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Effect of endophytic fungi on growth and physiology of saline stressed

Sophora japonica seedlings

HOU Jiaojiao', SUN Tao? YU Zhongdong', KANG Yongxiang', BU Fangfang', GAN Mingxu'

(1. College of Forestry, Northwest A & F University, Yangling 712100, Shaanxi, China; 2. Shaanxi Nangong Mountain
Tourism Development Co., Ltd., Langao 725400, Shaanxi, China )

Abstract: To explore salt tolerance of Sophora japonica with functional endophytic fungi, eight strains of fungi
(H-1 through H-8) were used to inoculate S. japonica seedlings along with 200 mmol - 1. NaCl stress added by
root-irrigation. Seedling height, root/shoot ratio, dry weight, water content, chlorophyll content, proline content,
malondialdehyde (MDA) content, superoxide dismutase (SOD) and peroxidase (POD) activities were detected.
Results showed that with 200 mmol - L™ NaCl stress, the changes of seedling biomass were basically the same as
the tendency of physiological index varied. The H-1, H-3, H-4, and H-6 strains improved salt resistance of S.
Japonica seedlings. Strain H-3 was significantly higher than the control (P<<0.05) for seedling height (148%),
dry weight (117% ), root/shoot ratio (121% ), and water content (104% ). Compared to the control, MDA was
88% and Pro was 151%, the difference reached significant level (P<<0.05). Strain H-5 had the opposite affect
with seedling height (69%), dry weight (83%), and root/shoot ratio (78% ) , which were all significantly lower
than the control (P<<0.05); also proline was 81% and POD activity was 72% of the control, and the difference
reached significant level (P<<0.05). Over all, H-1, H-3, H-4, and H-6, the dominant strains among the tested
endophytes, would have great potential for application. [Ch, 6 fig, 1 tab. 22 ref.]
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Table 1 8 strains of endophytic fungi for experiment
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Figure 2 Effect of the different endophytic fungi on the dry weight and root shoot radio of Sophora japonica
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Figure 6  Effect of the different endophytic fungi on SOD and POD activities of Sophora japonica leaf
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