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Effects of Inoculation with Funneliformis mosseae on Net Photosynthetic Rate,
Yield and Quality of Soybean
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Abstract; In order to study the effect of inoculation with Arbuscular mycorrhiza (AM) fungi ( Funneliformis mosseae) on the
growth, yield and seed quality of soybean plants, the field experiment was conducted using Longdou 2 soybean as the host to
study the inoculation of the F. mosseae changes in net photosynthetic rate, yield and seed quality of soybean leaves after
inoculation. The results showed that the selected F. mosseae inoculum could form a good mycorrhizal symbiosis with the
soybean root system, and the infection rate was up to 89.9% . Inoculation with F. mosseae inoculum increased the net
photosynthetic rate of soybean leaves at different development stages, which is usually applied the yields of soybeans treated
with chemical fertilizers and it could reach 2 121.2 and 2 126. 9 kg-ha ~'treated with inoculation. The difference between the
two treatments was not significant, but the yields were significantly higher than the control treatment without fertilization,
indicated that both conventional field treatment and F. mosseae treatment could increase soybean yield, but the effect of
inoculation treatment was better. In addition, inoculation of F. mosseae inoculum could also significantly increased the protein
content of soybean seeds, but the effect on the oil content was not significant. Therefore, F. mosseae inoculum can be used as

a new type of special fertilizer for soybean production.
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treatments in different growth periods



928 X =

B 64

2.2 AREEX K SHERE S IERZI

NG R p I NI LGS W Ny NS RE 5 = i}
it AR PR A Ra AR IRl . HLZE 10:00 - 12:00 64
HAR N — K P e (E, R S5 218 T B, 7E18:00
RERAME, FM BT KRGS H Ry m T F
1 CK Zb3 =3 2 R A% (K 2A) .

TER GBI, Bt 25 B (8] (9 A8 Ak, 45 Ab BER B
KGEEA BB RRE T, 7 10:00 L H
PR B KA, FM A H R K G A R &
BFE Y3 T F f CK, 3 FhAb 3R K &t &l
RIFAEHE 25 (K 2B)

FEAEI M W R R E BN R KB RN
HEMPAB & K8 IR KR A5 R K IRt

T-"‘ 9—A i —=—CK
~ 8t z ——F
g 7] ‘<N‘ -
. A\l
= 61 } I
§ s} \
< 4}
<
% 3
w2t
@ 0
. 8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00
&) Time
i 20 ¢ —=—CK
. . ——F
Ol e Th
=16 i\;/.
3 .
i 127 \f/\
3
) : 4
5ol \,
e
N
8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00
i8] Time
" 251 g —=—CK
——F
—a—FM

20 l/\
) :;\\
10 Y ‘g

HtE B Po/(mol + m™
wn

8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00

i8] Time

I . ETT AR RSE S, R Bt a i R 2
BT3B 8, £ 10:00 M BRIG(EL, fE4h 32
1,3 MhALBE R R B R RN A E
TR A IR B f K, R A T B f O B I (]
2C FID),

KRG EORL I AR A Y] 25 Ak PR R Bl A 3 R
TR R FER BB S SORIYS 4SS HE,
A5 ] (0 e 5 B R IO R T, 3 b AR B Y
JeAHR KN FM >F > CK, HE R B E . 7
Y, A A BR A R SO R R R R, RELHEA
FERORI . FESORLIY | Y FMORT F AR B A9
FHRRT CKHME Z R 22570 A B3 (K 2E

FF),

7710 ¢

W —=— CK

o B \ ——F

g 8} 3 ‘\ —a— FM

. $—

ny7/=S"N

3 P \\

= 47

%2

RE

0

8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00

6] Time

Tm 25 D I _ —=—CK

. ] ——F

o 8

ERT ;::———-;\}

3 \\N

£ 10 \\

)

do 5

RE

&

8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00

i8] Time

Y

!

£

T s

24

=

&3

w2

o,

R

% 0 8:00 10:00 12:00 14:00 16:00 18:00
f 8] Time

A B A C TR s D 453 B wlohi 0] 5 F . il

A : Emergence stage; B: Branching stage; C: Flowering stage; D: Podding stage; E: Seed filling stage; F: Ripening

stage.

B2 ARSGETEERBRXEHFRLEGER
Fig. 2 The net photosynthetic rate of soybean plants in different growth

stages under different treatments
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Fig. 3 The 1000-seed weight (A) and yield (B) of soybean under different treatments
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Fig. 4 The soybean protein (A) and oil content (B) under different treatments
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