EREARAHE AR R T EFTREE

w =

TR  Fap P PRI - 2007 « SR PANGHERS A BT £ FHYREEE o {1
Eﬁ&i o LA 50 9-23-

RIS TR PE RN A A T [ P R P P lﬁi[ l? o e IR AR P R
Tfif%lﬂ?ﬁﬁp FERROTAN VYA o SRR 301~ AP MR it S e
Suph 4 XESTB7E Glomus mosseae $(f 0 FEE ) HU&‘I’&%}%&@; Jp 34789 ~ 8.296<2 24.13
9 5 PAVRGCSR IR - BT B8 Glomus mosseae 1 Glomus etunicatum = _iﬁif ,ﬁﬁ 9% >
HERST) = P78 Glomus etunicatum W) - ﬁ?}ﬁﬁ'ﬁ‘ﬁﬁf'@ﬁ NG 7 R Tt et
PRECEISER B PR H o B R AN e S FF# BT [ PR [ E T
o T TEE ST Glomus mosseae {1 Glomus etunicatum - _iﬁi S o BT EEIER
RN TS R VYR = | R RO T B E'ﬂyiagl PRTEE - B
RS9 - B BRR R RIE ) A %?ﬁﬁ‘%ﬂﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂ BTG E A s -
it ﬁ”ﬁaiafal > T RO TSRO T A i S SRR AR (X9 HER
APE 2AT e SRR T fﬁJﬁﬁlﬁ*ﬁﬂE@f A @@T BT R IR AR
57+ A LA E@f’*%‘tﬁ”xﬁﬁflﬁﬁﬂf @?ﬂﬁ% VR %?%gq RO 2

%%I@Wﬁ?ﬂn f’?JE [EE I =2 PR A= S I’lﬂﬁﬁ?ﬁlﬂ' Tl
F’?—f‘f = PR E R R 301 TSR BT S R ARSI R
RPN R S 0 = Fﬁ! ,\\\—Fu%f%lg‘j7 TR A AR PR S R SR EWHT\EH #
FEIGARSLPA I8 (5 S ) S B s e H%? 5 T R A AR AR e
VR - = [P R EGT - EITRTTAR Y 301 RS WA Glomus
mosseae (%9 > HERHT - 0= Fﬁ#,&iﬁ?ﬁﬁ jﬂiﬁﬂ %Ejr%[ﬁﬁﬁf}%%@f‘d? (T,
£ Flﬁjgmé;yﬁw ey -
ﬁﬁ%ﬁ I AN A E PR
Bopi: 2007EF 12 5] 20 F!

LT E 7B B O ey Y 337 B - e g SR ELE S [ 9%
BE[-4.2.3-F N1 (1) FHEHIED > FFit -

2EPTRBE S [Tk B BRI ~ PR - 710 7 R
70 9K -



10 B LY S B PTRCT SO B

Bl &
?ﬁﬁp (Lycopersicon esculentum Mill. ) E34HE[ > B~ ~ = F AR AR ﬁﬁp Hy? ,1"£i =
PR ~ PRI ~ Atk ﬁf#ﬁ@’r Sef VR JUBETPT Fﬁﬂ%lglﬂﬁ ﬁ;zﬁ'rmwf[[@l

BEIPSR R (BP0 R L IR B i o RS LR 4 90 = WEE » 00 F =
ﬁ«‘ﬁﬁp%ﬁfﬁpﬁfﬁ 4459 SE R B 116,171 '»‘p“ TIE NV AR B 26,197 2
T B TR LAV RE (R P BB [ R pwgﬁp
%‘;‘T‘F‘Hi&*ﬂ’fﬁﬁ ﬁp«?ﬁ»#b’?ﬁi EER sl [“IF“IF" 71%%?{” el AR TR ] R
G - A 1&%%:&&! T (AP iy TR 2508 1 5 58 P
ﬁj%’?lﬁ’?‘/i PRl [CEETTL [ “ﬁ&%{?ﬁ'ﬁi@%@‘f@ I “’Pﬁ%””’?‘% Al (Allelopathy) <t
(BRI G o AL T R PR AR = [ 1 TRR FNNS R ZYIT BN R l"E??if] HENE
]#”?l%{?ﬁpl%f T0% ) EEHEAE 1T 114 FIR - %ﬁ]ﬁﬁlﬁﬂg%ﬂ{ﬁﬂré Llﬁi}ﬁ;égﬁci
= > L SRR P IR A A U%“ﬂ?ﬁﬁf‘ﬂr TRUS RN Jlﬁ%%'
Iif'fjﬁjﬁiﬁff"ﬁjﬂﬁ‘@éﬁ{ﬂﬁ g2 -*/E’Tﬁﬁpﬁﬁ'ﬂq‘ZYE iy e I'P“J%QJ P*PE'I'EE'J
iy > fy PR B P fﬁ'i}l% Yprep s v A TR T 2 o TUR R e
FABSFCRGE - DRSS > DI (ST (LG B T L B T S PR
R 00 P g b S [ BRSO T (,2002) - + By Iy
FURRT RLE 3"(‘5‘}’0& RAYPS V= o] };}l& gyléﬁzgqgfiw% DFP A AP [ R
i e [?ﬁi ?J%Eﬁ’?“*j YT L JU IRl o) AR TR B > A IHF&E@N
[E3si ﬁ%ﬁf[ﬁ TSl lﬂ“ﬂ“\(1999)*¥‘&€ [?ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬂlﬁf@ AR ﬁﬁ]}f %?“FJ s
Y S.8% o PR e %ﬁ@ﬁrzﬂﬂapaﬁwaw e R
YT T R T [ 4*3%‘&% rofeEr ﬁn BTGP 5y 2 [~ 5P VR] 2l (B S
PR, 1990 5 f1,1992) > fﬂf‘jﬁlﬁeﬁa + W ARPE S o Sonneveld ﬂlWeﬂes (1988) }‘F'H'ﬁ
%'ﬁﬁ‘??if, fi ’?’T”?Elgﬂ@ (Electrical Conductivity ; EC fifi ) % jé’ﬁ;pj 2.5dS/m & B[] AP (2001)
W‘“?ﬁﬂﬁ:”%!%‘%‘?%ﬁ%éﬁﬁi » Bk EC I8 1.5dS/m > HURpH SR+ o *F'FJQTE%J e
RS LB 8 AN o BT T L BYRT EE S ELE‘)iﬁFW?ﬂEE% s ELAIE RO -
P&'IFEE@* ESLUERE ST i 72 iR ot %ﬁgﬁg@g@ fepo- ;waﬁﬁuﬁuﬁﬁg R
ﬁ%%iiﬂwua%sﬂwuiw%ﬁ.@pﬁ[ﬁc@mﬂﬁéﬁ@’WWﬁﬁﬁﬁz
WIS G ¢ S N PSS O R i PR TR SRS B
AR AL A SR A TUSHOPRR P T SO - £
Levitt(l980)EIfJEJ%?%“Fl‘?F§'Hfﬂiﬁ (stress ) B [EH[HE 4 Polig BAUGE AP o S Pl & ?F’ PR L
AT+ ﬁ’?ﬁ E= Rk '|1J-<‘IﬁijF?Lﬂg' 1! yFifjiﬁ}ﬁ'ﬁgiﬁqf% 75T JIH DF&IH o T £
4 ﬁﬁ‘/?@?&ﬂﬂ'yﬁ FVERD) ﬁi5?°1§*f|%; VRS GIATT 2 SAIEE)  (UEL = b BT
B R sy B EPpoged lﬁféﬁl“ AR o SB[ RYE S T RS PP AR
%ﬁﬁ%‘ﬁ =N E‘%,%“i“?r%? B THIRE > — [RLEE SR E A RO S A R fel
P e I'F“ir.%ﬁ';f@ﬁi?ﬁ{’ﬁ%l"ﬁ?’@ EIE7- S s S e N E S
B DRI S EPIVRYE o I T PR ?ﬁﬁj?ﬂ%iﬁ%‘“ o I~ M EREEAA P



SRS T BT % 1A 1

ﬁ’?@i’ﬁ“@’% IO P s g R [~ S8l ~ T am bt Pofeds it £ Y0 4
EOPEST TR J[‘@#’Jﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ ° ;ﬁ&%ﬂp F;[ ' %TﬁlfJ%l M BhLE £ [ el
*Fiﬂi [giﬁﬂiﬁlny 2] Ij ﬂfg%iiﬁpj[jk@@fq Eﬁ%ﬂ F%Jruf_ Ry e b L FE
o BAE AR (arbuscular mycorrhizal fugi » AME) g% 4§ ,Esh’{fﬂ(Zygomycetes) TR E!
(Glomales) » kL~ 7% 7t + BRI 90% BE PR W’?‘fi‘ RV E RS (Smith and
Read,1997) » EAFFINGA L= RLE (B S=2hT i & Pﬁﬂ—}” EkL- ﬁfﬁ PR (Azcon
and El-Atrash,1997;Duan et al.,1996;Hirrel, 1981 ) o F ¥ & — ﬂ_l"'ri)"{?ﬁ_%{?‘i RS R ET PR
( Al-karaki,2000;Auge,2001 ) » PRF=FF RS~ P Jﬁ%ﬁ?‘iﬁﬁ JEFEPE R g S e
FAL GG R - L R SRV IR N o AR AN RRL - KRR S 4 B
(obligately symbiotic fungi) » fol &t [="NEVEH] » S 7F14LE 5 ﬁ;” VR R R ?*}{_j
AT (e T;F{ FIJ%%—* A TR glﬁ}é’ﬂ RS TP S gl[‘ﬂ FERR e
S = IR SRR o Y FCE  RISRAS YRS AL o F1 1951 £ (¢ Barbara Mossee F¢ LB JﬁF,[f&:ﬁ%\'
ﬁﬁﬁ@g{liﬂfﬁ% T S LT R P B 7 S B s gl

AL AN B T TL%[**zt PJ 4 RS ;w?f,pl%aﬂx e s QIR - R
NI RS | V?’FF ﬁﬁ FP“IIBAVJ“K ﬁj:? 1 » A58 Snellgrove and Stribley(1986)! |1 1 ~
Biermann and Linderman (1983)[ IJ?IZI B P PALRE S HE o R
THIIVR B H E RIS f|(1994 1995)?7“' 3 ’5 ﬂﬁ‘ﬂ'k L AU TS AR A IS s Fﬁc?:#pbﬁ
PRASE > B (2003) ri*‘f?j” W“JTF]H » JUETEIREL Y 173 E S TPIR Y & S 1,000 lf[
I/TL%WPIB—JF?#»YQ F'.TE j’sﬁ'&flﬁl I@;‘H— |J%§4HE<\[7[<5L*' [rRIfF= > qﬁ_’ﬁJIZlu F;I%fj?:ﬁp 1= LN
N B T %H%lﬁ%l*ﬂ% AT S <5 e N = P
60- SO%E‘J@E,&E' Iif/‘%ﬁ@%“?’?iﬁﬁ*} 0 ?jzﬁiﬁjﬁiﬁﬂli FIREE (e & % p@ﬂjﬂ@ﬁgj [ <55
il %~ OSSR A[;E" Ip}ﬁ 4‘%“71 EE &1 E%%Eﬁg{ fYl > (E RS e o A T‘Fdﬁlﬁﬁ’v
§iz f Fiy T FF"Jlﬂr R = W"ui&ﬂ wg@?gmﬂﬂﬁa&g@‘z—ﬂ EﬂJTﬁ”FIJ[E,#}\_{,J Eif
RN o PR SRR R e r%%ii?‘ﬁﬂl » FUIREWR s ) i@ﬁ—'l’gﬂjf 7 E T
R AR %*?“ﬂ*ﬁ*?g}?ﬁ@%;l’ 1B A PR & R A - ?:mt"ﬁp*]llﬁ?i
FA R RIpvERA > SR EA PN L U FT?WF:}%W‘ B RO ) B AL AN P
RV R il g

MEERT5 %

- % gl SRR RN 7
ﬁﬁ%pg'ﬁwfﬁii?ﬁ I/Ey/%ga
gvﬁﬁp*fﬂ TP IR B R 301 = (il R 128’r‘ﬁ (3x3x4cm’)
AR T T BVB [“[#F(Bas Van Buuren > 7% {7 £ s liF-J-HJ"If 70% ,f;“ljﬁir—,g%” 20
% b 10% ’pH6.32 ~ ECO.706dS/m ~ | 358tEE 0.073% ) » FAE [RIFE B Glomus etunicatum Becker
& Gerdemann » Glomus mosseae ~ PAFE » THFFEELEITGEE (NM) o 2 SRR FE £ R 2g 747
-+ (100 spores/g ) » ifiﬁii?‘ T f57EH %] 1,000 PFHTL??AP“'%(N-PzOs—KzO—ZS-S-ZO) ﬁ?ﬁz?ﬁ?



12 Sy L O U AT Y 50 B

P Byl o R T SERSTY AR AR 2.5%  (w/v) KOH (™ » g 4 255
FIIF0.05% % 1w Caniline blue ) & FEFH1 (Koske et al., 1989) » I'J T KL AL BAANE -
BeergF ) TF‘Q Ak T EN@ 3 eF (Bierman and Linderman 1981 ) o 7@ #8550~ - Higliﬁuﬁiﬁgj .
i*’jfjﬁ [ $#7 ﬁ,l/?\'\f LA

- )’%’Qﬁﬁpﬂ%%ﬁ %pg\[ ik b EIT:EFF# WD gy

= Fﬁ’ip PRAE JUEEP'F" | BT RS ;iﬁ%%:’rﬁLﬁkah =& F%:’r (RCBD ) & &
3EIH 0 =l 16m’ ’H{“'ESOcm 328k %ﬁ%\'*ﬁ”;ﬁp; T
= ?ﬁﬁ%l@%lﬁf A RO & R Y

=R PARSGE 1 2 A A B 1 RS R - R 4 ’}':tﬂj:c;wﬁ IR £
%iﬂ‘fﬁ T o S RLREEAR Y | SN RS [ RV 1,000 ] £ 610gKNO:s ~
830gCa (NOs) 2~ 500eMgSO: ~ 20¢EDTA-Fe ~ 2¢H:BOs ~ 2gMnSOs-4H.0 ~ 0.22¢7nSOs-7H0 ~
0.05¢CuSO+-5H:0 ~ 0.02gNaMoO:-2H.0 » 30gNH:HPOs (= #154,1990) » F F ]2 B H1 2 & fil
i 400ml B SO SR S S M A T -
FBRG 2E 5T B e | 2%NaCHF*¥*2~ Moo B)RE) Z10ml o SHEAT RS T ) ETENIREE s - A
S S & o HTE| ZFIRENTE ﬁiﬂ«ff:iﬁ ° ﬁﬁp P A e Edﬂ[]i%f?ﬂfé?fﬁi ?“lﬂiﬁi‘ iz
F:fl » e I?F[ FI%)K A[Ellj}ﬁ(g{ 2003) °

T[‘LFUJ*F’F@TB F’?’T Bk FRRISITIRY 2 o5 0 TV 2.5g M R 25ml F S
ﬁﬂ&u%m~mﬁ%ﬂwmim@w@ YV o =R PR EC i -

ﬁ%ﬁ%’gﬁ@?‘%f’é@} = JU%T‘TEH’J 30 57 &k L?Fﬁﬁ&[’ EC fifi/" J[Vf‘ £ kaﬁ I EC ffi(Feng et al,2002)

FasR BT R

s AL A RANRERS A L YA
ORI [/ Y
Feo BVR RS RANAT O VAR R AR - = 1A T PR
& P S A ﬁ@%ﬁ&ﬁ%qﬁmwﬂﬁi%wﬁﬁiﬁﬂ e
301 ~ FEFI 5 JE’F'}HIEI?%H b= }ﬁﬁpﬁ&l i & XEHSI P Glomus mosseae & > 7
fEEA S ATV 34.78% ~ 8.2%6%% 24.13% 5 PAAVBRSIRTE - BET |45 76 Glomus mosseae 1
Glomus etunicatum — 7L ,iﬁﬁ o EERST) 2 RS Glomus etunicatum W -
SOESE AR l%\'{“ﬁri BT Y
r%vfi VAT e 08 SR R LA At SRR
ST V W gﬁﬁl TR = AR B R S F B o B B
AT ET I U Fﬁ[ B T R E | Hftﬁ P > < TJFEE = SRS Glomus mosseae !
Glomus etunicatum — FEEL /‘\[fﬁﬁ o
s %;ﬁfié[ﬁﬁé[%ﬁ?}p riEE%TJJ Liﬁ 4RV
(—) BT ECRS %ﬁﬁ%lﬁ*{%{ﬁ ER A 37%



SPGB S S R 13

Ao~ TATANRERA TP RS 1) R
Tablel. Lists growth condmons and infection rates of tomato seedlings inoculated with AMF over 5
weeks.

AMF Fresh weight Dry weight Fresh weight  Dry weight

o of of of of
o AMF colonization
Varieties above-ground above-ground under-ground  under-ground
status Rate
parts parts Parts parts
(%)
(€) (2 (€) (2
KOYE301 NM nd c* 11.53b 1.57b 3.00c 0.55a
G.e. 28.1a 11.58b 1.37c 2.95¢ 0.55a
G.m. 19.7b 15.54a 1.92a 3.90a 0.44b
G.mix 27.8a 11.46b 1.54b 3.34b 0.33¢c
TSS7 NM ndd 14.52b 1.66¢ 3.14c 0.14c
G.e. 35.9b 13.85b 1.45d 3.55b 0.13¢
G.m. 30.9¢ 15.71a 2.09a 4.39a 0.27a
G.mix 44.7a 13.58b 1.92b 3.16¢ 0.18b
TCAV10 NM ndd 10.98d 1.57¢ 3.83b 0.50a
G.e. 41.9a 11.91c 1.76b 3.30c 0.16d
G.m. 31.9b 13.63a 1.92a 4.12a 0.18c
G.mix 24.1c 12.60b 1.79b 3.89b 0.36b

NM : non-mycorrhizal control

G.e. © Glomus etunicatum

G.m. * Glomus mosseae

G.mix - mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae

nd * nondetected

* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by
Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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Table2. Impact of AMF inoculation on tomatoes yield and quality.

) soluble
) soluble Titratable ]
o AMEF Yields . o solids /
Varieties solids acidity )
status (kg/0.1ha) o Titratable
("Brix) (%) L
acidity
KOYE301 NM 2911a* 5.71b 0.390b 14.86a
G.e. 2938a 5.98a 0.432ab 13.09¢
G.m. 2929a 5.92a 0.523a 14.40ab
G.mix 2961a 5.99a 0.443ab 14.38ab
TSS7 NM 3573b 5.38¢c 0.424ab 11.21a
G.e. 3862a 5.53¢ 0.494a 12.09a
G.m. 3810a 5.79b 0.437ab 12.93a
G.mix 3824a 6.11a 0.409b 12.82a
TCAV10 NM 3263¢ 4.71ab 0.373a 11.88b
G.e. 4661a 4.70ab 0.361a 12.75ab
G.m. 3761b 4.87a 0.363a 13.51a
G.mix 3427bc 4.64b 0.369a 12.63ab

NM : non-mycorrhizal control

G.e. * Glomus etunicatum

G.m. * Glomus mosseae

G.mix : mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae

* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by
Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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Table2. Growth conditions of tomatoes inoculated with AMF under salt stress.
Fresh weight ~ Dry weight ~ Fresh weight ~ Dry weight
o AMF of of of of

Varieties Treatments status above-ground above-ground under-ground under-ground

parts parts parts parts

@ () €] ()

KOYE301 —S NM 279¢* 29.4d 7.90g 2.0e

Ge. 361d 34.8¢ 12.7d 2.8¢c

G.m. 283e 33.2¢ 11.3e 3.2a

G.mix 490a 38.2b 16.0a 3.0b

+S NM 283e 41.0b 10.0f 2.4d

Ge. 363d 33.8¢ 15.4b 3.2a

G.m. 405¢ 40.4b 16.1a 3.0b

G.mix 449 46.82 14.5¢ 2.8¢c

TSS7 -5 NM 444b 50.8b 13.6f 3.2d

Ge. 407c 44.8¢ 9.70g 2.8¢

G.m. 247g 56.4a 20.2¢ 3.8b

G.mix 4652 21.2g 13.4f 3.2d

+S NM 326e 35.6e 16.0d 3.4c

Ge. 408c 56.6a 22.2b 3.8b

G.m. 351d 37.4d 14.9¢ 3.2d

G.mix 276f 29.2f 25.1a 4.8a

TCAV10 -5 NM 412b 43.6b 14.0d 3.4b

Ge. 272e 34.2¢ 13.3¢ 3.2¢

G.m. 362c 44.2b 14.3cd 3.6a

G.mix 207f 33.6e 6.70g 1.8f

+S NM 533a 55.8a 15.3b 24e

Ge. 361c 37.8d 18.9a 3.4b

G.m. 329d 40.4c 12.4f 2.8d

G.mix 271e 33.6e 14.5¢ 3.2¢

NM : non-mycorrhizal control
G.e. * Glomus etunicatum
G.m. : Glomus mosseae

G.mix * mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae
—S * applied with pure water, +S : applied with 29%NaCl solution
* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by

Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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Table4. Element content of tomatoes inoculated with AMF under salt stress.

o AMEF
Varieties  Treatments N P K Ca Mg
status
(%)
KOYE301 ) NM 2.820f* 0.122¢ 4.938b 2.388f 0.750d

Ge. 3.380e 0.139d 5.263a 2.588d 0.850c

G.m. 3.430e 0.108f 4.744¢ 2.481e 0.688¢

G.mix 3.920b 0.188a 4.238e 2.700c 0.813d

+S NM 3.690¢c 0.171b 4.763c 2.838a 0.850c
Ge. 4.030a 0.165b 4.381d 2.831ab 0.913a

G.m. 3.560d 0.153¢c 4.900b 2.794b 0.888b

G.mix  4.000ab 0.157¢c 4.788c 2.556d 0.838¢

TSS7 =S NM 3.370d 0.111e 4.613d 2.425¢ 0.713h
G.e. 3.820a 0.156a 4.613d 2.488d 0.775d

G.m. 3.410d 0.128c 4.763c 2.744b 0.738¢

G.mix 3.720b 0.144b 4.869b 2.788b 0.800b

+S NM 3.790ab 0.142b 4369 2.919a 0.813a
Ge. 3.500c 0.162a 4.950a 2.644c 0.788¢c

G.m. 3.360d 0.119d 4.175¢ 2.619¢ 0.750f

G.mix 3.410d 0.133c 4.269f 2.590c 0.763¢

=S NM 4.370a 0.153d 4.819a 2.781b 0.750d
G.e. 3.180ef 0.263a 3.900d 2.275¢ 0.688f

G.m. 3.120f 0.098¢ 4.088c 2.375d 0.725¢

G.mix 3.450d 0.097¢ 3.288f 1.713f 0.438h

+S NM 4.190b 0.176¢c 4.088c 2.913a 0.888a
G.e. 3.650c 0.185b 4.469b 2.438c 0.838b

G.m. 3.390d 0.084f 3.775de 2.369d 0.675¢g

G.mix 3.230e 0.096e 3.625¢ 2.450e 0.700e

TCAV10

NM : non-mycorrhizal control

G.e. * Glomus etunicatum

G.m. : Glomus mosseae

G.mix : mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae

—S : applied with pure water, +S : applied with 226NaCl solution

* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by
Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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TableS‘ Element content of tomatoes 1nocu1ated with AMF under salt stress.

Varieties Treatments AME Zn Cu Fe Mn Na
status
(mg/kg)

KOYE301 —S NM 26.3g%* 8.80b 2656d 50.0d 1953f

G.e. 35.0d 10.0a 2438¢ 58.8b 1891f

G.m. 28.8f 7.50c 3500b 55.0¢c 1563¢g

G.mix 31.3e 8.80b 3813a 60.0b 4953b

+S NM 43.8b 10.0a 2844c¢ 58.8b 4469¢

Ge. 37.5¢ 8.80b 2844c¢ 58.8b 5047a

G.m. 28.8f 8.80b 2344ef 61.3a 4156d

G.mix 47.5a 7.50c 2281f 62.5a 3828¢

TSS7 —S NM 35.0a 10.0a 2625ef 68.8a 1703e

G.e. 32.5b 10.0a 4313a 63.8b 1625¢ef

G.m. 30.0d 8.80b 2688¢ 56.3¢ 1422¢

G.mix 28.8¢ 10.0a 3656¢ 58.8d 1547¢

+S NM 27.5f 8.80b 3656¢ 65.0b 5250a

Ge. 30.0d 10.0a 3031d 56.3¢ 3953d

G.m. 31.3¢c 10.0a 4063b 61.3c 4766b

G.mix 28.8¢ 8.80b 2469f 438.8f 4234¢

TCAV10 —S NM 28.8¢ 8.80d 2625¢ 65.0b 1656b

G.e. 26.3¢ 15.0a 4313¢ 55.0d 1641b

G.m. 26.3¢ 7.50e 2469f 56.3d 1563b

G.mix 18.8f 6.30f 2250g 32.5¢ 1313b

+S NM 31.3b 11.3¢c 171%h 72.5a 4434a

Ge. 27.5d 12.5b 45944 60.0c 1766b

G.m. 28.8¢ 7.50e 3250d 61.3¢c 4531a

G.mix 33.8a 7.50e 4406b 63.8d 4609a

NM : non-mycorrhizal control

G.e. © Glomus etunicatum

G.m. * Glomus mosseae

G.mix - mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae

—S * applied with pure water, +S : applied with 29%NaCl solution

* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by
Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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Table6. Root electorares of tomatoes inoculated Wlth AMEF under salt stress.

Electrolyte leakage(dS/m Relative
Varieties  Treatments AME . el Blectrolyte permeability
status  10min 20 min 30 min (dS/m)
(%)
KOYE301 -5 NM  0.237cd* 0.292cd 0.319¢ 2.273b 14.0c
G.e. 0.190d 0.219d 0.241c 1.800c 13.4¢
G.m. 0.191cd 0.223cd 0.234c 1.757¢ 13.3¢
G.mix  0.244cd 0.281cd 0.296¢ 2.194bc 13.5¢
+S NM 0.239cd 0.281cd 0.301c 2.123b 14.2¢
Ge. 0.734a 0.801a 0.839a 3.093a 27.1a
G.m. 0.293¢ 0.324c 0.343¢c 2.570b 13.3¢
G.mix  0.468b 0.498b 0.548b 2.607b 21.0b
TSS7 -5 NM 0.191d 0.229d 0.243¢ 1.776¢cd 13.7c
Ge. 0.198d 0.245d 0.265¢ 1.796¢cd 14.8¢
G.m. 0.257d 0.273d 0.300e 1.440d 20.8b
Gmix  0.401bc 0.434cd 0.483cd 2.163¢ 22.3b
+S NM 0.448b 0.510b 0.586bc 2.863bc 20.5b
Ge. 0.871a 0.995a 1.043a 3.363a 31.0a
Gm.  0.365bc 0.405cd 0.428d 2.036¢d 21.0b
Gmix  0.510b 0.590b 0.633b 2.727b 23.2b
TCAV10 -5 NM  0.315bcd  0.363cd 0.402b 1.950d 20.6b
Ge. 0.190d 0.233d 0.243¢ 2.078d 11.7d
Gm. 0312bcd  0.349cd 0.379bc 2.146¢d 17.7bc
G.mix  0.224bc 0.261cd 0.333bc 2.064d 16.1¢c
+S NM 0.323b 0.385b 0.419b 2.570abc 16.3¢
Ge. 0.342b 0.392b 0.407b 2.417abc 16.8bc
G.m. 0.599a 0.650a 0.701a 2.737Tbc 25.6a
Gmix  0.368b 0.770a 0.823a 2.954a 27.9a

NM : non-mycorrhizal control

G.e. © Glomus etunicatum

G.m. * Glomus mosseae

G.mix : mixture of Glomus etunicatum and Glomus mosseae

—S : applied with pure water, +S : applied with 296NaCl solution

* 1 Means within each column followed by the same letter are not significantly different at 5% level by
Duncan’ s Multiple Range Test.
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Influence of Environmental Stress on the Growth
of Mycorrhizal Tomato'

Huang J.C.,J.C.Lin and S. N. Huang2

Abstract

This experiment is attempted to explore the effect of endomycorrhizal fungi
Glomus spp. and the effect of endomycorrhiza under environmential stress on the
growth and yield of tomato. Results showed that higher fresh and dry weight of
the above-ground parts were obtained in the plants of the three tomato varieties
inoculated with Glomus mosseae .Fresh weight for the tomato varieties Kyown ye
301,Taiwan seed service NO.7 and Taichung AVROC NO.10 iccreased 34.78
% ,and8.2% ,and 24.139¢,respectively. Three varieties except Taiwan seed service
NO.7 Glomus spp.-noninoculated were found with better fresh and dry weight in
the treatments under salinity stress. It means that Taiwan seed service NO.7 is
more sensitivity to salinity stress. In the inoculated treatments except the variety
Taichung AVROC NO.10. plant growth was found better whether they were under
salinity stress or not. The content of mineral elements varied among all treatments
under salinity stress whether they were inoculated with Glomus spp. or not.
Kyown ye 301 noninoculated with Glomus spp. were found with higher nitrogen
and calcium content in the plant under salinity stress. Sodium ion concentration of
three varieties increased under salinity stress,and inoculated with Glomus spp
reduced sodium ion absorbability. Under stress condition without salts electorates
increased roots of Kyown ye 301 inoculated with mycorrhiza and Taiwan seed
service NO.7 inoculated with Glomus mosseae and the electorate increased in
the rest of the treatments. However, under stress condition with salts,the
electorates were all increased in all the treatments with sinificant leaking of the
electorates. Yield and quality of the fruits on all three varieties were better in the
treatments inoculated with mycorrhiza. Higher Brix was also observed in the
treatment with mycorrhiza. The best combination was observed in the variety
Taiwan seed service NO.7 inoculated with Glomus mosseae and Glomus
etunicatum.
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