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Abstract
stress. [ Method ] Strawberry cultivar “Sweet Charlie” was selected as test cultivar,and Glomus mosseae was the tested arbuscular mycorrhizal fun-
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[ Objective | To study the effectes of inoculating arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi ( AMF) on root growth of strawberry under drought

gi,the non-inoculated strawberryy was taken as the control. The root growth changes of strawberry were measured under three different levels of
water (normal irrigation, mild drought stress, moderate drought stress). [ Result ] AMF colonization rate decreased rapidly with the increase of
drought stress,while AMF dependency increased with the rise of drought stress. Under the drought stress, AMF inoculation changed the root mor-
phology of strawberry and increased root fresh and dry weight of strawberry. The root antioxidant enzymes activities of strawberry were also im-
proved significantly. Thus the damages of drought stress on the root of strawberry were alleviated. [ Conclusion ] AMF inoculation improved the

drought resistance of strawberry. The results provided the theoretical basis for AMF’ s application in strawberry drought resistance research.
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Fig.1 AMF colonization rate and AMF dependency changes of inoculated strawberry under water stress
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Fig.2 Root morphology changes of inoculated and non-inoculated strawberry with AMF under water stress
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Fig.3 Root fresh weight and dry weight changes of inoculated and non-inoculated strawberry with AMF under water stress



12 G e

2017 &£

2.4 AEKSHET AMF SLEEREAHBFENDT
1 E 4 aTLIE 1 K5 e X FEAEAR 28 MG P A S
—3, BEFE KA 3a e, B ARERR R SOD R 2 B 4k
Fritash, HER AMF 2425 T SOD i, AR5 Hhia

T POD F1l CAT JEME R4 L FHE F RS, HiER AMF
EHEE T POD AN CAT 36E, IEHHUKEAMT , 50 AMF
%} SOD . POD Fil CAT 33470 i 5400

o #4F Inoculated @ A4 Non-inoculated

80r A # 8
s £
=60 z 6}
= b a 2 a
240p b = 4f
= 8 = 2
gl a U
4 ’_. :
[=) [=]
= =

300 0 ¢
g .
= b
b e 200
3 a
= a
] L a
a_ . e 100 o
N
e
S
W60 W80 W40 W60 W80

W40 W60 W80
32 Treatment

W40

432 Treatment

32 Treatment

E4 FREKSEMET AMF SLEERAHBEFENTL

Fig.4 Root enzymatic activity changes of inoculated and non-inoculated strawberry with AMF under water stress
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