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Table 1 Influence of drought stress on diameter and plant height changes of plants after AMF inoculation
FEr FTEHE BRh B B [A] Stress time/d
Index  Drought stress Inoculation 5 15 25 35 45 55
. AM 0. 30£0. 44abD 0.57%£0. 27aCD 0. 71£0. 25aCD 0. 894£0. 28aBC 1.2040. 32aAB 1. 3820. 45aA
K NO 0. 23710, 21abC 0. 33710, 24abecBC 0. 691£0. 52aABC 0. 81£0. 58aABC 0. 9110. 61abAB 1. 00£0. 68abA
MS AM 0. 40710, 37aA 0. 47740, 38abA 0. 5140. 37aA 0. 49740. 34aA 0. 46710, 31bA 0.4240. 31bA
bl NO 0. 1140. 12abA 0.0940. 22bedA —0.0140. 19bA —0. 05£0. 27bA —0.15£0. 41cA  —0.26E0. 41cA
Diameter AM 0.1440.18abA  —0.03£0. 22cdAB  —0. 143-0. 26bABC  —0. 2320. 29bABC —0. 3840. 37cBC  —0. 4630. 44cC
/mm s NO —0. 020. 39bA —0.1140. 46dA —0. 340. 52bA —0. 580. 66bA —0.55E0.67cA  —0.73E0. 64cA
P(W) 0.223 0. 001 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
& P(AMD 0.099 0. 032 0.061 0.032 0. 029 0.014
Significance
P(WXAM) 0. 666 0. 515 0.274 0.429 0. 520 0. 598
CK AM 0. 6310, 40aE 1. 17£0. 44aDE 1. 40£0. 53aCD 1. 92£0. 55aBC 2.3510, 48aAB 2. 90+0. 50aA
NO 0. 75%0. 66aB 1. 13%0. 81aAB 1. 58 1. 14aAB 1. 85+0.95aAB 2. 13710, 90aA 2. 2510, 91abA
MS AM 0.58+0. 64aA 0.17+£1. 46aA 1.40%1. 31aA 1. 50%1. 29abA 1.5741.39abA  1.58%1. 37bcA
1= NO 0.2540.39aB  0.4740.55aAB  0.6520.44aAB  0.88:£0.46abA  0.95+0.45bA  0.9210. 50cA
Plant height AM 0.25+0. 16aB 0.50£0. 44aAB  0.58+£0. 38aA 0. 58£0. 38bA 0.58+0. 38bA 0.58+0. 38bA
/em NO 0. 5010, 58aA 0. 82710, 69aA 1. 02£0. 86aA 1. 02£0. 86abA 1. 02£0. 86bA 1. 02£0. 86cA
PCW) 0.263 0. 330 0.146 0. 010 0. 001 0. 000
& P(AMD) 0. 948 0.611 0.877 0. 761 0. 630 0. 217
Significance
P(WX AM) 0. 345 0. 310 0.218 0. 302 0. 302 0. 305

1 FAAR RN FEFRTE 0. 05 K FERBE, T AR A FRFERTE 0.05 KEERBE, P(W<0.05 KRR TEMBETESUKFELERE
2, P(AM)<C0. 05 F753R AM F7E 5 %7K E £ 57 B2, P(WXAM<0. 05 F7m T B8 FiHfh AM B B2 EEA, P<0.01 BREFMBE,

TH.

Note: In the same column indicates significant difference at 0. 05 level, while the capital letters in the same row indicates significant difference at 0. 05 lev-

el. P(W)<C0. 05 show drought stress at 0. 05 level, PCAM)<C0. 05 show AMF inoculation at 0. 05 level, P(W X AM)<C0. 05 show drought stress and AMF

inoculation have the significant interactions. The same below.
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Fig. 1 Effects of water stress on the dry weight of root,stem and leaf and

water content in last stage after AMF inoculation
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Table 2 Double factor variance analysis of the dry weight of root,stem and leaf and water content under
water stress in last stage after AMF inoculation
547 Index B3E M Significance #2 Root 2% Stem M Leaf
P(W) 0. 000 0. 002 0. 008
F & Dry weight P(AMD) 0. 007 0.010 0.010
P(WXAM) 0. 020 0.038 0.613
P(W) 0. 008 0. 000 0. 002
Pk 3 Water content P(AMD 0.010 0. 007 0. 010
P(WXAM) 0.613 0. 020 0.038
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Fig. 2 Effects of water stress on the water content of leaves, MDA content,amino acid content, proline content of

host plants in different stages after AMF inoculation
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Table 3

Double factor variance analysis of the contents of MDA, proline,amino acid under water stress in

different stage after AMF inoculation

FEhn BEM i B [A] Stress time/d

Index Significance 1 3 5 7 25 45
PCW) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 001 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
B & & Content of MDA/ (ymol « g=1 FW) P(AMD 0. 035 0.819 0. 005 0. 705 0. 002 0.195
P(WX AM) 0. 009 0. 005 0.517 0. 005 0. 000 0. 080
PCW) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 001 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
JHEER & & Content of proline/(pg * g~ FW) P(AMD 0. 480 0. 858 0.011 0. 312 0. 002 0. 354
P(WX AM) 0. 558 0. 007 0.676 0. 067 0. 001 0. 752
P(W) 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000
HEMEE Content of amino acid/(pg* g~ 1) P(AM) 0. 000 0.515 0. 000 0. 000 0. 004 0. 006
P(WXAM) 0. 003 0. 003 0. 000 0. 000 0. 000 0. 710
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1037.

Inoculation of Arbuscula Mycorrhizal Fungi Improved Water Supply in
Aboveground Part of Bombax ceiba Seedling Under Drought Stress

MA Kun!, YANG Jianjun®,LI Lu' , MA Huancheng' , WANG Yangi' , WANG Ying'
(1. Key Laboratory of Biodiversity Conservation in Southwest China, State Forestry Administration, Southwest Forestry
University, Kunming, Yunnan 650224 ;2. Dali Branch, Yunnan Institute of Forestry Inventory and Planning, Dali, Yunnan
671000)

Abstract; The plants of Bombax ceiba always have a symbiotic system with arbuscular mycorrhizal
fungi (AMF) in the dry-hot valley. To study weather the symbiotic system one of the key strategies
when plants adapting to the drought stress,a series of pot experiment was carried out to determine
whether the AMF could affect the growth and the physiological process in B. ceiba under drought
stress. The data on the characteristics of water content, growth and physiology, biochemistry of the
root,stem and leaf was analyzed. It turned out that plants could benefit from the symbiotic system
under drought stress. Firstly, the inoculation of AMF could improve the growth. Under no drought
stress, the amount of the dry weight of roots with inoculation of AMF was 2. 2 times of those without
inoculation, Simultaneously, under severe drought condition, the amount of dry weight of roots with
inoculation of AMF was 2 times of those without inoculation of AMF. It indicated that inoculation of
AMF enhanced the yield of the root system and increased the efficiency of water absorption. Secondly,
inoculation of AMF was helpful to avoid the stem shrinkage under drought stress. It reduced the loss
of water contained in stem. Under the serve drought stress, the amount of water content in the
inoculated plants was 1. 95 times of those without inoculation. So,inoculation of AMF contributed to
improving the capacity of water absorption and containing. Thirdly,inoculation of AMF accelerated the
accumulation speed of the contents of amino acid and MDA. The peak of their contents appeared 18
days earlier in inoculated plants than those in non-inoculated plants under several stress. The
maximum contents of MDA and proline in inoculated plants were 1.5 times and 1.4 times of those
without inoculation under drought stress. It was obvious that AMF significantly increased the
penetration levels and reduced cell damages,and improved the water retention capacity of plant leaves.
Therefore,it could be suggested that inoculation of AMF could improve the drought resistance in B.
ceiba by increasing the plant growth and water absorption and retaining and accelerating the osmotic
regulation by accumulating the MDA and porline.
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