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EMETAFEIREENEMWRKEZKFLER
EEFRIAR AR
WA, RALY, B W wAEsEL ENMR ZMmE g

C YA K2 B 2k, DU 625014; 2 ANV RF BB S A REST T, db 100081)

B OE. KRR AR (0.5%F 1.0% ) NaCl [l N R AL R ELE Glomus mosseae-2
XA EF R, JEH realtime-PCR AR THAR T 5 ANKFLE AR (LePIP1, LePIP2,
LeTRAMP, LeAQP2, LeTIP) [k, SiREW]: RN T B AL iR I 1 BE (2 R IR AR KR K 73
e, SR m AR S K R KA AR R T MR BRAR BB A BRI L AR T 5 ANKAL
R REL, SREERAILL, AR LeAQP2 LN EIE B, HA 4 NHEIEIETIH. LeAQP2
FERAE B AR AR P 0 1o TR0 S BRI R A T AR SL R M R AR R K S 6.

KA HA e ABRAREE BUKERME: KILE AR
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Regulative Effect of Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi on Water Absorption
and Expression of Aquaporin Genes in Tomato Under Salt Stress

HE Zhong-qun', HE Chao-xing®™’, YAN Yan’, ZHANG Zhi-bin', WANG Huai-song®, LI Huan-xiu',
and TANG Hao-ru'

(*College of Horticulture, Sichuan Agricultural University, Ya’an, Sichuan 625014, China; “Instiute of Vegetables and
Flowers, Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: Effect of arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on regulation of water absorption and expression of
five aquaporin genes (LePIP1, LePIP2, LeTRAMP, LeAQP2, LeTIP) of root in arbuscular mycorrhizal
tomato by realtime-PCR were studied under different NaCl stress (0.5%, 1.0%) . Results showed that the
growth of tomato was improved, as while relative water content, water potential and hydraulic
conductance of root were increased by AMF inoculation under salt stress. Expression of five genes was
induced by AMF and salinity jointly. Up-regulated expression of LeAQP2 gene and down-regulated of
other four genes in root of AMF tomato were detected in contrast to non-AMF one. Accordingly,
overexpression of LeAQP2 gene in root may be relation to enhanced hydraulic conductance induced by
AMF.

Key words: tomato; salt stress; arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi; water absorption; aquaporin gene
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ME R ELEE (Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, AMF) fRefe T R8T RSP oK, $#
AR K AR R K 2% 518 (RRIFRAR &K T, Lpr), BIM$E i Lht R 68 7 (Ruiz-Lozano et al., 2001 ;
Porcel etal., 2003). #hMAFERE TS WHE, DI BENCGE S s R RIERHR 2R 7K 0 W Sz i DA 2%
B B m kR (e AT 5% . AKFLER T (Aquaporin, AQP) J2& Al i IE I i s K 4> T (3
FET AR R, AEBE A T M SO R R K 2 B IS A, R T AR A A P R K DT A, 6
TP R R PTEE TRe R AR . MR IR I, BRI AR T R A RS
TP PR AR ) 5 R SO, A TR P TR K LR R DR R IR ST R R AR A RV AR AL, DL X UK 43 SR
(Maurel, 1997; Steudle, 2000). /KALEKE7E AMF & m ki £k Mg B vk v 2 5 kA 7 HAE
PRI AR A B B — 52 I VE T H BT AT 2

HAT, SR st TR IURMERA Y, BHEAGBEUE g gl, AR HEm
Ho T VAR I R ERIE, R AMF o0 R 38R 38 w3 a7 A T I — 208 g 4e . ik
CAEWIEG AMF S Al Sh ks m ) 3 mt b, S KRG S LA R R E T, T dbihia
T AMF X & AMK 5 m, 9 AMF ZE38 i A7 b i s B B b4 s

QY L SRS DARE

1.1 RIEw Y

RIGT 2009 4E 5 H AL EARNRLE B i A6 A 70 TR S T R ARy Rk 9 57,
BEIR B R Ol BREE 27 8 R PY BRFE . Glomus mosseae-2 &) 24 F AV BF A B d it ) o bl gL A #i gk
PEAR: pH 7.26, AHUR 1%, ML 150 mg - kg, AL 451 mg - kg, K 518 mg - kg T
5 1 mm 7% 5 TR 160 CRnii K 2 h, EHARAHE RS 160 CHE 2 h 58 &
1.2 Rt

PR IR 13 em x 13 em HYE5FREE, FEFRPRA 0.3% M @ B R B 75 3 ho Bl 1~ FH 70% RS
RIMKEE S min 5, ZBKMUEMEZERER . RREREERN 10 g A, XTHERD 10 g KEEHEMPF 10 mL
T KEERYIRIER, DARFFRZEYIX R —8 B8R 3 6, SR 2 7, BT, W
B, K BRI, BeRh 45 d e MR R 250, JFAREET SRR EE . REG o AN ERP AMF (]
NAM £, #0 AMF (F AM o) BN EE, REASEEEE 3 /> NaCl /K-, BT 0. 0.5%F1 1.0%,
FEANRER 15 %, 3630 Bk, ToEhAbFEH] EoR/KBEHE (EC 24 0.8dS - m™). HFKE 2 ~3d ¥ 1 KK,
B JE 1 IRERALFR S 1) EC H 4> M5 5] 0.9, 4.2, 7.1dS - m™. #HhabFEfE4AHRE 10 d MBI 9L, I4
HHIEORE DU i AR K i K3 R R T AR IR R RNA. #EFH S 100 d Bl sE R s 2508
HAE 54 F 45 d I AHLC I &, BORBEAR 7 1 b H R 80 CHETFR BT
1.3 #HXIEFRRINE

B YR E: KM BIE (Kormanik & McGraw, 1982).

R AR E KR (RWC, %) = (BEFEFTE - TREED / (HBURIBTE - TFREBED %100,

7K A 5 « R A TG 5 4 ~ 5, HSERE 47711 3005 4% ) %l 2 (Martinez-Balleesta et
al., 20000, HEAMAEHEL 3 K.

MRAK M E: B 1%ERA0EE 28 d W (PREAR SO0 A AR, BEie T, 2SR 2510 o3,
B R 2R RAR — N K A T, AR5 B T )%, 885 4% Martinez-Balleesta 4%
(2000) P72 5E -
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1.4 2 RNA B3ZENE cDNA BYE X
O3 PR B R TR R MR ZE 1.0% K NaCl /K ISR XS IR /K AL PE 30 d IR R (ZRRIR S

FE) &L RNA, RNA 4ifh 5 H T cDNA B8 k. W3R 57 &4 Fermentas 7= .

15 KILEZEBEEH RT-PCR 71F
Wt S A F i K FLE LA LePIPL. LePIP2. LeTRAMP, LeAQP2 (JFifiE/K LA LR I LeTIP
GBI K LR A FE D, EFRw A ER I 5 115 SR I AT 00T AKHs E5nFE K1 mRNA J¥41,
S B T RT-PCR 2514 (R 1),

% 1 FATRT-PCRIEERIRSM
Table1 Gene specific primers used for RT-PCR

CIE R 5175 (5-31 K bop HH IS
Name of primers Primer sequence Fragment length Accession number
LeTRAMP F GGTGCTGGTGTTGTGAAG 314 X73848
LeTRAMP R TGCTCGTCGTTGTAGATG

LePIP1F ATGACGCACCCATACAAC 348 AY725511
LePIP1R TGCTAACAATGCTCCCAC

LePIP2 F AAGGATTACAAAGAGCCACC 201 BT014251
LePIP2 R ACCAAAAGCCCAAGCAAC

LeAQP2 F ATGGAGGGGAAAGAAGAGG 281 AF218774
LeAQP2 R CCAAAAGCCCAAGCAATG

LeTIPF TCATTGGTGGAGGATTGGCT 102 AY731066
LeTIPR ACACTGTTGAAGACTTGTTCTTTCTTCTT

SEIN ¢ 8 5 PCR AXUh SEE Y H A 290 A ] (Applied Biosystems, ABID [#] 7000 4, SYBR
Solution & TIANGEN /A ] 7™ i«
S NARFL 20 uL, SMNAKZEN: 9 pL SYBR Solution, b RiF5[4#)4% 0.5 L, ¢cDNA 2 uL, &
ddH,0 8 uL. [N 4fF: 95 °C 2 min, 94 C 30s, 55 °C 1 min, 68 C 1 min, £ 68 CHJUEED

—

w5, LT 39 M.

2 R

2.1 NaCl B BRI R F ST

M2 ATV, SRIHME R SE Gl 5 M R AR e o BRI SN, AR TR AR B RS A i AR

R RER AR AR — shik ALY, B ShMIE AOFFEE, BRI A B WA, HL R Bl 18 o
I e A A I TR) s Ml 1 AT B AR P T e o

F 2 NaCl BHB X ERERIM R

Table 2 Effect of different NaCl stress on AMF colonization

/%

NS CPN AT
NaCl/% AMF Days after salt stress
0 10 20 30
0 AM 48.6 aA 50.3 aA 55.3 aA 56.2 aA
NAM 0 bB 0 dC 0 dD 0 dD
0.5 AM 47.8 aA 46.4 bB 39.6 bB 33.3bB
NAM 0 bB 0 dC 0 dD 0 dD
1.0 AM 48.9 aA 44.8 cB 322c¢C 26.4 cC
NAM 0 bB 0 dC 0 dD 0 dD

e BERZAE TG R ZZNE, AFRK. NEFREHZER P <0.01 Al P <0.05 BIEEKT. T,

Note: Data were analyzed by Duncan’s multiple new range test and the different capital and little letters indicate significant differences at P <
0.01 and P < 0.05 level respectively. The same below.
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2.2 NaCl BT AMF & B9 1% 4 355z

MF 3 LLEH, RS 100 d B, NaCl Bl 528t 7 ok s 20 AR K, BRAR T R Ak
BRI RIS R IR R AR RIS R, SRR A EEAA L, e pE A S RO T A b
FR A A

& 3 AMF XE B TEMGHE KR
Table 3 Effect of AMF on growth of tomato under salt stress

KA /em T ite/g
NaCl/% AMF Increasement Dry weight
Kk Height M Stem diameter Hb - Shoot Hi R Root
0 AM 4.80 aA 0.115 aA 6.26 aA 1.37 aA
NAM 3.84bB 0.096 bB 5.98 bB 1.10 bB
0.5 AM 2.38 cC 0.086 bB 5.64 cC 0.86 cC
NAM 2.10 dCD 0.050 cC 5.32¢E 0.67 dD
1.0 AM 2.20 cdC 0.052 cC 5.38 deDE 0.42 eE
NAM 1.80 eD 0.018 dD 5.08 fF 0.28 fF

2.3 NaCl BT AMF X3 & B3 27K 289820

M 1 AT G, T ER A AR B R RWC TOW 2 5.

B ER B RS, SRR A RWC ¥ R R, H2E S8 e shha 50 d i, 0.5%2h A FE 1)
FER PRI AL RAE, L A1 RWC 43991 bl i 7K A B 6 TR 13.0%F1 19.0%; 1.0% A0 1 U 43 73 Lk
X AR 20.1%H01 35.7%. AMF 4250 f5 BA IR 52 sh 3 R K E R, XM E IR Shik B T
RIAFIE A

100
©
ﬁ L‘E 80
% L
JAg= —o— AMF
7O —o0— AMF + 0.5% NaCl
= E o | 4 AMF +1.0%NaCl
= —e—CK
= —+— NAM + 0.5% NaCl
—0— NAM + 1.0% NaCl
40 L L L L I
0 10 20 30 40 50
NaClfiia K%/ d
Days after NaCl stress

1 NaCl BHBT AMF X ZEMH xSk EHRM

Fig. 1 Effect of AMF on relative water content of leaf in tomato under NaCl stress

2.4 NaCl fhi8 T AMF & frt Rk BRI 0

2 R, WA BT T oAt Rk, iR AMF RER LM HK# (P<0.5). 7EM
18 45 d RS AR TR P K5 BORIR L B, 0.5% 1 1% 3R A4 T Bk L 56 A BR T 20501 T
1.03 MPa 1 1.65 MPa; AKFZRHHR 51K % 1.28 MPa I 2.28 MPa; $521# KR (11H Fr 7K #5531l B R B2 14
BRI 16.2%1 22.6%.
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NaClfijil K%L/ d
Days after NaCl stress
0 15 30 45
0 T T T 1
05
= -0
2% a5+t
ﬁﬂ (=5
% 2 0L o AMF
_,:LE E — @ AMF + 0.5% NaCl
8 251  —a— AMF1.0% NaCl
—e—CK
3.0 [ —+— NAM+0.5% NaCl
—o0— NAM + 1.0% NaCl
35t

2 NaCl BB T AMF 3 & HnH Fr k8 B0

Fig. 2 Effect of AMF on water potential of leaf in tomato under NaCl stress

2.5 NaCl BT AMF &R RZKSRIE N

MR KR ) MR RKT (Lpr) XK. K 3K, #Hihia 28 d i, hha kb2 1%
ICHE R AR B RARIY Lpro oA JC#h sl ER B AT R, Hefh AMF (3R AR R I LE AR B IA B A
] Lpro X 16HH AMF FlER a2 520 Lpro

4000
- a
§ B i
% 3000 [
j-{: L
" 2000
o0 L
&g
T 1000 -
o
— L
0
AMF AMF + 1.0% NaCl

1.0% NaCl

3 NaCl BHMET AMF M EMRRREKS (Lpr) KA

Fig. 3 Effect of AMF on hydraulic conductance of root in tomato under NaCl stress

2.6 NaCljrETXKALEBERAMNFERIE

2.6.1 JREAKILEE AE (LeTRAMP. LeAQP2. LePIP1. LePIP2) #9ifF 4k ik
PN E B AE R EhHE 30 d B, IX 4 NIERERIA T2 AMF A i (3L [l 52 m (& 4).
AMF b /30 525 i LeTRAMP Fl LePIP2 JEMW3RIE . ToAhACFRR, FERbRI S m TR IZE
PR, ke R R (B4, AL D).
LeAQP2 ;& A5 i Il Fxf /K& —iliE ) /KIEEE H . HE 4, B AW, RPN, AMF Ak
JR 35 R AR 2R LeAQP2 JERZRIA . EhIE T, BRIz IE R I 304 5 0 35 = T AR e bk
HE 4, CHLLEH, ToEhAFER, AMF 24 & MM ass T & LePIPL LR )RIA. £
BT, BRI IE PR 0 R0k i W E R T AR
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T 165 A a T 2B a
5 g o121l b
3 § 1.60 - b A
(o]
2 & 1sst g3 1207 :
R =0
25 150 ¢ . guil.wf 4
2 145 ¢ i g 118 ¢
2 i B L
i & o140 o & L7
T 135 o116 ‘ ‘ ‘
NAM AM NAM AM
*f g Control NaCl %} Control NaCl
= 1221 T 1401 D a
5 ¢ a -0
= oA, 120 F o R 135 b
S k b £ g
Py B 4 L
5= 18 ¢ = %9 130
0 =
® © 24 z
2 116 c G 125 F
G =s
B4 =8 1020 F
uk) .8 E}D
112 ‘ = a5 w w
AM NAM AM NAM NAM  AM NAM
% B Control NaCl X‘j‘ﬁﬁ Control NaCl

B 4 LeTRAMP (A), LeAQP2 (B), LePIP1 (C) #A LePIP2 (D) EHEAY RT-PCR 447
Fig. 4 RT-PCR analysis of Le-TRAMP (A), LeAQP2 (B), LePIP1 (C) and LePIP2 (D) genes

2,62 GRBIEAKILEGAE LeTIP #9955 RiA

5%, AMF Kb Wra sy ™ LeTIP JEK KA . ToiRAE T Eh ol dh A ¥ N BL R HRAR &R LeTIP B
IR IR 35 8 BT AR W AR 1 o

= 1.6 -
B a
.g % 1.5 +
ES 14 P
~ 2

2 13 r
=
M g
w2 1.2 F
p &
i

1.1
AM NAM AM
X Hg Control NaCl

B 5 LeTIP ZFE /) Realtime-PCR 94
Fig.5 Realtime-PCR analysis of LeTIP

IFEARE Y (5. 350 Py e R Ca#RE, $HEba T AMF f#
B 5 EAE I R R R AR, BRSO KRS A N AE E R K A, B
Jr 728 MR o KA (Ruiz-Lozano et al., 1996; Cho etal., 2005; Hao etal., 2005; Wu & Xia,
2005; FRAAE %, 2010; #A& %, 20100, ARK AR BN LR,

H AT AMF B35 27 LAY K S0 RO iR - 2500 AMF I 22 aT 7 KA &R IR T A, 46
HE R 5 T 5RO A A TR ) T 5K o B K, B /K RO, 3 9 BT 5P (Cho et al., 2005)
SRMpEEREE T . S AT, HAR K 7 S AHAR R IR IR _FV, T 22 3 ] e e iz
— AR . ERIAE Y, B T WL RS 5K pia s, R e HK s
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FINLHRME ST . S THMR N /K 5312 %, Steudle F1 Frensch (1996) A, MR /KFIKE) JJIT)
PET GBE R AR IR 200 T S /MAE 72 R0 40 Ml — 40 Bad A2 0 7K G Dk i KN o FEAR 2610 75 228K
K GREATS, KB LBIE R A, g —40 i Atz dmk 7 i EEEn oK, B 48 f—40
AR K 2K E S (AQP) RIUKALAE FR MY (Steudle, 2000; Javot & Maurel, 2002).
R KT (AR A I A [ A T8 8 /K srds S s A, HEKSLEE A RIEHEDIAR (Liet
al., 2009). 7EF KA WHE (Arocaetal., 2005). $IFFIFEErE (Martinez-Ballesta et al., 2003) H
YR PIP I8 L, Lpr #80. o564, Befl AMF gefeift F oK, BEREFMBERAKT. K
I, HEDERE TS, AT RERELE AQP KEDAI (1) R Ak M AH M—4H M@ AR I Y T K 43 (B TS K

o AR ) TS R I A7 A KR K TE B, 07K TE g i S OE PR R A
WIARAE K 53 7 SR A N 3R K o3 A8 #1977 202 — (Johansson et al., 1998). VFZWIFTHH, /KiliE
FHAMRIEZ =TT (Quintero etal., 1999; Lopezetal., 2003). Kl i & 13 K Z% 154~
B AT H % R IA RS, PIP J TIP L [RIPh 40 ff Jiy3 i@ Bk ERFRE ) 10 3 AR A2, (H 2
AT AR REIEA ZIRIE M (Peng et al., 2007)

AR IE TR E A RFREE AN ERR, HREGRAR 3. AHRERMNE T —LKfLEH
FERIRIE R, 4 NaCl hrid BAREDR (Crvajal etal,, 20000 H/KFLEE (ARIE. WA HREHIE T
KALER AL R IE L, WflHg 7+ (Martinez-Ballesta et al., 2003) 25, iXLLmfo74s R F e S
B g PR KL A RIBBAA A C (Sardaetal.,, 1999). HEPILEERMMAR, W HE
TEANWUBIE R 2278 A, T8k 3= 3 OC P BT I A8 10 e ol 2D 40 1 2R /K B n 7K 23 Wlic. B A, FE4)
A] BEAT TR A1) (KO T 5T R 3 ] 3 7 ke ad W R Wil Bl /K 23 5 BRI 3458 (Wu et al., 2009).

AHIFFEFOGF £ I8 R 4 R AR FZ R 75 il LePIPL, LeTIP. LeAQP2, LePIP2, LeTRAMP JE[K %
T mabra BRI, XK FLE AR PRI AMF flEsra L Esgm. Spa T, 57
EROT AR EL,  $E R PR 5 R4 B R TR X U PRI ik 1 () IR A A Ak, SR BB BE PR P A LeAQP2 fE 4T
A I RIE B TR R ) . XL ], X LA ERT AMF. i Ppia LU AMF 5 2 ))
1042 H A R e SRR 2 R 25 1 1 TR 45 R IR UAN [+

ZE BT, X ST DRAE BRI T REAE H e S, 1 BHAX e L DR [ 2R IR X 7K 40 I S Bl ff S AT LA
H, #E BRI RIA ) FIAEC N RS S T2E M. LeAQP2 A& &l Ul it /K & — 18 i3 ¥ /Kl 18
T, BERFEERR Lpr EJh, B | IA N 5 R E N AMF $#& & i 2K S 0%, Wi
NI 1Ky sy Hee SR LUERER I 7 XS 5@ iy, LRI AE R, A FR
UNTIER
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