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AINHX1 % [ X135 E B 3% 44 FO it £ 1 B 55

> 1.2 g 1 > 1 1 ) 1%
RFEFH,THEB . FPHF MRE, TR
L. LK 3 B2 BT T 710069 2. o5 15 7 % 7 LB
e 62 50 TR B T 90305 RS 7% 710069)

FE NRFEN S AANHXLJEHE S AR E 3015 42k FIRE R (Kan) HrikfAE M bR . 23 PCR A&,
Southern 28 %2 Al RT—PCR Al & W], ANHX1 JEH T 25 B 35 BIE R b, JF HLRE 98 IE W ek . B A A
i BE RURBLAR 75 6 1 A 05 L LA T i Ak AR I 45 2R R A R SR 38 S R R R @ s L U M X AE K R B 3
TR A R A S HE N EE NaCl B3t 5 . A AR it KR Na™ 55 5000 58 45 5 S 7R o 7 B DR AR Bk i - LG BB 4 2
BT LN Na’ M K" AERER a0 K/ Na 5 5 A6 S 258 00 2 25 SRR B B DR bk 28 I A0S vl 5 0% 1 381K
TEATL ., FIREEHERD], ANHX1 B R 15 AR ER 35 7E 58 75 48 155 T 0 2 004 (5] i 0l 4% 77 68 10 380 05 R 9 4 o 52 11 455
H.

KGR ANHX 55 B RATFTE 5 8L F AL s T 1

FESES:Q943. 2;Q949. 783.5 XHERARIRED : A XEHS :1004-5759(2009)03-0103-07

Y B (Cichorium intybus) J& 45 FHAG B 8 2 A RARKEY , JIZ 40 A0 T BRI L SE 0 BRI . AEFRE &
BT AR MK, A R R SR, (L JE P BE RAE . B MR AR R A A F IR D kAR R )
L 45 B — R B . ATFE pH (AN 8. 2, Sdh i 0. 1720 3 R AR K g — s 7 40 A 4R
FO L AERE P EE NS UED MR AR R S WSRO & R T, AT BRI AR A E (Co f fea
stenophiylla) o F P ER) 5 R ) 5% T 4 5 sh 9 T AL 4 B PTG S RE T s 40 M R4y AR AN RR AT A2 SR ED
o 3% 4 B R MG RS2 G ) 2GR . IR R4S 1 RIS U LR B E B B T T R iR AE ) 193 B R T
A S G 5 i X K = PR R A AR /B Ol i & S B — 2 L SE AR . HA 29 5 W A Y 0 9 E B R e AR
BEE AR AT R R A2 B A3 3 T 0 2 B 2 AF 5 T T SR FH 3 PR TR B R T 2 1 TR AT 3 A% 1 R 1 F 9 A
BT, 20 48 90 AR LASK F L — 1) Na™ /H™ 33 [0 #% ia 25 1 56 B 5% A6 78 il (Solanum Lycopersicum ) % Hi
PR ST B B L R B RAMIE R I Na© /H T ) 05 B 1 AR 6 4R o 2 MO A T R . X T
N AT R REE o H AR A 1A B LAk BREE R A5 28T 1) I SR AR A R ST B UR . AR5 LA A A
Hom MR, B R FE A S 2B B IR (Arabido psis thaliana) WL Na™ /H™* ¥ 7 532 5 ([ 3 6 AINHX1
FABE IR AT AcNHX 1 3k PR 7 5 5 DRRE 9 35 DR 2 v %) 2 5 195 00 5 B 5k DRLAE 0 1% it o 1 2 3k R
BB T b A0CE BT A R RO A — 25 R PR TR R O 4 A T A e R AT T kAt
1 #R5FE
1.1 AINHX1 AHWEBFRARITAMD R L R %ME

L 100 mmol/L NaCl 4b 3 24 h {9 #8055 IF &)y i Ry 356 44 kL i@ i RT—PCR b F# 15 2 4 5 8 Na* /H ' 3
M E KRR 1617 bp (1 AINHX1 3 H 523 ORF, #H1i61% ORF 5 2E-CaMV35S J& 3 F . TMV RNA 5’
UTR H11) Q B BA NOS polyA &b FHEFE— B EEEN AANHXT JFFRX & REHZEEETAZ
XICAH Y 2Rk # Ak pNT Bkl T-DNA X [ 2 5 B 7 23 i 8 5 241 BT AE 4 36 38 3R Bk pNT-A:NH X1 (&
Do WA RMZE pNT-AINHX1 OB 3 ARFF A LBA4404 A7 25 20 i v, A5 n] LURT T4l 4 a8t A% 3% AL A o
() T4 AT LBA4404(pNT-A:NHX1)
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1.2 A4t 2E-Camv35sP i
55 LR - 28K LK T T 4 il B R B i A T Hind 111

WER MS 530 b, £ (25+2) C Al 16 h/d, 36 S sait

os-poly
pmol/ (s« m?) (99 B8 2 P55 % 57 A e T 7 N
1.3 %E%@ﬁi@%%}%i 5 PNT-AtNHX1

12700 bp RB

Wik 7T~14 d WG B M A PTEL 0.5 em X
0.5 em /N, 2R B MS, (it 6-BA 1.5 mg/L+
NAA 0.2 mg/L+H IR IR 100 mg/L+FERE 3%+

111
Bl 0. 7% . pH {8 5. 8~6. 2 19 MS) [B {1 2 5% |-, "t

1E(25+2) CHI 16 h/d.36 ymol/(s . mZ)E’:Jj\lﬁﬁﬁ/% 1 EYWTEILEE pNT-AINHX] R g RaE
#F‘Fi%?‘% 28 d,lﬁ?}“@fﬁéﬂ@%o @’f/ﬁgﬂéﬂff MS, § Fig. 1 Sketch map of the expression vector

plasmid of pNT-AtNHX1

FeHE AR % 14~28 d pfe i Kt AVE AR
FEZF . MAREZE 2~5 em m KA E AL EBCR 46 A B AEAR R R MS, (i IBA 0. 2 mg/ L+ 1R 3%
TR 0. 7%, pH {4 5. 8~6.2 iy 1/2MS AR 3 L AR, HAEWERAERRE HEH 7~10 d,
HEBRIEFERL VW EE=1:1: 1 WIRG L EEHRE.
1.4 RAFE LBA4404(pNT-AINHX1) 2+ 3 & 09 3 14 44k

KA R LBA4404(pNT-A:NHX D {55 2 X ECERK W T 4 C 8 000 r/min &0 1 min, 7 X857, H
TCWR 1 MS, W AR B: 77 F F B ARG B 2 ODgo = 0. 5, 4 24 Emt r VIMEAETR I 10 pmol/L 9 Lk T &l (AS)
(1 R AAT B R PR S 10 min, KAFFR PG AR E AR N 25 mg/L Kan () MS, §5 383 . 4 7 % ALIE
B ARG e 5 3% . 29 90 d J5 A5 R R (Kan) HitE @i 2. Kan STk @ity H 2000 i gk /i AR K F) 6
~8 cm B, YR FRA W 3 290 25 mg/L Kan ) MS, }37%£,16 h/d.36 pmol/s « m* MG T % SR
WLEEREE K R IAIR ARG BRE L.
1.5 T, R&#ELRMED T 5T
15,1 BEBLPIREYR PCRAGI SR T/ kidk = S 3Tk 8 (CTAB) Sl it ik 43 73 418 UM 2 % ok PR Aok A
AT B 4] DNA, PCR G npe T A AcNH X1 56 N AR 5% LA Py 56 I 41 b i 38 AR 0l . AdNH XD JE
) PCR 51 % 7% 5 W F. FJif 51 #: 5'-CeggATCCACCATggTggATTCTCTAgTgTCg-3", F it 51 #: 5’
ACgCgTCgACTCAAgCCTTACTAAgATCAgg-3'. PCRY (AR 20 pL, § #4FL % H:94C 4 min; 94C 1
min, 60 C 1 min,72°C 1.5 min,35 MEFH ;72 CEEM 10 min, npr [ FRARESEFES] PCR 319 50T . Fi#sl
¥ :5'-TCCggCCgCTTggeTeggAgAg-3"s FilF514) .5 -CTggCegCgAgCCCCTgATgCT-3", PCR " {k & 20 L,
P AT H:94C 3 min;94C 1 min,63.6C 30 s,72°C 45 5,33 MEH ;72 CLEMf1 10 min, PCR =445 1. 0% B
A EE IS HL UK 5 B BiocaptMW ¥ 1% 2 4t ic 5t 45
1.5.2 $ELRAMY Y Southern blot Z8 A2 Kl 43 | $2 AL 30 ~40 pg M5 a2 % Jk IR A bk R0 BT A= R0 2 10 66 TR 41
DNA, DL AtNHX1 FFH[a] 510 bp #5 F1E 50 R 4l . # Roche 43 7] A9 DIG High Primer DNA Labeling and
Detection Starter Kit IT &5 & {# A 3L BH #£ 47 Southern blot, &k Fl KL K 2 DNA ¥ {8 M [ Takara 2 & 1%
EcoR 1 i) .
1.5.3 FGELAY R RT—PCR K 437 42 U4 1 4 5 DR A R BEF A TR Ak 52 RNAL T M-MILY B — 4 D-
NA & O & AT % 5% . UL cDNA 155 — 85 A B PCR &3 H i 2 N ALNHXL, it 5190 R AR &
PCR ¥ 1.5. 1,
1.5.4 ALY @ 041806 NaCl it P rEilss WA R E MR B S aGHA R (AR H S 51
M ARG 35 DR PR 2R G 5 A TR R A R i A A1 21 280 2 G AR 3R T 5 43 3 2 F 31 2 R R ik BE (0,50, 100, 150,
200 M1 250 mmol/L)NaCl 1§ MS, K35, b 25 % 3 4l H . 78 16 h/d.36 pmol/(s » m*)JE M. (25
+2) CHRMFEF 28 d. Gt @Al LM A KA.
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1.5.5 HEEEMYAE NaCl it F iyt Na® (KT e BUAERK 48, & 7~8 cm, BF 4~6 L 4;
HE TR R BT A R A A S T R SR L & AR R (0,50,100,150 1 200 mmol /L) NaCl (1) MS, & {4 15 77 Hext
FLEATRERE . S T IS BRANIR R 0 30 75 5 25 15 B B B 3 i DR 19 s 7 3R P 3% 3k X 3 5 AR s e AR S AT
AtNHX1 FEF AR 35 - EGe i 24 h 5, Y BGRI AR i A 45 CHEE 1E 5, 2 B8 52l fl e e
(975 % (B i3 AA6300 JE T IR US43 6 o BE 11 e A B ) Na ™ (KT & 5
1.5.6 FEHNAYLE NaCl 8 T pg it i 3000 3 B ICR] 105, 5 Ak B2 R TR 4 120 K% T A 7R 2 5% 14 0 fif
M 0.5 g, il 30 mL &K, 14T 25C . 150 r/min #z 3% 4 h, 55— Z ¥ 5 min. SR 5 535 FH L5 % 4L DDB-
303A MIZE 2 Ry HL G T XN Re, JG 8 XN R’ MIXTHL R % =Re /R’ X100 %,
2 GERS5HH
2.1 # AiINHX1 ARHEAAMHMGKST

KA ARG AME R T MS, B RE SR 5L B3 3~7 d J5, B F & Kan 25 mg/L+Cef 250 mg/L ) MS,
PR SR ES Kan JUrE @2l 8538 7~10 d,AME KD G 16 T2 B & @ 121 (& 2A) o {H 3K 26 i 4
LU ) 4R Z 500 & Kan 25 mg/ LY MS, #5357 5E b4k R85 3% o B vh i W s fb s 1k, R A B0 5 41 22 mT
AL AR (B 2B) . FR A i A K ] 6~8 em IS R N BRR @ 214 B UIR L B B A AR I 25 mg/L
Kan ARG FRHEMS, FFSERAE 20, 3 LA P A KA 0 Kan HT7EFFAE AR RE (& 2D) 250 B i, B
A RS Ak 3 3 (& 2E)

B2 RHENSHE ANHXI EEFEMNKE
Fig.2 Transgenic Cichoriuminty bus obtained via Agrobacterium mediated transformation
A HME R AL BB Kan i@ 2040 Kan-resistant calli derived from transformed explants; B:Kan $ii 0% 410 & 4> 4615 2 19 F 4 2F The regen-
erated plantlets from Kan-resistant calli; C:Kan ${ 445 #k 4 48 Rooting of the regenerated Kan-resistant plantlets; D:Kan 37 ¥ F- A4 4 #k The regener-

ated Kan-resistant plantlets; E:##%#) Kan $i{1E F4: 1. Kan-resistant plantlets transplanted to soil

2.2 HEARMHMKRYGSTAEAMFER

2.2.1 FEEDIREARE PCR A 430 AR IR R
UMb e bR IC 5L PR npe 1 OR<F X (491 bp) A1 H 1 Hk
AtNHX1 (1 617 bp) /E N0 i) 58 DNA i# 47

PCR . 7E 42 MEGE T, AU BRI, 11 A4S
TPRRYHE P 4 DNA BB P75 SUH Y 2 M=)

73 TR R 4 DNA v HEER I 3] npe 11 2 Lol
A AT S AeNHX1 3R G iR 56 45 R

WLE S ,ﬁ;%*ﬁ*}kjﬂ{ﬁ%%fk% ° Fig.3 PCR detecting of some T, generation transgenic plants
2.2.2 FEIEPMBRE Southern blot Bl RBIB iy s s Amplify of ANEIXTs By eIl 3R H B R
W A K 2 A% PCR K 56471 45 1 5 b 7 3k DR Bk Amplify of nptll 5 M: 1 kb plus DNA Marker; 1 %4 T fif £
R E MR A 4] DNA ] EcoRT 58 42 il i )5 - Wild-type plants; 2~15:1~14 5 To L5 5 P b

ﬂ:ﬁﬁ Southern blot ﬁt%\ ( IE] 4), %%% Eﬁ , %?,/EE b1 Ty generation transgenic plants No. 1—No. 14

1.6kb

3 89T, REEEEKE PCR &N
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M FEF AL DNA B4 FIHE(E 552 4 Kan JidEbk R 940 DNA 35 B BB 24 52 (55 . X w02 R W T i
B0 2 AMBUE B S R PR R B8R LS I R SR R AR L A 1 AN DL ALNH XD SR 3 5 20 45 S SE R Al v,

2.2.3 FEILFMIKER RT—PCR &M RT—PCR 0% 3% A bk b AeNHX1 R G R a8 R 00 334 7= 1 &
1 %% 19 B NS A v e v ARG I 25 SR (&L 5) s , P AR UM B i RNA [ 5 S = i R et i i i (5 5, 2 N3t
PIAR 2 0 RNA [ 56 = ERRe s 4 38 Wi 0 1. 6 kb BAR=4 . X —45 R Ui0] H 3L H AINHX1 7 DL7E
JIT ARG 00 F) 6 DR AR A v TE i SR

——
—— 1.6kb
4 |4 T, REEEE#E Southern blot 5 17 5 #o T, REEEEKEN RT—PCR &l
Fig. 4 Southern blot analysis of some T, Fig.5 RT—PCR detecting of some T,
generation transgenic plants generation transgenic plants
1:pNT-A:NHX1 ffiki DNA DNA of plasmid pNT-AtNHX1; M:1 kb plus DNA Marker; 154 Bl #f Wild-type plants;
2 A BUAH Bk Wild-type plants;3~4.:1~2 5 To Q55 3L 2~3:1~2 S I[N Bk R T, generation transgenic
itk To generation transgenic plants No. 1—No. 2 plants No. 1—No. 2

2.3 HARMRGEEG Y AL R
2.3.1 %% PRl A PR ’f/ﬁ 2H 20%F NaCl 38 /) 1if 52 —0— 74 A fn 40 4R wild type calli
PEAMHT 1A 2 5 3 bR R R O A5 4181 (5 —a— 1S S {45412 Transgenic calli No.1

—d— 2 5 N &1 4 4R Transgenic calli No.2

g5 12 5 5 HE R A 1 A 4 A AR A A
W RTE S AR M E NaCl(0,50,100,150 F1 200
mmol/L) ) MS, ¥ 3¢ 5k b i £ i 560 25 R 40 &l 6
JiR o Bl NaCl Jip 38 e B2 Th e o 4 i X F0 BT A U 45
SRS VE YR EPORE BN IS O Y Y SR 2R PR B g T
LRI B E S TE AR AR, Ykt d
NaCl ¥ B 35 3] 150 mmol/L I 55 2 K #1475 4H 22 10
AEO AR A R WP A R A AL 200 4. 0~4. 5 A 1M Y
NaCl Jifp 38 ¥ B2 £2 5 3 250 mmol/L B, B A4z B 4
AU IR T S B A AL U SR R 5. 2 %%
~T. 2% A AE KR,

2.3.2 EEILPAMIBRAE NaCl it RN Na® /K" & i Bl 1555 2 b NaCl vl B2 9 42 i o B A 750 R % 33 DR A
PRI Na® E 588 LT D s mimi & ik frd i K S M BE G F 2 b NaCLYREE 4R /. Rt % B )5 TR
P IAE NaCl ¥ B2 35 3] 250 mmol/L B (& 8) [l B o 7640 [/ 1Y NaCl a8 25 78 5 6 6 B AE Bk - F o
Na' fl K" &0 5 & T8 AR Ak, SR R KT /Na' i g1t 45 5 (R D i — 25 BoR 78 4 7 VR B2 1Y)
NaCl e T o % 3 PR AR i AN LG B AR R RR AR SR 219 Na® i K, [ i e s i) K /Na ™,

—_
<
<

AR X AR E

Relative growth rates of calli ( 9;)
w
S

0 50 100 150 200 250
NaCl & f& Concentration of NaCl (mmol/L)

23]
EN

HERAAAHRTE NaCl B THEXM ERKENE
Fig. 6 Relative growth rate of the transgenic

calli under the stress of NaCl
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O % 4 7 Wild-type plant O 574 % Wild-type plant
= 30 r 155 & E¥ & Transgenic plant No.1 W 1 5 F F ¥ & Transgenic plant No. 1
= El2 5 £ Ftk & Transgenic plant No.2 = 20 Bl 2 5 £ £ [’ £k & Transgenic plant No.2
g 25| S 60 ¢
@2 7 N wi \
405 w5 F % 41 & 40 §
s 8 N uE 4 N
£ ol \ : \
E 3 £ 20 X
o \ ol \
Q '\ Q \
g 5 8 = X
3 ] g 10 R
o 8 o R
0 50 100 150 200 250 0 50 100 150 200 250
5 = J NaCIRE Concentration of NaCl B 7% # 7 NaClik & Concentration of NaCl
containing inthe media (mmol/L) containing in the media (mmol/L)
B7 FHEMRE Na"EENE B8 HEMAFK ZENE
Fig. 7 Detecting of the Na' concentration Fig. 8 Detecting of the K™ concentration
in leaves of C. intybus in leaves of C. intybus
F1 NaClBrEXFEM K K /Na* B0
Table 1 Effects of NaCl stress on the K™ /Na% in the leaves of C. intybus
NaCl ¥ & BHEM R KT/ Nat KT /Na' in the leaves of C. intybus
Concentration of NaCl (mmol/L) Wt T, T,
0 6. 54 6.40 6.49
50 3. 89 4.73 5.00
100 3.26 4. 00 4.21
150 2.41 3.21 3.26
200 2.11 3.22 2.90
250 1. 16 1.75 1.65

Wt B4 M35 1 Wild type C. intybus; T1:1 S5 3L F#k R Transgenic plants No. 13T, ;2 S5 3 #k & Transgenic plants No. 2.

2.3.3 LR KRAE NaCl 8 T i 5% LO rO% 4 & wild-type plant

W A TR A B 5 DR MR 10 A L 5 SR B B e
NaCl 361 W F 9 45 25 i 48 i [ 9 4L 76 A [l NaCl B2 5 % H F#k & Transgenic plant No.2
360 e T DR B R B R R S 3 A T B
PR L B2 £R 30 R R A I . A TR A R 1O
I AR 1L 5 S A K I B R T R R R bR 7E

=
o0

AR 5 A
Relative conductivity
IS o
= =N

250 mmol/L NaCl pie '~ , B A= 78 4 R PR 10 AR X L

CES %1 1| B g ) S TE N o N O P T o 3 S N 23 "

SEPUHCBR 09 - E AR 55 U D 3.2 £ 0 0 100 10 00 250
NN 5% 7% Fh NaClIK [ Concentration of NaCl

RIS B containing in the media (mmol/L)

3.1 # AtNHX1 Ak g Je K -F af 350 4 A7

B Z Wi 2 0] i R T Bl
WL R Na ™ /H " 33 ) %% iz 85 (2R R E R ) i 3R
5 bR T DA S S R R R A A TR AR T LSRR 4R R S VRO Na© /H T i g B S R R IR S
Z RPN A AeNHX1 3P 56 15 40 R AT 1 R P38 T 527 B8 0 A L 45 R R WIS TR v B i 3R b8 T L B
N A 2 AR AR K R I I = TR AE R A A 0, 7T DL ACNH X BRI A 5 AR 08 I 25 48 oy 7 06 TN 4 15 4
i S O N Y

B9 HEMHAANMBESENE

Fig. 9 Detecting of relative conductivity in the leaves of C. intybus
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3.2 # AtNHX1 ARME#kH KT, Nat &3R80 F F 54

AT KT W Na 3 g 4528 oK L [ S8 h Wl 25 R R SRR A R TRZ 1 Na' X AT RERR N T 5
WP A RUZH M AR LE SN AN H X1 PR R R 08 1 77 W 0 T e S TRABLRR A A Na ™ IXIUALRE ) L REME IR £

BB B BT Y Na ™ ez R0 N A A B ok o e 5 DR A4 A O S b 1 3 T 11 N IXUsR AL B 07, RE 0% 15 40 Jfg 1 2R
BB Na© o fH iy Tk 28 Na ™ 3220457 D0 2098000 b - 55 527 A= 780 40 0 AR L G 240 g 56 b i Nao© o geb . i
DA 240 3 e 5B N ™ A0 K f9 0 WA AR A o £ B Na ™ R B2 AR X B AR S B0 T 2 KT . i A
K 25 5 22 [y VA (LI TS I8 114 AT R M ER S o B PR 858 v M0 9 2 — 20 o J) 200 S e R 88 52 o A 4 19 0
2 o B X LA PR« 3 880 K P s AR . A HRIE A NaCl B R 4y K/ Na© /@& 4% 5 A8 4 40
K SF- F i AR P S AR DG L ARG I A 45 S B NaClL s T 6 SE D vk R Al N K™ /Na ™ 15 28 T 1
AR T ACRE R D 4G I T 35 B8 0 FE B 2R R AR 1 AR W . (EER MR L AR AR A9 A G B S R (Re/
Re") 52 W (1) 72 20 LSS 7 75 38 W38T 52 B0 405 3 AR BE o BT Sy 400 M 5 7 396 958 M3 S 5 LA A TG P 1) 4
bRz — o AR 52 30 2R 030 I AR v S5 3BT L 3 B 200 i 5T H A VS B 2 52 B T R ) AT
2 52 20 1) 0 T A A/ S AL BT R W 3 R O B ER  AS I S R BUAR [ Y B NaCl e T % 56 Dbk R i
FEOS H e A8 IR T P A UK AR RSN AN H XL JE TR 5 A4 R 1 AR PR B0 TS 58 1 o 008 R Mol 3 2% 10 A ik 1A
e 2 200 M 2 A T R B
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Transformation of Cichorium intybus with the AtNHX1
gene and salinity tolerance of the transformants
ZHAO Yu-wei'?, WANG Ying-juan', BU Huai-yu', HAO Jian-guo', JIA Jing-fen'
(1. College of Life Science, Northwest University, Xi’an 710069, China; 2. State Key Laboratory
of Transient Optics and Photonics, Xi’an 710069, China)

Abstract; The AtNHX1 gene was transferred into Cichorium intybus using Agrobacterium and 42 regenerated
plants resistant to Kanamycin (Kan) were obtained. Incorporation and expression of the AtNHX1 gene in the
transformants were confirmed by PCR, Southern blot, and RT—PCR. Under the same salt stress conditions,
the transgenic calli with NaCl resistance, that were induced from transgenic plants, had considerably higher
relative growth rates than the wild-type calli. Under the stress of different concentrations of NaCl, the K"/
Na' ratio in the transgenic plant cells was always higher than that in the wild-type, whereas the relative con-
ductivity was the opposite. The transformation of the AzNHX1 gene not only enhanced the salt tolerance of
transgenic C. intybus, but also reduced cell membrane damage induced by salinity.
Key words: AtNHX1; Cichorium intybus; Agrobacterium tume faciens; genetic transformation; salt-stress re-

sistance



