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Low Nitrogen Stress on Growth and Physiology of Cunninghamia lanceolata Seedlings
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Abstract: In October of 2013, stem cuttings of four Cunninghamia lanceolata clones FK, S 39, S 3 and Xin 6 were harvested from Kaihua Forest
Farm of Zhejiang province and were cultivated by aeroponic. Experiments were carried out on low nitrogen stress (LN) on growth and physiology
of seedlings during the next May to September. The results showed that LN could inhibit the growth of seedlings, promote the growth of root system,
decrease leaf length breadth ratio, and increase the root/shoot ratio. The content of MDA increased, chlorophyll a and b decreased in treated seedlings.
The content of soluble protein, the activity of SOD and POD increased in seedlings treated by LN.
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Figure 1  Effect of low nitrogen treatment on growth of different C. lanceolata clones
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Figure 2 The longest root length of seedlings treated by LN and CK
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Figure 3 Comparison on leaf length breadth ratio
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Figure 4 Comparison on root/shoot ratio of seedlings Figure 5 Comparison on MDA content in seedlings
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in seedlings



6 M, S AREMME IS AR A K S B 85

2.8 LN BHBXF AR T R IRIPESE AT

LN ZbPRff A2 AR ot R 8 SOD Al POD i&EPEIA G (& 8) , Hd LN 4P T 3T 6 &9 SOD F1 POD i
PE5 CK )Rk B 27K F (P<0.01 ), FK H1i) SOD #ll POD iF14 5 CK )34 7153 &K F (P<0.05),
M A NASTEE R B IXPIRPER S CK W) 22 R A 2

5 CJCK Bl LN 80~
ok x
% o 601
a 2- Elﬂ ok
= 2
Gl 4 401
Ha W
8 1 g
] A 209
ol— Qe
o6 S3 $39 FK 6 $3 539 FK

B 8 LN Mhasf A5 R be & R B b #h

Figure 8 Comparison on SOD and POD activity in seedlings
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