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Effect of Heavy Metal Stress on Levels of Methylation in DNA of Crop
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Abstract : Protein synthesis in leaf of crops was inhibited obviously by heavy metal stress. The reason may be due, at least in part, to
change of DNA methylation pattern caused by heavy metal stress. Comparing with the control, when wheat and rice were treated by
heavy metal (Cu”* .Cd** \Hg*) stress, it was significant that content of 5 — methyl cytosine in the DNA of leaf and ear in wheat or
rice was increased. When wheat was treated by 0. 1, 0.5 mmol + L™' Cu’* and Cd** stress, the content of 5 — methyl cytosine in
DNA of root in wheat was much higher than that in control. When it was treated by 0. 1, 0.5, 1. 0 mmol + L.™' Hg’* or 1. 0 mmol -

L' Cu’* and Cd** stress, the content of 5 — methyl cytosine in root DNA of wheat was markedly lower than that in control. The
results suggested that heavy metal stress could, to a different extent, induce the modification of cytosine methylation in DNA of crops.
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Figurel Effect on the content of protein extracted from leaf of wheat

treated by heavy metal stress
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of rice treated by heavy metal stress
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