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EAMBERAR A 100 mg-ke ME T, 5 AR A AR EAE (SOD) F B R R —5; £ 200 mg-kg Wit T
SAFASOD FBEMARELAGY, Witk ko NEFI1 £ 4 SOD # B FHRA, L BYEE A 41.5%, LA EE
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Cadmium stress on growth and resistance of hybrid tulip trees:

Lirtodendron chinense x Liriodendron tulipifera
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210037, Jiangsu, China)

Abstract: To understand the resistant ability of tulip tree hybrid (Liriodendron chinense X Liriodendron
tulipifera) under the soil Cd(cadmium) stress, annual seedlings from five families labeled NEF11 to NEF15
of tulip tree hybrid planted in plastic pots with 0, 100 and 200 mg-kg™ soil Cd stress were studied. The re-
sults showed that the leaves of the annual seedlings turned yellow and roots rotted as the Cd stress strength-
ened. There were very significant different among the five families to resistant the soil Cd stress. The mem-
brane penetrability and malondialdehyde (MDA) content in the leaves increased with the Cd stress prolong
and strengthened. Change tendency of SOD activities among the five families was different under 100 mg-kg™
Cd stress, and the SOD activities increased at first and then decreased under 200 mg-kg™ Cd stress. The
SOD activities in NEF11 decreased the largest at last, and its decline rate was 41.5% over the ck(contrast-
ing). Subordinate function analysis for resistant ability to soil Cd stress of the five families was in the order:
NEF14>NEF15>NEF12>NEF13>NEF11. [Ch, 3 fig. 3 tab. 16 ref.]
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F, O T AMMIZE, AAREY RS/ ESRENEZHRNS, WNELSEEAEEDY
WA RAE T, AES T PR 4P A rh R G AR, O ISR R, 28 58 R HE M Lirioden-
dron chinense x L. tulipifera AR, RIEALRE, 9 BUFEM A J2 00 AL bl AR B FEg b i Fh B0, 285
PAZRAIE M AR, BIFGE T SR I 30 0 HOAS W) 8 3 AR A AL SRR AR S2 0, 20 BT B AT DX 4 i 3
BB R, BTE ARG E BT T Pl ST S A0 Fh AR 2 o B2 A AH SC AR

1 AR5 %
11 HRSRBAE

BRI 5 A2 TG E MK R ICA M AR x1 SHVBRREERER
KA AL 5 e D TR 1 4 o5 S 06 25 1 [ Table 1 Hybrid families in current research and their parents
1) 2005 FHFZHFME . XK RN NEFI11, P A Lk
NEF12, NEF13, NEF14 fil NEF1S, %K R Nprimsss) o0 F3 (62 B )
SRR 1, NEFI2(FIGHFR)  FIRORERAER)  T2(L R4

KR = AR 00 k. B 7R B A
b K2 B A el AT, Ak O P -
AT, ZAHAS A 33 cm x 40 em, 3%
+ 4R 12,5 kg2, Lk, il LA
ML N 340 g-kg”, pH 4.89, Bfi# %A 75.6 mg-kg”,
B 54.4 me ke, BN 81.2 mg-ke!, 24N 4.5 mg-ke,

2006 4¢3 H 8 HLHKH—3 il s r 24k, 1#k-47, 4 A 27 HBEARERPEM, 5 H
13 HXF &R ARSI T, 3 LL CdCL-2.5H,0 $hiF e =0m A, A B SEHE CdCL,-2.5H,0 (LA 4k
B BECRL 10 g- L7 B9BEM, ARG ARG TS EAY AL B A1 A (UL HHE T IR BT B ailfR i ) . xR
A S RBE KBS ImA . S RXRWAE R340 0, 100, 200 mg-kg™ 43511k 0, Cd100, Cd200
TR RRWG G 6 NEE , G ARPER R HOKMIRGL, B3~ 5 dSFEREAIRK
W, A0 B A K B R ERTE 80% 2 47, 6 7E 9 H 30 H 45
1.2 REHE
1.2.1 ARAFRME EPNAEH 0, 28, 56, 84, 112, 140 d REFEN, REF D N8 # WAL A
TARES 8 DU RERT o 43 HITEME O d #1140 d W0 15 A b A, W38 140 d I ISC 8 R R 5 0
FEMRZRTE T,
122 MEZF W, WRINE, MG (GB 6000-1985 T E MM B AV M E . WARTE T,

NEFI3(FIZZHKFR)  T6(db IR M) HESE RS
NEFI4(IERXZRFR)  ClRHH) T14 (b 35 55 24 k)
NEFI5(JZEHKF)  To(Ab 3R HAMh) C22 (8% Hk )

J ARG i 1 2 MRS Ak A5 R T i, AR B AL g (SOD) i . 8 I (MDA ) Joit it B8 R vk JiE 25 I
BERECWITE,
1.3 HiESH

TR I K K Excel 2003 F1 SAS 6.12 #4453 #7 .
2 RS/

21 RHERZZBEMABRREKEMRRFANETL

TEFME T, Z25cRGEM Tt E e ik gk, M TRTAR T, A E A & S B, 0t
FRCER M /N, AR (112 d J5) 1B e PRI 4, MR KRN, 7R Cd100 AR FER, EiR
BEFEFMRER R, SRR EDEH (67 d F)Mak i st k&8, 78 Cd200 4 FE T, A
FKZ e i Ik B B iR R e R [R], NEF12 i NEF1S R & 5 (Bad 30 d BF) B B2k st dk , Bl
J& & NEF11 F1 NEF13 % & (18 50 d Bf) A4 B, NEF14 Z 2 H EZ M0 85 d A Mt A k& +
i REAR o

FERRIE 140 d J5, AbBRE R & AR ORI AR A K B AKX IR (3R 2) . #E Cd100 K FF, 54
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REMERBZERLE (F=394, P<0.05), NEFI4 ZZEmAEKERK, XD 85.14%, mAEK
/PSS NEFLL K&, BRI IRE) 61.67%, 1E Cd200 KT, SN EFREERKEERANRE,
NEF14 fl NEF15 K & &K Rk, 4000 A%t B 68.48% fll 64.53%, NEF12, NEF11 fl NEF13 &
R, 535X Y 58.27%, 57.70%F1 47.88% .,

fE Cd100 Al Cd200 KFF, 5 MK RZAMAEEKE2ZFHAEE, 78 Cd100 KF T, NEFI12,
NEF14, NEF11 f1 NEF15 K & #4384 K& BE X Y 76.77%, 69.41%, 69.18%F1 67.20%, FIZ
B84, NEF13 KARMAEA K EZ B K, X 51.84%, 7 Cd200 KF-F, NEF14 Fl
NEF15 R & M As A K i 2 X IR 64.38% 1 58.00% ., NEF11, NEF12 1 NEF13 K & 48 4 K i 32 52 1
R, 3 iliE x5t BN 50.82%, 50.32%7F1 48.62% ., HaME G, e SR EMS K R AR K2 2R
FEREMSE I, NEF13 R AR RBZ 0 FE R A,

i 140 d J5, WEZEE AR R LB, Cd200 4b BT 250 B A oxh BE B /b, KGR R
AR, ZEE, CA100 AP 52 FAEARANR B . ALK M K RAEA R A T AR ARG I ER R
TAFEREERN TR, WK, WREDUAERE TREGEE2), 78 Cd100 4T, EXAZRA
WhESBEF =481, P<0.05), NEF14 #l NEF15 % £ 2 f W 10 5 #2205 1 2 6 IR 74.829% F11
68.89%, FEiEHE /N, NEF13 Fl NEF12 K & & X} BY 59.34%F1 56.79% , 1fii NEF11 R & MR B 3%, X
JEXT RN 52.16%, 1E Cd200 LB R | & K & A2 5 W 2 (F = 22.39, P<<0.01), NEF14 % £ Jy Xt g
) 45.36% , NEF13 fil NEF15 & & & X B 1Y 33.45% 11 32.56% , NEF11 1 NEF12 & &L & %} Fé i
25.83%H1 25.75% ., HUILF AL, NEF14 5 &AL WA S5 R AR R IE A B, T NEF11 KRR R IE )
Rof e B WD Sk, 32 0 W 3 5 ) e R

®2 BHEMARLTHRRAZTBEMHERKENRRFT NN

Table 2 Effects of Pb stresses on growths and roots activities in different clones

E AR FR/ (mg-kg™) W A K B em it A K Bt fem AT I (ng-g'-h™)

0 51.50 + 4.50 0.33 = 0.05 259.99 + 24.69

NEF11 100 31.76 + 478 0.21 + 0.06 134.50 + 26.61

200 29.72 + 5.83 0.16 + 0.03 7571 + 15.41

0 60.00 + 11.45 0.31 = 0.08 282.69 = 29.11

NEF12 100 47.16 + 5.04 0.24 + 0.04 160.53 + 27.75
200 34.96 + 5.93 0.16 = 0.03 70.79 + 4.50

0 60.02 + 7.59 0.44 = 0.06 288.41 = 13.22

NEF13 100 42.26 + 5.32 0.23 + 0.06 171.14 = 17.94
200 28.74 + 7.49 0.21 = 0.04 96.48 + 3.83

0 70.50 + 8.66 0.44 + 0.06 29237 + 15.35

NEF14 100 60.02 = 7.40 0.30 = 0.03 218.76 = 12.12

200 48.28 + 7.02 0.28 = 0.03 132.60 = 10.64

0 70.76 + 3.64 0.50 = 0.03 306.85 + 18.24
NEF15 100 53.72 + 8.69 0.34 + 0.05 211.38 + 9.34
200 45.66 +5.93 0.29 + 0.05 99.92 + 6.30

22 WIMERZAIBVEMZIREM HFREEXEEHTN
B 0 30 I TA) A SE G, 7R 2 R AL BEKSE TR 5 DS R A R AR 1 Bras . E Cd100
KT, SRR G AR AR, (A4 RS RAE2E TR E (F =426, P<0.01),
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NEF11 %8 & 76 W30 91 AR X i S0 A7 B B 16 8 3, Eha s ik 7P s, Hp 4 MR RBET
2%, £ Cd200 KT, 5 MEZRAMXHE RREINRE, HEAEMA 141 d iP5 T IEE, NEFIL,
NEF15 #il NEF12 K R ARXT oL S A8 W o, Ui AL B AMB 3 2, Jiia 2 141 d AHXT S 88 07 i) 0
KA A 2.24, 2.09 F1 1.93 4%, i NEF13 #1 NEF14 % 2 20 52 KA ki 1.57 1 1.43 4%, A
K ZAR L R A 25 Fe Al % (F = 18.82, P<0.01), HILTTUUFR M, 7EMIAT, S MR RLENMN
F T RS ARG MR AR L b AF AR 25 5, IR 0 0 3 X A I R B AE T A2 R S AN A, T R TR )
B TP A el R I T BB A XT3 kS B

0.3 041 o
100 mg-kg "fi 4b 2 200 mg- kg™ 'fi db B
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B 1 Cd W8 R RV &t RS R 1 8 % e

Figure 1 Effects of Cd stress on membrane permeability in leaves of different clones

23 WHERZZTHMEMSZSHKENFTE (MDA)MWETK

Bifi 5 5 Jolr 30 BF [B] RE G, 5 AN R MDA Jot £ B8 IR ke B8 258 R W 36 I 8 A7 AS () A B g 38, ik 3 &8
140 d BF, #RIAFNWEAE (K] 2), 76 CA100 4bBE R, 54K & MDA Ji i B /R vk AR (b s $F-28 | it &
140 d A, NEF13, NEFI11, NEF12, NEF15 fl NEF14 % & MDA Ji & & /R ik BE 4 1) 2 o W 30 s A9
2.08, 1.73, 1.71, 1.66 1 1.48 5, {H NEF14 Fl NEF15 % & MDA J5i f B8 /R e J3 1) 728 Ak 2 2 AR I 434
hin, X ATRERTEMERI, NEF14 Fl NEF15 K&K &6 B i DR 30 B 05 1k DL 2 T REAIR T i 5
AR . 7E Cd200 23T, BHERI AR 22, WriE % 56 d 5, 5 K FR MDA Ji it B /R
R, A E 140 d B}, NEF13, NEF15, NEF11, NEF12 F1 NEF 14 % % MDA J5i B8 /R e 43
SRR AR 2,16, 2.01, 1.99, 1.98 Fl 1.54 f5, 242G EMAIR 2K R MDA Joa 2 B 7K vk B 1 722 4k
225 W (Fonw = 6.14, Fopw = 5.67, P<<0.01)., M E4r#riti, NEF14 5 5% MDA Jot i JBE IR ok 2 3 i
/b, RITHURIMORE 1R, NEF13 KR RMIUER 2,

20 r 20

100 mg-kg "4 &b 18 200 mg-kg Ak

o T 1.5 F
g °
21 o
5 &
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Figure 2 Effects of Cd stress on MDA content in leaves of different clones
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24 RIMBEZATBEMIREMHHFBELYELE (SOD)EEMETL

M & 3 AL, BEE M E B R A AE K, #E CA100 BrE T, NEF14 A1 NEF13 K & SOD 6 A8 1k &
Je LIt R R, Sela e E 56 Fil 84 d ik BN WEAE , B R 4 ) = X IR 25.8% F1 43.8% 5 i
NEF11, NEF12 Fl NEF15 %K % SOD i 28 fb & Fr— B —F-—Be i 2 fb st 72, 2 BT 2 R,
NEF15 #il NEF12 ZZ R LEH8 56 d WA e K, 3908 53 51 02 43.1%F1 41.53%, NEF11 KR TEME 2
112 d BB e R, IR 38.3%, 1F Cd200 Wrif T, 5 K & SOD Gt A b &R & S THE e, hia s
W, NEF11 R R [MiFTR, NEF15S KA fCAEMNE 28 d Bf B, HA 4 MR R EFEM A E 56
d BRI A, 08 R 27.8%~52.0% ., 75 2 FREsAb BT, AFEIZKFR SOD I M 34 fin it A7 76 ) . 35 22 5
(Fenw = 6.74, Fopo = 8.51, P<0.01),
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Figure 3 Effects of Cd stress on SOD activities in leaves of different clones

25 EXBEMERZMBENESTE ®3 FLTRBEMERZNRBRAGEITE
LERYEIREN: AN DN 2SR B RHAF

e B e AR AR, ATV E I 45 et S A7 TR 2 Table 3 Comprehensive evaluation index of heavy metal resistance

St B, X R B I 5E B L £ A 1 A and rank in hybrid tulip clones

PG AT 5, A E O WA B 5L HE 9 K /D SO B e N

HET, XA P s 5P i vk 2 A SR NEFIL0.1838 02801 02319 5

J@ PR AR LR G EE MBIk . & NEFI2 06221 02460 04341 3

RS R BOE, X EIR 6 R ER B EA NEFI3 03611 04711 04161 4

) T 5t 43 B A R R AT LA, ZEAERE 5 A NEF14 08224 08073 08149 1

REMYUME, HEATTRIEN . UX) = (X, - NEFIS 07789 03859 05825 2

X/ (=X i) s Horbr o X, R —F8 B3 09 00 52 {8/ %F
FEAEL, X 3 — 6 A% 10 0 2 (/5 BEE PP A B KA, X 0 B — 8 (00 00 52 (/% A R i e /ML, U
(X)MEMK, Prdhikag .

GANMESBHETRLIEMS MRERZXNBOPER S A . NEF14>NEF15 >NEF12 >
NEFI3>NEF11(3& 3), WEZ R 5@ a T &K RNIMTRMIEAR 3,

3 ik

WEFERM, M T LG DE AR TR, " 2/N, B, HOR2EERIRE, FE P b
SrECEn, O AR T ) AE p B TR R AR, ORI R sk, M TR R B
RO AT G i, RARA KR/ o 5 SR AR A AR A R R AR T X HR A, R ™
FAM T RORAE A, EL e 5 3 R A o R ] A

AR AL M ESR DO REIGENGE, "X ESROTEE, R, REENRIIGR 8
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FEAE, HUOKEE ) r R g 2 A B A E TR . AR s KE . BERRERET, R
Jilr 36 B8 B A /NZZE Tritirum aestivum™', BB Capsicum annuum™ , 45 Ginkgo biloba""V' 55 IR R 1%
Jo ARIEER TR, ZWMMa 5 M AJE, I EMS R RIERR LI TR ARG DRI T AR R
JEMTRE, 5L LIPS A — 2, Mia i, WRARE D TEENE, 7£5 MK R, NEFl4
AWM RGN B, T NEF11 Z R R RGN FERERYIE, ZMPha ik,

MDA J2 A8 ) 240 0 P e 48P 0 7 0, R ve IR e ke 1 0 i JBE A ) o S A K- T 200 AR X6
BAER RN, 0 A0 B SS A FN D RE R TR e Fe e, R A R, AEA M R MDA J5 i EE R U R 8
MWFR A A DAEGE 2 R AERESE W R, M4 T MDA 558 40 35 5T i 70 B TE AR G, A
IR, EEPa T, 5 DK RN SR MDA Fi i BRI ES R T BT, K505
RS AR I J5T JEORE X 35 1 S 0 N K, MDA JBi d B J)R U B A8 A R P 2 i R JB R 3 BSOR N R I
J T AR 25 A FT MDA Jo i JBE 1% e 52 Wi AR AR

VFZHE5ERW], SOD VR A A H JE T BR R, T 1 v I A4 B 465 T W 3 i) 8 88 MR ) 110 o 260
TSR], S AP RN — R SCPETSTS ) B SR A I T SE 4G, 5 S5 &R SOD TR R AL B
2%, 7E Cd100 W F, ARFEZR R B SOD i ¥4 A—5; 78 Cd200 WHEF, 5 AR AR SOD i P48
AR =S TR RE

EA AR UGB M 45 R T I LU 4598 . fE Cd100 H1 Cd200 Wrig T, A% 22 #8 %k NEF14 I
NEF15 Z R X R PU R s T HAl 3 MR R, "] WIELZ MR AZ R R RS R TR 2 RK &R, H
PUIEALH] A R R AT SE, (BAERR TS G X BOE R A I E MR R Z R, B —ESHME.
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