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Abstract: To study the effects on the growth of safflower and the microenvironment of rhizosphere soil of single-strain
inoculation of arbuscular mycorrhiza (AM) fungi Glomus mosseae (GM) , G. intraradics (GI) , mixed infection of G. mos-
seae and G. intraradices (referred to as H) , the safflower biomass, the infection rate, soil organic matter, soil pH, soil en-
zyme activity, N, P and K nutrients in the rhizosphere were determined. No inoculation was set as control (CK). The in-
fection rate in mixed inoculation group was the highest, up to 69. 00%. Compared with the control group, the biomass and
yield of inoculation groups were improved markedly (P<0.05), and the improvement was the biggest in mixed inoculation

group which were 35.67% in safflower biomass, 17.79% in

%5 B #A.2015-11-23 velvet flower yield and 24. 86% in single plant grain weight. The
HEETH . BE AR STH (31160410) ;470 F K24 soil available nitrogen content, available potassium content, total
75 H A H (2012ZRKXYQI3) phosphorus content, pH and electrical conductivity decreased in
EE B EIRMG(1991-) , 2, W midt B A, 1, 3228 A4 the thizosphere soil of the inoculated groups, while the soil or-
Y15 2B WSE, (E-mail) nancyzhenwang @ ganic malter content, available phosphorus content, water
163.com content and phosphatase activity increased. The regression

BIRIEE X %, (E-mail) 524718312@ qq.com analysis showed that there were positive correlations between saf-
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flower biomass, yield, soil available phosphorus content, phosphatase activity and mycorrhizal infection rate. AM

inoculation improved micro-ecological environment and soil fertility in the rhizosphere, resulting in the improvement of the

growth and yield of safflowers. The effects was AM species-dependent.
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Table 1 Effect of different inoculation treatments on the growth of safflower at elongation

CK 56.33a 0.73a 54.42a 24.47a 0.52a 16.65a 0.031 2 13.75a 6.32a
Gl 79.61b 0.97b 62.91b 29.33b 1.28h 21.30b 0.060 0 17.00b 58.67b
GM 88.05¢ 0.93b 64.29h 35.01c 1.21b 20.54b 0.058 9 17.00b 60.67c
H 95.34d 1.03c 65.67b 33.66¢ 3.07¢ 22.59¢ 0.1359 18.00¢ 69.00d
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Fig.1 The effects of arbuscular mycorrhization on safflower

seed weight per plant
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Fig.2 The effects of arbuscular mycorrhization on safflower vel-

vet flower weight per plant
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Table 2 Effects of arbuscular mycorrhization on soil nutrients in the rhizosphere of safflower

wm IR MR R SR AW BN R
(g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) [ng/(g-h)] P (%) (ps/em)
CK 14. 63a 15.58d 84.21c 0.954a 0.423c 54.93a 7.75d 0.336a 184.50b
CI 14.80b 12.21b 77.64b 1.528b 0.417b 61.23b 7.63¢ 0.364b 192.37¢
GM 14.87¢ 12.48¢ 81.93¢ 1.636¢ 0.418b 62.13b 7.57b 0.476d 196.30d
H 15.39d 11.61a 70.87a 1.826d 0.402a 64.50bc 7.49a 0.453c 166.87a
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