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Effect of Different AM Fungi on Enzymes and Photosynthesis of Tomato
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300384, China)

Abstract; Effect of different AM fungi on enzymes and Photosyntheis of tomato. The results showed that POD, SOD,
PA L, PPO activity in leaves of tomato significantly increased and MDA significantly decreased after inoculated by differ-

ent six kinds of AM fungi (Glomus versiforme, Glomus masseae-2, Glomus intraradices, Glomus diuphauam, Glomus

mosseae, Glomus etunicatum ) and the effect induced by G.v was stronger than other AM fungi. G.v was the best AM

fungi which increased photosythesis obviously , and had the high AMF colonization and AMF dependence, which were

52.7% and 75% separately.
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