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Infection and Species Diversity of AM Fungi in the Rhizosphere of Syneilesis aconitifolia

in Songnen Saline-alkali Grassland
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Abstract: In order to understand whether there is a symbiotic relationship between Syneilesis aconitifolia
and AM fungi,and to investigate the diversity of AM fungi in the rhizosphere of S. aconiti folia in Songnen
saline-alkali grassland, this study used staining and morphological identification methods to explore the in-
fection of AM fungi in the roots of S. aconiti folia and AM fungi species in the rhizosphere soil. The re-
sults showed that the roots of the 9 sampling sites were all infected by AM fungi,and the infection rate of
each sampling site reached 100%] ,the infection intensity was 40.57 % —79. 05% ,the arbuscular abundance
was 5.52% —29.99% sand the abundance of vesicles ranged from 14. 76 % to 43. 04 %. The results of corre-
lation analysis demonstrated that there were significant positive correlations between soil pH, infestation
intensity,and vesicle abundance. Very significant and positive correlations were also found between infesta-
tion intensity, arbuscular abundance and vesicle abundance, and significant and positive correlations be-
tween spore density,infection intensity,and vesicle abundance. Thirty-four species of AM fungi belonging

to 13 genera were identified,including 9 species of Glomus .8 species of Acaulospora and 4 species of Fun-
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neliformis ,two species of Ambispora sRhizophagus and Septoglomus ,respectively,and Claroideoglomus ,

Diversispora , Dominikia » Entrophospora » Gigaspora » Pacispora, Sclerocystis, 1 species each; among

them,Acaulospora is the most dominant genus,and Seproglomus deserticola is the most dominant species.

The results showed that there was a good symbiotic relationship between S. aconiti folia and AM fungi in

the Songnen saline-alkali grassland, and there were abundant species of AM fungi in the rhizosphere of

S. aconitifolia.
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Fig. 1 Infection status of AM fungi in the roots of Syneilesis aconitifolia
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Table 1 Soil pH.,rhizosphere AM fungi infection index and spore density of S. aconiti folia in the sample plot

1 125°53'42,1",46°2'55. 8" 8.0440.03bed  100. 00 57.9646.66bc  21.43+4.89ab  19.66+5.92bcd 1248. 45497, 93a
2 125°53'34.0",46°2'58. 0"  8.10+0.03b 100. 00 64.22+2.88bc  22.69+1.28ab 27.1342.82bc  1224.77445.42a
3 125°53'37.4",46°3'00. 2" 8. 08=40. 06bc 100. 00 79.05+2. 50a 29.99+1.54a  43.047+3.43a 1233.23436. 71a
4 125°52'09. 9",46°2'46. 9" 8.1140.03b 100. 00 69.4244.2lab  29.22+4.12a  29.6640.94b  1248. 45454, 89a
5 125°52'09.4",46°2'45. 8"  7.9940.0lcd 100. 00 64.22+3.68bc  23.40+2.55ab  17.8742.65cd 1045.45+10. 56b
6 125°52'08. 4",46°2'46. 4"  7.6540.02¢ 100. 00 55,5744, 43¢ 19.8145.49ab  17.46+1.03cd 1131, 73445, 49ab
7 125°51'59. 2",46°2'48. 8" 7. 9740, 02cd 100. 00 51.83=+3. 58cd 5.5240.95d  23.7444.99bed 1038.68+34.71b
8 125°51'58. 8",46°2'49. 4" 8.2240. 04a 100. 00 60. 8743. 03be 7.204+2.72¢d  26.46+1.29bc  1114.81+16. 92ab
9 125°52'05.9",46°2'48. 7" 7.9640.03d 100. 00 40.57+2.74d 16. 8242, 64bc  14.76+1.57d  1060.68+11.72b
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Table 2 Correlation analysis among soil pH,infection index

and spore density
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Fig. 2 Rhizosphere AM fungi species of S. aconitifolia
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Table 3 Isolation frequency,relative abundance and important value

of AM fungi in the rhizosphere of S. aconitifolia

in Songnen saline-alkali grassland %
=
i AM £ A
— TAF R 8 Acaulospora 100. 00 25.08 62.54
1 MU TCHERE T A bireticulata 100, 00 7.86  53.93
2 W CHEHERF A delicata 100.00  14.01  57.01
3 ILEm R A, foveata 44, 44 0.19  22.32
4 WAL AR A. gedanensis 88. 89 0.71  44.80
5 JCRETARRER A. laevis 77.78 1.42  39.60
6 TR A. morrowiae 44, 44 0.26  22.35
7 B G AT R AL rehmii 55.56 0.26  27.91
8 MV TCHEFEFE A. scrobiculata 44, 44 0.37 22.41
- K FEFJH Ambispora 100. 00 7.67 53.84
9 WEBE XU T Am. leptoticha  100. 00 4.32 52,16
10 P S I Am . reticulata 100. 00 3.35 51.68
= I R % % 8 Claroideoglo- 33,33 0.86  17.10
mus
11 T ER R C. claroideum 33.33 0.86 17.10
] LM EE R Diversispora 100. 00 6.30  53.15
12 ¥ ZHMERE D. aurantia 100. 00 6.30 53.15
i ZRERIE Dominikia 100. 00 3.73  51.87
13 W42 KB Do. aurea 100. 00 3.73  51.87
Ay W3 %558 Entrophospora 66. 67 0.63  33.65
W IENFERE E. baltica 66. 67 0.63  33.65

L SHERTEE Funneli formis 100. 00 4.48  52.24
15 My (6,3 4 9 F F. badium 44. 44 0.45  22.45
16 Bk & # R F. coronatum 66.67 0. 30 33.49
17 o3| 45 F. geosporum 88. 89 2.50  45.70
18 PR E R F. verruculosum 88. 89 1.23 45. 06
J\ B %%/ Gigaspora 11.11 0. 04 5.58
19 R EREE G. margarita 11.11 0. 04 5.58
i PREFE Glomus 100.00  22.46  61.23
20 i [CEREHE GL. brohultii 77.178 1,19 39.49
21 TEIER®E GL. caesaris 100. 00 1.12 50. 56
22 HMBREE GL. convolutum 33.33 0.22 16.78
23 fﬁi’“ﬂ FRMEE GLohydera=— ) 40 00 55
pg  RIIRBERE GLomelanospo- 00 o0 g 0e 535
25 Tﬁ’&ﬂeﬁz—i GL. multi forum 100. 00 3.84  51.92
26 W SRR T GL. pansihalos 77.78 2.38 40.08
27 BBk %5 GL. pustulatum 66.67 0.52 33. 60
28 RIAR IR GL. reticulatum 100. 00 6. 04 53.02
i M- F I/ Pacispora 77.78 0.56  39.17
29 Zzlgflf R P chimono- 1, 40 0.56  39.17
+— WRMEEIE Rhizophagus 88. 89 2.12 45.51
30 WAEMMBER R. fasciculatus 33.33 0.15  16.74
31 WNARHIHEER: R. intraradices 88. 89 1.97  45.43
+ = WERJE Sclerocystis 100. 00 7.08 53.54
32 TR S. sinuosa 100. 00 7.08  53.54
+= WREREFHIR Septoglomus 100.00  19.01  59.51
33 AibRER B Se. constrictum 88. 89 2.24 45.57

34 Wil ER S Se. deserticola 100. 00 16.77 58. 39
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