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WE: AEADMAT, FTFHABAARRFNEDE KRG TEZRZZ—, ZAEMRET S RAN TR
REERFHALGEE, AMGIRT — A2\ A 5 A A5 84 Y BRI 4ol TR I8 ZAHM G IRF M2 4L
A2 G AR A 2 TACHATR A2 3t AR R R AL 67T 354 KA T BI? AZFR A £ LIR-HMAR -
REPL%P, AR AT o) feidid = A M A KET BT RECEAAY 698 F KT RACHHAMIR R LT AP K,
FSARY A RGOS T B AR A A . EREGER A ERICS S 4B, AR AR I A 0
FARF; ARAH BT H AL HERN BB AN BMKS . Bf, BaifERE TAmKREEES. T4
EE, AT AT T e Rt A K. Bk, ANTARAT IR A B MAEMBE LR EHAMEREF B
BEABS, REBSHAEY . FNREYD . HRAENFBMA, LIRS HEMZHE T LGB ER ZWE,
R A& pREH T R AR FES A aE, EXRERRRAE . SMAFRAE. AMFRAE. SEHFEMF TR
VABAKR A A it T A R AR FF @A RS E, SRR A AN SAEY EAE GG T 5T AR FEAT A

A REAIEL, §EATHE.

TRACF NN L R R AL RAEAT B3

SRR TR AL, M AR MU B AMEAR; BB A T m AR

F- 52t R B IR £ 2 A AR A T
FERMARRZ —, MRIEDH LK. KEMK
SRR A AR (Rapparini&F2014), JF3 5L
TRk (Lesk®52016) . B4 EUR 1A < % A8 1k
L1122 R (IPCORIE R & %A AL, T F A=
R SAEARM ARG N (Pachaurigé2014). T FJiria
2| ECAEA A AN, W T e S I e 5|
EHE I A A i 3 BON R R A 3 107 1 % (reac-
tive oxygen species, ROS)[77 4 (Hameed%52014) .
SRTT, AN [R5 A P RO A R S8 e 8 AT
REANIA] o RE A0 5 1 B S B2 ), A3 A
E. L EEERMK. RILRE. KaRAHML
R, OMXMEKE, BHGRSE. MENNEL
fk.(Pagano 2014), DLk i s N 52 14 . X 48
TEASFNAR BROE RO T FE LU ) 2 22 R EE L), (HIF
EFT A HE DA e N o A, 0 5 e 4 i
SRR SRR DR 5T (Ruiz-Lozano 2004).

bR 7 ORGP AR S 52 AL M AR AR P B e 1 9 A
RGLAL, FEAIETT DL AR BRI — L i A Yy S A 2
[RII56 22 (Toju2018), AT el 4% T 5Bl g4 4%
XL AE AR N A AL, AR I 5
AR, W R AR R A g AR AR R

HAR A /) (Berendsen®52012). AW AHE
w HIIRe Z FE LR 2R, b 5 AN [R] 48 P 2H 27
A E BRI ERZAEY UL R R, XA
TR 10 BT %) 358 R B MR AR B s A )
(Rout=52013). AR s T LARME S AL il i MR B it
ik R L R M A A A K B AR R 4 T PR T
M) 3% [X f5 (Lakshmanan%5:2017), .4 B ff— 48
B 3 AR AR T DL RRAR R 0 5 ) kAR R,
fE 3t 1E F TR A H (Spence62014), HKPrIEA
Wy Hpia &5 (Friesen®52011; Zelicourt?$2013). 1A
5] 4, HEL A8 I AR BRI B3 R AR ) A K B AR
& 2H AR AR IE 55 (Mendes552013) .

&G BRI 51 B 98 32 0 ) o) 1A
CHT BN B PhAE AL TREEHEOR, FEARGNE 2 51N
HAEZ 5T 50 B 1) D g 2k Rl (Umezawa 55
2006). H brse i e A 518 Ak OB ) 2 1Y
PR, 183 737 B MgEAT 0 S5 1) 2 R A e 4% (Sinclair
2011). {EHE I PR TR 5O R ) (R i 52 P P (1)
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AT 75 B 7 TS AL B B, AN T Re i A
FE DR EEHE AR IT V) 2 AN ENAD 8 [l . 5 T3l
VDRI AR TG UE SE LUAEY) B FhoR AL
e R 5 VB AT 2 (Smith 2014) . [R i B AR 0 AR
F-TAED) BARAR RAET Wi i 0 4 1 BL] S
RN T7 AR LR . BTARIRR 2T T4
ol A G R 2R A ) S — b B A S8 2R R R )
(R, S PEATL R, A R T 5 B B AR SR A M (R
br. MR R NS Z P wfer v R 52 e 3
TN B PENUER), R A SO LR R R EY)
FKALR HEAE YN S AL ) S oot Fedk . W o
FER B Lo 1% BAE AR RAEAO AR 77 v (1) 8L FH il

Wik,
1 HIR-HEY-EYIR R T E WL

RAEVIAR RZAEY) N &= 48 1 B2 e K Ho
REZ MR, XEREY RIS BN RAE
Y E Y41 (Mullers52016) . X L8R AE VI RENS i
ot FHE Y 2 1, @ e, mFERRIE
JSAE FE FIHEVE 4544 (Philippotd£2013), fE/EMAE K
KRB~ PO PUidiSE 7 I 2 00 E(H4552017).
1.1 REREKRFEE

AR o A2 A A7 P A K Bl e AR AR A
IAR Z 53 WA RE T - 438 [X 4 (Saharan®$2011), 1E
T KA R B Hld 5 SR ) (Hrynkiewicz %%
2012) BTl S 7 BE R TR R
MNATRE AR, IR AR bR AE ) b
Fo A A7 B A AR P B & R (Caporaso%52012) . 1
W KA 3 (plant growth promoting bacteria,
PGPBHplant-growth-promoting fungi, PGPF)$&1]
2 ] DRSO 0 A4 K B T R 78 AR R AR
o 38T B e L ) L A A 1 (Zelicourtd52013),
FE AR BRI A= # (plant growth promoting rhizobac-
teria, PGPR)¥5 I & A i 7 LI El I A TR R 10—
RApE, AR K N TS RO, H42
FEAEY) BT RE ST HIVEH . PGPR 3 B0 I A Al
WIS AU R A AR AT R S SR AR )
PLE H S AR = %5 SR BAE R g e K
RE, BCEEYE TR, 36 FEM ARG PUR
PEFT & Gehiadh M (Vurukonda52016), [Hit, AT LA

HRBRAE A B A2 — 0 A o 1) S A G S
££2019; Rosenblueth%$2006).
1.2 EYEmEYThEE IR

O HITE3OFf AR 7 T e 14 4K A (Cornelissenss
2003), fAEPDREDS U A 148 (Friesen®52011),
A5 2 B PR AR AR R . — 2B E 1T
(Cyv COMMEMERB (A, A, AR, TFAR)
S5 AN TT 58 52 21 ol A2 4 52 el 1 D RE AR Mg
P AR I BE 8 52 R K 1K O MR S5 T e 7 (Streit-
wolf-Engel%$2001). i F 5l 4= 1) 2 i ki 4 Dy e Ak
REZAWA A — 2T 5RO A1 Re
el i ORI R AR & 42 (Streitwol f-Engel
£62001). 515 EHEY B S, MAEYN S
M- R B G — RV EE TS
YIAKEY) B 5 A e A A =) i %5 (Friesen 55
2011),

1.3 EY-EE AT EFHEER

TP ) B 9% 32 45 0T DA S e A s Tl A D
A= AT DL s e AR B A A AR KR T R ok
AR KA 1 A B % (Streitwolf-Engel%52001).. /T
SR TR B, Y B R G A DS ER WK
Ji2 (salicylic acid, SA)ZEFEFN G T+ (Arabidopsis thaliana)
ME K (Zea mays)FR 2 (A VIR V& e ke 6 =
FAFE F (Lebeis%52015; Peiffer%52013); 5 & FR4LL
ST K FT R (Gasmonic acid, JA)E 5 KA AKmyc2Fl
med 2B TRV )R AWl . SRR 2 IR, 1M
med 2 SFEJUEUD N 21, T BUR BRI P EE 1)
F2J¥ k£ A5 {k(CarvalhaisZ2015); MM, BEE Y
JALE 5 1284k, MR 2R 7 W4 ()R8 T 2 52 T AR o 48
T A B PR AFDGS 3 2 (Carvalhais£52015) .

R, WY EE G BOE Y A KR TR 1.
FEF YA B B 7R R 2 (gibberellic acids, GA)A:
Y& g E, W GAS BUER &k i B (B
1). GGPP (geranylgeranyl-PP)2&GAAEY) & RCHT
&, GAIBEI KR EA K. CAEEEY . BEE
LR 73 2 %508 H 2 FhGA, Hoh T 128Ff i 5
Porb &5 Y 1360, TR0 40 28 Fh, 41
1% 52 425(GA,« GA,. GA,. GA,)) (Heddens
2012); tb4h, —2EPGPRIEFT LAA KR 4
FRFEEYAERKRENE T, XA HE T
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mevalonic geranylgeranyl
acid-PP -PP

copalyl-PP

ent-kaurene

GA12- ent-kaurenic
aldehyde acid

K1 PGPRHGARIEY & 1R
Fig.1 Biosynthetic pathway of GA in PGPR
ZMKang%5(2014) I fE B L.

ST A A o WA ) HT A A BT (Baca A Elmerich
2003). X LG AR AR R A I T R T AT AR
L. T RAE SRS R R A Y a5 %
PRSI BEan oy 2, R AEK . b — e
B B T B PR TR 5 #R 2 (1-aminocyclopropane-
I-carboxylic acid, ACC)JE LMK MFEIIRE /), T LA
WA 7K (Mayak252004; Glick 2005).
1.4 IRAMERSEIILEE

AN S ERA I B AR 1R e 08 R e X A
IR AFIF 0 (Miransari 2014). SAEYEA —
SEORhRE I 2% i W 8 AR, R EE I R s A
YIRE K 73 FFR 5 A R ST . AR Y e s d
Ik TR A 2 N A B SR RN s 7, R A AR & -
TR AE PR AT DA . 35 4R v A A A R T e
RETo —SefA A S 3 WIAR 28 S A P ({1 50 o
Pseudomonas) W] VLI ik ek /D> B 55 B 72 RS AT 40 i) B
P AE KM BUR, 5] KIAF Z)Fi(ethylene,
ET)K #1415 5 1 R G it s M (induced systemic
resistance, ISR) (Spence®$2014); Jf-#E YA 25
Bl TS A AEA Y P a R T R 2 DR (Zeli-
court?5:2013; Kang%:2014; Akhtar:2012; Yang%s
2009), — %8 H TR IL A AR Y [FIAE T LU TR
T T [ K AE % (Spencef52014), f2dt 7= 70 FIH, Jf
TRy e | a7/ )7 SR Ui

AR, JEAEYDNE SRR R E YRR R
AN [ B9 2848, 5 & 4E (Santos-MedellinZ52017),
T A P A v 2H RS AR AL 5 0 B e T AR AU Y
A0S R 4T TR AB CHE d 26 R 1 TR 388 i A 0%, B2

SR 2 S 1) R AR P R I A AR KA
FURR PRI R2 I (XuZ52018).

2 WEYHEEMRS IR

Tl A 0V 5 V) R A0 1) R A A BRSO
B Eh o ST R, A L FUTE R R AR 22 48
BV R IL, DUORECEA I E TR K 7, Bt
GRS, ZTEZ B TR R, BHEAE
T A9 385 7 A AR A A 2 W T 52 42 77 T ke A B AR
R, il A& 3R, s 1= & L
JeBGSETAN [F A AT AE AR P 8 BT T SRR =
MEE2019; Santos-MedellinZ5$2017). % # AR B 5
GHTBE) A KRB ER Y, R ET 24T,
XS AR A Pt B R R R AR K
P4 (GhimireZ£2009).

BT AAEZKFE (Zhang%2018; ZhangZ42019; Yo-
gendra®$2015; Wang%$2008; Spence5:2014; San-
tos-MedellinZ$2017; Edwards%$2015). £ K (Wal-
tersZ$2018; Peiffer£:2013; PeifferfllLey 2013). H
B (Saccharum officinarum) (Yeoh%5:2016; Marques
£52014). WA KFF(Agave tequilana) (Bulgarelli%s
2015; Coleman-Derr%$2016). & #(Musa spp.)
(Koberl552015). Ll 7+ (Zolla%%2013; Schlaeppis¥
2014; CarvalhaisZ$2015; Bulgarelli%$2012; Bai%:
2015). =4 (Sorghum bicolor) (XuZ52018). Wt
(Populus) (Qin%:2016; 7 HEAK2019). B4R
(Myrtillocactus geometrizans)Fll N\ #(Opuntia ro-
busta) (Fonseca-Garcia%52016)%5: VD IEAE ) (Gairola
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£52018) B0 ¥ F OV RF IR A (X1552018), DL &L
(Nicotiana tabacum) (FEANIEE2017). H3(Brassica
campestris) (Sun®$2010). 1] A (heobroma cacao)
(BaeZ%2009). & iii(Solanum lycopersicum) (Mayak
££2004). 75 F(Setaria italica) (NematpourZ52019;
JinZ£2017; BennetzenZ2012)4% 22 Fh i ¥ R £ 43
A5 rE PR VR A RS T TS 1
—ERF TR
2.1 RPRE BN TE EE I EHT 2 5E

R B A2 52 HE AR 22 5200 (1) 1338 2 (Saharan %%
2011), CRIEMEY A KRR F J k5 8 1E i
(HrynkiewiczZ52012). HiSC(1.1) 2k i E K A2
i 1 (PGP/PGPB/PGPF) M) M b {2 4= 1 (PGPR)
ML, PGPREEFEY) T F Wil & & # HEAEH,
. Z A B3 ¥ (Lolium perenne)fET-F 136 E 4
FAHBORTHAR & 4, W 7R AH, AR PR e e s 1
5 B AR A 3 AN () A 2 PR 558 B 4 A 1
81 B BRI R #5(Singh%52011). HATCE
HIR PR N T BIAEY RS E EZE SR
=/M&1%: (1) PGPREEWS & UL V% R (abscisic acid,
ABA). FREZXR. WM LR (indole-3-acetic acid,
TAA) WA KA T (2) PGPRAEHE =4
ACC 2B, FRARMH 0% & &, 3)= A= 4i T f ok
% Fi#i(exopoly saccharides, EPS)%%(Lakshmanans
2017).
2.1.1 PGPRERENEKIFETEF

PGPREEWS A BB A KR 5 R 7R AR R e
VIR R A S A A K ) B AL 2 —(Martinez-
Viveros#$2010; Spaepen®52007), C.4H L HH
R TR 7 i TR AR R T R g AR 2 R
(Tsavkelova®$2006). | ¥z 534 T L3 FIAE V) B AH
R TR RE 8 & B ) AL KT A1, PGPRA=A: 1)
ERKE . JREE R 5 %3 (cytokinin, CTK) 1]
DL Y4 K & B (Spence®$2014; Bottini%s
2004), B2 kT YRR A IR £ B e 2R Ak AT
B Bh e 3 AN 3B (Glick 2005). W52 42 3
A (Bacillus thuringiensis, BY)REE & IAA, J
A B (AR A AR B BT B, AT 35 BhiE A8
Py RExS T 5P (Armada®§2014); 7E3K,
W R I T PGPRIGAELE, 42 B A ¥ 325 At A Ak T 3R

550 AR AR B AR =, HL TR TR R A
JR PR R AT AR B N Rk ANEEL R
SEAE P Bl BRI S50 2 B AR A 55 1R R 3
AR RIE T FEMPLRNE. ThTREbEsk
T P AR Ak, L FE I il &R (proline,
Pro) FH 74 B & S I I R A K& . ARE R A
JH 53 2R 3R B SRR I B, T A T R ) R AR T
AR WER. FERZMAR>HEZNSEN -
W, BRI AE 7K 735 SR P8 2644, PGPR 182 #ff 5
Al LA SR AEY) (1383 % (Arvin®52012; Ansary
22012),

PGPRA MGAMEE BRI B 1. /A4
SE 17 A GA TR B PR RIS [T AR 2080 A P A 1 55 oy
BN A A TS R 7 R B B sl 4 (Kang
%2014).
2.1.2 PGPRE{EEYIETKF

LG PIEE A K KRB B EER AT,
WIRE IR 5 38 ) O AR AR 2 — A2 PR AR L
PGPRYE T B k4555 2 MEH, b —Fil
il 2 38 77 A2 ACC it 2 Bl K B e £ 045 11 G J T A
ACC (Volpe%#2018), 14515 LM 2@ ACC
MET/K-FEAE, ATTHEER T 50 FIETHEE, FE R
T3 AW B K P (Glick 2004). 1, &
HFEHA( Capsicum annum) %)) T F 76 (0 FF 5 ARV S
(REf% 7= 22 ACC It U iy (1) 41 1 ) Ab 2, {8 A A AKET
WA, $&% 7 18 FEY I 21 (Mayak 55
2004).
2.1.3 PGPR/ =4 EPSIEEIR A R/K M

S — AL U] A P GPR B Bk 23 Wik 512 7K i 4h %2
BE(Pande%$2012), EPS H = {R/K 1%, & e EPSH] {£
AKHBIET70 g (VuZE2009), K2 EPSAE A B 40 i T
ETF R0 A MSCE MY Re . B0, 75
B & AN sl A 1 8 1R Ak d i 7 AR EPSTE A AR 5 A
BT B 7K 4 A= 4 BB SR B2 v ARG T 52 ik A 1 By
HHE 71(RolliZE2015).

IE AR, — S8 B Rl B SR 56 L IE SEPGPR AR I 12
e R B 5, a4 b R AR A AR K A A
T 4 AU B (Bacillus thuringiensis) V& # Fh
BN TR AR P Fh o] DL 25 208 B K B (Lavandula
dentata) ] S PEFIE AU 7K T (Armada®$2016) .
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2.2 ERERESEINZM

PR T AR IR 22 J5 TR ) — PR ik
451)(Szuba$2015) . R HF AR LA R
G EE oy 2 —, EG BRSO 77 S ke
W I S T T R B A (G AREE2019)
WEAR ALKy 78T R a4 T, ®RE
KAER 1) G s (P R ZE B 2R (E) A T AR B AR
FAK(ZhuF52012). £+ FWHE T, EREY S
fL T AR TR ) 124.6% (Xu§2018), R IL
A AR I8 I B AR A FLBEL 3 RN 3G D 26 s JE i, (R A 2
T DI AR A He i 738 Jn(Hameed 2014), HF5
ZA T BEARAE Y L AR AR R A B AR T R OK 2R
(Augés2001). bk, AHEE TARRARIEDY), P RRAE
YINR R AEE . WEEAK Y& EYAE N E(Augé
552001) 0 T 7 A i 5 1 1 P A TR R B0RT )
N AR TEEEY AR A A, SRS e
AR AR e H S, AR E R
RAEAEYDAR b 5 () TR, FRe 220K B A 1) AR
BrRZEAd, G A A B AR o I 28 B AR B o A I
568 B DI R AE AR AR T 1 AR A, R AT AR A T 2
TR DGk R ke S AL 5 T AR A 1 R 1 (Laksh-
manan®$2017). COF & Wik EY-AE IR R
(40 5 1 5 e A ) T SRR AR 2 T8 A v A AR A
YK oy W v e, 15 1E B W 15 2
o, X2 TE FHE PP YR S B Bl (Miransari
2014), FFEgs T IR R SGEE YN T R ia
RN T AR F 32 AL FE DA R JURR AR 3 A A o 72
(DXE7K 73 FVE F29 02 1) B3RS S e e (2) 1T
TN KT (B) MY 5 AR A e AR R FH R (4)
TEBRK G544 77 AR DR AP LA S 52 A 1 ) B 2
AR, AT B0 L 9352 AR B AR AEL A 7K 43
Jolv 38 B AR T S e, P A AU AR A AE VB 0E T Y
RIFFRWAERSE . DLN EZS B HME R AR FI AT,
PR P B 32 A8 A T 5 e R AL A i e
2.2.1 SMEE IR (ectomycorrhizas, ECM)

A0 AR TR AR A L B CEAEL )RR 1 2 A4 i ) B
B IE R G (Hartig net)fE AT % 17 % (mantle)
GERII L ARG K 1LZE2019) . HEWII 37 70 4h
WG HAKKE . Prldite B0, JUH &%
JGZ (SinghF1Singh 2011), = fif 0 K I FHPR R

WK 52 BH o ARBEIRAS N 18 AR YW 32 EAK 5
A R TR 224K (Plassard25:2011), #hAE B AR 7] LA
I/ Gy T HUER 73 WA 5, W 438 o e 9 e T
AN RIS VR, BERR B K B RSB TR
W A S AR F (5K 1L 452019), 17T B
HR B B (Hebeloma cylindrosporum)h 4y 25 H i iz
H A HPPTIATHCPT2, {4515 ERBEA ROB AR
KM 4 w5 (Tatry552009); & ARFE )0 + 5 )
AR 3 s BT DAE T AR A T A 5k R ) 3R R
7 (Miransari 2014), 7K 8 1& £ [ (aquaporin, AQP)i&
RO NS 5EY)- BRSO IR T Bl R, A
W9t 32 B HLAQP 2 57K 4312 Hit 1) RS 4 1 15 A A7) -
WA ] ) 7K 43 iz fir(Maurel 1 Plassard 2011), Hf
FoN DA A AR 4 AN A A TR AR T 22 Ak b B
ST T Y S 7KE T A A B R (Li%E2013; Aroca®$
2013), HAEY)AN LB B 7K 8 25 RS2 201 5 b
I FZ I (Uehlein52007), 75 F ke 44 T W%
B TR AR AR /K E B AR B R R AT AR R
FRAEY)(PorcelZ£2006; Aroca%5:2013, 2009); —LLHff
ARNRNARBR AR RINFHZKE SELFT R
ARRGTAEKWEY R E R R EE L R\
FEiRI R HMERAR a7 EEK S KRR A
BV, AR (AN B 22 )% i oK AR L ek
IS LT NAERRR R W 2) €Tl RAE
. R, HIEMRERKESENER, H¥+
VR A AR B R A RO AR T R B 4 P (Auge
£52003); KT —FhAa 4 (Pinus edulis)hM-E AR 1T
FARW, AN B AR AE T B A O LR A 2
44%~95%, T FE 1 H. 18 & (Pezizales) /& L AMERIR
FLBREVR IO B R 0, 5T 52 W i AR b 2
FLE & (Geopora) i) = 5 JRy H 3 B, Hepp A AE AR 1
25 A 1 (Cenococcum geophilum) () RN AZ R & Fi
i 5 B 7 5 3 (Herzog2013), 1M T 4ME BRIt
AR F 0 AR BT 5P a8 ) #2244 (Gordon
Fl1Gehring 2011),

AN, i kA S BUE YR NROSHE TN, AR
Y LE 18 F0E M iE PR 55 T ROSTE B &4t (1)
B R s T AR AR ) (AlvarezZ52009), Tl
iy DX Gl AR At 3 B L R v D T A B R S PR A
FEME(ZE 05 552018), 5T N 51k I id ik 2 v A= B
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W E B (Pisolithus tinctorius) ] $2 & T 155 T
YE K [ BR(Quercus suber) IRk R« B2k AL &
PAE AR R A KOIRDL, 5AEERE ML, 252+
00 B AR R 4 3 I A () PR R,
BEANGE K B9/, i 107 R 2 2 P B T o AN T AT 7K
PRGN, AH A R I B 545 2 BROS ™ AL 5L
BE A B AR RN, R T A A
P tinctorius$E 415 F AR FALH] AR v,
FROSIFA & FE iR 4% (SebastianaZE2018); fEFR
(Poncirus trifoliata) (F)HfF 5 3 BH B A Jd i e A8 AR
IS T HiE 7 TR 2L 3 A bl AR 7K S Sk 8 5 i 57 4 (Wu B
2019), [F]f 5 Jbp 1 B B AR A 0% ) BOR AR & A4
K TAAM & ORI IZ (Lius52018b), LLK& U
B 5 il 2 B8 1 AC (Wus52017), 34 0AR % HH,0,
(1 81HF(Huang52017); £E A [F] 17K 73 e SE56 2%
PR, TR B AE % 3 5 7 i 1) 77 2 SR B Hod
RV K B RN 2R (Bowles52018).
2.2.2 M E R (arbuscular mycorrhiza, AM)
MR B AR A BRFE TR | ] (Glomeromycota) . [
22 e TEAEAR A0 I N R L R AR R . A SRS
R AR GR EFREE2019). AMIE S AR FE ) A4
FE L A A0 T A 2 R ) 3Rk R A A N T B
8 BT (AugedF2000), 548 I AV 4]
7K I8 R 1 DR A A 45 08 R DA S GE A K
I3 R 51 (Aroca$2013, 2009), AR IR
T 7K@ TE B H 3 R LRI R IHAMAEYI R T
KARIIMLS o SR B FUR B 2 R oK 52 2] 2
Jolp B, IS TR AR R A A B AR 4 B 7K T R
Dy fig H PR F) 2 i B4 n(Lig2013), T X Fp
HKIEE & E R R AR RS K E A ok,
DAL I A 2 4 H AL B 3 3 3 7 A 42 R B R K
TH I ER A 2 R 1 R MG AR A K A IR X —

I A S AQP [ 3R 78 TR AR I B A7 7 BI0ORE R Ak
HTREE LA MBS —1NAQPLRTRETR, HE
KB AR E AR = T HARAE Y, 12 £AQP
)R8 AR FL T 2 AR ¢ (Navarro-Rodenas %
2013); X E 48 (Medicago truncatula) 150 K& B
AMEREE R e M5 5 /KO T8 B DR 1 3Rk, BF9E
N DB B H K8 T8 2 1 AT DA DR 2 B AR S

J1HEIZ % A (Uehlein%52007) . N784) T fif/KiEE
LR AMAE A 58 51 1 1 ok, i — B A
FEHMLHI L EL P

Y B E R AR, Z8EY) H IR E )
T2 BR AR 2R, ¥53E A A N 2 S S A T B R
IR G 1938 B TR 52 AL 1) ) 2 2L 40 RS 23 (Koyro 55
2012). FEMRAZAIE T, —Ee/N 3 i n] E EE A
Iz RS A NVE Y R R, Horh, R
Z 515 EATIERR B B, HE N E R A
R 23 AR, AT OR3P R 400 40 D % 52 & P BA 858
38 I B R AE F (Szabados #l1Savouré 2010; Koyro
££2012; de Carvalho%52013); 5 7& (Inés 2011). /)
7 (JatavA52012) FIHUL S I+ (Juds2013) /E+ i T
I 28 R 7K ¥ 2 P 3 m, o 5 e A ) R I K
)N g A N e S (i N R DI SN T ER E EPS
(Pande KatareZ$2012); BT 50 & B, AMEBEAE 1N
G0 5 (Antirhinum majus)™ ) 2 R & &, 76
Ky 78RS KPR 73 N T 9% H128%
(Asrard$2012), AM 4 i B0y (1) il 20 R 2 S,
XRYIAMIE G 58 1 27 EAE YK 3 W E i 52
P B WE K ILAMF (arbuscular mycorrhiza fungi)
FE+ B E N Be g Or4 /N 20665 1E FH 5 BT (Mathur
552019); FEARARH SZEY H IS 7 AL G R
A BRI T OLA =iz i %48 (Barros
£52018); R T TR M AMG, IR0 22 5%
AR FH AT DA 52 52 ol e o A8 420 1 45249 (A zmat A1
Moin 2019). HI ALEMEE IR P Bh1E EYI5E &
i 52 P4 G U 5 e T S AL A AR BB R . PR
b BIHRENR., SR REE. AMBEARES
FAIE S KR TH A VR4 B 45 (Hameed252014)

FLIR, HE R T i V& TR 2 5 e AM 3L AR A
R, HET OSSR A BRI A R D] () R SR itk
WIREIK 4375 SR 52 1, A FE R A MNEABA IS
I g9 7 AEAMBE YR SR I ABA S &, A
PEBE A M iE bR id B K LspSes . Lsleall Ji Lsnced t)
Fak, 1 HAMAEY) AT LG AE AMAE YY) 5 4 5 AR i
1E EHEAIABAK, MMk 2 5K S
Vi) Pt o 286 s MR AP AR P ) 7K 32 B0 1 RSP AR
A (Arocafi2008); AMALAFE T 2541 N 75 S Al
4> W lk(strigolactone, SLYIAEMI &R, #2551 W E
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I A i 5 14 (Manuel Ruiz-Lozano%52016); AM
LA R SRR HH R AL [E) 4 e o 1 5 51 AR AR
R K 7K 47 18 % %% (Sanchez-Romera%52016) . Hi
NN 4 25 e o7 AR R 4 R AR 3 5 A B
S5 TR A 933 A P A 25 (B AR 552016, NS
KEF2017; 5K 5 452018).

—EE AMF A SEEG 3E — P IR | AR R (1)
R 5 s 76 58 TR R AM I EE 75 3R %€ 16 (Glo-
mus mosseae) X TV A (£ 3 1F F (Gholamhoseini %%
2013); $M Glomus spp AF 15 H [l 75 R 8 1 A & 3K
137 S5 (0 B 5 1 (05 R A A R A M
(Gong%$2012); FEFhAME B 4 2 2= 4] i (Ceno-
coccum geophilum)BIEKINFER &b Fhiff 5 5E 7 56 58
(Herzog%52013); MR N EKFEFE(G. intraradices)
Ji X} 3 5. (Phaseolus vulgaris) 7K 5 & & B
1 (ArocaZ$2009); X & h(ChitarraZ£2016), VR
(Linum usitatissimum) (Rahimzadeh%$2017). &%
¥i(Fabaceae) (Pena-BecerrilZ$2016). 4K (Zarik
£2016)55 2 PEYI BT 7R B M BRI A=A 2

| AaBa
l Ethylene
| ros

Re s S2 THE F YR B sz k. shah, A
FRYET B Mia T, MEER L FE R 7 EE
i (Puccinellia tenuiflora) Wi VE(Liu%52018a), 1
I H B 75 H 5 (Glycyrrhiza uralensis) ¥ [ &
(XieZ52018) FlI [ “F B (Leymus chinensis)h N4
T PR G4 (Lius52017), LA KAE TS W T(Cicer ari-
etinum) & [ i & B4 N (Oliveira?:2017)%% .
2.3 FRMNEXERSSEY-REMEIERE
K&

RISC AR B, T 5 e N i 52 1 2 d
T IEMR AR B ALK BE R AR LI,
A B 777 HE AL 3R RH R AL T S A A O R [
RSLHL) . T4 %€ VF 2 A BT 5 EE A,
Horp— 28 55 52 i A< L B IS [R] S5 45 5%, 1 05— 6
W ) 2 4t 5 AE A= 0 3 38 4 5% (Shinozaki%:2003), X
T REAE 7 AR i B 1 IR AR B — e A B R N, TR
FEAE — P AR P B A DA T R % T 4 B ) 42
P53 — LU R AR W 8 LR N o BT 5 R BB A
IR 5 B E i (Piriformospora indica)id i i 71 fil

1 A mEmes

1 5358, R4k
1 FEMmERERER

1 KEBEEAREER

ICER

K2 R R -Gl E Y B AR SR ke i A A LA g P
Fig.2 Mechanism diagram of plant root-microorganism interaction to improve drought tolerance of plants

TR AR IR 3 5= B ARER (201 9) I AR A2 250 A W07 B BRI £ https://www. Leyije.com FRIE A A2 25
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B I B PYK 1055 5 R R 22 i1 5 W3 18 (Sherameti 55
2008); E L RLIR 0 25 @ i F P A ARG . R
DREB2A. CBLI. ANAC072, RD29A%:F A%
DR R SIS T A A O 11 4 SRk Y U 1 R 1 Y
CAS mRNA/KFRICASEAEEE, HHAFA
B PR TE(SunEE2010); 4K E (Trichoderma hama-
tum){E A ] HUE TR N, FLR 2> WA YIDIS 219bAE % Ry
FSME S TCHK . TeMA. PK3. TeSTK. TeMKK4
DL 52 T 54N H 0 TeNRAZE (I Rk, A& G 8A
LS, e A E F RS 58 % %5 148 1k (Baess
2009); AW LR AAET R KT, TAG Uk
e HiiHE Mk def-1 9878 2 55 FE AR I T AR 35 A= fr e
R, HUESEIA. ABA. SAPHK B AM LA F i
(Sanchez-Romera%5:2018). it (Lycium barbarum)
o MNBERRFEIZ AR 1 (PHTT) SR B 03 B AE R Hoxt
DMK TR AR A K 3 B3 e 3 (Hu %5201 7) 3 AN £ (A
(LbPT3. LbPT34FILbPT35)% AME S, HAEM
AR SR B iE FE RS b e A B AR A,
AMIF G PHT I PRAE+ 5 ia ~ 4E 5 H R 5 1)
R, 17 HH AN R K A e o3 ) B T EAME S
(PRI s PHT RS R 3R 0K W 72 N 52 F Rhizo-
phagus intraradices P FRFEANBEAR R4, id
SEEKRAEIRSHAR. intraradices T it F4H K
Rl IA, W2 2 4uhl & AMIPSFIGF 1411 £ K 3
ik B[R N, X Le LR 1 STABA(E 55 T, 16T
R.intraradices ' KIS 5 7 14-3-34 [ F/KiEHE
# 1 (GintAQPF 1 f1GintAQPF2) ) i i% (Li%%2016);
IE AR LB 1 14-3-3 R (AR N ER BB -5
1 oA A i 2 50 G aE S S, X Ri14-3-3H1RiB-
MH2FE R BEAT TTER I, SE AR g A B 7 B
WEARAT MRS, RN ETE A 85w
T B S IR MtPT4FI MtMST2 3 R 35 8 T B¢,
Fa I M IR R AW R, 14-3-33L S
57 - B s (4 N (Sun®E2018); 3E 45 B 7t % 1
TR N AMIEA BT 5 A% (Robinia pseudoa-
cacia) W)7KIBIE B A S EE K RpAQPH) A, %
18 LA R A & HBUKIRBURTH Fok
A E FH SR8 55t o A S8 AL [ T 72 1 (He %5:20116); Uk
SN I TR I KB Bt 5B K Hahb-4 ¢ A 23 520
AMITER B 58, I 0 50 R348 B B AR 3

WREVE B, R E T R T 5 A i a2 vk
(Colombo%52017).

3 FEBETRUOHENESERMR
RARREZ

H A1 B8 70 AR R AEAE Y 5 BN TR Bl 1A
i) — 7oA HAE ] (Lebeis$2012), M H ARG 5T
N L P R 2 e - HAE G &R B
AR SR, AT RER 22 Mpal L Ak T 100 AR A
MR E 1A %€ JH(Morris?$2008; Bahram%$2011), #H£
IR Z -1 E V) L A 4k 2 02 B AT AR H1 ) (Van-
denkoornhuyse®$2015). FHk, BT ILAFR €5
BELI), A4 1555 5% 10 AN A B R e P S B8 T vk o7
HEA 2 AR ) B PV E AN 55 4 34 55 (Bashan 1998).
AL, NATTBER R B 2 TR B0 2 ok A P B v AE
TR B 7 T A 12 98 1038 71(Qin%52016) . T
HARSEAT N IE VA S 2R RIS /), CA4R
PR AR A IX — AT T AR TR R A S M
FR A P 1) 5 B 1 A% A 25 (Bullgarelli®$2013)

FE T VR R FRE AN 4 2R 1) ey 3 R o ik R A
FiAR, A EE LA (1) 5 SC Y 8l PCR-DGGE (%2
PR BB I FRLUK) T VE SR AL 1 8 22 0 T AR IR VR
ZHEE SR AE 15 B (Guttmans52014), 16S
HERRNA (rRNA)JE K FIAZ A DNA Py % 5% 18]
b1 (Herzog52013) 5 K W AZ HEARNA (28S LSU)
i 4 FH A 4 R R TR VR I K SR RS . (H
BEHA, RAMEIT. B, K. KEER
[NEYECRAEY O 78N M) A 5 54
RES KA T BN T A VP Fh B 5% (Bulgarelli
££2012; GottelZ:2011; Hacquard 2016; Lundberg?s
2012; Edwards%$2015; Peiffers$2013), /KFESE1EY)
KB W B Z 582 W 1) 8 57 o R B A 4R
(ZhangZ§2018), HF 78 R WM R A= Ve A MK A
E M BRI 4f e T, BHE M Bogiis e, b
LB KA R 25 AR AR A0S, T L KR 2k ] B A
Hh AT B A S AR A KOS AR O A AR T A
VIRE I A KRG REAT () SL 3R i FU R B, flE
WIAE 38 — Ik LI E b 524 hIN R ER7E G AR S8 N
W& 2 HH, FFAE P P IE IR E AR AR YD IRAS (Ed-
wardsF$2015); Bl 5 W I U4 T 5 S5 Im PR 5
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HEAT AR R AR Gl A M 1 2, A AR A VR R
LT R E A 5 14173 224K, inSantos-Medellin
SF(2017)TEA [F) - 52 Jpp e i 1 338 h Bl A [7) 2 (A
R (P KA (i F/ S ) P, BRI AR o CHR ] A 11
358 M P R P90 R0 AR PR - SR AR W 2H R
A4k, WFFUER T S E B TN RE ) AR 3 AR AR
R4, b T EE A YR A A, T H e S
PR P sk A P PT e B T AL A A A o A 5 2% A
AT
3.1 #ZLRE

b E BRI K, A FASHIERR R
AR & H D KD RETUR IR LSBT 2
(Allison%:2008; DopheideZ$2015; Purahong4s
2014), IR 7T 2 W) 75 B —/INER A S AE Pk vT
PUNTEY SR AL — RPN RE IR S5, 4 HARZ A O
WAEY)4H (core microbiome, CM) (Qin%%2016). H
A 2 M AEE B2 T7 160 DLE LCM, s T
KRBT TIASE: EDEM. Al K
B REAVEM ISR bR DU BIAZ O UAE )
(ShadeZ52012), X L84 Co il A= 4 /& L LR AR 5%
Tl A= P e R AR A ) D B R M, 1T AN AN 2 A a1
T A K (Tojuss2018). J5H ¥ & FE
A PR B A P I T S R A R T A D BV D
[ Ff H 2 (Shi%52016), HILIEH THZO0MED
H+< P A A B s, <P A= Y 4 (ac-
cessory microbiome)tH W A, 7 HoAth (1) B £ 4H 43, (H
T 3 S AT A DR ot Al A P R ) e BE
J P 4% Z A (Vandenkoornhuyse%5:2015); It 5 23
SN T B/ M AE Y 2H (minimal microbiome, MM)
HIME S, SCMAF )2 Thae iR a2 kRALE
CMII R 51 2 [A](de Vos 2013), TTMM 2 s 42k MH
HLZI I e AN AT Bk ) 5/ B (Raaijmakers 2015;
Mendes%$2013; Mohanram%5$2019). MAEVIH AN
A R E, IRAMCMEEMM V) i 2 B bR 2% e
AT AVERE A 1 37 28 2 A B IR, 3 AT DLE I Bk
TRl A= D U 1 £ B EE R S M (Hacquard 2016).
B E BARS BT T WA FER I CM AR,
DA K trAer TEAf AR ) S AR 55 B A AN R D RE AR )
Bl 95 T AR SR A 3 R0 2H SRR - AR ) R AR AR
- T AR ELAE FH (Toju®$2018; Qin52016; Lund-

berg#$2012; Jin%52017). HAKR ZHIT WA 5% il
i 16S rRNAJE K1Y 70 5 8 i€ 1 K H 245 58
B L 1) P A7 B PR A AR BRI AE ), H AR B A A
I R R - 458 12 8824 ity FT 4 A 2HL Bt ot 9 1
5E 116 109/N18 5 7 28 437 (operational taxonomic
unit, OTU), 4 1871MNOTU & SUNFEZ IR FRiZ O
OTU; KMBLIREL M 1 SHEM e A 7= J1 A
KEBEA A E, KI T HFCMA] Rl AY)
AERMF & B 10 B2 il (Jin%52017)
3.2 PR
3.2.1 EMEIFES R EHiE

1F [ 77 145 5 [ 7 A B A R A A K T 5 1)
MR ZR A AR D T VR ) 9 08 779 o T ) 7 3k DA SN B
PR EAT, 8T N T B 8% 77 A0 eyl 2 7 52 R
ARG G I 1 S SRR IR AN 4 5 Th e M 3 b B4 1A
iR br . RN AESEEY) A S A X
R RS DL S 2 R, a2k A T AR AR )
R A= Ul 7 T ) AR A 2 RO, B S s 2
BTV XA P AR AR ) 4 5 0 L ) B M R
DA 42 T Ay 3 DX R ) ) i 52 14 (Abd_Allah 55
2019; Ahmad%52018; Meena%$2017), [ ] ik /&
CAGHCAE 2 (R 1) 9 B r, AR Ak 5 3 T a3 i e A 2l
FEHUEL A, W10 g 7 i AR AR Bn f AR P 2H 1A
&R, DL s ik A P N G O A 1 A 9 28
SE FEA, B HIET AR PP B R R R
PEFIRAKIE (R 022017), 4nd: T &8 207 A
W2 TREAR 2 e H v (LawsonZ5:2019, 2018).
3.2.2 SGRREDR R

A A Y% (synthetic microbial com-
munities, SMCs) AJ 45 /N Al i 72 5 Rk 55 i 2[5
()22 PE(Qin%52016) . H AR IRUIE3: (1)1 ik
TR W e B AR SR 23 A CR s A AR A5 223 1T),
] LTI CMELMM; (2)%F 7] 155 7= A W) 20 i34 T
Iz B, DAL ]2 S I A DR e, A
WA S A 35 T2 25 MR (A 7= ACCHI 24 1
R WWE. IAASE); B)F T B Thfg HAD
PEL A A F RN S, R A S E LR R
BV HR GV ) B TERE, (IG5 i
T ) B AR R ARR A AR Y, 34T o 3 A
AP DA L BOR A 55 F= W A AN A B 53 2 [8] (1)
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Fig.3 Schematic diagram of technical route for root microorganism research

Z MR QInZE(2016)VE& 2

ThREZE 5%, 3X ] DAFZ ¥ 5 167 B I B AR P B E 8 1 o
F CAEEFP A AE P $E T L 514 45 (Qin%52016) .

4 IREE

+ 8 AR R - AR SR T
52 T B A U A B AR BORAS, i AR
R B A K @LﬁLﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁw P
TE A 2% AR A A8 T 5 1 38 AH SC L DR R 52 B
T AL R BOR BB, AT A R A A 5 18
F VPR R W 2% 38 k1 2 L0, mldE i I
BRI A% TE, HUERE
IR R-TAE LN . IR, LS
YR IR S g SEARI R . AEVME B BoR N 78 75
g5, AR IRy BT S AT H T AN 7T R
PENL, 07 0 5 E MR AN 3R Y75 5 IR s A5 AL
#ill(Lakshmanan%5:2017), H i AN 28 il 24E 4
A 2 /DB IR ESE IR, 2k T 2 A
W FF AR VER BATE R RE DB A AR
B . IHiECMAMMME R T/ T A
(Zhou%52015) . W] a1 S 46 = TR = 425 i) 52 56 T
FR T LR A S T EEY R DhRe
SORE, WA 2% ) B A0 FR 85 b A5 DR RIS 2R 1A ot 4H.
AR A SRR, XA AR R A AT IR
JZIRIEFE -

T L PR R D I B — B DR A, H H AT

PO IX BB A 0 A R B A T, TR AL
SR ENVRI B . ARG TR R AN B B R R b, X
b PR ARV A A AP AR AN — 3B 4y o 1T HL el
T AR AR T B RIBR M, %58 5 V5 F i T 5
00 % A N ARAEY S B — T A HAE R R IR AL,
TR HRRES TR SO A YA 5 1E F 347
(115 T AL, ARAVEDE P S0 T 5 R AE D)
FH R I T A AR D TE BETE KA N — AN Bk, 4R
FUIX — FEAR A fA] R A (1 A BEER Y, [ N BE G
TE R WA DL e S AR M 2 5 s R AR 2 TR ) B A
KR (EPEE2017; Bai%2015), FHik, TAFH M
] R L T AR AR B A A AR 30 AR 40 1 7 P 11 22
A i EPIAE B PR R REBE TR T 2 it 2
P, AN [ PR i A 4 b S R0 B R I A 4 BROAS [+ 3t (X
AT . AR PR AR R AR R A, IR R
R R X A A A AR A A = e IR S5 R 22 5 T B
ﬁ% W o BT AR EROK B R B 17 L H 26 ™
#H, KFEEE RN KR \EBOR, ILFK, b
TR R WA SKEE RS KPR
FE ST KRG AE AP & ol 5K 1) 32 B 56 S ek
—, REME UM AR AE Y4 T FLN 52 ) Tl A ) B2
TR AR A EA L —, T REENA R
WAEPD R A PR BN 5 AR A BERE R R 75
LR P AE P o RE ORI R A 2 R
DAl A Pt 5 A M N AE 4 5 R T ) i
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Plant root system-microbial interaction system under drought stress
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Abstract: In abiotic stress, drought stress is considered as one of the most important factors limiting plant
growth. Most of plants interact actively with a variety of microorganisms to enhance their drought resistance
and survival rates. So, there are some interesting scientific questions. How do plants interact with microorgan-
isms and lead to high drought resistance? What are the differences of plant physiological performance between
with and without the assistance of microbes under the drought pressure? Would the research in this area be ben-
efit to sustainable agriculture especially with the increasing aridification? In soil-root-microbe interactions, bac-
teria contribute to plant drought resistance in multiple ways: (1) producing or altering phytohormone to promote
plant root development and elongation; (2) inducing drought-resistant-related pathways; and (3) stimulating
host plant to generate more antioxidants, activated oxygen scavenger and hydrophilic extracellular polysaccha-
rides. Another group of microbes, mycorrhizal fungi, ensure the metabolism and development of plants through
two main mechanisms: (1) facilitating water and nutrients uptake for plants via their enormous hyphae; (2) reg-
ulating aquaporins and drought-related genes. Some terminologists appeared such as core microbiome, ‘acces-
sory’ microbiome and minimal microbiome because we realized this is a new and crucial topic that beneficial
microorganisms communities play a crucial role in plant life cycle and we need more research to provide
knowledge foundation which could be used for crop reproduction. In this review, we focus on rhizosphere-pro-
moting bacteria, ectomycorrhizas fungi, arbuscular mycorrhiza fungi, multi-strain inoculation experiments and
drought response genes. Then we demonstrate the molecular mechanisms of drought tolerance of root microor-
ganisms and plants. Finally, we provide the basic but integrated research technical route of drought tolerance of
root microorganisms and plants, and discuss an approach combined with traditional and latest molecular meth-
ods which aims to contribute to sustainable agriculture.
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