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Abstract: To investigate the effect of exogenous nitric oxide (NO) on aluminum tolerance of Eucalyptus seedlings under
aluminum stress. In this study, sodium nitroproside (SNP) was used as exogenous NO donor in four kinds of Eucalyptus
seedlings ( Eucalyptus grandis, E. urophylla, E. tereticornis, E. urophylla X E. grandis). The effects of different
concentrations of NO (0, 50, 100, 200, 400, 800 pmol - L") on the physiological indices of ROS, antioxidant enzyme
activities and the contents of organic osmotic regulatory substances of Eucalyptus seedlings under 120 mg + L' aluminum
stress were studied, and the differences of aluminum tolerance of four Eucalyptus species under NO treatment were
compared. The results were as follows: (1) The addition of exogenous NO (50 wmol - L' <NO <200 pmol - L")
under aluminum stress promoted the contents of soluble sugar and soluble protein, the activities of antioxidant enzymes
(SOD, POD, CAT, APX), the removal of ROS in the body, the reduction of MDA accumulation, and the improvement
of aluminum stress resistance. However, under high concentration of NO ( = 800 mmol + L"), the activities of
antioxidant enzymes and the contents of osmotic regulatory substances decreased in Eucalyptus seedlings, showing stress
response. (2) NO significantly improved the aluminum tolerance of sensitive Eucalyptus, but not significantly improved
the aluminum tolerance of tolerant Eucalyptus. Finally, the aluminum resistance of four Eucalyptus species tended to be
consistent under the action of NO. (3) SOD, MDA, CAT, O,", soluble protein and soluble sugar could be used as key
indicators to evaluate the aluminum tolerance of Eucalyptus. This study provides a scientific reference for the selection of
aluminum tolerance germplasm resources of Eucalyptus, and laid a foundation for further understanding of the mechanism
of NO regulating the difference of aluminum tolerance between Eucalyptus species.

Key words: FEucalyptus, exogenous NO, aluminium stress, physiological indexes, principal component analysis,
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REM S ERTFENSBEICER, BiHE
RE #5175 5 A W) A 26 K 5 375 7F 4 (reactive oxygen
species, ROS) , M {7 40 e % A S Ak W 3f , S 24
Jif B P 18 K (Pereira et al., 2011) . Q0] fif B4
YA EEE A ORI R M - 3 B U o 1 R
YR FATE A BB, FA ( Eucalyptus spp.)
k4 IR B ( Myrtaceae ) ¥4 J& ( Eucalyptus ) ¥ 49 1Y
Gepk (RN, 2015) Bl Dy s B AR ROV 3E
PV e, 7R R EAROW 7l 5 A R A
(FHESE,2021; EiNT-5%,2022) , HRARAE X
3o 3 A TR R DX, A 35 A R PR EL XA R
e, HEEPAR RS R R (AT, 2021) 4
AR W A R F ™ B 52 M AR A 7 o Rt Jo
—H LA (NO) &—ME L EIR ) E S 7T,
REfE IR Y AR K B F , FEA Y 52 2 a8 B S
TR DA R AR R BT M {E o R BB AR S — T
RAEAY AR N K LR, 5 1R A Ak 38 DT X A7
Wk LR (25 4%,2017) , JEAER RTAE PR T
— 48 NO &t 40 58 F 05 B BE S, NO 22 fift &
JEIHE FEA 3 FHLE . (1) 3 5R Hr AL AE
( Gonzdlez et al., 2012) ;(2) W/ & R IEAE Y 1K
WAL (Xiong et al., 2009) ; (3) H#E S5 4R T
PR (1) 3 K 2 3K ( Xiong et al., 2010), A H#HF5TE

FWNO S I I8 1A PN 992 35 W) o A b AL Ak
it 1% 2 DA [ AR 5 X 8] A6 ( Phoebe bournei) |\ K &1
( Glycine max) MR ( Nicotiana tabacum ) 55 ¥ ) H)
S, B U AR M (X 4E, 2017, EAEARSE
2019; ZE#E,2020) , i ALE (H,0,) Al NO 4 &
TN TAE S W B, 24 B AR A0 X P
PR S 14 2 BRI BE ( Yu et al., 2014) , 3¥5E rin
FAFT YN H,0, MAMRES T NO X4t 4 1L
FRGEACE 4 5 W 70 AR ) e I 305 45 P 3 v 3R G
(Yin et al., 2010) . FRHE T R SME TSI NO
XA H, O, AR5 FIAR 1 B 4801k 28 52 1) i 7 7 T i
RIARIE , EARRANITE . Jy AT % NO XA
[vi) S B P A A %) T B0 A 2 el L A1 32 B DR et
ZH IS I 5T K B A TR R M I 22 S Y 4 Tl R B
[ 4l Fh ¥ W B ¥ ( Eucalyptus grandis ) | |8 ff #%
(E. tereticornis) JBM ¥ (E. urophylla) F124% 38 F ki
W E A (E. urophylla x E. grandis) | RHWFFEI 4
(R, 20205 FHiLT,2022) , Hord, FR IR f
iy SRR B R B R W A AR B A DAy T A B A
B SRR R 7 B 3% 38 5 W0 g 343 B AN [\ NO
VR FE XTS5 138 R M A 41 ROS (BT S AL G P 2
25 T W o DA % I g et A A 1 A A A Y 2 e 40
PRI (1) BRI 38 5 A [R]Tf 48 VA A8 i 1 A= B4
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P ML SR PERI DGR 5 (2) ZME NO AL FEXT 4
Tk g it 458 P 25 S (R 5 il 5 (3) A T 42 4 Fh
FERPTERPER) NO WREEI IR, A4 R de =
i = 4 T AL AR 2 T P T R e LA R T R A A o 5
IR T SR RIS 2 % R Ts Y +
D MR IO e 7 e B B A4 KA

1 #HHEF®

1.1 &

BEIRARE R ) P G AR T IR RO B 2= Y
fIF(107°84" £, 22°17' N) #2094 KA e 343
SJH 3 F AEAR S AR A (B AR R A T A A
FACHN R E A ) o K ORIz [l )T P K 2 R A B
(108°17'09.00" E, 22°50'28.41" N, J& T IV #45 2=
WA AE 2SR 22.6 CLAFFERMI 2 1 100 ~ 1 300

mm) 7 , FEESMIEATK R  BEFRIAM 2022 4F 4 1 10
HIFGR, 2 2022 4F 4 ] 24 HE5HR , KIE k% R
Bl BHSE (2014 ) W5 3EHEAT . 1 S a0 v AR S 1
TR LR, I A RAK TS BA 1%
PR R WOHEE 20 min, U A SRR v e+, Bk
FH 4 AN G 2 BR AR I DR AR [ 2 A bR, B By iR
i F2z R S A SRR AR 1 B4R A K/ N D) A R (9
BHERIA :17.8 cm x 17.9 em) , BrHiehs 2l i 15 [#]
FETEBIRM IR I, Z /5B A KA 2.5 L & 0.5
mmol + L™ CaCl,#Y) pH=>5.5 ZE#% % ( Hoagland ) &
FERAROIEAR T (BRI T R 1) w5
AR, PRIE AR 24 h ARl B LR (R R B
W 1), FEFRWAE], A 3 d B — R R, K B
— A5, E A E WO 1 mol - LAY HCL A1 1
mol + L' NaOH GBI pH 2 4.5, FF 1 AKK:
14 d JEBE SR R R/ N—E R A i A2

x1 ERZEERKES
Table 1 Hoagland nutrient solution formula
E;fﬂi?jfme KNO, MgSO, - 7H,0 NH, H, PO, Ca(NO,), - 4H,0  FeSO, « 7TH,0 Na,EDTA
F
Dosage (mg - L") 101.07 98.57 22.95 118.08 37.30 17.80
TCR A H,BO, MnCl, - 4H,0 CuS0, - SH,0 ZnS0, - TH,0 (NH,),Mo0, CaCl,
Element name
A
Dosage (mg - L") 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.06 55.50
(30£10) em, H42 (5+2) mm ] 4% A 4 8, LA
AICLy - 7H, O fF S AP it 4K 1§ 5 40 ( sodium
. nitroproside, SNP ) {E & NO [ {844 | X e 44 &)y 1 15
KT i BT (R 2)  HP AR 120 mg - LR
T Check valve

HLJR
ower supply
e8]

AR
Oxygen pump

B 1 Rk EEE

Fig. 1 Schematic illustration of Fucalyptus hydroponic device

1.2 i%it

FET VG R bR g 2 A A7 56 Ah B, SR
SEa b ML B, I 2022 4F 4 A 24 H (53792
HO) FFEAR I AT F 2022 4F 4 H 26 HE5 R, 7k
B HASE A O e AR K R KRB IEAR — B[ R

P RS F L e AT (BRI, 20205 RAEE,
2020; PH47,2022; Liang et al., 2022), 4E4b 3
3AERE(3H), BAEE 6 bR([4 6 ), Hh
P 126 tk 4 Fhdtit 504 Bk, f200 A R AL F 48
h J& , 20 SR D R A & A B T -80 °C VKA
HBRAF LU T IS SE A8 AR A

1.3 #5ERNE 7 &

PN % (MDA ) 7 5l SR FH AR AR 2 L Z R 1,
AIPAPE AR 0T R SR % S e i G250 1%,
ATV D R I Lb 5, HUIA I R i A
TEWrit (APX) TEMEDN R R4 AE R C Ak (E2%
%5,2000; Z=A45,2000) ;88 AP LR (SOD) i
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Table 2 Experimental design and treatment list of each group
P CK Tl T2 T3 T4 TS T6
Treatment
AT Jita hn 4 0 120 120 120 120 120 120
Al’* applied quantity (mg - L")
SNP jifi fin i 0 0 50 100 200 400 800

SNP applied quantity (mg - L)

P S R FH R0 DU e v i AL W T (POD) 1
D7 SR F A O R B v, b S Ak &0 ( CAT) 16 M
E R FH 2R AR SO (B 5 1B I 2006 ) 5 78 4R
BB (0,7 ) 77 Az il 280 2 R FH 8 e S Ak 2 g 125
(FLFEAE A S, I 2008) ;i AL A (H,0,) & &
I3 R PR R K LU 57 (Yi et al., 2015)
1.4 iR IR

K Excel 2016 3R F X 50 554 E 172 8
R Y R 3 S O BE bR ifE 25, I SPSS
26.0 34 #E4T Duncan 2 L/ HT (P<0.05)
AR IESR A Sigmaplot 12.0 844 E 472561, £ A543
MR R BRAOFEAT ISR, 78 64T 32 8541
Mrit, A T S af st be g 4 Ak XF Al AT SNP 4L B
%) Wi oy e 2 e A BT A B AT TAE SR IR RS (CK
JC Al 5 SNP Kb 3 ) % 25 5, B0 AH X A P 4
bRk SO e ATTXF AL T SNP Ak B A w3 2 B 315
28 UF (Liang et al., 2022) .

T1 AHXHE =T1 SEP{E/CK SEMIE ;

(T2-T6) #H Xl = (T2-T6) 52 Ml {H/T1 5K
DA

2 HEREAH

21 EREXNRMEGE O, FEEE _H,0,
MDA &£/

M 2 AT, 5 CK AH LG, B8R i aE 40 31 (T1) Xt
Fite O, = Al R0 i 5 ), i S 35 08 T HiAx
3R O, By AE AR, BEE SNP WK E Y
ETE, 4 FhER G E RO, By 7R AR R Y B PG
W5 TR ka3 B ALE T2 IR, 3 T1 B3 NI
3.48% ( P<0.05) , BHHEAE T3 WAL, 8 T1 B3
TF% 3.79% (P<0.05) , [ f ¥ #E T4 B B A%, 552 T
WBETIE5.67%(P<0.05) , BEATE T2 B 51K,
BOTI W TR 1.94% (P<0.05) ,4 Rk 7E T2 |

T3 FI T4 5 3k B AIK, WA 3G ik B A9 SNP A B T
FEARAE AR Y O, 1Y 7= A R

5 CKAHLL, T1 W ZF I T Rk 4) i R
H,0, & 50 2, Xt A4y 3 Rk 4 1 1 H, 0,
FHARELW, Hi% SNP W E K LT, 4 Fhkk
R R H,0, & & 2 ek G A r i, B
FeAE T3 B B A, 88 T1 W & F B 13.50% ( P<
0.05), B M #ie £E TS B MK, & T1 & & F [%
23.77%(P<0.05) , [’ f ¥ 75 T4 B FAIG, 88 T1 &
F R 4.69% (P<0.05) , FEF F e T4 B e ik, 5
T1 2 FF 13.32%( P<0.05) ,4 FhFAAE T3 T4
FUTS B35 o A0, 28 BHAE v B2 Y SNP A3 B TR
TRHA AR P Y H,0, % &,

5 CK HHHe, g T B 4% T1 AL ¥R A9 MDA
SRR ED, A3 R L T1 4P
MDA & B, b SNP W B 1) L7, 4 Ff
FER L I B MDA 5 i385k 52 90 5 B S T 19
P BEREYIAE T3 P EAR, B8 T1 3 T FE54.29%
(P<0.05) , B M- ¥ e T3 B, 58 T1 8% T [%
36.03% (P<0.05) , [ ffi A2 #E T4 B 5 AIK, 88 T1 1
F TR 40.81% ( P<0.05) , R LK AE T3 B AL, 8
T1 B3 FFE 65.57% (P<0.05) ,4 Fh ke b 23 91 78
T3 B T4 ik 2 EAR(E , RIE S E R SNP 4
B FREACEERHAR N 19 MDA 5 &

2.2 ZREXBRHMOERENEETENZME

I 3 A, 5 CK AHE, T1 B 427+ 7 3 A
FEg B R SOD i M, B SNP Wk EE 1Y T, 4
FRREAR 4 B I Fr SOD 37 14 5 i 522 30 5% T B8 7
POBEMY AR T3 BEIE P RR, B T B RS
9.14% ( P<0.05) , B4 AE TS B % PR K, & T1
() 2.22 45, B F R AE T4 FFIG PEB R, J& T1 /Y 1.82
£, R E A FE T4 B 16 PR e K, & T1 B 1.86 5,4
Tkl B 5 3 7F T3 | T4 sk TS 5 2 e KAH, R IHE
MU BE (Y SNP A7 B T SOD 14
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Ei% Livy3 ) f k2 RE#Z
—~ Eucalyptus grandis E. urophylla E. tereticornis E. urophylla X E. grandis
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Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences between treatments of the same index (P<0.05). The same below.
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Fig. 2 Effects of different treatments on O,"

5 CK A, T1 W52 T4 7 B ke Fn [ A e 4
W POD & M, X B A FN R BRI POD 1
PETC i R, BE & SNP Wk LT, BB AR
POD ¥ 1 JC W] i A2 4k, A 3 e 4 4 i i
POD i 138 i 52 I 56 T I B 1) e 35, A 4 i e
T3 B35 P B K, & T1 B 3% # 5 53.06% (P <
0.05) , B AL AE TS BTG MR, 58 T1 B3 5
66.04% ( P<0.05) , [B ffFAE T4 B 6 K, 8 Tl
L FHRE 50.00% (P<0.05) , B H HeAE T6 W% M
AR, 5 TLAHLLTC B E 52 m (P>0.05) , RIS Y
WL SNP A3 B T4 POD {4,

5 CK ML, T1 B Z 8= T B A4 i
CAT &Mk, BfE SNP WKJEM b Jt, 4 Bk i &)y i
MR CAT 5 M3 3 52 B0 S T 5 B i a3, B %)
BTE T3 B3GR, 5 T1 M e B 3 5% i (P>
0.05) , EM#erE T2 WGP &K, J& T1 # 3.72 1%,
[ 1 ¥ AE T6 B I MR R, B8 T1 B4 R 41.11%
(P<0.05) , BEFAE T3 A& PEfcR, J& T1 9 3.08

EZREXFRFLE 0,7 H,0,% MDA S/ &M
, H,0, and MDA contents in Eucalyptus seedlings

i, WA IE Y M B SNP A Bh T2 58 CAT 51,
5 CK fHEL, T1 BT T B ke f R 42 4)
B R APX I 1 16 5] AR A R B A% ) APX
PETC I B B %5 SNP MR BE Y I FH, 4 Rk
S R APX 3G M 2 B THE R B B
FEI B AE T3 WG PR K, 8 T1 35 425 25.33%
(P<0.05) , B HAE TS BPIG MR, 3 T1 4R
171 33.59% (P<0.05) , B M ATE TS B PR, 3
T1 B 54.24% (P<0.05) , B EALTE T4 3%
PER K, /& T1 1Y 2.36 4%, R Wk FE Ay SNP A
B4R APX 351,
23 EREXMNRMHESERATYRSEN T
& 4 AJH, 5 CK AHE, T1 48T 2 %
G A e R R S R, BEE SNP WA
T, 4 AR &I 0 R T v R AR R
THG KR a3 B R4 TE TS BHE M K, K Tl
FHER 8.04% ( P<0.05) , M HAE TS Wik M A%
K, T1 B FH R E 15.37% (P<0.05) , 7 i ¥ 1E
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Fig. 3 Effects of different treatments on antioxidant enzyme activities in Eucalyptus seedlings

TS BF 3 M B K, B T1 W 3 4R 10.96% (P <
0.05) , B E A 7E T2 WG PEfR K, 8 T1 B E &
5.02% ,4 FhHCR 43 0 AE T2 51 TS 5 5] & KMH, &
HHGE 4k B2 1Y SNP A5 Bl T4 = AW 2y 1 o 7 T 3
PR &R,

5 CK ML, T1 B3 TH T B A A5 M A% 1Y
ATV PR i X A R A &l i v T
WS RSO 2, BEE SNP WREER LT, 4
TSR 4y v et A PR o o 2 B S T S R
FIFAS, B REGEAE T3 BTGP R, 88 T1 3% R
15 13.51% (P<0.05) , B HAE T2 B 3 PR oK, 38
T1 B FHHEE 33.20% (P<0.05) | B ffHEAE T3 W% 1
BR,HB T BT 31.11% (P<0.05) , B #TE
T4 BIE MR, B T 25205 8.21% ,4 Rt 43
SIAE T2 T3 8 T4 3k B & KAE, R WS Yk
SNP A Bl T H& e 41 f i s PR 2 i

2.4 4 MARBSERL 5 5
N T %9 A EBRIRBRAE 4 FhAEA [B] ) 22 5, 3
AT 2 B 230 B Dk Dl 2 i o7 2% B ) 4 K, i 3

3T FERR— R TR T 2 N FE R, FEAL
gy 1R E R 4y 2 B 5Tk R G A 42.90%
37.11% , BiF 5Tk K35 80.01% , F s 1 FEZ
SOD MDA I CAT &M, £ 2 %2 0, 7"
AR TSR RIS B T RE e, FE SNP A
R, A 1, F S 2 FFE RS 3 1 5TikR 4
WM 27.96% .21.58% Fl 15.20% , B FH 57 ik % 3k
64.74% , F 5 1 235 APX . SOD,CAT FI] %
PERESZ I, 5 2 EEAZ 0, 77 A% MDA Al
ALEYESR P52, E s 3 F 252 H,0,5 00,
HH &5 ATHn, FE B — AR B8 T, 4 ik A Y e
Wby B (B 5. A) , B s i Psn e feom , HOs
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Fig. 4 Effects of different treatments on contents of osmotic regulatory substances in Eucalypius seedlings

®3 ERYEERSIFEEER

Table 3  Eigenvalue matrix of principal components of Eucalyptus seedlings

L — 48 pan FR 8 R R fin SNP
Single aluminum stress SNP addition under aluminum stress
W7 48 b FEA 1 F T2 W7 48 b FE 1 F 52 F 53
Determination index PC1 PC2 Determination index PC1 PC2 PC3
FRAF A 3.86 3.40 FRAF A 2.52 1.94 1.37
Eigenvalue Eigenvalue
iy 42.90 80.01 E Ay 27.96 49.54 64.74
Cumulative contribution rate Cumulative contribution rate
BUIR i 8 5 4 AL P -0.43 0.70 U i 4R 3 E AL P 0.28 -0.17 -0.16
APX APX
it ALY 0.40 -0.61 i AL Y 0.15 0.19 -0.43
POD POD
B S AL Y AL il 0.86 0.32 8 S b Ak ity 0.28 0.19 -0.24
SOD SOD
A B 0.18 0.93 AR T -0.27 0.24 -0.10
0,” 0,”
FUER iy -0.76 0.44 i EALEA 0.00 -0.17 0.40
H,0, H,0,
N 0.91 -0.05 N 0.01 0.42 0.33
MDA MDA
i A AUl 0.97 0.19 i Ak A il 0.23 -0.01 0.36
CAT CAT
nREEA -0.18 0.84 RtEEA 0.13 0.38 0.18
Soluble protein Soluble protein
CIRFSd 0.59 0.77 A PR 0.27 -0.07 0.15
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Fig. 5 Principal component analysis of nine physiological variables of four Eucalyptus species
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