T4 IS5 B Rl T LB AR R 37 3%,
T28°C 180 remin 'FEIKIE IR, B WAK MR BEIA B] 10° cfu- mL "B 2R R SR
1.2.2  HAE ) E R Kb VPR 150 CrriRFF St 1 5 h )5, 121 “CR T 26 min, 1% 45 KB 50, 151484
J %N 75% LB R HAREFLA R A9 SRR (42 5. 0 em, 3 11,5 em) 85 HoOilt A K KE & (K 24 em, 58 15
em, 5 5 em, 350 g R ) ok UKL 4R T FL /N — SO E R T #E (7520 890 30 s, F JE B K AR 1 min T Yk
A~5 ) Ja F N TAERE FR 7 0 HE AT 28 J5 B A% = W0R AR vh o 43 4 3K 85 £ 9 in 200 mL Hoagland # 0% 320,
il AR T 2 R, 4 A A AR b TS TR 2R AR K R FE K 4

FFE G S I B S B ARE T 15 Bk, 4 AR T DS T B AR B 02 AR A AR PN A A T TR, 25 mL - AR
PEWE 7 d J5 ¥ NaCl,Na,SO, ,NaHCO, ., Na,CO, # F 9: 1: 1: 9 R 5k Fb 1 1R 4 , 5 Bl 348 W ¥ & 24 0,100,150, 200
mmol-L ", 25 mL-# "R E LR, A 15 d 5 200 mL Hoagland Jo &S F72W, H 49X 6 IR 45 d sk 4h i
E A SCHEAR o
1.3 0% 4547
1.3.1 b T EE A KGR AEY RN E B 56k 546 5 18 F B RO i 4 5%k = B R e B 8. 4y
o000 e R A R AR AR ME 3K
1.3.2 b ia T A6 AR R SR 0k AR BAE AR I SR AR B R I E i AL W) B (peroxidase , POD)
1 M 5 R FH AU PO M (nitroblue tetrazolium , NBT ) & €8 32 1 %2 8 42 1k 90 ¢ AL il (superoxide dismutase, SOD) i £ ;
K F B AR B e Z 2 (thiobarbituric acid , TBA) 29 & N 1 (malondialdehyde , MDA ) 5 4 ; 2R FH R 7 i = B 1 (5
0 AR i, DA B ik S (R A B2 L s )
1.3.3 R N B AE M R s R A A E kM SPAD-502Plus M £¢ 2 {L (KONICA MINOLTA ,INC
DN e S
1.3.4 ZEATEEMMITMAEIR  RAEEREEE S ITMIE X 5P 2 EAHCS B W& B8 AR
fif 8§ 2R . POD . SOD M4 R R AR F=(X,—X,,,) /(X0 — X)) T3 X 5 P01 2 570 S S50 MDA | %
AARF=1—(X,—X,.) /(X X)) W5 o 2 X i N R ARE 5 X, N F8 AR 0 35 /NME 5 X008 48 A1 1 35 K
(B o ARG 43 S0k 2 T TR A A B 1) 5% 6 A T AR SR pR B E AT B0, SR P S S 15 210 i Ak B SR I A L SRS
JEE BB R, 12 440 VAT AT R VT B 30 5 K A A A R
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K Excel 2020 ¥E47 B3 S BUAIME € . SR JH SPSS 26. 0 3k {4 k47 B T 22 07 2240 M1 (P<<0. 05) , i 56 B e LA

COEIE AR ETR RN, R Duncan’ s ¥R T 2 LA

2 HRESH

2.1 BERGRADBRF AL S EBMETEH
FERFEHZTH YR

2,101 B R B AR AR A TR RN PN A= 2 TR 0 R B 3 R
R AR wmE LR, RO E R 0
mmol-L "B}, 2 IT4 4B 5 HifEthm B #F & T CK
(P<<0.05), $&7%5 26.83% ;100 mmol-L i}, £ JG1,
JTAFI IS A5 B S bk m B 7h s B S CK L %
# 5 (P>>0.05) ;150 mmol-L "l , 2 JG1 1 JT4 4b 3
JFE MR R E AT CK(P<<0.05) , 4% 4l #2 &
122.64% #169.81% ;200 mmol-L 'Hf , £ JG1.JT4,
JI5 b B 5 A6 B R 2 E R T CK(P<<0..05) , 43 il 42
75 130.30% .196. 97 % F1139.39% .

2.1.2  Bd3E MR BR AL AR A A RN P A 20 TR X R B R 3 R
B & 5 BCE Y 5 e mE 2 s, E iR E N o
mmol- L7}, 2 JG1. T4 . JI5 Ab B )5 B 18 0 B 808 &
T CK, Hh & JT4 b 385 7 B8 B 35 T CK(P<
0.05), 4% 50. 00% ; 100 #1150 mmol-L "i}, £ IG1 .
JT4 R JI5 4b B J5 B A& 43 B = T CKH T W 3 22
S (P>0.05) ;200 mmol-L ‘B, 2 JG1.JT4.JJ5 4b 3
JoH S AU #F e T CK(P<<0.05) , 43 9 42 &
100. 00% .50. 00% £1100.00% .

2.1.3  BlE ML BR AL AR A B AT P A A0 TR 0 ER R e TR
A i T Y 52 ENGIE R 87535 2SR NN DR
FE B F i AE M b R PR, 2 JGLIT4A M
JI5 Ab B 5 7 0 Hb b EE IR (R 2) . FE AR
J# % 0 mmol-L "H, 2 JT4 A5 B 5 o |- ff & g 3%
T CK(P<C0.05) , #& 5 317.64%; 100 mmol-L "
B, 28 JIS Ab HE 5 B b b fF R 3 m T CK(P<
0.05), 4% %5 149.93% ;150 mmol-L "B, £ JG1.JT4,
JISAbBRJS , E f H b ff 5 34 I 2 = T CK(P<<0.05),

18 r a a OCK EJG1 BIT4 BJJ5
16 T
sl b bR 8
St -]E% 7,
M@fb 10 | 74 i
£2 gt c & §{§
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Fig. 1 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
bacteria and endophytic bacteria on plant height of alfalfa
under salt—alkaline stress

RN 58 3 7% 7 — h B B A B AR ] b A 32 ] 22 5 9 %%
(P<<0.05), A . Different lowercase letters mean there were significant
differences among different strains under the same salt-alkaline

concentration treatment at P<<0.05. The same below.

10 OCK EJG1 EJT4 ©JJ5 a

9 g . aa _
8 a a TT ??a%
E 7 bab$ab 7 a =
6 a — b =
% 5 5 TNL 0 — =
= g2 = A NE
S = = [[A\E =
= 3 = — - =
e = = = =
1 = = = =
0 — e — —

0 100 150 200

LB K [ Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L™")
E2 WERMEEAENMANEAFTNRBEPETEETIEE
B9 52 1
Fig. 2 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
bacteria and endophytic bacteria on branches number of

alfalfa under salt—alkaline stress

Ay R R 156.38% .86, 11% Fi1 57.25% ;200 mmol-L 'Hf, 2 JG1 . JT4 JI5Ab 3 5 E 5 M b @E 3 B 32 5 F CK

(P<<0.05), 4> 342 %5 315.04% .136. 58% F1248.81% .

BRIk B R T B e AR B T 0 TS PR, 2 G IT4MIIS A )G H S Mt w9 E (£3). 71
LB E S 0 mmol- L "B, 48 JT4 4b B 5 A8 & 1 i 3% =5 T CK(P<C0.05) , # /5 486.09% ; 100 mmol-L '#}, £
JG1 A JIS A B f5 , AR & T 18 35 735 T CK(P<C0. 05) , 43 51 #% /=5 109. 84 % H1 263. 66 % ; 150 mmol- L 'Hf , 4 JG1,
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JT4 JIS AL PR)E B fE M & Y B 2 | F CK(P<C0.05), 43 3l #8755 182. 97% . 251. 29% #1 1070. 63% 3 200 mmol-

L', 22 TG M JT5 Ak B S AR 8 5 8 3 T CK(P<<0. 05) , 43

4R T 914. 80 % F1778.75% .

F2 WERKREEAFNANEARNREHETEE L EHENZN

Table 2 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting bacteria and endophytic bacteria on the aboveground fresh weight of

alfalfa under salt—alkaline stress (g-5 plant™)

k73R

Strain number

R 9 vk ¥ Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-1.7")

0

100

150

200

CK
JG1
T4
115

0.5370=£0. 0153b
0.9474£0.0111b
2.2427%0.3351a
0.5847+0.0767b

0.4598=+0.2188b
0.520640. 1197b
0.6021=20. 1345b
1.149240.1753a

0.4175=0.0143c
1.070440. 1087a
0.7770=x0. 0874b
0.6565=0. 0270b

0.2780=0.0134d
1.153840.0716a
0.6577=x0. 0144c
). 9697+0. 0289b

T FSIA /NG 51 38R 28 5 .35 (P<<0.05) . R 1.

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column show significant differences among treatments at P<<0. 05. The same below.

R3 WERMREAEMAEAENEFPE TEEREENZM

Table 3 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting bacteria and endophytic bacteria on root fresh weight of alfalfa

under salt-alkaline stress (g*5 plant™)

R G ER ¥ JE Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-1 ")
Strain number 0 100 150 200
CK 0.0870-+0. 0048h 0.3374+0.0607c 0.2560=+0.0158¢ 0.240540.0231c¢
JG1 0.1982-+0.0061b 0.7080+0.0748b 0.72444+0.0797b 2.4406+0. 4290a
JT4 0.50994+0.0790a 0.5305+0. 0035bc 0.8993+0. 0690b 0.978340. 4650bc
JJ5 0.1196+0.0291b 1.227140. 1562a 2.9968+0.2218a 2.1134+0. 4620ab

2.2 WBERGRABA A E@E T EBMETE
Ak F A IRAT H R
2.2.1 G AR BRI AR 20 D RN P9 AR A0 TR OGS SR B aa R
H A& o A AL B (POD) 1 P 1 5% Wi 3 1 e B
[ F+ 5 B fE POD IS PR 52 28 B I e M REE 3, & IGL.
JT4 R IIS AL B 45 1 POD 1S ¥R & (| 3) . 7
BB A JE N 0 mmol- LI, 28 JG1 JT4 F1JJ5 4b 3 )5
& POD i £ i 3 & F CK(P<<0.05) , 43 5l 42 =
58.91%.93.46% M1 58.57% ; 100 mmol-L ' i , £
JG1.JT4 A1 JI5 4b S & 45 POD 6 P ¥ T CKLH
I % 2 5 (P>0.05) ; N2 (CS N
JTA R 115 4b B 5 , B 5 POD I6 ¥ & % 5 T CK
(P<<0.05), 43 W42 5 51.21% .65.38% H1 71.15% 5
200 mmol-L "B}, 28 JG1,JT4 1 JI5 4b 3 )5
162.51% #1250.21%

150 mmol-L

2.2.2  BEE AR BRAE A 0B AP AR A0 T R R R0 R B T A AL W I AL (SOD) 15 P ) 5 i
7% SOD
L'H, & IT4 4 )5 B 45 SOD 36 1 i 3 & T CK(P<<0.05) , $2 & 70. 33% ;150 mmol-L ™"

Bl 7€ B oM O mmol-L "B, £ JT4 F JI5 4k B 5 1
70.36% ;100 mmol-

~ 800 r OCK E1JG1 EJT4 BJJS aa a
= a
= 700 f + 3 a a
£ 600 i b %j"_
ﬁ?:ﬂ) 500 37a -
&2 400 ==
22300} =
= = b
5 200 =
< —
a 100 r = ’*
o =
[} 0 = 1
0 100 150 200
SR UK & Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L™")

B3 WERKREARMANERAREHEFEPE T ERE POD
RSk

Fig. 3 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
bacteria and endophytic bacteria on POD activity of alfalfa

under salt—alkaline stress

B 45 POD WM B 2 & T CK(P<C0.05) , 43 942 & 213.57% .

mE 4R, L

e s T CK(P<C0.05) , 4% W48 55 57. 34% F0
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I, JG1 . T4 F1 JI5 ¥ fig W 42 5 8 45 SOD i 1 (P<
0.05) , 4 %1 #2 75 40.90% . 132.75% 1 0. 14% ; 200
mmol-L "Hf, JG1 Al JT4 &b B 5 & 45 SOD i 14 B %
T CK(P<C0. 05) , 73l #2 5 54. 400 #1110. 69 % .
2.2.3 G ML BRAR AR 20 BRI A A0 DG R b T
HAEN B (MDA) & B2 LUNESIY oA ¢
B ¥ o O A 100 mmol-L " I, B £h B Wk B R 0
mmol- L' F JG1 5 H 5 MDA % & . %k 7 CK
(17.35% ) (P<C0.05) &b, HAx Ab B MDA & it 14 .
%7 T CK(P<<0.05). 150 mmol-L "I, JT4 &b B 5
B 5 MDA % & W 3 % T CK(11.28%) (P<<0.05) .
200 mmol-L '}, 28 JG1 . JT4 1 JI5 kb BES & #5 MDA
TS CKY IR E 25 (P>0.05),
2.2.4 G R BRI AR 20 DRI P9 AR A A OGS R b 3 T
7 TR A Y 5 i 6 TR, 76 5 0k b 8
T BE v BE A T R A R i R e T S R R
B2 G IT4A RN II5 b BS & 75 00 Il & R & =38
PR . ERBRMEE N 0 mmol- LA, 48 JG1,JT4 #l JI5
Ab B I R B 3 e T CK(P<<0. 05) , 43 3 4 e
T 516.12% . 686.86% M 443.67%; 100 mmol-L "
W, 22 JG1 A PR Il & R & B W & T CK(P<
0.05), 4% T 253.14% ;150 mmol- L'}, 28 JI5 4b 3¢
Jo H AE AR W R T CK(P<<0.05) , # T
525.61% ;200 mmol-L ", 2 IT4 4b ¥ 5 8 45 Il 42
R & i o T CK(P<<0.05) 427 T 528. 38% .
2.2.5 G M PR AR AR 20 B R P9 A A0 OGS R b 3 T
G R A R Y R R W 7 /iR, ek
J¥ 4 0 mmol- L "B, JG1 Rl JT4 kb B 5 1 45 i F i 4
ZHRERFERT CKP<0.05) , H& #0945
45.24% M 51.59% ;100 mmol-L "I, 28 JG1,JT4 Fl
JISAR PRI B A5 i b g R S i B & T CK(P<
0.05) ; 150 mmol-L~"ff, JT4 F1 JJ5 kb B 5 & 45 M A
et R AR R E R T CK(P<<0.05), &g &0 Bt m
51.64% H148.14% ;200 mmol-L "B}, £5 JI5 b B )5
EAE T R s R S B T CK(P<<0. 05) , % i 4
1 67.68% .
2.3 BERGRABDA A ELWA S EBMETH
VR ARV o s

W& A Fion 5 SR JE ok B0k EAT ot 3 6 M

9%
o>

250  OCK EBJGI BJT4 BJJ5
T by 53
s£ 100 7 § cPAYC
Sk N %
“% = &
= sl N2 [
a il El
0 100 150 200

Eh B K J¥ Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L™")
B4 wERREESENMNEDEHTEFEBETEESOD
ERE:EA )
Fig. 4 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
bacteria and endophytic bacteria on SOD activity of alfalfa

under salt—alkaline stress
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EhHE K B Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L™")
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SENRMm

Fig. 5 [Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
bacteria and endophytic bacteria on MDA content of alfalfa

under salt—alkaline stress
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b
N RS g
. HAE,
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LB 7K [ Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L™")

Ee6 WEMMEEAFMAEARNRBPETEETHIH
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Fig. 6 Effects of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting
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Table 4

Comprehensive analysis of membership function values of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting bacteria and

endophytic bacteria on alfalfa salt—alkaline tolerance indexes under salt—alkaline stress

T R 2 5 Eh 1k J¥ Salt-alkaline concentration (mmol-L ")
Strain 0 100 150 200
number FHfE Mean LA HEA Rank T E Mean 54 HE4 Rank P Mean  £55 HE4 Rank  F¥J{H Mean  Zi A HE4 Rank
CK 0.114 3 0. 000 4 0.034 4 0.019 4
JG1 0.448 2 0.388 2 0.427 2 0.546 2
JT4 1.677 1 1. 185 1 1.164 1 1.125 1
JJ5 —0.217 4 0.001 3 0.053 3 0.107 3

i 3% R I A1 25 440 B A D A 40 B8 G R BB 38 T T R e S AR R e M b A T o R L B
Hb b fE T M T A AR, R R AR B 18 TR R B A AR T R AR R B AR ER . BT E
B, S R AR BE R 100 mmol- LB, POD BUfE 2K, £R 80k B2 24 150 mmol- LB}, SOD {4 K, 200 mmol-
L', MDA SE R . 32 B S B 58 0 W 38 T 032 AR B 02 A= 200 B8 0 D9 A 4 BRI i 15 78 38 R T RE D, U80S AR b
R E S AN A A o B I 32 A3 R A AR TR A AR AT e v R R A A, R o R R T AR AR
BRI 25 20 DA RN P9 A 20 TR AT 4 v RS B R Y RE ), B e LT R Bk 8
3 itig
3.1 BMERRRADAFNAEABDANLBBETHELTHRGZ R

WX RIS EE BA RPN, RN A LR T A K Irm o A0l A8 4 X 35 5% W
A AR R, R VR AR Y T BB FE AR o BT ST R B A 3 AR AR AN T AR S R R R AR K
R BB VR B B e R A A T e IR AR A AR A . 5 SR AE Y I Y 2 R 2, AR R BRI 3 A5 R T B A
IIRE R SILG , B M P L ZER L ZEH MR R R 48 2 5 5 5 0 IO L R A B 3% 25 5, (1 SR i 36
ST B R S11 AL RS AR HE TR & R gh i A . AR ST e IR T ER B a0 B, A I T A RS R R R
B A B E R U0 I T R A IR R A KRR R R A B0 A KA ORI, T RE R RO SR RR A B
ERBR IR BT, 17 1F 5 A HH I ) BB AN B TR R 0 A K T R AT AR G A, DT AR R AR AR A AR . S R ek
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x5 WERREEARMANEARNEEHE TEENERMIERRERS S
Table 5 Principal component analysis of salt—alkaline tolerance index of S. glauca rhizosphere growth—promoting bacteria and

endophytic bacteria on alfalfa under salt—alkaline stress

RRE| A T A A R FHAIE AR DR FMTTHCR
Item Salt-alkaline tolerance indexes of alfalfa Eigenvalue Contribution ~Cumulative con-
X, X, X, X, X. X, X, X, X, (%) tribution (%)
Eh il e B Salt-alkaline concentration (0 mmol-L™)
1 0.98 0.96 0.95 0.94 0.91 0.84 0.57 0.49 0.51 6.03 66.98 66. 98
il 0.13 —0.19 —0.22 0.19 0.13 —0.42 0.82 —0.79 0.45 1.83 20.29 87.26
Il —0.12 0.22 0.24 —0.28 —0.40 —0.34 0.05 0.38 0.73 1.15 12.74 100. 00

R Mk )i Salt-alkaline concentration (100 mmol+L ")

1 0.99 0.93 0.88 0.85 0.78 0.35 0.63 0.68 0.28 5.00 55.53 55.53

II —0.10 —0.28 0.10  —0.50 —0.55 0.92 0.77 0.71  —0.65 3.01 33.41 88.94
ER T € ¥ Salt-alkaline concentration (150 mmol-1."")

1 0.99 0.98 0.83 0.71 0.57 0.58 0. 56 0.17 0.45 4.36 48.45 48.45

II 0.09 —0.16 —0.37 0.65 0.81 —0.77 —0.66 0.48 0.44 2.71 30. 06 78.51

1l —0.07 —0.08 —0.42 0.27 0.14 0.25 0.49 0.86 —0.78 1.93 21.49 100. 00

bl ¢ S Salt-alkaline concentration (200 mmol-1.” ")
1 0.99 0.97 0.93 0.90 0.72 0.56 0.59 0.47 0. 60 5.35 59.46 59.46
I —0.06 —0.23 —0.32 —0.43 0.70 0.14 0.81 0.79  —0.77 2.70 29.99 89.45
TR X~X bR AR b AL A AR G SR Y TR I AR R
Note: X,—X,: Plant height, branch number, aboveground fresh weight, root fresh weight, SOD, POD, MDA, proline, chlorophyll.

BT R % 200 mmol- L', 3R AR Az 4 TR X 1 7 B bk B o0 BBOR . I T A IR VR T W R T R A
X A AR W RIVE P57 A e R A R AR A AR AR 30 T R e R A B R . AR SR
JH ST 56 28 iR PR R A - b AR K A B AR 9 (JG 1) (2508 (JJ5) RIVAR PR -+ 8 9 (JT4) i 2 HH K 1) 3 Bk 412 A= 4l e Ak
P B 300 () 58 A6 A L 0T R R TR R R AT R RS I RE T B — s R AL
3.2 BERRRADA RN LA T LM ET R EZFREN Y0

FR A0 R SR AE T AE 19 SOD \POD ¥ I 202 & 5 T B, MDA & it FH s, 6 Rk i i 17 ™ 7 05 5 30l =
TN A BT EUIL E R G T LU RO R AR R o AR T Bl A T P AR AU A TR R B 0 R A A 4
SOD J& 4 40 J 35 Bk %0 A b 2005 3 0 5 — B B 2k, J2 AR W UK 9 — i AR 0 22 0 T S A Tl 28, 0 O 4 A 9 32 4R
A A 53 AR, SOD 16 1 A7 LA ] it B2 b B2 1k H R 400 o R 58 b 36 9 03 5 150 POD S Al #) 77 306
BE 2% 1 WA B 480 A0 G A 2 — L 5 SOD Mt B Ak S i (catalase , CAT ) A H Wp A BC A, DA w85 A6 400 B0 0 300 12
A IGL T4 JISJ5 B AE R AR ) SOD F POD T P ¥ 7 i, % 1 Fh 8800k 2848 7 48 A= KA R sZ o 3] 3 #k 2
A 0 B B VR BT AR (SOD R POD) W 5 1 M 0 Bt 01k il -5 50 1k R ST 32 P O, il 14 it 32 4 5 B 4
PEF B 72 A A . MDA — JBAE g M40 305 B 46 b, MDA 5 4 10 22 /0 S e 17 5403 03 82 88 A0 /N, 2 D A 8 i it
SAALFE AR Z —" . & T 150 mmol- L™ $h B3 T, #2200 5% AR B 42 A= 40 1A A P 2B AE B S AT U855 AR R MDA F it
B R R N o R B A N S I SR P 3 Y A A I R R R A B e X
A PR E T 2 AR B R A 40 B R P 2 A0 TR A S R I AR 1 2 i T T L 3 AR R 1 A 4 T R P A A
PR AT AR 25 A 00 T B 3 BB T o R B R AR T AR A A TR S SRR T I AR R R,
MDA & & FAR, BT AL R SOD (POD 6 M 35 19 5, 15 58 46 5 48 bk = R AR ) 6 1) 380 RF 6T 7, 3 W3 002 A= 40 T 7 ok
LT S 3 R B S5 ) AR BR R4 v AR A I ) T R 2 i R B 30 X 55 A T A T A s

W2k FORAE Y AT VR I YT, S R 6 S AR AR BRI G AR A A5 A R e [R] 5 o A
PRAAC R E o HERN AL AR 40 TR W] G AR HE RS A OGS AR RN it R S i SBOLARE R A R £

=
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(A LAY, (5] I 32 il 20 T 3, BOAS WF 28 T R I 3 R TR RR S R A0 v R S R A e 3 R 3
o AL EAE LR PR RE o DU B T AY 3 R 5% AR B 02 A1 40 T PN A 2 TR A R AR ) 3 0 A kA T T B AT R
89 IS TS 3, BN SR T 300 T T R A AR R TR A0 8 2 R ™ S5 A 52 0 e FCAIL B A5 D TG A AT A B R — 2D BT .
LA fe 28 I 7 B LB e, I 3 0 e e 1 B o 3 e 0 e B R AR 3R 3 K TR R e R AR A R R SR AR 4
Hh B A £ LB
3.3 BEARFRR A @A A A Al AT B R 0 R F BB B R 2 AR 4R AR

L) Tt 8 Tl 2y 22 b DR 2R (] 9 58 B W) % O [ A DT R 5 19, 2 BB — 98 AR 2R AT T SR M O BAT — 58
9 Je R o IR AS BIF 5 2R PR R) S Jes o 80 B 5 180 0 A 06 £ D 40 2 0 00 T 0 B0 T R P 2 o e A
6 b5 FIAE BRAS AR 3G 9 ANl o0 BEAT o0 23 B 45 45 SRR eR RUELHE Y L 3 WA [R) i A2 20 Bk 8 el 38 T A e A
WOR R ITA>TG1>>JI5, MABR 2 AR PN i 6 14 412 25 200 T TG 1 R DA B 22 AR I - 398 07 356 199 T4 Xof 2 fige 1 79 Tiod 66 Bl A
BT NZE NI L 6Y9 TI50 1R T e S RVAR W) AR DN R 58 LU 28 N A2 % BCAR W e 5 A ) RO T R R T A TR
SHAR B 200 AT LA 0 PN A 2 R RSCR o T80 T 2 A B s vl 1) 240 T A C.C I8 U 2 v T A0 K 1N 1 2 T4
R EY PR ARG SRS A 2, JGLR JI5 & TV 8 [CAT I i 4 22 W0F 98 T KA (Oryza sativa)
R B ol 22 9 %F b 1 £ e 1) A A, e BRAE v A ERAT B OV T k8 i ) pH AT BT BTG, 2 34 L5 &5 S
s ARy FL A3 I8 ) LT S T A fige o v B AR B B LT, AN TTRE N 1 A ML S BRI AR T RS pH. 2
AT T T4 T8 2 2F S5 97 SO TR, 7 ARl A= 7 U 36 B R B8 T IS, — 26 55 5% 0 17 T 11 PR 1T L2300 4 T
FRBTEO P 10 T R AP AR5 1 ABE S BT R R T A R UM IR R A R S MR R E S, A
o xS A A 2547 SR g i 0, DRt T AR s A A i B

4 it
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