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Physiological Response and Comprehensive Evaluation of Alfalfa Seedlings
to Aluminum Stress

SUN Wen-jun!, YANG Wei?, XU Wen-hua®, REN Jian!, HAN Bo?!, ZHANG Ran!, MA Xiang-lit*

(1. College of Animal Science and Technology, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming 650201, China; 2. Kunming Cigarette Factory of Hongyunhonghe

Group, Kunming 650202, China)

Abstract: In order to understand the effects of aluminum on growth and physiological characteristics of alfalfa
(Medicago sativa) seedlings, the above- and under-ground biomass, contents of leaf chlorophyll and callus in root
tips were measured, the structure of root tips was observed, and the aluminum resistance of alfalfa was evaluated
using membership function analysis. The results showed that with increment of aluminum concentration, the
above- and under-ground biomass of alfalfa decreased, which significantly decreased under low and high
aluminum concentrations (P<0.05). With increment of aluminum stress, the chlorophyll content of alfalfas
dropped, while the accumulation of calluses increased, particularly under middle and high aluminum stress. Under
aluminum stress, the cells of root tip had a big changes, which collapsed and in disorder under high aluminum
stress. According to comprehensive evaluation, the aluminum resistance of No. 12 and No. 18 was better than that
of others, suggesting that they could be applied in acid aluminized soil in southern China.
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BN, B s AR A R R FE SR T
FREE, S FAR A A A B AES). BR R AR
REEM, FHEFHEYIAR 208 TR0 2 BRI, 3 T
FEPRH 25, MAEKR G2, RASUL =M
d T B R AR,

I 75 (Medicago sativa) et i1 3% i f i oK
AR KU E RSP, AR, R
FrK LS, RIA R £ 2502, HiE
TE R EZ NN R SR, ARSI
HREEEEM, NTHENS, RRIEHE T
JE it — DDA BT R AEDRL DS, {H R T BT ER R e
2, WO HO BRI 7 E TR e 5 i X R o

H AT, BN AT 22 28B4 . KT (Glycine
max) F1/K A5 (Oryza sativa)t 4145 4« /4 i) 75 55 AT 4R
BRSSO RERIE, (A E 4R
PEWFFCARX ED s B T8 58 AORRIN 45 VPPN A
A, ATy WARE SR 45 S TR Rk, BT

1 R 8 AR B S AR R A T

Table 1 Collection areas of 8 wild and escaped alfalfa in Yunnan

FRAC A T B A A A ROIRDL, R Bk A
BT EE AWFIE T 8 40 EH T BT R
FEARA T RO AT N AR B RO E
ARSI &5 5, S 15 R R R 40 75
MIBUREE,  foja R F 8 BB ikt AT i aa 2R
EVIr, TR ETE I AR PR S B e S, TRy
SN 4 PR (0 B A e PR PEERRAK

1 BRI %

1.1 PARRIE

AR 2 T 2= 7 28 75 M M 3k 47 15 7 25 U5 O
&, WD = AR AR A B 7S (Medicago) Fil i %
U5 30 fro I RN RN A P BE VR M0, ik
HAEKRI R i FoRGEM pH (AR 25
PEBCKIT 8 AR (EE 1), JEHEAT ShEUSCR, PR
B K e e,

o= 7 i KT
o Fif Alflf Calcton e Type
3  ®E7TS Medicago polymorpha f%=F 4414 M2 Farmland side of Nanchong, Lufeng 1609 H4E wild
5  CEIETE M. sativa PEER 75 TRE GV T- IR 5% 3 Layland of Jinsha River Valley in Benzilan, Degin -~ 2030 B9/ Wild
11 ®ICETE M. sativa E W B SR 0 58 bt ME L 3. Hillside nearby Kunming Institute of Grassland 2011 &4 Escape
Animal Science
12 2{EETE M. sativa i3 W H 1L #34 Roadside of Langmu Mountain, Qujing 2165 &L Escape
18 IEETE M. sativa FEWA T K AL Ridge edge of cornfield in Yanhe, Yuxi 1635 i’k Escape
21 ZAEEfE M. sativa FmEYfiA Edge of Xundian County 2067 &’ Escape
22 HRIEETE M. sativa JCILH e A B 1L E Roadside hillside in Qinglongchang, Yuanjiang 1414 %’ Escape
27 HRIEETE M. sativa @K HESE S Layland in Puxiong, Jianshui 1349  i%/: Escape

1.2 BEFFMabE

EANTEaRESY, KM 122 /L5HE. 2%
HEW, RHJG5E Hoagland 58 &5 775 & 10 d,
RIGTFER A3 8 IR pH =2 4.5, H
AICI3 it & % fE 4 0. 50, 100, 200. 500 pmol/L
(AR, WAL PE 10 d. RE&IE, FE 3 d Hik
1B TR R E A S AT R AR I

1.3 75k
EYE BEALLEHC 20 #k, PG AR TAR -
2=y WKy, BTk nfcaE B ek

F o o B
NEBREE FEHLETH 20 PREE R
Firo ZIREZ KL%, B0.1 g MR T 95%

CIEFEEGIRIL 96 h J5 4 EGEETHE 470, 649,
665 nm K R IME G, TR A 2R E (Chl)
a. Chlb, Chla+b fIZEH{% h &R (Canf & &, EE
3 K.

WRPFEFEE 575 Kohle %177
BEMLETHEL 5 BRHRZS 5 mm MR EL, Lg%, L.
FR(B0C)KIG . W ENE AR IZ G B A, )
W EWEW S S AR E], SR e B
€, THEPFIRE S &, 55 3K,

BRI T BHMNE  FEHLUIEL 10 BRE 15
1cm KARZ, F 200 mL Z57/KI2 15 min,
50 mL 0.2%#5 ASKE A A €4 20 min, 7EFRZR 0~3 mm
AU R, BT S 200 <48 S I g2 A A
LA,
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AW CRAREREGET. S5
P2 IEAH GRS (T 2R R AR R(OX) = (Xij—
Ximin) / (Xjmax—Xjmin) V-5 55 J& R BUE,; S8R 1% 2 61
AH 2 1 48 A (BF IR 5T & 8) F R(Xij) = 1—(Xij—Xjmin) /
(Kjmax—Xjmin) V15 55 J BR AL ME; H ROK) =2 X/ THE
FEPIE IR EE R BT SRR SRR R EUE, U, R(X)
i AbEE §OFEARII S SRR R EUE s X v i b
EARIJIEAE s Xjmax NIKAE s Xjmin Af/ME: Xi
N A BRI AR S R B BT IME s n o TEba L.

1.4 FIEH T
FH Excel 2010 11 SPSS 20.0 #E4T ¥R 481+ J Ak
K, AT R R =T

2 s Ry
21 WEEHE. MR AEMR

SR I 2 b AR AR (K 2), B
SRR IR TR, BT E YA A R 2

2 AR E D A R ()

Table 2 Effect of aluminum stress on above-ground biomass (g) of alfalfa

(P <0.05), A 500 pmol/L 473k & i A . H: 7, No.
11 A1 No. 21 B f& E429K FEH 500 pmol/L i R L
IR, Hb b A= PRI G B2, 5 200 pmol/L
(1) 25 5 AN 2. 3% (P >0.05)

M 3 AL, BRI AR B RN, ETE
RS AR EA 2 N . RIREE(S0 pmol/L)
FRP BT, MR A AR ) Lo IR R 2 R R (P<
0.05).No. 11.No. 18 A1 No. 21 & 75 /£ <X 100 pmol/L
FRACEERT, B R AR AR PR (P <0.05), 1
M AR FE S 200 pmol/L I, Hidb R A& B
AT, HERAREZEEP>005), XKW 3 MHETE
e EIREERRIME TR T —E btk AR EbE
WREEAR ST, R ER 4 i 52 0 0kss, Pl e 1s
Hh R R A AR Y B R (P <0.05).

22 M FHSRESENEH

MERasE  ME1IAEH, SOk
EE 2% 2 (Chl) a IR B, BRI 7 X e 1)
JERYEATA] . M8y 50 pmol/L B, FiTA E &

= AICl3 (pmol/L)
No. 0 50 100 200 500
3 11.79+0.09 7.18+0.24b 7.5040.07b 4.224+0.05d 3.55+0.08c
5 7.85+0.16a 5.20+0.13b 4.66+0.20c 3.42+0.05d 2.2540.08e
11 9.35+0.67a 7.37+0.32b 5.27+0.04c 3.08+0.07d 2.8540.02de
12 13.39+0.63a 12.29+0.36b 10.21+0.26¢ 9.08+0.21d 6.93+0.07e
18 19.61+0.44a 15.62+0.25b 13.12+0.07c 8.84+0.11d 4.7940.03e
21 10.56 +0.26a 6.95+0.16b 6.11+0.02bc 3.93+0.09¢c 2.96 +0.08cd
22 15.12 +0.25a 11.06 +0.36b 9.41+0.06¢c 7.1840.15d 5.68+0.10e
27 14.44 +0.75a 10.85+0.27b 9.17+0.24c 5.7440.20d 4.3140.09%
FAT IR E AR ¥ B R R 27 B (P<0.05), 5 W& 1. NEFA.
Data followed different letters in the same line indicate significant difference at 0.05 level. No. see Table 1. The same is following Tables.
3 AR I E T A R ()
Table 3 Effect of aluminum stress on under-ground biomass (g) of alfalfa
s AICl;3 (Lmol/L)
No. 0 50 100 200 500
3 3.53+0.12a 1.96+0.04b 1.82+0.05¢ 1.28+0.03d 0.85+0.03e
5 3.06+0.04a 1.88+0.04b 1.38+0.03c 1.09+0.02d 0.60+0.02¢
1 3.42+0.05a 1.45+0.04b 1.06+0.06¢ 0.89+0.02cd 1.10+0.06¢
12 5.87+0.14a 4.20+0.23b 3.18+0.13c 2.2440.15d 1.3240.04e
18 3.58+0.03a 2.64+0.05b 1.85+0.04c 1.64+0.02c 0.7540.07d
21 6.12+0.03a 2.72+0.06b 2.15+0.10c 1.93+0.10c 0.8740.04d
22 2.74+0.07a 2.40+0.14b 1.7540.06¢c 1.58+0.03d 1.03+0.03d
27 6.66+0.10a 2.9440.01b 1.65+0.04c 0.93+0.01d 0.70+0.02¢
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J 1 Chl a & & ool B 298/ (P <0.05), 1 B E 75
T 57 085 P E BE ST BRI B B A BRI EE 3G, Y
BEREM I Chl a & &5 xR ) 2 1A B
JKF(P<0.05), HM#REERE % 500 pmol/L B, Chla
SEEFEERM: Hd, No. 11. No. 12. No. 22 f1
No. 27 H7EfEH . miiR (100, 200 pmol/L)%R i
i, Chla & &=1470 8 %4 (P>0.05).

Chl b & HE 1AW, BEESMER
FERIBE I, B R Chl b & &35 AR

1R, {HEL Chla & &4, Hh, KIkE
(50 pmol/L)fEHriE XS No. 3 FT No. 5’@”%5’3 Chlb &

AR, BT E, E R b 3 g,
Chlb &8 &3 FF#(P<0.05); No. 11 f No. 27 &
f5 £ 100 pmol/L 48y, Chlb & & BA NI,
{25 50 pmol/L %5 18 () 2 5 A 2. 3 (P>0.05); No.
12 F1 No. 21 B 75 3242 e () Chl b & &35 H Xt g
©E N, BSPE HE F) Chlb & &% R4

BE.

0O 0 ymol/L B 50 gmol/L. E 100 gmol/L. Bl 200 gmol/L & 500 gmol/L

2
=

Chl a (mg/L)
[y
=

=

Car (mg/L)

K A]falfa

Chlb (mg/L)

Chl atb (mg/L)

10

EE A]falfa

1 FEEHE EE GRS B, H EAE T3R8 2R 5% (P<0.05),

Fig. 1 Effect of aluminum stress on photosynthetic pigment contents in alfalfa. Different letters upon column indicate significant difference at 0.05 level.

KAY PREE ME LA, EEHAW
FEH R 2K (Car) & 2 BB RS W 18 VR FE (138 hn 2 F&
%, No. 11. No. 22. No. 27 H & H K Car & &
£ 50~200 pmol/L A3 i ia i N %, (E AR TA B 25 25 5%
No. 12 EfE %, mikEE(100~500 pmol/L)%E e

i, Car & &AM T, Ul B H 40 a8 U
BAK, Az,
Chla+b &4 & R LA gn, FRALEAGE

T SRR A G, FaE ik B2 500 pmol/L B Chil
a+b FEERMK, ST ZE R 5% (P<0.05). H
AN [EAA ALK AN ] P 2 34 8 P e B BRI A AN ],
t1, No. 22 Ei &) Chl a+b & &7E 50~500 pmol/L
FRMA R B2 B AN B2 (P>0.05), No. 11 ) Chl a+b

FHE/E 50~200 pmol/L fEiia NI ZE S AR EP>
0.05), MMk ik 500 pmol/L i &35 T R, 1M

No. 12 EfE M F Chl a+b & &%
TR AN B2

= 200 pmol/L %5/

2.3 MPRRRBHIRR & BRI

M 2 BT, B AR E S, ETE R
(K BEAIR R & BB T . No. 3. No. 21 fl No. 22 &
T AR AR AR BT & B AE L itk (200 500 pmol/L)
Bar BA S, HERAEEP>0.05), AEE
SEXTERE AR T — R IE N .

2.4 WREEHUE

[EEESSE] S ER GEE Y =P RN R TR Y
B 55 (] 3). XTHE(O pmol/L) i 1 75 ML e 4 g k71
W) B IS5, - HLALE R TE T AT B . AR E b
HG, MiHgIREL, RZMMOCERE, R
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AR
Callose content (ug PE)

K 2 HRE AR ISP IR

g A

Fig. 2 Effect of aluminum stress on callus content

50 ymol/L

100 ymol/L.

200 ymol/L

500 gmol/L

3 IRIMEY) (200 %)
Fig. 3 Root tip section (200 x)

JE R FE XN S AN R . 7E 500 pmol/L &5 rE T,
ANRHEZI A B8, By 2 R 2 23 40 B ) 41 i
BEEAS R

2.5 ZEiEY
%ﬁi@@ﬁ“ﬁ&ﬂ&%%ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁ
1TV (R 4), 45 R, FERRIEE N 50 pmol/L I, 15
a4 No. 12> No. 18>No. 27>No. 22>
No. 3>No. 11>No. 5>No. 21; 4 E>5 100 pmol/L
i, HEF 4 No. 12>No. 18>No. 27>No. 22>No. 3>
No. 11>No. 5>No. 21; 4KEH 200 pmol/L B, HE/7
“A: No. 12>No. 18>No. 27>No. 22>No. 3>No. 11>

No. 21>No. 5; 4% 500 pmol/L i}, HER9: No.

Jt ] o
No.11 No 12
B%E Alfalfa

e e®
FyYs e
VWVLPPS
Saes

No.l1 No. I2

NOIS

fToe®

No.18 No.21 No.22 No 27

12>No. 18>No. 22>No. 27>No. 11>No. 3>No. 21>
No. 5. A L, No. 12 il No. 18 1 75 = I 4F, No.
21 A No. 5 & 18 BRI ZE

LR T 1

3.1 EMamEEREEKRE
AP E R ARG B R L, w1 A i
i 1 o b ) KA TR AR OS], A U A AR,
BEAR MBS N, B A KB I0E], S R
55, b, HRESAEYERD . ARNAREE—
EJLHE N, AVERZNE TS, No.3. No.21
Ef& 7E 100 pmol/L ¥ B2 e Inr b5 ARV T
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Table 4 Membership value of aluminum resistance in alfalfa

M AR E N E S .
4 C i “é‘ -
Al i Above-ground Under-ground Chla Chlb Car Chla+b BPAG R L
(pmol/L) No. . ) Callus Total Rank
biomass biomass
50 3 0.19 0.19 0.29 0.73 0.22 0.46 0.71 2.79 5
5 0.00 0.16 0.17 0.86 0.14 0.42 0.00 1.75 7
1 0.21 0.00 0.24 0.49 0.50 0.34 0.47 2.26 6
12 0.68 1.00 1.00 0.82 1.00 1.00 1.00 6.50 1
18 1.00 0.43 0.82 0.78 1.02 0.86 0.69 5.60 2
21 0.17 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.00 0.14 1.22 1
22 0.56 0.35 0.10 1.00 0.00 0.42 0.82 3.24 5
27 0.54 0.54 0.73 0.73 0.79 0.78 0.29 4.40 5
100 3 0.34 0.36 0.31 0.55 0.50 0.37 0.80 3.23 5
5 0.00 0.15 0.05 0.68 0.21 0.21 0.00 1.29 7
1 0.07 0.00 0.49 0.61 0.56 0.52 0.50 2.75 6
12 0.66 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.92 1.00 1.00 6.57 1
18 1.00 0.37 0.88 0.90 0.94 0.88 0.60 5.57 2
21 0.17 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.12 121 8
22 0.56 0.33 0.21 0.97 0.00 0.40 0.95 342 4
27 0.53 0.28 0.91 0.97 1.00 0.93 0.45 5.07 3
200 3 0.19 0.29 0.26 0.39 0.24 0.29 0.66 2.32 5
5 0.06 0.15 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.16 0.00 1.00 8
1 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.58 0.49 0.46 0.28 2.23 6
12 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 7.00 1
18 0.96 0.56 0.65 0.78 0.70 0.67 0.35 4.67 2
21 0.14 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.09 1.15 7
22 0.68 0.51 0.24 0.27 0.22 0.25 0.85 3.02 4
27 0.44 0.03 0.64 0.79 0.67 0.67 0.35 3.59 3
500 3 0.28 0.35 0.16 0.54 0.11 0.22 0.47 212 6
5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.31 8
1 0.13 0.69 0.28 0.42 0.40 0.28 0.50 2.70 5
12 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 7.00 1
18 0.54 0.21 0.59 0.65 0.75 0.58 0.22 354 2
21 0.15 0.38 0.02 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 7
22 0.73 0.60 0.21 0.00 0.24 0.10 0.95 2.82 3
27 0.44 0.14 0.41 0.35 0.61 0.35 0.47 2.76 4

Bl FE EE50 pmol/L/N#2); No. 11, No. 18F7E
7£200 pmol/L e i (gt 356 23 2 i 1) Bt i
100 pmol/Lf/NF3). WEEMIR R, MYy nliEd
DS A U AL 1) B T2 SR R R e 1o, 3
A KNI R St TP 2%, {8 245885 % BRI
LMk Y IEH AR A K R B 3R . ™ AR
1B SBAAFHE AR, TR I A, B
AR R, X5 AR R Tl R EL

32 BER A RRESE

ARG, FEMHE R 8 M EfE MR F () Chl
Al Car &2 LI B, H Chla &L Chlb &
R E L . A SR AR 8 R AR (Dimo-
carpus longans)4= K 520 (B 78 A AH Rl 4518 . AR
SR EET RO EORRG, FhEaREeK

ZIHEEE R, SEOCSERTERK, BEAH
BT AR 2 AP R 22 5, DRI X A [R] 94 1)
BRI A UM A« No. 3. No. 5 E7&E M F ) Chl b
BT ERRE(E 1), X523 iR AR
T8 AL (Capsicum  annuum) i £ 36 i 5 45 51— 3,
MR FE R G T BEAEHE Chl b (& R, B Wb
o A VA B 5 3 S I AN RO, A T I A FEE
K MIRILHEATZ [N FEYH A Car BEFRK
AR =S R IRE, JF B REE
H, ARG ETEE LA, kSR
P2 ORI 4R R B E AR I RCR, DAY
DA RS AR U RS, A 5 e i (19.25-26],
LR T B, S AN Car SR
Th. —BAAA, U R B Car &
WA . HAEARRK S, BhiE T 8 M EEM
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KL Car &SI LEX IR B, 125 kK B 25 28T
WHFLAE RA—B XA AR T A P E AL OR

PRGNSV E R AAAE—ERERT, R
B iz, KU R R G th S A
R AR ThRE, DAL BRI R 3 BOE 7 Pl
IR

3.3 EEFBIFEHERRBIRRE K

BRAE N — MR M - 3 v B R L A 5 3
TeE, XMTHEPINEFAASN 3 EERIOAR R
A28, 5T A MA R E M BE AR R P i R An e il
FRER AL, 0PI 3 B B B 25 24 L ) 4 B i 27V
P20, R, REHE WA ARG N, dkmis
IR IS5 ) % 112031, I H I A R 1 AR R 1 T
s WEAR S BN, X OAE 2 P Y GE,
LFHes (Avena sativa)®l, /NF(Triticum aestivum)[28:331,
K (Hordeum vulgare)l®l, £ >K(Zea mays)BE4-351,
*(Nicotiana tabacum)®l, 3z (Phaseolus vulgaris)B’]
FR AL 42 (Picea abies)P8l, AR5t b, 78K
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