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Mycorrhizal Dependency of Ten Seedling
Species for Landscaping and the Inoculation Effects

LU Yao-dong, ZHAO Hong-jie, TIAN Xue-qin, XUE Ke-na, WU Xiao-ying

( Foshan Institute of Forest Science, Foshan 528222, China)

Abstract: Infection rate, mycorrhizal dependency and inoculation effect were determined in 10 seedling species
for landscaping infected with VA (Glomus moseae Gerdemenn et Trappe). The tested species were Ficus elastica
cvs. Variegaa, Decora, Decora Burgundy, Decora Tricolor, Carallia brachiata, Dracaena deremensis, Artocarpus
nitidus subsp. lingnanensis, Anneslea fragrans, Eurycorymbus cavaleriei, and Photinia serrulata. The infection rate
was in the order: Decora burgundy>Variegaa>C. brachiata>DecoraTricolor>Decora>D. deremensis and A. nitidus
subsp. lingnanensis>A. fragrans > E. cavaleriei > P. serrulata. Decora Burgundy and Variegaa showed highest
mycorrhizal dependency of over 300%, followed by Decora and Decora Tricolor of 213.3% and 203.5% ,
respectively, whereas the other 6 species had lower dependency of less then 200%. The inoculation effect was
highest in Decora Burgundy, Decora Tricolor, Decora, Variegaa and C. brachiata, and higher in D. deremensis, A.
nitidus subsp. lingnanensis. The lowest inoculation effect was found in P. serrulata, A. Jfragrans and E. cavaleriei.
Key words: Greening trees; VA fungi; Mycorrhizal dependency; Infection rate; Inoculation effect
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Fig. 1 Morphological characteristics of root cells
of seedlings infected with VA
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Table 1 Infection rates of seedlings treated with VA

A %G % Infection rate (%)
Species Ab3 Treated X B Control
B &R\ Ficus elastica cv. Deocora Burgundy 90 10
i 1£4:R Ficus elastica cv. Decora Tricolor 75 10
#LR 7\ Ficus elastica cv. Decora 65 0
ELVaHE Ficus elastica cv. Variegaa 86 15
#4%% Dracaena déremensis 75 45
Y195 Carallia brachiata 80 45
4LFEAR Artocarpus nitidus subsp. lingnanensis 60 15
FiK§ Photinia serrulata 35 0
448 Anneslea fragrans 20 10
AER Eurycorymbus cavaleriei 25 10
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Table 2 Total fresh and dry weight of 10 seedling species and the mycorrhizal dependency

S (g) MTHE( B (%)

Sz:':cs Total fresh weight Total dry weight Mycorrhizal

b3 Treated  XJH{ Control At Treated %} Control dependency
B 4N Ficus elastica cv. Deocora Burgundy 50.25 12.42 9.71 2.51 386.85
164Kl Ficus elastica cv. Decora Tricolor 28.32 13.29 5.31 2.61 203.45
41 RA Ficus elastica cv. Decora 37.68 15.31 6.74 3.16 213.29
ELFG#E Ficus elastica cv. Variegaa 30.00 8.06 523 1.58 331.02
WLk Dracaena deremensis 11.21 8.77 2.35 1.82 129.13
Yi45# Carallia brachiata 26.92 18.75 11.65 8.55 136.26
4K Artocarpus nitidus subsp. lingnanensis 5.28 2.95 242 1.29 187.61
i1 Photinia serrulata 13.50 9.89 5.93 4.61 128.63
M Anneslea fragrans 5.90 448 2.53 2.11 119.91
1A Eurycorymbus cavaleriei 2.06 2.31 0.85 1.02 83.33

P15 Cardllia brachiata ZIHH Anneslea fragrans

EPEH

Ficus elastica cv. Variegaa

aXA

Ficus elastica cv. Decora

2 RSB R AR TR S BB PR A ACIRBECE B 22 3 R A b 2
Fig.2  Growth of the seedling species treated with VA (right) and the control (left)
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Table 3 Test for the significance of differences in root length, fresh and dry weight of shoots and roots of the 10 seedling species

CiEu

Species

ZEMEEE

Fresh weight of

shoots

EMTE
Dry weight of
shoots

R
Fresh weight of
roots

WFE
Dry weight of
roots

iR
Root length

Total fresh weight

BTE

Total dry weight

T P

T P

T P

T P

T P

T P

T P

BRI Ficus

-6.30 <0.0001

-6.50 <0.0001

-6.07 <0.0001

-6.35 <0.0001

-0.32  0.0044

-6.50 <0.0001

-6.79  <0.0001

elastica cv.
Deocora
Burgundy

&R Ficus
elastica cv.
Decora
Tricolor

4155 Ficus
elastica cv.
Decora

BV Ficus
elastica cv.
Variegaa
WUk
Dracaena
deremensis
P
Carallia
brachiata

PAR:F S
Artocarpus
nitidus subsp.

-4.29 0.0005 -3.75 0.0016 -390 0.0011

-5.92 <0.0001 -4.63 0.0002 -4.09 0.0008

-8.29 <0.0001 -8.67 <0.0001 -596 <0.0001

-3.23 0.0046 -3.01 0.0076 -1.13 0.2747

-2.80 0.0118 -2.69 0.0151 -149 0.1527

-1.56 0.1374 -1.89 0.0776 -258 0.0200

lingnanensis
ikl

Photinia
serrulata

O

Anneslea
fragrans R
PAER
Eurycorymbus
cavaleriei

-1.21 0.2413 080 0.4337 -248 0.0234

-1.67 0.1121 -1.04 03109 -1.76 0.0958

0.67 05109 152 0.1466 0.40 0.6974

-3.13 0.0061 -0.22 0.0399 -4.33 0.0005 -3.73  0.0017

-3.29 0.0070 -0.97 03467 -5.60 <0.0001 -4.25 0.0005

-5.92 <0.0001 -2.99 0.0079 -838 <0.0001 -8.15 <0.0001

-2.10 0.0505 235 00371 -2.79 0.0120 2.83 0.0110

-1.16  0.2607 -0.70 0.4958 244 0.0254 -2.10  0.0501

-2.55 0.0214 -299 00087 -2.26 0.0379 -2.37  0.0305

-2.22 0.0397 -1.29 02143 -1.65 0.1157 -1.30  0.2086

-1.26 02231  -0.79 04376 -1.77 0.0941 -1.17  0.2576

036 0.7245 -144 0.1694 0.61 0.5518 1.02  0.3236

Tt B35 ¢ test; P: #EZR Probobility.
3hie

SR ER B FEOH ST T M (Betula
alnoides) % TE VAM BHARF ECM R A2 4L 44
TR, 2 G RIS AN R A B AR B A

SRR, TG LA SR B AR FO A B, T XS
VA TR 55 . BEF 75 [ AR AR £
KoNEKRE = EORERM, BF50 T AFRAEDE)
BARMOE A LR E T, KR Y VA BB i
fRHE T F oK KGR =B [ A AR AR R R I
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FHEE Distance coefficient

iI%#¥ Carallia brachiata

4% Photinia serrulata

A Eurvcorvmbus cavaleriei

208 Anneslea fragrans

218K Artocarpus nitidus subsp. lingnanensis

A8k Dracaena deremensis

LKA Ficus elastica cv. Decora

E#itS Ficus elastica cv. Variegaa

&R Ficus elastica cv. Pecora Tricolor

B &R Ficus elastica cv. Deocora Burgundy

B3 10 Frafbm iR 54
Fig. 3 Fuzzy cluster analysis of the 10 seedling species
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