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T8N 103.9 mgkg', pH N 7.7, FHIA)E 1%
iR 5 SR P R R A AT

TERHRIE 60 d, HEKJEHA, DUAEAT, JEH 2 ShFd
H RS 1. 40 7. 104 13 WAL A% 6 Fr T
AN[F A0 i OR7K T (R s A 7 s e 2 S s Fh 3R
10 FEALITI By & 36 Fr T AN 6] 2R 7K B[R]0 I A 9%
A BRABAR IS 9T o IR HUAS & AL IR 35 IR
A, wE— A
1.2 WERSHE
1.2.1 i SRR A OR7K 0

KB AR F E AR R EN R, BB IR
fEH F 8: 00~9: 00, fEHIEHHIH G, MEEA
SRR 4%, SRR, BT kS R e s
U6, LI SARRRER . B ERHG B, K
FEMERHS P ECH, T RS 1Ky
P RPRREUH FEREE (FW,) , TR EHET =
H25+11°C, MXHEEE 40% =N, A6 12 h Hik
FRE, R NFEM FW,0 FWon FWyo FWoo
24 h F1 48 h FR 5, REASALELEE 3 51 105°C %
# 30 min, 95CHtFZIEE, T EHIK DW,, Al
DW g0 73 I7E 04 124 24, 36 48 h 75 &1L HL 6 i,
AP R MERRIE SN, B 3 X
Y ES . W SRR R KR A TR T A R
T

H A SIKE (%)= (FW,-FW,) X100/ (FW,;-DW,o)

(n=0. 12. 24. 36. 48)

HFARIK 77 (%)= (FW,,-DW,,) X 100/(FW,-DW,,)
122 AFEFEARIE

PUEALEE IS I 2% Li Q 5k 1Y, HL 0.5
g M T A IR ER S 0N 1 mL R RR 2% iR A
VKB N B BE B, 0B A B K AR LA 5 mL.
I 2 mL F 12000 t/min T &> 10 min, &N
SOD. POD. CAT Ml#&¥, heifitHigE. N
i (MDA) & R AN SRS £ 1 Ik
Eo. AEMEER A S ENE S L (Bradford)
e U R B I N SR P T G 925 I PR 43 BT
%{5_ [l‘)]O
1.2.3 il i o 356 [R] f AR R IK B 23 BT

FE i S RNA [ $2 B 4% # 3E [B Invitrogen 2 ]
TRIZOL 71 Ui W1 H 4 4F,  [e %% s B 2 ugRNA %
f, Z:HB 7 %8 Fermentas 2 7 [ RevertAidTM First
Strand cDNA Synthesis Kit /= i ¥t B 45 347 e % 5%
H S — 5% cDNA. PCR ¥ 1 K H BioRad iQ5 SE i
52 PCR AT . B 45 3K 5 o A e S (A8 4k, 4
Tiahs 3 WAEYIEERL . H SR A R IA B
CT N Excel2010 JEfZ A 2722 T iH8 P, Jf
2t R R IA 2 . NS BRI . ACTIN2 A,
T 1N 4 hE e REER ) PCR 3485|9015 2.

% | %L EE PCR 53T ARISI 4

Tab.1 Primers used for quantitative real-time PCR

B )
] (5-39 "
@fﬁ %]%?ﬁ] _k;g /bp
F: TCTTCACAGCAAAAGCCTCA
AREB 240
R: GTGACCCCATTATGCAATCC
F: AGGTGAGCTTTTCGATAGGATTATT
CDPK2 220
R: ACTTCTGGTGCAACATAGTAAGGAC
F: TTGTTAGCAGGCGTGGGTAT
LEAS 210
R: CTCTCGCTCTTGTTGGGTTC
F: ACGGACGAATACGGCAATC
ERDI10C 215
R: TCTCCTTAATCTTCTCCTTCATCC
F: TTGTTAGCAGGCGTGGGTAT
ACTIN2 205

R: CTCTCGCTCTTGTTGGGTTC
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1.3 #EAeE

RI6 K () S8t 20 4% F DPS 7.05%" BL & Excel

2010 347

2 HER549%%
2.1 AREMAM R &SkENERKERILE

100
95
90
85

[SE LS = A0 A < oyl R AN < S DS VAN - L DA

A3 a3 Aa pa Aa
?,

80
75
70
65
60
55
50

AR

K202

e B A ORER A MR RS e R R b B R 22 S BT B e it o
B (P<0.01)  RARAMIFE/NG T BERR AR BRI 22 57 A SE 5 B
(P<0.05) , R,
Note:The differences between the upper and lower case letters indicate
the difference between the treatments at 0.01 and 0.05 probability levels
respectively. The same as below.

1 REIM AL Fr &7k L

Fig.1 Comparison of leaves water content in different leaf positions

TEHE K 5 WX B M 6 5 AR K 202 1926 1. 44
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-7 )22 AN B, 6K 202 2R /KR B T4 6 5.

o 12 24 36 a8
s kB [E)/h

e (V) BHE 6 5, (N) &RK 202, Heg gy - hr
Note:(Y)Yuyan6, (N)Nongda202, The number represents the leaf
position

2 REIRHZR | Rk R LR

Fig.2 Comparison of leaf water loss in different leaf positions
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Note:*and** indicate the difference between two varieties leaves on same
dehydration time at the 0.05and 0.01 levels, respectively. The same as below

3 NEIBE SR KB B R AR R TR AL

Fig.3 Physiological changes of flue - cured tobacco leaves under
different dehydration time
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Fig.4 Changes of hormone contents in tobacco leaves at different
dehydration time
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Fig.5 Stress response gene relative expression
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Fig.6 The water retention capacity of excised leaves among
different leaf positions
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Abstract: In order to elucidate the effect of stalk positions and natural dehydration after priming on water retention capacity of flue-cured
tobacco leaves, evaluation index of drought resistance of tobacco leaves was investigated. Effects of different stalk positions and natural
dehydration after priming on leaf water loss rate, antioxidant enzyme activity, hormone and stress resistance gene expression were studied
through natural dehydration method with two flue-cured tobacco varieties, Yuyan 6 and Nongda 202 of different drought resistance. Results
showed that the water loss rate of leaves of 5 different stalk positions was higher during 0-24h, and gradually slowed down after 24h, and
there was no significant difference among different stalk positions, but water loss rate of Nongda 202 was significantly higher than that of
Yuyan 6. Antioxidant enzyme (SOD, POD, CAT) activity, soluble protein content, abscisic acid (ABA) content in excised leaves reached
the highest value 24 hours in vitro, and Malondialdehyde (MDA) content also slowed down after 24 hours. The relative expression of four
stress responsive genes (AREB, CDPK2, ERD10C, LEAS) reached the highest level after 24 hours. Physiological metabolism of excised
flue-cured tobacco leaves was the strongest 24 hours in vitro, and the difference between the indexes of the two varieties was the greatest 24
hours in vitro. There was little relationship between water retention capacity and leaf position in excised flue-cured tobacco leaves, and leaf
water loss 24 hours in vitro was the appropriate time to determine water retention capacity of excised tobacco leaves.
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