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Table 1 Information of AM fungal isolates
BFh AR AR B A R R RS EPEr &L e Ra<Y ko HE RS
AM fungal isolates The number of bank of Glomeromycota in China(BGC) The number of National Natural Science and Technology Platform Abbreviation
Glomus mosseae BGC HEBO7B 151100001 BGCAMO049 GM1
Glomus mosseae BGC YNOS 1511C0001BGCAMO013 GMz
Glomus mosseae BGC Bjol 1511C0001BGCAMO010 GMs3
Glomus mosseae BGC NM04A 1511C0001BGCAMO003 GM4
Glomus mosseae BGC HKO1 1511C0001BGCAMO064 GM5
Glomus insraradices BGC BJ09 1511C0001BGCAMO042 Gl
Glomus insraradices BGC HEBO7D 1511C0001BGCAMO056 GI7
Glomus insraradices BGC USA05 1511C0001BGCAMO009 GI8
Glomus intraradices BGC JX04B 151100001 BGCAMO050 GIy
Glomus intraradices BGC AHO1 1511C0001BGCAMO030 GI10
Hoagland B FF# 50 mL, R EHEMERE, KB EAE Bk GI7T WBHIAAEI T 50% . BAREF GM &K EF GI
F AM BB F 0B BEFG. mosseae \G. intraradices 4% 5 HA BTG ERES .
A PAREALFE , 33t 11 A4 3, i 11 NAE3E o5 i ®2 AR AMEEXNAMEEREHHM
ﬁmﬁ%*ﬂz:ﬁﬁ%*ﬂﬁg 2 /l\ﬂﬁ ’%ﬁ‘ 22 /l\ﬂﬁ ’ Table 2 Effect of AM fungi on disease index of

HAFEES 10 K FEVLIER .
L3 IWHWE

TR T, RERE A K, WRE SR
RGO HRYE AU B B 55 0 40 b v B A 1 SR 4
HARE DL . RO B B0 o AR . 0 ), T0AE
W1 R ERIMEBEA;2 R, XMW\ E, TETRAE
B3R EETBE, PERENFEE 4 R EETEA
o AUE K SR 5 R HEMRAET. TR ERER JRIEE
BB IR R, KRR (%) = KR bR B/ & B kR
B<100% ;s BIRTEE( V) =2 GRITER B ZF MR ED/
GABMEO BB B0 X 100% ; B G808 (%) = (W R
S TETE L — Ab P 1B 15 B0 /3 BB B 8 B < 100%; &
FRFIRE] 5050 L b A USRI . DU AR BR SRR AR R b
MR 60~T0°CTFHE 72 h FRTE ., WARREER
FHEBKEE Y o 350 Yo, BEARR Y 3 (V0) = (B RAR BL
B/ BAAR B ED <100%.,
L4 BAESr

SR SAS A3 90 b8 4T BE 437 5 Y6 K F
T LSD £ AR R A4 A BT A 2 (Bl 25 57 B
2 HRESW
2.1 BMORR AM BB RHUE R E KA R

3% 2 AT50, 5 CK A #AH L, B T GM1,GI10 4h#
A, T A b BT HURE B YA O R AR B B IR K
R, Hor GM5 b3 % 955 R A 15 48 B X S AR, Bl A 3K
ik E| T 75. 0% ; GM3.GM4 . GI7 4 1) &k R HR 1
BEBORZIRE] T 50% MBI AR . AT L , B b 3 A ik
Z A B 7R R [F B IR BOR, GM B Fh A 3 N T bk
GM3.GM4 GM5 A 8471 B I 5UR , GL M LA 11~
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bell pepper seedling infected with Phytophthora capsici

hb¥E RIRF VR Bl R
Treatment Disease incidence/ % Disease index/ % Control efficiency/ %

CK+ 80 80 —

GM1+ 80 80 0

GM2+ 50 50 37.5
GM3+ 40 40 50.0
GM4+ 40 40 50.0
GM5+ 20 20 75.0
GI6+ 50 50 37.5
GI7+ 40 40 50. 0
GI8+ 50 50 37.5
GI9+ 50 50 37.5
GI10+ 80 80 0

2.2 TR[F AM B FIBROBURE B 3 X KA+ 2 i

R 3 A EH, SREMRIEN CK AL, EMEE
RIS A MR 2O i T ES B ER TR
BRI A CK A3, Ui B B R B RURE & A T KA
AR, SKE AM EEHEFMZEER CK+ M
e, 3 RD AM EH GM3,GI9 A BRI #k i B E T CK+
b3, HEEA AM BRI RS CK+ AT B
e R AM BB GM5.GI6.GI7 4h B 250 i 2%
BT CK+4b3, H GMS5 Ab P () 258 5 K 3 0% TR 0
CK—A4bBE 2 BN, YL GM5 BkkTE—ERE L
INT R EX KA RWEE. B AM BE &4
HMRK Y B EET 2 A% BAH, e GM2,GM3,
GM5.GI6 R & & FTH A, RN 4 P E X
PRI E UK,
2.3 EFBHHEEREXIRF AM HE7ERHUIR R F12 5
)=

3 4 AT, B R S AR Y R B AR T
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FERIA AL PR E] AR R Y R A B B 25, Ko GI9
PRk 2 T H B A, GM3,GI7 K2 (A R BT
A GO MR G R R , HE WA AL B R Y R 5 %t iR
VTR EES, RPN GI9 X HREERNHUR.
®3 EFMAR AMEEM
BRHUE B R E X AU KV
Table 3 Effect of AM fungi and
Phytophthora capsici on growth of bell pepper seedling

e 731 Eyil H EFTE i3S
Plant height Stem diameter ~ Dry weight of shoots ~ Root length
Treatment
/em /mam /8 /cm
CK+ 12.1 be 2.19 cde 0.29 b 264.8 ¢
GM1+ 12.3 b 2.05 e 0.29 b 462. 5 bed
GM2+ 10.9 cd 2. 45 bed 0.30 b 542.9 ab
GM3+ 10.5 d 2. 46 bed 0.31b 604.5 a
GM4+ 11. 3 bed 2.54 be 0.35 b 404. 6 d
GM5+ 11. 6 bed 2.79 ab 0.35b 546.3 ab
GI6+ 11.5 bed 2.59 b 0.36 b 531. 1 abc
GI7+ 11.9 be 2.58 b 0.31b 424.5 d
GI8+ 11. 8 bed 2. 47 bed 0.34 b 442.4 d
GI9+ 10.5d 2. 45 bed 0.31b 395.2 d
GI10+ 11. 6 bed 2.17 de 0.33b 442.9 be
CK— 14.3 a 3.07 a 0.47 a 268.7 e
x4 EMEREENE
AR AM EEM KR BB ERE R
Table 4 Infection rate of AM fungi in the bell

pepper root before and after vaccination pepper Phytophthora capsici

Ay B BT R R BRI B R R

Infection rate before/ % Infection rate after/ %

Treatment

CK+ 0.0d 0.0b
GM1+ 1.1d 0.0b
GM2+ 1.7d 5.3b
GM3+ 18.6 b 8.7b
GM4+ 7.6 ¢ 0.0b
GM5+ 1.4d 0.0b
GI6+ 9.5¢ 2.0b
GI7+ 13.3 be 2.7b
GI8+ 0.0d 0.0b
GI9+ 37.1a 20.7 a
GI10+ 9.0c 0.0b

‘
3 it
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THEYRAES WL EIER, B2 S5 SR B A
PRI AR XHE YA & 207 | RV U R 7E S
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AM FUH ) 22 B0 Fh R 10 ] KA e B 19 & AR L

HRRE M BRI T I 50 % , %58 250 i AH X B 14 3¢
A 37.0%~75. 0%, A [R] B P R B bk =22 18] B9 B 3R 3L
REARKHER,GM EHFHMAMRERT G H
i, Hod GMS B ARBEIG AR A 2 T 75. 0%, GI B
A 1AHEk GI7T MBFIRAE T 50. 0%, B4R GM EF
R GI A BEMB AR ERMRES
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BB EARZE A SUE R R BE R KRR AR
W, i ARINEE B SRS IR EIR T, Ao R S
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Mo R E S A AR X R Eb , B A e D
T RMUE R AR, R AM E & 40T A 3 E 3T
E5RE AM EF CKHAHMLL, TR EFER, A1
PR O T CKH AN, 8 K R BAE
RIRREETE, B f AM B H A R RREE F/hE
B EMNIMAERKNGEE . [UF GMS BREABRIARK
RkE| T 75%, M HHZH B &5 T CK+4bH, % GM5
FMRAE— BT RN T R F X KA K M

AM EEXF 5745 K 50 BB 3R R R I RE 77
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P b TR L ) 43 R A 5 R/ BE AR B R R
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Study on the Resistance of Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi to Phytophthora capsici of Pepper

ZHANG Shu-bin, LIU Jian-bin, WANG You-shan
(Institute of Plant Nutrition and Resource,Beijing Academy of Agriculture and Forest Science,Beijing 100097)

Abstract; Taking bell pepper ‘Guoxi 109” as test material,a pot experiment was conducted to evaluate the influence of

arbuscular mycorrhizal (AM) fungi on the Phytophthora capsici of pepper. There were five strains of G. mosseae and G.

intraradice respectively. Most of AM fungi tested significantly reduced the harm of phytophthora blight of pepper,and

relative control effect of phytophthora disease was for 37.0% — 75.0%. Control effect was quite different between

different AM fungi,and G. mosseae was more effective than G. intraradices,control effect of GM5 reached 75. 0%, control

effect of GI7 (one strains of G. intraradices) reached 50. 0%. G. mosseae had the potential for the prevention and control

of the Phytophthora capsici of pepper.

Keywords : arbuscular mycorrhizal (AM) fungi; Phytophtora capsici ;disease index;colonization
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