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Effects of Endophytic Fungi on Aeration and Water-holding Capacity of Rhizosphere Soil of Paspalum wettsteinii
DENG Hui-hua (Fujian Soil and Water Conservation Experimental Station, Fuzhou , Fujian 350001 )

Abstract
water-holding capacity in rhizosphere soils of Paspalum wettsteinii were analyzed by measuring soil bulk density, porosity and water contents of

[ Objective ] To study the influence of grass endophytic fungi symbiont on soil properties. [ Method ] In the study,the aeration and

endophyte-infected and endophyte-free soil. [ Result | Compared with the endophytic fungi of Talaromyces pinophilus and Marasmius ,the endo-
phytic fungi of Neoechinochaeta telephoni had better improvement effect on the aeration and water-holding capacity of rhizosphere soil of Paspal-
um paspalum. However ,since the observation wasn’t in a long term,the differences in soil physical characteristics of endophyte-infected and
endophyte-free Paspalum wettsteinii were not obvious. [ Conclusion ] This research is of great significance for understanding the interaction

mechanism among grass hosts, endophytic fungi and soil.
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Fig. 1 Bulk density of the rhizosphere soil of Paspalum wettstein-
ii under different endophytic fungi treatments
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Fig.2 Rhizosphere soil porosity of Paspalum wettsteinii under

different endophytic fungi treatments
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Table 1 Correlation analysis of soil bulk density, porosity and water-holding capacity of Paspalum wettsteinii rhizosphere

by KE EETLBE AEBEFLBE JAFLBRRE
Treatment Bulk density Capillary porosity Non-capillary porosity Total porosity
CK S K HK -0.814" -0.051 0.785" 0.811"
BERKE -0.295 0.739* -0.079 0. 654
EEERKE -0.765" 0.572 0.990* * 0.514
FHEFEK & -0. 486 0.267 -0. 109 0.147
EF1 KRR -0.948" " 0.537 0.935 " 0.759" *
EBERKE -0.906" * -0.403 0.819" " 0.703 "
FEEERKE -0.938" " 0.595" 0.969" * 0.764"*
FH (Al 7k -0. 550 0. 083 0.551 0.672"
EF2 IRk -0.776" -0.302 0. 659 0.637
BEHKE -0. 458 0.926" " 0.725" 0.59%4
EEERKE -0.887"" 0.884" " 0.996 " * 0. 031
FH (Al 7K -0.458 0.908 " * 0. 695 0.615
EF3 KRR -0.974** -0. 386 0.225 -0.187
EEFKE -0.871"" 0.044 -0.309 -0.393
EEERKE -0.552 0.805" 0.897"* 0.234
FH ()R K -0.864" " 0.010 -0.129 -0. 174

T FORAE 0. 05 RP2EF R, = = FORTE 0. 01 KF- 2257 B

Note: * indicates significant correlation at the 0. 05 level, * # indicates significant correlation at the 0. 01 level
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