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Differences in growth, photosynthesis and resistance
physiology of Morus alba and Broussonetia papyrifera
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Abstract: To investigate the effects of HCO; on the growth and physiological characteristics of plants under the stress of

bicarbonate in karst environment. The growth, photosynthetic capacity, antioxidant enzyme activity, osmotic regulation

iR B 2022-02-25

BEWHE: MEARPAESE(U1612441) ;{7 A I (2016 YFC0502602) 5 [H 5K 1 SAFL 2 b X H 43 (31760124 ) 5 53 M Ui
AR U R H (1190470517067 ) 5 [ 58 H AR BE 2 5 4 %2 51 23 - BN A N IR BUN W8 37 FR R = R 58 o0 0 H (U1812401)
[ Supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China ( U1612441 ); National Key Research and Development Plan
(2016YFC0502602) ; National Natural Science Regional Foundation (31760124 ) ; Guizhou Normal University Funded Doctoral Research
Project (11904/0517067) ; Joint Fund of National Natural Science Foundation of China and the Karst Science Research Center of Guizhou
Province (U1812401) ],

FE—1EE: I (1998-)  WlHHgE A, WF5E 7 8] A A 52, (E-mail ) 2752390486@ qq.com,,

CEEEE RWA A U WESE T RN W R ) AE AR AR B (E-mail ) wuyanyou@ mail.gyig.ac.cn,



73 ZALUEAE . BRIR SR AL PR S AR A9 A 1 Dle G R I 22 5+ 1249

substance content and cell membrane damage of Broussonetia papyrifera and Morus alba seedlings under three different
concentrations of NaHCO,(0, 15, 30 mmol - L', respectively) were examined in the present study. The results were as
follows: (1) Under HCO; treatment, the growth and photosynthetic capacity of Broussonetia papyrifera and Morus alba
seedlings were significantly inhibited, accompanying the physiological responses of leaf cells to antioxidant and osmotic
stress were significant. (2) The inhibitory effects of HCO; on the growth of Broussonetia papyrifera and Morus alba were
concentration-dependent, and showed significant differences among examined concentrations ( P<0.05). (3) The
inhibitory effects of the growth, photosynthesis, antioxidant enzyme system and osmotic regulation system and the damage
of plant cells under 30 mmol - L' HCO; treatment were significantly stronger than those of 15 mmol - L' HCO;
treatment. (4) Under the same concentration of HCO;, the growth, photosynthetic capacity, antioxidant enzyme
activity, osmotic regulating substance content of Broussonetia papyrifera were significantly higher than those of Morus
alba, and its leaf cell damage was significantly lower than that of M. alba. The results mentioned above indicate that
HCO;j inhibits the growth, photosynthesis and resistance physiology of M. alba and Broussonetia papyrifera under
bicarbonate stress, and the tolerance of B. papyrifera to bicarbonate stress is better than that of Morus alba, which means
that Broussonetia papyrifera is more adaptable to the environment of bicarbonate stress. This study provides scientific
support for the adaptation mechanism of Moraceae to karst environment.

Key words: Morus alba, Broussonetia papyrifera, bicarbonate, antioxidant enzymes, osmotic regulation, cell damage

TEMS TR AR Wy 3K R g b, o T KR A K AN
H A B Ve, 3K e ik e 19 HCO;
R, ok B W 35 R T R W T 4 M X ( Stokes &
Griffiths, 2019) . M4l © A W5, W6 307 457 T 3 11 38
A, HCOS ¥R T 5 29°8 4.5 mmol - L' ( Zhang et
al., 2012) , i 45 5 +-3Eh HCO; Bk @ % o 1~5
mmol + L' ( McCray & Matocha, 1992) , It 4k, 7E 3R
B pH AH KT 7 B, HCO; (¥R BE 3l = T — SR Ak ik
e B2 R %A% (Hussner et al., 2016) . T W5 ki
DX 4 b SR K o 38 AT A e R BE Y HCOS , R
XoF I S0 e A AR ) (04 S e LA SR A S

1E NaCl ,NaHCO, ,Na, CO,“EEh B iria T , 4
PR AR B 20 B 32 3 40, 38 02 3% a1
Joih 3 A5 A BRBE  FR2 e O R B AR KR F (AR
45 2009 ; Ahmad & Sharma, 2010) . i &4 2R
7SR /SN i S SR R R e S IER 1 R 12 0 SIE RSN
BB BIRAE XoF HE 1 REUR A B O T SR B aE (1
JEABZIN IR, 1993 ; Lu et al., 2009) , &R = L&
Tt ER 78 I O E R HCOS , H3 R pH
BT, {4 ) [) I 52 39 56 38 A& pH(E B8
(Hartung et al., 2002; 25 # 5%, 2005 ; Chen et al.,
2012 ), HCO,EMEE P XY i A K A 2 B AR
Flo W5, TER M B HCOS PR FI R, 4 9 40 g vy
1) SOD \POD , CAT 44t A Ak Wi % P T i, R I
B S ) Pl 30 A ) (52 45, 2008) , HLIK,
HCO; XHAE YR I Z Fow™ J55 o0 2 #0453 152 )

AL LU RS ) R 9 Na® Ve JE T, T Fe™ | Zn* |
Ca®™ Mg™ Mn* Cu™ Fl K" 554 8 B 719 & i TR
(Michael et al., 2012) , B EHZ &, HCO, &Y
i I8 Ak 8% I8 ( Salbitani et al., 2020) , JLH &8
Ze AL B MR BR HCOS o 4 4 8 AL 1 e 1)
TR M ( Keeley et al., 1984) 4 #1 AR B 35 B
HTOE IR (DIC) 2 SHY7ET 7
e T 3R BUEBR I 20% (Rao & Wu, 2017) . BR1E
JEAEERIEYIAN, HCO, B 7T BT E A R4
SEKRIIRERY e R M AR T . TR A AR T B
WA HCO; R & 45 A 78 PS Ty SR 0 ), %
HOH ) 9 1% 33 ) F AR, SR o6 AR
%‘:( Tikhonov et al., 2018), % 9[\ wWE W EL
HCO; 14 /] 3 3 52 ) A8 B N 300 D 25 2k - A B i
A M 2% 4K 1Y 7% & ( Shahsavandia et al., 2020)
AT L, HCO X A 4 A6 K 48 i PN Bt 4 Ak Tl %
P OCAIE S A EEMER, B, SR AR
WEE HCO; XA AR BURR P 1 52 0], S0 Al £ g B
FEPR G rpoEE AL R B AR B R

SPHE Py 2 W 37 R b DX UL ) R SR AR )
Z—(Wu et al., 2009) , HH, JH (Morus alba)
NRFRIBTEM T A £ & RN BT, 73
B Y B8 SR IF B K R OR R R AL A BT 1 AR
SUIRE, RS2 3 )2 B9 5 TE (fE AT 5%, 2017)
7] A 5& B A W) B9 #49 B4 ( Broussonetia papyrifera) , j&
— B AR I T TR AR R U R i
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IR, (1) HCOS JHlr 38 T F4) B 01 S8 A 114 A= 251 1) iy
BB RER 5 (2) ¥R F0 S i HCO; il A
T 22 50k (3) M A A1 S B X HCOS 36 11 it 2 g
Jander . LAHA Sy ) B SR AR 0T w07 R A B 13
o7 AL i) B LR A A0

1 #B 5%

1.1 LA REEFF

ENSH QiGN R A N GRINE 2 S I W
ARSI R AR B W T B A BB T o B R
B b3k Ak 2= A T 2 T el [XC 5 S b IS4 T M
A BT SN A A B2 B, 38 IBORFRL 16 3 1Y Ao
T ETEA - ERRNBHRAENE &, fi 1
FEE-HENBIRE, FHENEKE T EA—
SE B ZRIRK AR R 7R H, KR =N
25 °C ,JJE N 50% ~60% , YEHRIE] A 12 h, Z)12d
WF, B IR & . FRAE I 4 it i EECE
K¥— s sms _LFE e, 81085
AR 2 MR IR RS YRR B R A K R
T E SR EOR A R, R, B R, K AR
AR ER &E T A TRESN, ELR N
12 h, GA B SRS (PPFD) 2 300 pmol » m™ « ™,
H SRR 25 °C &SRR RN 20 °C , AHXT
MEBEA 55% ~65% , S FIRG I 41 1 4R FH K 5 07
KUEATHFR, VL 172 VRIS B REAK 2 8 TR A Y 4h
BB SR AR ST
1.2 FRER S Eh A AL 1

Y IR EIAT] 16~18 cm B, 75 E TR
TIAA [] ¢ JE 9 NaHCO, il A% A B I - K HE B2 Ak
{HIA R pH 7.8, FEATIR IR R AL FE AL, Sk 3
AHEPE(0,15.30 mmol - L") 86 B A B R &8, H:
10 mmol - L' A X HE (CK) . 7E A 56 ik B v
Na* % 4 (1) A KRG G fig 07 1A W 2 9 40 i 4R
FHANSE I, HCOS W 2 A =2 i fE T, 150 B 4P vk

FERRE 5, B R AR [ 2 B (B X NaHCO, 5 W 47 5
e, BB — K 0 R AR A A 0 AE KOS AR RDE S
s, IR 2 A9 EAE 80 mm AT M F, T
-80 CAHM ¥ IR ARAE, )5 2L I & 48 bR 0 Fr 76
BRIR A AR R 45 0 A B AR iR A, BN FE AR
KB NE 3K,
1.3 EHRERKSHNE

R T R SR VR T AR R SRR A K A
B 14 Sh 2548 Ak, AR BIF 5% R B0 2 A v b 358 9 1)
B IHE bR ok AT PR AR A AR K AE B,
I i S kR A ) 1) DE AR, IRIR R R
WIS Ay TER 0 55 2 B4 56 45 8 B 10 458
12 RAFHEAR A AR A AR EAT I 4 AR 52 56 3% HORE
B (H) JER(D,) A B(N) FIK T4 T 80 mm
I JBE F P 280 (N ) A Sy 40 BT A 2 A7 L
SR STEi=F 7N
1.4 KM ESEHNE

PEATBRIR SR 3t A BRI | 23 T4 0 58 2 58
4 55 6 55 8 RATHEMRIOGA SEGH TN , T E B
6] [ 52 T T4 19 14.00—16: 00, 7 HE 9y a] GE 7= 4
ARG AR Ia] (R E 1T LI-6400XT {45 06 &
M 245 (LI-COR, Lincoln , NE , USA ) Xf FE#k M F 1)
FEEHE(P,) RILTE (g,) ALK B
(C)MAEWBHR (T ) AT, FLBRHIE (L)
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i (Farquhar & Sharkey, 1982 ;#ifi 7% %5 ,2007)
1.5 kMt R S EEEENE

it A 1) B2 M S BRGEZ A 5F (2007 ) 19 5 75 5 68
A4k Py AL A (SOD) 3 M &2 S MR Zhang 4§
(2000) 77 15 5 1 EAL Y Bl (POD ) 16 PRI 2 2 IR
Zhang 55 (2000) A9 7772 1 A AL S ( CAT) 3% ML
ES M Aebi(1984) BT VE .
1.6 ExMH 2 ERATYRSENE

A 2R 5 I AE 2 TR Lei %5 (2007 ) B 7155 AT
VES T AR I 2 BRAR Y (2003) I 77,
1.7 AR B L 28 R 29 ( TBARS) U ZE

2 H8 Heath 1 Packer(1968) 1Y 52,
1.8 HEFIT 5D

SCHEE SK F B A Microsoft Excel 2019 #E47
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SO 1Y) 3 3 IR ST R AR ¢ G AN TR A i 22 ] £
ARAEN DG RE T PRI M BB Y
JBT % 2t R 440 P R 0 A0 40 4G 0 A S e 1) 8
e ARl Ab B 5 SRR 0.05 KSF BB 25,
iz A Origin 2019b 32Bit £ E %

2 SR E M

2.1 HCO; 4 32 X ¥ 4 0 S 434 A K FE AR B 2 0
I 1 Al [a) — Bl AS [ 9k B2 HCO 4b 3

T, BEE WP RI3E 0,30 mmol + L HCOZ 43 T Hy
BN S 1 A A B S22 AR T 58 T 15 mmol -
L' HCO; 4b #, I H 15 mmol - L' HCO; Fl 30
mmol - L HCOZ &b 3 N #4) % 1 52 4% 1) 2% T A= K 48
P 50 LA 1235 25 57 (P<0.05) o ASTRIR Ft [e]
— W HCOS AL # T, M 7E 15 mmol - L' HCO;
AEFRR AR K AR AR B 3 R T R (P<0.05) , KB
BT HCOS W38 B8 ) UL T S M, 35 I fE ) BT 5
A, S8 73S P ARE R 45 I e R Tl TR L 5 A 3L 1Y 3 1
A

& 1 HCO 4 8 d 5 RMAMAR K £ KIEHR

Table 1 ~ Growth indices of Morus alba and Broussonetia papyrifera after HCO; treatments for eight days
My Fih A K X AR 15 mmol -+ L 30 mmol - L

Species Growth increment Control HCO; HCO;
e ¥R AH (cm) 6.80+0.54Aa 1.81+0.17Bb 1.73+0.13Bb
Morus alba H4% AD,(mm) 0.59+0.03Ba 0.21+0.05Bb 0.22+0.02Ab
I H %0 AN (n) 2.67+0.15Aa 1.33+0.58Ba 0.33+0.58Bb
R (M 5E>70 mm) 2.33+0.58Aa 0.67+0.58Bb 0.00+0.00Bc

AN,y (leaf width>70 mm) (n)

Fa ¥R AH (cm) 5.87+0.42Ba 3.43+0.13Ab 1.84+0.26Ac
Broussonetia papyrifera H 4% AD,(mm) 0.74=0.02Aa 0.57+0.04Ab 0.21£0.03Ac
i %0 AN (n) 2.67+0.58Aa 2.33+0.58Aab 1.33+3.58Ab
R (M FE>70 mm) 2.00+0.58Ba 1.33+3.58Aa 0.33+3.58Ab

AN,y (leaf width>70 mm) (n)

T BRI E AR 2 . ARG 5B R [ — W R [R] BE HCOS AL BE 22 55 W35 (P<0.05) 5 AN RS 7 Bl 3 7 A [R] 4 i 7]

— M BE HCO, b #2255+ | 35 (P<0.05) . T,

Note: Data are x+s. Different lowercase letters indicate those treatments of the same tree species with different concentrations of HCO; are

significantly different (P<0.05) ; Different capital letters indicate those treatments of different tree species with the same concentration of

HCOj are significantly different (P<0.05). The same below.

2.2 HCO; A B2 33 #4438 i 2 49 ¢ S 4FAE R 22 M
W 2 fiv 7w, [l — 3% AN W] 9k B2 HCOS 4b B
T BEE MR BRGNP, g RN T, 1Y
BT, M /N, LR MM ¢4k
VN AN L SIS/ . 30 mmol - L'HCO;
Qb BT AR RN SRR 1) 45 T A 6 A A2 40 i R B
% F 15 mmol « L' HCO; Zb ¥, H 15 mmol + L
HCO; A1 30 mmol - L HCO; &b 3 #4) 44 F1 35 44 Y
BIWOEA TR 5X A A W& 2 7 (P<0.05)
AN [R] B B[R — e B OHCOS 4b BT, Mg B 7E 15
mmol + L™ HCO; &L BN W56 & 46 4r i 25 5 T R
(P<0.05) , M#'G5 A HI 32 4l B 72 B2 /N T St
2.3 HCO; & 32 T H 8 F1 R # A S 4L B iE 1
WE 1 TR, A — B AS [5] kB HCOS 4b #

T, i A B R S [ F) B, 4G B RN S AR 0 R
SOD & M3 2 T+ & J5 F B, 30 mmol -+ L' HCO;
Ab T R 6 AN S SOD T A4 30 4 FH B 3 0R T
15 mmol - L HCO; 4L B ( P<0.05) , A [a] B Filt []
— W HCOALBET | B 5 i [R] B9 48 A1, 15 mmol -
L' HCOZ AL HER  #g i Ji- SOD ¥ PR i It i, 46
8 RIS B Ik fe KA, 1T F At Forh SOD TR HEAESS 6
KuFik # e i, B JE T RE . 30 mmol « L' HCOS &b
PR R IE A SOD 15 PEEE 2 KAt B, 1 R T
FSOD {lMEFESS 4 Kist e, B 5 , TR AL 0
SOD {H¥ TR, Mt B SOD fi6 Pk i 3% & T b
(P<0.05) .

Il 2 W] [A) — B OAS [ ik B2 HC oS Ab 3
I, Bl A B R R A 3G 0, A A% e R POD T
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Table 2 Photosynthetic parameters of Morus alba and Broussonetia papyrifera after HCO; treatments for eight days

Lk WhHSH papit 15 mmol - L 30 mmol - L
Species Photosynthetic parameter Control HCO; HCO;
E2] P (pmol - m? - s™) 7.06+0.54Aa 2.26+0.15Bb 1.2620.10Ac
Morus

orus alba g.(mol » m? - s™) 0.16+0.01Aa 0.06+0.01Ab 0.02£0.00Ab
T.(pmol - m? - s™) 3.25+0.35Aa 0.99+0.10Ab 0.72+0.05Ab

C,(umol - mol™) 472.73+19.58Aa 372.18+13.79Bab 296.25+18.65Bb
L.( ol - mol™) 0.2120.02Aa 0.38+0.02Bah 0.49+0.02Bb
A P,(pmol + m? «s™) 8.08+0.25Aa 4.67+0.15Ab 1.73+0.12Ac¢
Broussonetia papyrifera g.(mol « m? - s™) 0.23+0.03Aa 0.12+0.01Ab 0.02+0.00A¢
T(pmol + m? + s™) 3.46+0.28Aa 1.78+0.10Ab 0.580.02Ac¢

C.( pmol + mol™) 549.38+31.01Aa 431.58+15.76Ab 469.69+19.23Ab
0.09£0.01Aa 0.28+0.03Ab 0.21+0.02Bb

L,(pmol + mol™)

00 mmol-L' @15 mmol-L! m30 mmol-L!

Aa Aa

Ba

4
(=]
T

SODy{F It
IS
[

SOD activity (U-mg™! Pr)
oW
s 3

—_
[=]

S

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8

AW Broussonetia papyrifera  Z&R Morus alba
i [ Time (d)
AN NR /NG SRR ) — RO [ ¥R B HCO A B0 22 53 (. 35
(P<0.05) ; R [Al KB T2 3 75 A ) 4 A 7] — ¥k JiE HCO; 4k
W25 B (P<0.05) . Bl N FIEpnifEdE, T,
Different lowercase letters indicate those treatments of the same
tree species with different concentrations of HCO; are significantly
different ( P < 0.05); Different capital letters indicate those
treatments of different tree species with the same concentration of

HCO; are significantly different (P<0.05). Data are x+s. The

same below.

Bl 1 FEXHHR 15 mmol « L™ HCO; /130 mmol - L HCO;
AP R AN A SOD TG PR AR 1L
Fig. 1 Changes of SOD activities in Broussonetia papyrifera

and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L' HCO;,

30 mmol - L HCOjand control treatments

4 30 mmol + L HCO; &b ¥ % F 15 mmol + L
HCO AL 3, R0 A POD ¥ M % I FHE FIE,
30 mmol - L' HCO; &b B X} S M it i POD i P (1)
TBIVE ] B 5 T 15 mmol - L' HCO; AL 3 (P<
0.05) . AN[EIA AR [E] — ¥ & HCOS A BT, Bl 45 B

00 mmol-L!' @15 mmol-L"!' @30 mmol-L"!
Ba

Ba
Aa

Ba
Ba

B B

Bb)|

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
KM Broussonetia papyrifera  3&W Morus alba

it ja] Time (d)
E 2 FEXFHR 15 mmol - L' HCO; 130 mmol - L
HCO AL AR A B POD TEPEYAEfE
Fig. 2 Changes of POD activities in Broussonetia papyrifera
and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L' HCO;,

30 mmol + L' HCO; and control treatments

FIE3E A0, 15 mmol - L™ HCOZ 4bF R, #4944 i
POD I PENES 2 K25 8 KEpse 7t i 4t
J POD #&EPESE B R REH B, 30 mmol - LY
HCO AT ## it B POD JEPEEE 2 K2 6
KEFLE BJF, Ik B e mi (8, Z 5 T B, 00 SR
F POD G PSS 4 REF &y, Z 5 W N R, MR
MM E POD 1WEPER B3 2 71 (P<0.05)

Kl 3 FH, Al — RS [ B HCOS Zb 3T Bl
A Ab P B RS [B] f 15, R AR I R CAT 3 44 30
mmol - L' HCO; ZL P2 2 = T 15 mmol - L HCO;
WP (P<0.05) , M FEM I CAT &M R E T E )5
VB3 T, 30 mmol - L' HCO; 4b 3 X 3 4 i
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00 mmol-L' @15 mmol-L"' 30 mmol-L!
Ba
Aa
Ba

Aa Aa

Ba Ba

CATYFE M
CAT activity (U-mg™ Pr)
S~ N WA UG XY D

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
KW Broussonetia papyrifera 3R Morus alba

B[] Time (d)

K3 FEXFHR 15 mmol - L HCO;*I] 30 mmol - L
HCO, A3 T AR FI SR it - CAT T6 P 22 1k
Fig. 3 Changes of CAT activities in Broussonetia papyrifera
and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L' HCO;,

30 mmol + L' HCOZand control treatments

CAT W& PERM G/ B 2558 F 15 mmol - L' HCO;
LB (P<0.05) , AR Ff[A]— e B HCOS Ab BT,
B2 I ] A9 54, 15 mmol - L HCOZ 2L 3R, #g 4
MM 5 CAT W M 76 58 6 K B 5 &5 30
mmol « L' HCO; ZbFE T AGB I - CAT I P A5 2
REH 6 REFE LI IF I8 8 5 s, 1 A0t Fr
CAT IEPEFESE 4 Rt iR m , 2 )5 3 T, R
R CAT E A 83525 5% (P<0.05)
2.4 HCO; R ETHHMEMWSERATYURSE
MK 4 ATLLE Y A — 3 B [\ e BE HCO;S 4k
PR i A B P RITEST ) G 184 0 R ARG A SR A e
R & & 8% LIS F B, 30 mmol - L'
HCO; &b P 14 %) 0 S840 Jif 22 2 2 1 0 49 1 4
E58 T 15 mmol - L' HCO; 4L B ( P<0.05), A
[ ) — ¥k B HC.O; kb BT il 25 15F ) A4 38 m
15 mmol + L™ HCO; Ab# R, AG 4 i i i 0 12 7
M 2 RZEH 6 RIFETm IFORFFERE , T St
R AR & AR 4 R i, 205 W T RS 30
mmol - L HCO;@IET AR I e Bl R = 5 2
KREH 6 REFE: 1 I IF 235 fe i, 10 R R il
ARG 2 REN 8 R—HFFE T,
FZ Il 2R & A & 22 5 (P<0.05)
WA 5 fizs, 6] — AR [R R B HCOS AR F T
W5 A P e J32 ARIVERE ] £ J8 00, A 0 S g I ]
PERE & RO RS B TR, 30 mmol - LY

00 mmol'L! @15 mmol-L"' m30 mmol-L"!

0.8
—_ Aa Ba
= Aa Bb
= A Ab| A
w0 0.6 F a a BY
. zg Al Ba
I ) A Ba
{HI NaF Al Adl
= Ad I AY By o,
E 504 ¢ s Ml s b Bee
JIER = Bc
#? o
= O b
Q
£0.2
S
—
~
0.0

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
¥Rt Broussonetia papyrifera 38 Morus alba

B Time (d)
K4 FEXTER 15 mmol - L HCO;%U 30 mmol - L
HCO, Ab T F B F1 SR it 5 il 20 iR 5 = 1 22 4k

Fig. 4 Changes of proline contents in Broussonetia papyrifera

and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L' HCO;,

30 mmol + L' HCOand control treatments

HCO; &b A %5 #4 44f R 2 AR it i R P 5 o () 411
HVE 2258 T 15 mmol - L HCOZ 4L B ( P<0.05) ,
AR B ol ] — 3k B HCOZ AR BT, B 2 B[] () 38 o
15 mmol + L"HCO; ZbH T, KA I J5 m] i PR 5 £
TE5 4 KB FFHE] 120 mg - o' A TG AR
SE TR 5 T S AR 4 KIS FRIR R R
30 mmol + L' HCOZARBE , R i F w5 M 7 it
TES 4 R IR B MH , BEJS 2218 F [, S v
ATV PERE o NS 2 KBS 8 KR—EFFEE T,
2.5 HCO; 432 T~ #a#¢ F1 R 4% B9 40 B 153 47 1B 0

WK 6 7w, [a] — B4 AN [|] ¥ B2 HCOS b B
T, Bt Ak L S ) (% 38 0, AR AR AT SRR i R
TBARS & /& 30 mmol + L' HCO; Ab 355 T 15
mmol - L' HCO; 4B (P<0.05) , AT A 30 mmol -
L' HCO; 4 B X6F #4 A% F1 S AR 0 R 40 B 463 43 A A
K E T 15 mmol - L' HCO AL A A4 Filt 7]
— W BE HCO AL R | Fifi 25 I [B] A9 3 i, 15 mmol -
L' HCO; 4B R, /A I Ji TBARS & & % B 7,
N 4 KR ELE 110 nmol - g' /&4, TBARS %
HSXTEAA W EZ R (P<0.05), 1 f4 1
TBARS & i 5X WA B & 22 % (P>0.05) 530
mmol + L™ HCO; &b 3 F ¥4 B F1 & i |- v i
TBARS F &N 2 REH 8 KFFL: LT 53k
. FRE) TBARS & 228 m TH M, L 5
BRI 5 48 51 47 1 R B v T A AR
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Aa
Aa
Aa A Aa  Aa Aa
[Aab

A A
s b Azl Ay Al Aat

Ab Ab Ab b b

[ele]
S
LSS I B B B

40 i

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
KM Broussonetia papyrifera M Morus alba

B} [E] Time (d)
K5 FEXTHE 15 mmol - L HCO;*I]
30 mmol - L™ HCO; &b F F 4 44 A1l
FW U b AR R R Rl
Fig. 5 Changes of soluble sugar contents in Broussonetia

papyrifera and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L
HCO;, 30 mmol « L' HCO; and control treatments

00 mmol-L! @15 mmol-L"' 30 mmol-L* o
Aa

Aa

TBARSE &

TBARS content (n

2 4 6 8 2 4 6 8
KW Broussonetia papyrifera  3&MW Morus alba

Bt a] Time (d)

K6 FEXTHR 15 mmol - L' HCO; Fll
30 mmol - L' HCO; &b HHF ¥4 ##4 Al
SRR TBARS & (972 fb
Fig. 6 Changes of TBARS contents in Broussonetia papyrifera
and Morus alba leaves under 15 mmol - L' HCO;,

30 mmol + L' HCO; and control treatments

3 W54 ®

3.1 HCO; B T BHM LKA TN
TR A 3k 4b B A ) BA 22 07 | iAE ], —
J5 T, HCO; MY BE S A BR 55 0% pH (BT , 1M HL g
% 52 W A ) X5 07 5 OC R 9 W I (Maria et al.
2014) , L BEAE 3 35 35 A H] 3 BUM P X LA B 58
H K 435 o5 — 5 T, HCOS MO FEYOE A R4

HORN AT R B B 3 ( Terentyev & Zharmukhamedov ,
2020) , 1fif H.iA g %38 1 Al 2R 04 W2 WS B A ) 54 T
HEAE R BEY . A TR B ik R Ak % [ A A
Yy | ) A5 e i PR Ak o AN TR A 9 3 1l ) 52 Wi S
1] BE 2 #K SR A [F] 8 ( Hajiboland et al., 2003) .

FE A4 B9 AR 25 4R AE T L 08 sz ok L i s
JoiRE B 7 (K5, 2015) o AR SC 53 i PEAS A A
TS LB 10 A T8 A, TR 5% 3K 7 AR 40 7E ik 12
AR OB M8 RE T . ST AN TSR G A=
KAGFr B7%,30 mmol + L' 15 mmol - L' NaHCO,
A B AT AR A 2 32 BUAS [R) FE A, A 15
AR ESE, BA 225 E,30 mmol - L' K H
DA ¥ BE B Na™ XA 9 A K A R 354 H (Anas &
Vivekanandan, 2000 ;X555 ,2017) , R 24 Na' ¥
JERT 100 mmol - LB, A 23 %48 ¥ 77 A= 8 0y W]
SN HIE I (Zha, 2001 ; 2575 FA %5 2009 ; 7] [
S ,2020)  ASHIFSE R HHE N 15 mmol - LI
30 mmol - L' NaHCO, &b F J | ¥4 B A1 58 b 19 4= K
Z 2N AR B, v] BB th R R SR ) HCO;
[USERRS A

AS2H R 30 mmol - L HCOZ &b BEE | #E#2E
F AR AR A 1) B2 4 vy T R At v i Ak 3 ) 4
AIREEREE HCO; vk BE XS hn, 2+ & pH S B
PR Z X 7K R TCHLER i W s 55 ( #8555 ,2016)
M R E AR R E . A, #E 15 mmol -
L'HCO; AbHL R, #g #6 i A: K 1 L 22 B B A F &%
B, UL B R BT HCOS ik 58 1 U T i
3.2 HCO; R B3I R fn R M K SR T

J6A1E B8 M A A 2 43 AR K i 75 1) 400 5 N
Ot A R K/ BE S B AE AR KT O
( Greenway & Munns, 1980; [ 3C % % ,2008) , #h
IS ERES A e (S BA s IR EE 7/ J el N1 S
A AT R ,2001) , AHFST H, #4B4 F SR )06 &
ZHE N, 7E 30 mmol « L A1 15 mmol - L HCO;
IR BTG G VR X8 32 30 A [R) 72 B2 0 4 61
7£ 30 mmol - L HCO; &b BR A, 32 2] 410 i i 2 B
L

FE NaHCO, Wi T, ffiA 9 56 6 48 HH 32 2130 il
() JEL R AT BB & HCOS 71 ok =5 pH AR 1< LG BH
187 CO, AN 5 R A AL R, LA S A 38 %
A E B E T R IR FLIR H ( Lauteri,
1991), 4 P, FKE, CU/N, LIGKES W LIAH P,
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REARR Y st PR AL R 5 T C Tk, L), i W
& dE R fL R | ( Farquhar & Sharkey, 1982;
Mediavilla et al.,2002) , A AR ZE HCOS 9 b
T B A v R R R, R PR C R D
AN, L IER F WS FLBR R 52 ma SO0 A R [
A FZEHE; MW P, TR, C 50/ 18
K, LACHE I Wk /)N, 38 7% 52 i H O A 38R AR
2 AL AAESSLBR § . B 7E HCOS i
AL BRI RN R AL R % 6 A 1 FH B 30 10 A 2 A
Hoph ST (X TSR, 2012) | B HCOS ik a il ik
JEE RIS [B) S W7 348 o, 3 25 o A 0 1) B T 45 R W
Ak,

AHFGE H, 7E R B A9 HCOS Bhaa T, A4 4
MERECATER A B R, BRI Z S
FLATEE S FLBR i, {7 25 5 R # R A BE T 32 3
il (0 R IR T e, MRS SRV A5 (2011) YA
GERT, 32 B T AG AR Sy o 307 AR 2B R A, X AR B
HCO; BF) I BE 1 22 1 S, 17 55 i 1 I AR
b HCOS BE I REME MR (L o8 Z 0 AR, A
AT AR HOLG RE 1. (HRRAE & Mk EE HCOS IR
INEAR PR, 22 5158 2000 B P38 | 3 B & 2 e 5
FOLA AL — 25 K, IR AR T A AR R Wik
HCO;MEE ), PN A RE MR G2 5 E
JEH IR ( Cirillo et al., 2019) , SEEM OGS
AL AE 115 F B, BT AR (0% & 4 B 1 78
HCOZ 8 T 58 T 564,

3.3 HCO B THHMIMBHMMELEELE. B
BETYRSERMEBRGERNEL

FEERBR G 38 T, A 0 B B AL TR 5 B i
PET VR A R B A2 9 A0 B UM (2 P45, 2020)
B8 38 0 T v pH A RZ R, 0] TR 8 AN A X
F WSO R B -4 ( Guo et al., 20105 Javid
et al., 2012;Lin et al., 2012) , {48 W44 oy 7= 2E 1%
PEEFE (ROS) |, i il — o B2 19 4201k 105 3 (X
45 2008) , SOD CAT.POD %54t A AL B Jg At 4
fit NaHCO, i 4= AL #4645 ( Ahmad et al., 2014) ,
FIE A5 A7 R0 TR I A A A PR 1 483 40 R R 9 4 )
R 5 P A X A0 B T R G 1 E (BRI AR,
2017 ; F R 245, 2019 ), Al 7 P8 0 I = R A N
WFFEPLER B 1 48 b 2 — , A6 ER AW 38 R nT LA 5k
BB A R R ) DA 4 A0 P A 9B 5
fli | ¥ o 40 B 25 F4 AR 2 P (Smirnoff & Cumbes,
1989 ; Bohnert & Jensen, 1996; 3K i ,2010) .

AT, A AR FI SR FE NaHCO, 4 B R, H
PLEALT R G2 5 3 0 RG34 52 258 ), K B
FN A BT A AL Bl 7R 0 7 B R 8 T 36 b 341 49
PRl S0 LAY BR A AR M 7 3 210 ROS, FE KA
] 15 mmol - L™ HCO; Ab#L R, A4 A4 # SOD |
POD FI CAT I 1 ¥ B8 4t +F 8 = /K °F; 1 30
mmol « L™ HCO;AZbFF | 4/ 4 e 4 Ah il 7% 4
PIte Tt s e B B X Ui HCO, X #4 4 1 S A% A Joly
SR R R OB N TR L TR S /N R SEE]
A A 0 04 AR5 7K ST X A2 5 458 5 1 B SR AL Tl
TEPE o FaRE R SR I R 9 T 4R AL I O R 4
bRl s, ¥ B 7E 30 mmol - L7 HCO; By 4b BE T H:
POD Fll CAT AYTETEINERE 2 KENH 6 RFFL: 1T,
FHE TR 15 mmol - L’IHCOQQIE;W%HTX{ 30
mmol - L' HCO; b ¥ F ) SOD ,POD Fl CAT i %
5954 KA, WA 6 KIF R W3 TR, IF IR &K
F 15 mmol - L"HCO;ZbFR A4 (1 470 480 Ah il 0% 1
TE e HCOS Wil R RE 2 354 4 1 AR 5 7K 7
A PR A 4K, 150 B R AR A ¢ e 1 T i I 3 i ) (i)
PHAE,2006 ; = 1% i 5 ,2018)

F£ 15 mmol « L' HCOZ AL BRF | #4445 1) fili 2 i
PRI PERE & B L LI IR R e B id Iy
RY e R AR5 = A M RN 4 RIFIR
BN ANRe R R B E Y e &
. 7E 30 mmol + L' HCOZ AL FE R | 5 4~ b b i -
B3 R W T & 3 BT R R R, o
FRAE 30 mmol - L™ HCO; A FE T il 2 R 7 & M 2F
2 KRB 6 R¥vL A2k i e, ¥ T H A vk
FEHIALFE I Z W AE 30 mmol - L™ HCOS &b PR i
QIR TR /S 2 KRB 8 K — HFF4E
TR, FFIALAKT 15 mmol + L'HCO; AL BH , KB H
B E MR, L RS R WUl
ARG R g FNB & IH T R Gt HCOS ke i G
SR T

TBARS 7£—E R AN RE S F2 W20 i i 3
SRR L, T LA BB 5 AN B PN Y B R TR
A W I AR M ( Smirnoff, 1993) . ASHF 5T
W, 78 30 mmol + L HCOZ AT | M4 A1 S B (1 40
PSS 2R 48 34 =2 B 7 E p A 0, O B R SR A Y
M4, BHLE 15 mmol - L™ HCOZ AT | Mg 4 Fn 5%
R ¥ B8 38 ) P AL R NS E T R AR AR
FH ¥ 200 B A 5 405 2 B8 A 45 7E — 2 KO, I ELA AR
W 240 52 30 00 13 5 AR T R
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