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Effects of different arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi on the growth and

the nitrogen and phosphorus absorption of sweet corn seedlings

WU Xiaojun, LI Zhengfei, GUO Peipei, ZHANG Li
(College of Tropical Crops, Hainan University, Haikou, Hainan 570228, China)

Abstract: A microcosm experiment was conducted to study the effects of different arbuscular mycorrhizal
fungi (AMF) on the growth and the nitrogen and phosphorus absorption of sweet corn seedlings to provide
reference for the development of AMF. Sweet corn seedlings (Zea mays var. rugose Bonaf) were inoculated
with 6 AMF species, Funneliformis mosseae (Fm), Gigaspora margarita (Gm), Acaulospora scrobiculata (As),
Corymbiglomus tortuosum (Ct), Diversispora epigaea (De) and Rhizophagus intraradices (Ri), and their
growth and uptake of nitrogen and phosphorus were observed. The results showed that the plant height, root
length, aboveground fresh quality, aboveground biomass and phosphorus accumulation of sweet corn seedlings
inoculated with De were the highest and significantly higher than those of other treatments, and that the stem
diameter and aboveground nitrogen accumulation of sweet corn seedlings inoculated with De also reached a
higher level. The principal component analysis showed that the comprehensive performance of sweet corn
seedlings inoculated with De was the best. Therefore, when sweet corn is planted in the field, it is
recommended to inoculate sweet corn with De, which is more conducive to the growth of sweet corn and the

accumulation of nitrogen and phosphorus nutrients in sweet corn.
Keywords: arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi; sweet corn; biomass; nitrogen and phosphorus uptake
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