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Abstract

We successfully introduced E. angustifoliato conduct biological repairing in soda salinization soil
of Heilongjiang Province, China. Resistance of E. angustifolia has been greatly improved because of
the formation of Actinomycetes nodule. In this study, Actinomycetes has been separated from E.
angustifolia nodule by the method of nodules sectioning and identified by the method of molecular
biology, which has obtained 2 Frankiastrains (Frankia sp1 and Frankia sp2). At the same time, we
have obtained one of Micromonospora sp. and Nocardia sp. Frankia sp1 belongs to physiological
type A, Frankia sp2 belongs to physiological type AB. Both of them showed strong salt tolerance,
but Frankia sp2 was better than Frankia sp1. Two kinds of Frankia strain growth maximum at a pH
of 7.5. The results enrich the theoretical basis of the research of E. angustifolia root nodules.

Keywords

Elaeagnus angustifolia L., Root Nodules, Salinization Stress, Frankiaceae, Stain Physiological Type

IPERBNB=RKETELEN
MR

FABE', 4mWe', Alexander V. Kurakov”, % 45’

TESEE .



http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ije
http://dx.doi.org/10.12677/ije.2015.41003
http://www.hanspub.org
mailto:0431sfq@163.com
mailto:kurakov57@mail.ru
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

AR Y 24 S 40 8 e B AR

VORI RS A R B, BRIT MR RIE
SRR E SRR A (SR R
Email: 0431sfq@163.com, kurakov57@mail.ru

Weks H . 20154E2H14H; FHHEM: 201542426 H;: KATH: 201542 H27H

R

RBILE 754] SRR W6 B 72 T 5 [ AR BT B E . T REBEB T BRI BEHRE,
R HR S T Hpuiite . A FURAMEY) R s S N R A AT 4 8, SHEd S FEMET
BT ¥ e, BB WMFrankia (Frankia spl. Frankia sp2), [FiERE T Micromonospora sp.f
Nocardia sp.%—#; Frankia sp1)g T4 BAZX!, TiFrankia sp2/8 T4#ABE!; Frankia sp1fFrankia
sp2 ) A BRI 288 /1, HEFrankia sp24i-T Frankia sp1; WifFrankiafEpH{EN7.50 EHRIAEK
BB BR. ARG FRE—PRET YRR B IER.

Kiid
VR, M, SRENE, BETIRE, BkEmAT

1. 5|8

TR T T R-E T RAEX, XA St i 373 75 hm?, ZHHR - =K 9547 Shhl sk
R AR X 32—, H pH fEAE 8.0 LA L, A4y NaCO,; % &+ A1 NaHCO; s+ 2 i #iE & 4. H mixt
ERBR I ) A2 A B T L A AR L TR R, AR P R R B [1] o MR R AR ) — AN A R I e R B
PERRI SRR, RAEM SR A RAEHT, o IR .

70 (Elaeagnus angustifolia L.) &A% 7 F£}(Elaegnaceae) 4 1 J& (Elaeagnus L.)V& M Fe AR B/ AT
TR BN, PEFRIE 32 B A 8 PE I DRI P 52 7 DA R AR AL PG . VDR AR TS 1R, BA PR
POAYE . M ERAR . T ST, RS UMM, RIRE LT ST X s ARG ) —
ANJCEERAN2]. H AT R ILA CEK D R 5N b i, 3056 45 SR 3R WA P e 05 75 SR RV T4 5%
EhpHh R ARG AR

YRR T RS AR o« AR S RMEA T 551 T35 2 TR AR IR ek 2 A PR Ui 5 80 2 [ e A TR SR
R, e st AR KA ik (3] AR TR 7t 32 B 5 vb AR N ) 96 22 0 IR 0 3 8 9F
TAEIAE AR, B AE i — PR R Y R B PR K b AR TR R IR T R B E A

2. MBI 55%
2.1, MRIEIE

SEESATELR B TS 2R TR L SR (A A i 80N 2.65%, pH 9.52, MU 13.9 mg/kg, B
fif % 69.4 mg/kg, HEH 187.5 mg/kg. )ARAE 3 ARV R AR R TEMRHL I FEHLIEI 10 PRV L EUR
(n=10). FPHM R —MLAZH, BTRERE A MR AR BT~ msie == 5, N8 A R 2 ik
MYE 2 h A, FRR S, RN S IS VEARIEDE 2 h A A, TR RERG 10 min B —IRZEMEAK: fF
IKTETE M INTURLE , 8 AR MR R T K 0 T, A B 3 ) R N 5 A AR
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22. WERBARZRRENIES5LEE

221 REAB=ZZRENSE

FERB ARG rFoR AR 2 B IIEIR, 70937 K5 A1 0.1% NaHCIO SR /MR I K B, R AR A
%41, FIH BAP [EAPARIGFRE > B R, T 28°CIEIRES IR 7d, XEEFRILE R4k . [ i fs—
URIB P it (0 T TR K SR A A B 25 U BRI R 2R AR B, REIG T FE 5 00, DAL 20 B8 1 3 I AR 15 42
RN AR . R E S 10 K.

2.2.2. WHREIERE

SR FHARF B0 77 I B Ak DNAGPCR N 51 90 1429R, B2 /741 8 5°-AGAGTTTGATCCTGGCT-
CAG-3’. N1k %A ddH,0 (17.5 uL), 10 x Ex Taq Buffer(¥ Mg®*)(2.5 uL), dNTP(1.5 uL), DNA (1
uL), WGP pL), FIFSI#(1 ul), Ex Taq B§(0.5 uL), &ARFA 25 uLl.

PCR F=#HiIk G, RABUIRFERER DNA [EISGRAI G R H R, SR 5 R O 540 2 K AT B
W KA BRI E A LB AR IR A H O, T BB SR AME ARG R A ATT, W
SN 5 M8 DNAMAN 3443017 7 5 Bt %, &3¢ http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/, FIf BLAST &5 5
GenBank [ 7 FIBEAT R R TR 2R LU X, 45 58 Bk

2.3. B=RREEIEAREEN

IRYEAEBRA Lechevelier JERIZ[5], K7 BAEAL 155 AT PR 0 S B AP T 6 ARk (2
1), 28CHEREFERTE, JFrakise 8 M, & 2 A OWRE LA, W=, SLinHET 3 k.

2.4, =7 KEMEhEE AN E

KH BAP NIEREFIREFRIE, HrP A BIHRIKRE N 1%, 2%. 3%. 4% NaCl, 3 HLAIAE ) NaCl
) BAP 59834/ xR, K KE G, 20 ANSERAEE, 28 CRIACEERFR 1A, BOolERZ
&, MFE, LHEE 3 K.
2.5. pH EXEHE KT N

KH BAP LRt 1E 52 3%, £ H 0.1 mol/L H,SO, A1 NaOH 15 1% 7 3L ) pH 18, 5 ) 1] & pH {4 6.5.
7.0. 7.5 i1 8.0 ) 4 iR, ¥ 4 FhREFREE R R M E BRI HEK, 28 CREAEERFE LA, BOol
FETH LRI E, SIS EE 3 R,

3. BZREHh
3.1 BHMESBIERLEEER

SIS BIIRTE 4 ANl ERR, 854 %18 HOL. HO4. HO5 F1 HO7. % HO1. HO4 EHEE Te% 5
iR, WS 2 AR SRR (] 1) AR A MR 95 22 70 IR W 2R S et R, HENE,

Table 1. The composition of culture medium

1 HEFEAR

AN R NAZS HIERE - i-80 RS\ NAZS I I i-80
N + - - T+N + - 0.2%
10N + 1% - T+10N + 1% 0.2%
20N + 2% - T+20N + 2% 0.2%
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FANARYy, BAWZ. MBS . RAE EBR AR 9522 7 IR B 5 3, TET AT
T RRER N AR B AR g B R, EMURE IR P AE A R, TR R, ATbL
V0 Wt 52 1% Wk &8 T % 22 5 IR IR [6]

Xif D AR N 23 B3R 75 B FRE1T DNA $2EL. PCR 74 [ DNA Ml 5. K vkl 5 208 /2 NCBI =
BEAT PR LT, e H R MR AR B, R AT AR S B E . N 2 s T
DA, MDA b R Ih i ) B R4 et 3 )8 4 Rk, b Frankia J& A Wiff.

3.2. Frankia spp. e ER B

Lechevalier AR ¥ 95 2% v [Q B A8 75 A1 FH k6 -80 Tk L2 e 17 /N EAE: AE3E A BUFIA2E B 2Y[7]. A=
A RGBT R P AP ENLIR-80 MRS BN, TR RXT AT RE (R A2 B0 AEEE B BRI A7
FEMEIR-80 HUTEIL T, TR IR A A BE R A Bt . R SE R 2, (8 3)E 4. Hfk HOL AE Tt
I-80 HURGFRIL P RES R R B A0, A KBRS, (HS5AMIR-80 AR TR I LR TN, B2k K

Figure 1. The pictures of mycelium of actinomyces
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Figure 2. The increment of strains HO1 under physiological detection
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Table 2. The BLAST results of actinomyces
2. DEMMEE BLAST LEX4ER

ES i Etkdms T E (bp) AL Genbank #3%5  [F]¥E 14 (100%)
HO1 1494 Frankia spl. AJ408870 98%
HO04 1448 Frankia sp2. AY502036 91%
e
HO05 1377 Micromonospora sp. EU414612 94%
HO7 1406 Nocardia sp. KF731650 91%
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R K, BT DA 225 # Pk HOL R AE A T Fk HO4 7645 T TE-80 (K46 1R 24y wa] 1) P 48 a5 4,
WA K E MR, X PAREH HO4 AR AE RS A AR B L. fR4EHAFE 8]
S0t IR == v I IR AR BRSO R 7y, AP TR AR HO4 3N AR 3 AB Y,
3.3. Frankia spp.BI#ki £h &8 B0 E LR

RIGLE R 4 v LUE H, Bk HOL A HO4 7EAS [V FE NaCl fr35 77 38 34745 42 4, 1% A1 2% NaCl
8 IR R R A AR K S X IR AL (NaCL K FEN 0%) )L —FE, BIRRAEKIEEARZom, B B vk B Sl
(I 568 17 (EH 3%[1] NaCl W FETTIG, W22kt HEEE NaCl 3 B2 138 sk, AR 34 Bt F &,
WAt KREAR, B —EEK. MRS, H4 BATH A .
3.4. pH {&3} Frankia spp. Bi#k4E B9 20

REGEE R 5 ATLAE M, Hk HOL A HO4 7€ pH 1H 2 6.5~8.0 [IIL I N B IR 3L, WA A
K, HpiEa @A LK pH ETE 7.0~7.5 /24, pH N 7.5 RERAEKEESIRA, 4 pHEE
T 750, WEKBEG TR, HafEKRRUAR, BIE—E4+K. pH 8.0 i, FHk HOL F1 HO4 fif il
REJIREAMIA
4. VHgELR

5 Frankia spp. 450 MY K2 NI ARBCEHEAR, LS EERTEREY), B2 AERH5R9]. 2
H A0 1 BRI AR COR B 7 /N H 8 MR 24 ANE I 279 AN, 3xX )RR Bl A2 : MEA R} (Betulaceae)
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Figure 3. The increment of strains HO4 under physiological
detection
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Figure 4. The influence of different contractions of NaCl on
the growth of strain HO1 and HO4
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Figure 5. The influence of different pH values on the
growth of strain H01 and HO4
[ 5. A pH {ExE % HOL FMEHk HO4 & K E ST

K Bk ¥ &} (Casuarinaceae) fl 2= £l (Rhamnaceae) . % 7 £} (Rosaceae) . # 1§ £} (Myricaceae) . & 5
(Coriariaecae). MU ARl (Datiscaceae) L& HHAR F#(Elacagnaceae) [10]. H AIIX 24 4 &8 A LR 6 45 R FE Y
HATS A — KK R B IR 1 A 3R AR Al 8% 77 5 15 B A 2l 85 77 TR R R BB [ i oy, DRI 3 24 o PG PR 1F 90
FEAMERL B Bt o A TR 5T B AR VD AR Hh B Dl 73 B3R A5 M M Frankia spp., {EIX Pl o 22 5 R TR
TREIESEMEE R ER, [FE 5 58P FEE 36 2% 5 K% (Micromonospora sp.~ Nocardia sp.) I 4H H
KAVIH T — B0,

Frankia spp. Bk HOL F1 HO4 B ASK [ [F]—Fh 27 3, {5 R PR T A St DL S R 1A B 77 5k o g i e A ok
FEBIANE o 3t A BER A SEIG A3 1 HOL H MO A EE A L, T HO4 vk A3 AB B, BLARMATTZE Kot
X pH B PEARFEI, BT AT A R AIATT 2 A A2 R P ) B A

Frankia spp. Bk HOL F1 HO4 7EAN AR FE NaCl 185 77 2 s n] 4K, 1% 2% NaCl 137758 b g4
FEXMAZERAEE, HEM 3%K NaCl iKEETT4R, BHLARRTEBE NaCl WK R, wikk
HERT IR, BARWZAERKRGAR, B —eAK. UL PEREE R 6 1134505, H HO4
FRUET HOL BRibk. YJRI{E 6.5~8.0 HUVEH A Afr, HEAEA —EMAR, = pH[ET 7.0~7.5 1 pH E
B, BERRAEK RS, BT 6.5 8imT 7.5 Bk A K 2 20406, 1 HA KR WA BT N . R34 R T
PAA4 JE Frankia (5058 N I 7T 59 € FEAith o

E&mE
ML A E E R 23 4(0C201306);  HETL A N EARE T 5IF A tHRIBTH (GC13B502); MG /R
TR AUET LT b Sk AT H (2013RFXXJ056) -
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