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Advances in Defense Mechanism of Plant Response to Uranium Stress
QIAO Xinyan, CAQO Shaofei, LIU Qiangqgiang, WANG Xinni, YUAN Han

(Key Laboratory for Nuclear Environment Simulation and Assessment, China Institute for

Radiation Protection, CNNC, Taiyuan 030006, China)

Abstract: Uranium(U) can be readily adsorbed and retained in plant roots. A high concentration of U

causes phytotoxicity. Plants have evolved a number of defence strategies operate separately or cooper-

ate with each other to alleviate U-induced phytotoxicity. The defense mechanisms of plants in re-

sponse to uranium stress were summarized, including compartmentalization, chelation of plants, an-

tioxidant system, chemical form conversion of uranium. The related research direction was also pros-

pected. The results are helpful to clarify the molecular genetic basis of plant tolerance to uranium and

provide reference for plant response to uranium stress.

Key words: plants; uranium contamination; uranium stress; compartmentalization; plant chelating

peptide; antioxidation system



	《铀矿冶》2023年2期 - 副本_部分9
	《铀矿冶》2023年2期 - 副本_部分10
	《铀矿冶》2023年2期 - 副本_部分11
	《铀矿冶》2023年2期 - 副本_部分12
	《铀矿冶》2023年2期 - 副本_部分13



