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Effects of mowing, AM fungal inoculation and phosphorus application on
growth of Citrus sinensis and Stylosanthes gracilis in a rhizobox

YAO Qing', ZHU Hong-hui’, HU Zhi-qun', CHEN Jie-zhong'
(1 College of Horticulture, South China Agric. Univ. , Guangzhou 510642, China;
2 Guangdong Institute of Microbiology , Guangzhou 510070, China)

Abstract: Rhizobox was employed to stimulate the sod culture orchard, with Citrus sinensis and Stylosanthes
gracilis as plant material. The effects of grass mowing, arbuscular mycorrhizal inoculation and P application on
minimizing the competition between fruit tree and grass were investigated. Results indicated that 3 practices alle-
viated the inhibiting effect of grass on citrus at different magnitude, leading to increased plant height, leaf num-
ber and dry matter. Grass mowing took the greatest effect among 3 practices, resulting in a sharply decreased

R/S, which implied a mediated nutrient competition following inhibition of root growth by grass mowing.
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VA% 53 #5 Citrus sinensis (L.) Osbeck. cv. Luo-
gangcheng 148 HL 18 45 76 B Stylosanthes gracilis H. B.
K. cv. Graham FBFRIRM , kRS KEM T,
He=10%8 KO, RKAFEEEHEMTEHETR, X
FEREMERL, ZEEKE 2~3 FEMEREEL
KY—WEEBRIIRET . SAEERFH 60 C
JKHEZF 5 min J§ TH BB M FE B EIRE .
RAEAANBEBARE AR, K. & 25k 30.3.40
em. FIEA TR LT Pk L A Y IR A (R
Heo 3:1:1), B IRFEE 4 ke, EHEDHPRAE
A 1BRSEAE, AR P RAERE 20 EEE
MF,I0dFEEE 108,

B LA BN E) R AM R R 3 #A
T, RS M, B AEIRER . 4B 1T
BUOARTERE(RBEPRBERMEABEAE); 43 2
HATERE + HEIEEXME (EK 2 A BH#T 1 RN
E L BERERN 15 om); 403 3 HATEDE + HF AM
HE (3% w=5%0 LBIA M AM EEEFA); 4038

4 AR e 3h M (A AF 2B 0 0 H A 50 mg/kg
FIP(KH,PO,) ;438 55t B8 2) 2 SR B [ #R 46
38 4 HEHEA 50 me/kg B P(KH,PO,) ]. 4bFH 2 &
THHEALAER EBERTEEH HEBEHR4NMARE
BRI E

P48 70 BUHE Ak B H B, 40 ) O A B o
BB IR AR, BUL R R G b, bk
WA 70 CHTEEFRE, MEEYE 45 2
RHAEEM A BAEME T RS BIEEY
EREITERAELL ; B SPSS 11.0 ST 84 XF $ iE F
TEE L (LSD) 247
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e 5 ANALTRD A EE 1(XTER 1) AR K R R,
AR S(STHER 2) MR K BR AT, 3 NMABHE A HE
HBEHBER(E D). LB 1M FHECH 16.3, BE#
T 4038 5, B AR FH A 3 ML A3 1 MR E R
18.6 cm, BEHMLTALEE 5 FIALTE 4, (R FALHE 2
ML 33 FAEYEMS R 3 58, HAih 3 b
HWAYENBERTLAE L. £ 3 MABERS,
Ab3E 2 XA A K MR AR R AT, SR AR IR
TFTEZEE A S, M 3 WREINREZE, &I
i TALE 1.
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Tab. 1 Effects of 3 practices on the growth indexes of Citrus sinensis plant

b3 treatment -7 L B plant height Hy AR A ALY E R R/S
leaf number /cm shoot biomass / g root biomass/g
ALFE 1 treatment 1 16.3 a 18.6 a 0.96 a 0.9 a 1.05b
438 2 treatment 2 19.0 ab 23.6 abc 1.47 be 1.41 ¢ 0.97 ab
4438 3 treatment 3 18.7 ab 19.3 ab 1.24 ab 1.18 ab 0.95 ab
438 4 treatment 4 18.7 ab 23.9 be 1.32 be 1.23 be 0.93 ab
AbZE 5 treatment 5 21.7b 24.6 c 1.54 ¢ 1.22 be 0.80 a
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FEHA 4 MabE b 4038 (TR DMEKEYR R
AR T A 3 403, TTALEE 3 FAb3E 4 MAERR A
YIESAE SR )W EREYEREER.
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Tab. 2 Effects of 3 practices on the plant growth
of Stylosanthes gracilis

i W EIEWE RELEYE BHEL
treatment shoot biomass /g root biomass/g  R/S
4b38 1 treatment 1 6.43 b 1.43b 0.22b
4b8 2 treatment 2 3.34a 0.42 a 0.13a
4b3E 3 treatment 3 13.05 ¢ 2.55¢ 0.20b
AbH 4 treatment 4 11.69 ¢ 2.46 ¢ 0.21b
AbH 5 treatment 5 12.64 ¢ 2.45¢ 0.19b
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