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Table 1 Effects of Rhizobium (R) and Rhizobium plus Glomus (R 4+ G) on height and
leaf area of mungbean plants grown in sand containing different levels of water

PREKR
Water levels in sand
59% 10% 159 L.S.D.
W—Rirgx B B (em)
R 18.65 8 19.65 be 20.52 e
R+G 19.22 ac 21,424 22.85 ¢ 0.76
L St/ {873
: R 19.72 ac 19.06 ¢ 20.56 ab
R+G 21.00 be 22.12 ¢ 24.82 ¢ 1.52
BHER(EX/ /&)
M —xibrx - - . -
W oRIBER . :
R - 67.58 a 69.47 & - 96.47 d
R+G - 135.56 b 247.61 ¢ 374.43 ¢ 26.01

RFFERALARAFRRRERDE (P =0.05),

%2 SHRAW R) ﬂ&ﬁ*ﬁﬂﬁ'—iﬁﬁiﬁ (R + G) MFRFEXRVET
SENZHTE RTENEHTESHRTREADE®

Table 2 Effects of Rhizobium (R) and Rhizotium plus Glomus (R + G) on dry
weight of shoots and roots and the ratio of shoot/roots of mungbean grown
in sand contsining different levels of water

BrakE
Water levels in sand L.5.D.
5% 109 159
' ZHTEGE/R)
R 0.77 0.94 b 0.97 b 0.13
H—REBE g 4c 0.79 2 1.27 ¢, 1.52 ¢
w—pipe- R 0.82 a 0.90 a 1.26 b 0.27
R+G 1.37 b 2.18 ¢ 3.00 d
. RTFEGE/&)
‘ R 0.42 a . 038 ¢ 0.33 a
”T?“&a R+G 0.37 a 0.39 a 0.37 a 0.08
R 0.36 a 0.37 a 0.37 a
LI Bat, (¢ W R+G 0.54 b 0.74 ¢ 0.77 ¢
A THE/MRTFE
w—pikx R 1.38 2.47 2.94
- R+G 2.3 3.26 4,10
5 — il gk _“Rr 2.28 2.4 3.71
R+G 2.54 2.95 3.90

BFNAERARARAFRRTEREH (P =10.05),
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Table 3 Effect of Rhizolism (R) and Rhizelium plus Glomus (R + G) on dry weight
of pods, fresh weight ot nodules and mycorshizal infection of roots of mungbean gr-
own in sand cootaining different levels of water

Bia AR
Water levels in sand L.S.D.
Sop 109 15%
EEFTEG/R)
B 0.08 a 0.02 2 0.13 a 0.23
BIRBER g4 0.55 b 1.66 ¢ 2.07 4
EREOER*(GE)
R 0.18 0.09 0.12
B-KUE g 4e 0.97 2.25 3.13
WiREL(%)
S | 0 0 0 |
R+G 32.12 43.10 76,02 : .

MERERAFARFSAREREE (P =0.05); * REMEBERORME.

x4 EHREE R) REHRATSERRAR (R + G) HXHEARNY%

THRERLEE N, P §REW _

Table 4 Effects of Rhizobium (R) and Rhizobium plus Glomus (R + G) on N

and P content of above-ground part of mungbeaa grown in sand containing
different levels of water

BEa A
Water levels in sand
59 109% 159
#h EBEaNE
(%) ENRFR/R) (%) 2NE@ER/R) (%) 2Nk (ER/&)
w—ysx R 2.00 15.40 2.03 19.10 1.92 18.53
R+G 2.91 23.00 3.12 - 3e.27 3.30 50.16
wogux R 1.58 13.08 1.86 16.70 1.16 14.65
R+G 1.67 22.95 . 1.68 36.69 1.63 48.97
WwERNES PR
(%) |2PR(ER/A) (%) 2PRERE/&) (%) 2PEER/R)
Wz R 0.035 0.27 0.03 0.28 0.044 0.43
R+G 0.086 0.68 0.138 1.75 0.11 1.67
mopisx R 0.05 0.41 0.098 0.88 0.053 0.67
+G 0.103 1.41 0.078 1.70 0.055 1.65
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Table 5 Effects of Rhizolium (R) and Rhizolium plus Glumus (R+ G) on P content in

root of mungbean grown in sand containing ci{ferent levels of water
pHakR
Water levels in sand
5% 10%- 15%
|- ' RME PR
(%) £ PR(W/&R) (%) #%PR(ER/4A) (%) 2Pk (WE/&)
0.056 0.24 0.063 0.24 0.091 0.30
S0 3 S ;
R+G 0.093"* 0.36 0.138 0.54 0.133 0.49
- R 0.128 0:46 0.155 0.57 0.148 0.55
L Jmt/ (¢ S
' R+G 0.125 0.68 0.113 0.84 0.078 0.60
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Fig.1 Water consumption of mungbean Fig. 2. The amount of water required
plants with and without vesicular-arbu- by mycorrhizal and non-mycorrhizal
scular mycorrhizal inoculnti'on under- muogbean plants to produce 1 g of dry
sand culture by different moisture con- matter at different Jevels of water in
teats sand culture (1st harvest)
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Fig. 3. The amount of water required by mycorrhizal and non-mycorrhizal
mungheln plants to produce 1 g ot dry matter at different levels of water®
: in sand culture (2nd harvest)
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EFFECTS OF VESICULAR-ARBUSCULAR MYCORRHIZA ON
THE GROWTH OF PHASEOLUS AUREUS AND
ITS WATER USE

Wang Honggang, Wu Guanyi and Li Huiquan

(Instituse of Sosl and F:mhzer Clunesc Academy of Agriculiural Sciences)
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Summary -

Mungbean as experimental plant was mvesngaed by means of sand culture containing
three levels of water to determine the influence of VA mycorrhiza on the host plant growth
and its water use. The experimental results showed that inoculating with VA r'ny::orrhiza was
benificial not only to uptake of phosphorus by plant, but also to promoting plant growth.
The amount of water used by mungbean inoculated with mycorrhiza to produce one gram of
dry matter was as low as half of that by controlled plant, It was implied that the efficiency
of water used by the host plant inoculated with mycorrhiza was increased by 100%.

In this paper, the growth and development of mycorrhizal and non-mycorrhizal plants in
three different water levels of sand culture werc described. The water consumed by plant
growth in the whole growing period was measured and the experimental results were analysed
and discussed.
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