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TERFHHE. TEMARSG
i+ FAMEE 0
BOH B T R HHE

1 (PHAERMBHE RS A m B 232 b, Bedims 712100)
2 (PGALARMB K2R B, Beptidg e 712100)

FE: TN TEMA L SR AMEBE R Z PR RIS R TR OCR, 20055 HNHN . TR
PS8 7N EL (T R 2R B8 SR AR BRI R B LI RE i, B T AME EWIFN 2 FEPE . 7E5> B IM4)E 28T AME
B, Bk F B (Glomus)20 Ff, £ #1 % % J& (Diversispora)2 #, [ %% % J& (Archaeospora)2 #, o1 % & )8
(Acaulospora)d®l, H R Py BkEEEL(G. intraradices)F7H B J5 222 (Ar. leptotichum) (143 S5 A It o FH 2 H A
4243 HT(path analysis)Z S W1, AMECRF O 5 13 HUTCRIBUEN S 5L B35 UG €L o>y HCO;
Na®s Ca®. UL HLPHH K A MAMEL A, 111S0,> K' /KA EE. Mg®™ . pHAEAN
T a) 432 M AMUCEC BT R 2 18, 38 HLBUR AMEEL 1 Shannon-Wiener 2 A1 P FE 50T B35 BB 00N CINy CO5™
K. Mg¥. FHLT. SR PHFIE 2K B 32 5% I Shannon-Wiener £ FEE 354, MTHCO; « Na'. Ca?*. SO, . Ktk
Axdh . pHRIE N U (7] 42 5% M Shannon-Wiener 2 FE R L. TURE T 45 SRR W], AMITE R AR 2 8 55 T3 R
TG BEAANE. AT, Hol . TEAMN SN ST T AMEER R, LS R0 ShRE LK
BT R K.

KRR Rk L, IR, AMITR, FEE, X2, Shannon-Wiener F M F5 4L

Effect of soil factors on arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi in saline alkaline
soils of Gansu, Inner Mongolia and Ningxia

Min Sheng', Ming Tang”’, Fengfeng Zhang®, Yanhui Huang'

1 College of Life Science, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100

2 College of Forestry, Northwest A & F University, Yangling, Shaanxi 712100

Abstract: In order to explore abuscular mycorrhizal (AM) fungal resources and reveal the relationship be-
tween soil factors and AM fungal diversity, we collected soil samples from the rhizosphere of main plants in
saline alkaline soils of Gansu, Inner Mongolia and Ningxia. A total of 28 AM fungal species were identified.
Of these, 20 species belonged to the genus Glomus, 2 to Diversispora, 2 to Archaeospora, and 4 to Acau-
lospora. The frequencies of G. intraradices and Ar. leptotichum were the highest. Correlation analysis re-
vealed that AM fungal species richness was significantly correlated with the contents of soil organic matter
and available N, while Shannon-Wiener diversity index was significantly related with soil organic matter
content. Path analysis revealed that organic matter had an significantly direct negative influence on Shan-
non-Wiener diversity index; CI, CO%, K7, Mg2+, organic matter, available P and available K directly im-
pacted Shannon-Wiener diversity index, while HCO;~, Na’, Ca’", SO,*, soluble salt, pH value and available
N indirectly affected Shannon-Wiener diversity index; CI, CO,*, HCO;, Na*, Ca*", organic matter, avail-
able P and available K directly impacted AM fungal species richness, while SO,”", K*, soluble salt, Mg**, pH
value and available N indirectly affected AM fungal species richness. Redundancy analysis revealed that the
relative abundance of 14 AM fungal species was significantly correlated with soil factors. Our results indi-
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cate that there are plenty of AM fungal species in the saline alkaline soils of the three regions, and AM fungal
diversity is related with nutrient status and contents of soluble saline and ions in soils.
Key words: saline alkaline soil, soil factor, arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi, species richness, relative abun-

dance, Shannon-Wiener diversity index

AR S N R . KRS,
F AM(arbuscular mycorrhizal) 5 % G842 & 15 F AL
H i £5 74 (Yano-Melo et al., 2003; Sheng et al.,
2009). Ak, EAMHTTE o> EALER R T AME
WREIR . AU HE . A2 REPE LR T RET)
W47 (Hildebrandt et al., 2001; Oliveira et al., 2005).
KT R IT E T — i & T/E(Wang et al.,
2004; JEEHAE, 2007). 459K, ShoM T AME B
(0 F & RS2 RS g R A 1
S 22 R IR s e (R e Al ik, 2001). KT+
BT 5AMERINCR, R R, it
o AM IT B (1) 7 -5 B2 15 398 B A M I ) AR G
(Aliasgharzadeh et al., 2001; Agwa & Abdel-Fattah
2002; BEHHAE, 2008), {HICT ERE A B4 TS
AMEL B YIFI 2 FERE 5200 Wk = 2 1) T it

W ge v, b SR A 1 B 3,630.53%10% ha,
by 4 ] ) R 1 4.88% . B P T
T 52 i X R PR R b LR 90 O R ) R
FURBRMET &M PEHAAXREE. Hy T S

F1 Hlt. TEMARGEREARENME, BRMEEE

5 NI B8 12,506. 33 x10% ha, (5N X AT A
F A b B 9.4%, v 4 [ OER R L i R
69.03%(f1 EHK, 1991). P, ASCEFE T HIR . 7
HRAZE =AX, AT L PAMERE Y
P2 FEMES TR B TR I OC R, N TR
AMELBE GEYR 0722 = RO A DA A A I TR AR B0 TR A
AR 2 R A R R LB A o

1 #MRFITTE

11 #AFRE

TEHN . T EAPN S R )
PRI 3R i, FF R A WL 1o A S 10 R A
VI HLIE IS PR, BERRIZ AR AL J5fr, BR &S
em/EHIRZ TG, EHMFEICRFEARE A5-20 cm)
IR 2 kg, di'5 2 NESH, W0 CRAERT [A]L Hb
M REHAR R P55
12 AMEERSEFEE

MR EREF 100 g T 1, K KoskeFll
Walker(1984) 1% 5 Wil B V2 1E AT AMBL B 18+ 14 7

Table 1 Plant species, elevation and locality of sampling sites in Gansu, Inner Mongolia and Ningxia
PR =) LERZ/piEN K 2L
Sampling site Plant species Elevation (m) Locality
Holrze vy 4 (Medicago sativa). /N3 (Triticum aestivum) 1,135 40°29'N, 95°36'E
Anxi County, Gansu
HR Hi#E(Gossypium herbaceum). %3¢l (Alhagi sparsifolia) 1,050 40°25'N, 94°41'E
Dunhuang County, Gansu
ERZi k! VYPA(Elaegnus angustifolia). i (Iris lactea). 7% A% & 1,404 40°26'N, 97°00'E
Yumen Town, Gansu (Achnatherum splendens). H ¥(Glycyrrhiza uralensis)
THEITY FK(Zea mays). Z(Allium fistulosum). #i#%(Populus eu- 1,099 38°48'N, 106°16'E
Pingluo County, Ningxia phratica). ####(Ailanthus altissima). > #i(Salix gordejevii). 7K
FE(Oryza sativa). VK% (Agropyron cristatum). #j#c(Lycium
chinense). K K %i(Spartina anglica). A A %, [ fil(Nitraria
tangutorum)
P 5 PR R T A PO £ F3f]. %25 (Phragmites australis) 986 40°17'N, 111°09'E
Tuoketok County, Inner Mongolia
P S T BRI 7% B ~FHiE (Carex duriuscula). VK#E. £ % (Saliconia europaea)-
Naiman Banner, Zhelimu League, /35, I, f54k(Caragana korshinkii)
Inner Mongolia
W R RIGZE B il H 3% (Helianthus annnus). % (Leymus chinensis). i % (Carex 259 45°3'N, 121°28'E

Ke'erqin Left Middle Banner,
Inner Mongolia

kobomugi)
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B9 IR AM ZURE AR T AR S e
TIAREE, ORI TR, HE. KN, ERE
fiE T REASE R E PRI & TR b,
K FLEY. #8242, Melzer id71. PVLG fl PVL
VR, WA N B, WA T
Bt GUi RISE AR 56 DL BB 45,
HR4# Schenck Fl Perez(1988)[1{AM E.1# % & T-H1)
F1 INVAM(http://invam.caf. wvu.edu) &4t 1 45 7€ 7%
Kl IS0 JUERRIHFRUEC SRR, 4218
Walker F1 SchiiBler(2004) 1] 5> K R G HATFIE %52
1.3 EHWLIBLMERANE

K JH B TR B it PR AR A V5 (GB7871-87) il i 1
MUTS B Bl 0200 e BN IR & B i 3 4
B LU (092 (GB12297-90) I 5 B AU P; - £ TR 3 it
T W W (GB7856-87) Ml i 3 RL K HA A7 2% (GB-
7859-87) I & pHAE; v i K5 7 4% 25 (GB78-
71-87); X5 7 71 k W 5E COs> FTHCO; (GB7871
-87); JE T A G BRI EK T Na® Ca™ s Mg™*
(GB7871-87); Tt & 41 Lb it vk Wl & SO, (GB7871-
87); Wit 2h 4 AT AX W 52 CI(GB7871-87)( il + H.,
2000).

1.4 AMEEMBIEE. MENS BIEFENZE

P F= e fR — AN EBE P AME B ECH .« 5
B E TE R REA SR R S R (%)
= A AM BB JE R 0 R S R R X
100%.

FHGE 22 48 Pl I A AR S5 LE BE I8 S 0 R 0 1)
ECAI o ASHIF ST HR HRRE 55 AMUEL B Rl 0 1 55
BT, BN MR 2 ERA%) = HREE S
AMEL B SR A7 5 5 R R AT AM B A1 2
$X 100%.

A 3K H Shannon-Wiener 2 #7445 £ (H) K £
& AM IT B [ 4 B 2 K 1 (Shannon & Weaver,
1963).

1.5 HIRHH

KMISo AT FIIE 1243 M1 (path analysis) 7 {2 F
5% 7 4 3 X 7 6 AM B B AP =E R Shannon-
Wiener % F£ P $8 20 ¥) 52 1 (SAS  version 8.0, SAS
Institute, 2001). 34273 HT A2 7 %A 10 20 1) FE At
e, EREAR BB RN IEFUR R R B AR B
AR /NS 7 ). T8 A% R 1A T 34T A
oA, BEME LU AH OG0 M AL B8 22 (145 )R (5 /N1

Kk, 2001).

KHITU4 S5 43 F (redundancy  analysis, RDA)J7
03 M AR 5 AMECTE MR ARG 22 B2 22 8] ) 5%
Z(Canoco for Windows 4.5, Microcomputer Power,
Ithaca, USA).

2 R

21 AMEEMEIERE . Shannon-Wiener% #1415
HE T I1EB IR

$tEER L REIICT . SO4* . CO3*+ HCO5 « Na'.
K'\ Ca®. Mg™". K¥thE4asth. THLR. P,
UMK SN M pHAE 55 R ATl e, H i
0 M K K 8.20-3,064.76 mg/kg . 72.43-102.95
mg/kg. 0-38.88 mmol/kg. 0.64-27.67 mmol/kg.
18.49-1,858.72 mg/kg. 15.18-672.36 mg/kg. 8.27—
1,776.34 mg/kg. 21.45-1,354.79 mg/kg. 0.04-1.42
mg/kg. 0.08-1.93%. 3.60-134.73 mg/kg. 38.63—
1,304.17 mg/kg. 11.91-106.88 mg/kgH17.69-10.14.
AM L B i1 3 Fl Shannon-Wiener 2 A 14 §5 075
FEIAK I 42-10F10.20-2.0.
2.2 AMERHRYHR

TEHIR . T E AN S it b 3 5 e 28
AMILH, o EREEE 5 (Glomus)20F, £ fR2E% R
(Diversispora)2#f, 5 %5 J& (Archaeospora)2 i, ¢
1 %€ 57 J5 (Acaulospora)4 #(£2) . AMEL B & f) 73 125
AR CLER A & fe mr, 1K896.7%, LK R TE R &
(83.3%), JoAHERT )& B fk(36.7%). 1E28FI AMELE
Hh MR N ERFE AL (G, intraradices) Fl A R 8 FE (AT
leptotichum) 73 255 5 5 51 (80.0%) o
23 TIEREFXAMEE # 89 E E FShannon-
Wiener % #1435 £ a0 22

AR AT 45 R, AME R FE R SHL
JRAE NG &= B B3 7149 9%, Shannon-Wiener%
FEVEFREC S AL 8 52 2 3 R DR (3R3) . ARy
Mrahi R BoR, & LR 15 AM I B Rl =F B H
PRI B2 A LU Shannon-Wiener 2 A1
FEBOCEAT W BN CT L CO5™ L HCO5 \ Na's
Ca™ . ATHUTT. 24P A3 R0 L4 5% T AMLEL T ol
2R, S0, Ky KiEME4xEh. Mg™.  pHAN
AN ) 32 S M AMEL R K R CTL COs™ s
K™y Mg . ML, o AP F I &K 2 5% i
Shannon-Wiener% FEPEFR %L, MHCO; + Na'. Ca®'.
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Table 2 Frequency of AM fungal genera and species in saline alkaline soils

AMEHFE Iy B AME M E I B
Genera and species of AM fungi Frequency (%) Genera and species of AM fungi Frequency (%)
JCHi#E 57 )8 Acaulospora 36.7 WIERFER G. clarum 6.7
WECHEER A lacunosa 33 4rBk R G. constrictum 66.7
AERETCHESERE A, rugosa 6.7 FlEERPERF G. coronatum 26.7
4N SR %E4% A, scrobiculata 16.7 ZEeE#ER G. diaphanum 3.3
I ICHI e A. spinosa 16.7 Rk #ES G. fasciculatum 10.0
|5 %57 )% Archaeospora 83.3 Hpk#EH; G. geosporum 76.7
¥ KGR FERE Ar. gerdemannii 6.7 RN EkEER: G. intraradices 80.0
HEREJEFET Ar. leptotichum 80.0 AREIRFER G. manihotis 233
2 ¥ )8 Diversispora 76.7 FEVEERTEFE G. mosseae 333
HAEL LR D. etunicatum 33 [ R ERPER G. pansihalos 33
E L R D. versiforme 73.3 FHERHERE G. pustulatum 16.7
HFELEJE Glomus 96.7 MRERFERE G. reticulatum 33
BMNERHER G. aggregatum 6.7 PRk ¥ES G. tenebrosum 433
IR G. albidum 33 TRERRBEFT G. trimurales 3.3
WINERZERE G. australe 26.7 PEBEERBERE G. verruculosum 20.0
JEWEkFEEE G. claroideum 13.3 WHEEREERT G. vesiculiferum 33

#3 TIERTFS5AMEEMAIERE (SR)FIShannon-Wiener % #£MHE15#1(H) I HE = R %8

Table 3 Correlation coefficients (r) between soil properties and AM fungal species richness (SR) and Shannon-Wiener diversity

index (H)
Cl SO/ COs HCO; Na K Ca™ Mg JkiEthadh pH AHUR MNP HRK HAUN
Soluble salt Organic Available P Available K Available N
matter
SR -0.36 0.16 023 0.17 -0.210 0.0084 —0.0055 -0.082 0.071 022 -0.55 -0.14 0.021 —0.44
H -026 021 0.11 0.15 -0.092 0.069 0.058 0.0410 0.130 0.14 —048 -0.29 0.048 -0.32

"P<<0.05 Significant at 0.05 level

SO « KW T4 2 o pH M IE &% N ) JA] 332 5% i
Shannon-Wiener % #-1: fi5 S (R 4138 5) . A UL, A AL
Ji & 5 R AM R TR Pl =F B2 AT Shannon-
WienerZ FEPEFRECC REBCA V), X HA HEN#
M o
24 TEEFIAMEREMAIEX % E R EG

I3 vt S AR 2 B >16.7% 1 14
R AMELC IR AR 2 B, SR )5 L OCAR BE o A 5 ik 4y
T 3R 1 5 AM IR R A 2 2 TRl DR &R
SERLEIR, AME R IAIG 2 1S LN F R
BFEMHFNEP = 0.048), R £ 2255 (D. ver-
siforme) Fil i B i 2 25 (1) A1 X 22 J5E 5 RN RAT AL
T IR, SR, KEtE4 . HCOs .
BRK. K. COs% . S04, Na' & &R+ pHH &
TR SE, HCa MIMg™ & Jo . A 48 25 (A

spinosa) F1 41 [U] G 1 % 25 (A, scrobiculata) ¥+ Xt £
& 5 Na" & A e pHAE 2 IEASC, SN, L
Jis Ca®'y Mg” R P& B ARG, 5K b4
. HCO; . MK, K'. CO MSOS ERILK.
SRR BR B B A s A R (B 1)

3 itig

CAWFTUR ], LA T AME R 1) 5 Al
AT FE Y (Agwa & Abdel-Fattah, 2002). AHF5T
iR KU L IEpHMAE S AM H B 1 3= & F
Shannon-Wiener 2 FEPEFREOL G, U AMIL B Rl
R D A5 C R ES = A1 S v QT (v == e i = 4004
RS T AMEL TR 1) 77 £ T -5 SCAM L 13 F R A G
ZIEREA . CAWFIUIESE, FRAKEE L mif
T SRR 22 2R DL B 2200 1 R AR
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Table 4 Path analysis of correlation between soil factors (x;) and AM fungal species richness ()

X2y o XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY Xn—Y XY XY Xy
X1 -0.24 0.07 -0.04 -0.02 -0.20 -0.03 —-0.002 0.24 —-0.01 0.04 -0.40 -0.01 0.09 0.14
X2 0.06 —0.28 0.22 0.07 -0.04 -0.01 0.002 —0.09 0.00008 -0.11 0.67 -0.01 0.01 -0.34
X3 0.02 -0.11 0.56 0.09 -0.13  -0.04 0.001 0.06 -0.01 -0.12 0.34 -0.21 0.13 -0.36
X4 0.04 -0.14 0.38 0.13 -0.09 -0.04 0.001 0.07 -0.01 -0.10 0.17 -0.19 0.11 -0.18
Xs -0.17 —-0.05 0.27 0.04 =027 -0.04 —-0.0003 0.20 —-0.01 -0.04 —-0.06 -0.10 0.14 -0.12
X6 -0.10 -0.04 0.30 0.08 -0.16 =0.07  —0.0007 0.36 -0.01 —-0.05 -0.21 -0.22 0.18 —-0.05
X7 —-0.09 0.14 -0.16 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 —0.005 0.15 -0.01 0.10 -0.24 0.00 0.04 0.13
Xs -0.13 0.06 0.07 0.02 -0.12  -0.06 —-0.002 0.44 -0.01 0.01 -0.52 -0.16 0.15 0.16
Xo -0.14 0.00 0.29 0.04 -0.18 -0.06 —-0.002 035 =0.02 —-0.03 -0.13 -0.16 0.17 -0.07
X0 0.06 -0.19 0.41 0.09 -0.07 -0.02 0.003 -0.04 -0.003 -0.16 0.62 —-0.05 0.03 -0.47
X1 —-0.08 0.15 —-0.15 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 —0.0009 0.18 —-0.002 0.08 —1.26 -0.12 0.04 0.65
Xi2 -0.003  —0.005 0.28 0.06 -0.07 -0.04 0.00002 0.17 -0.01 -0.02 -039 =041 0.15 0.13
Xi3 —-0.09 —-0.01 0.33 0.07 -0.17 -0.06 —0.0008 0.31 —-0.01 -0.02 -0.24 -0.28 0.22 -0.01
Xi4 —-0.05 0.13 -0.28 -0.03 0.04  0.005 -0.0009 0.10 0.00 0.10 -1.13 -0.07 -0.002 0.73

XX HFEC . S04, COs* . HCO; . Na'y K'. Ca*'. Mg™.

Bl R R, o N RIZE A AR R
Xi—X14 respresent CI, SO,*, CO;*, HCO;5, Na', K, Ca?", Mg?", soluble salt, soil pH, organic matter, available P, available K, and available N, re-
spectively. The underlined numbers are direct path correlation coefficients, and other numbers are indirect path correlation coefficients.

KA. pH.

#=5 TIEETF(x)5AMEEShannon-Wiener % #E 15 H(y) BB R 4
Table 5 Path analysis of correlation between AM fungal Shannon-Wiener diversity index (y) and soil factors (x;)

AP AP, BMK. HHN; RHH FRLENE

Xi=y X2y XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY XY Xis2Y o Xuoy
X -0.73 0.06 -0.03 -0.004 0.18 0.06 —0.03 029  0.01 0.06 —0.46 -0.01 0.12 0.21
X2 0.19 =022 0.15  0.01 0.04 0.02  0.03 -0.11 -0.0001 -0.17 0.78 -0.01 0.01  -0.53
X3 0.05  -0.09 038  0.01 0.12 0.08  0.02 0.07  0.01 —-0.18 0.39 -0.38 0.17  -0.55
X4 0.14  -0.11 026  0.02 0.08 0.09  0.02 0.09  0.01 —-0.16 0.20 -0.35 0.14  -0.27
Xs -0.53  -0.03 0.18  0.01 0.25 0.09 -0.005 024 0.01 -0.06 -0.07 -0.19 0.19  -0.18
X6 -030  -0.03 020  0.01 0.15 0.15 -0.01 0.44  0.02 -0.08 -0.25 -0.41 024  -0.08
X7 -0.28 0.11  -0.11 -0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.07 0.18  0.01 0.15 -0.28 0.00 0.05 0.20
Xs -0.41 0.04 0.05  0.003 0.12 0.12  -0.02 0.53  0.02 0.02  —-0.60 -0.29 0.20 0.25
X9 —-0.42 0.00 0.19  0.01 0.17 0.12  -0.03 042 0.02 -0.04 -0.15 -0.29 023  -0.11
Xi0 0.19  -0.15 028  0.01 0.06 0.05  0.04 -0.04 0.004 -0.25 0.72 -0.09 0.04 -0.73
Xi1 -0.23 0.12  -0.10 -0.003 0.01 0.02 -0.01 022 0.002 0.12 -146° 0.3 0.06 1.01
Xi2 -0.01 0.00 0.19  0.01 0.07 0.08 0.0002 020  0.01 -0.03 -045 -0.75 0.20 0.19
Xi3 -029 -0.01 022  0.01 0.16 0.12  -0.01 037  0.02 -0.03 -0.28 —-0.52 029  -0.01
Xi4 -0.14 0.10 -0.19 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.12  -0.002 0.16 -1.31 -0.13 0.00 1.1

xi—xis ARERME X AFRL, "P<0.05; RrhA NULE N EHBBERE, L NgE hnEER R,
Xi—X14 correspond the same soil factors in Table 4. " Significant at 0.05 level. The underlined numbers are direct path correlation coefficients, and
other numbers are indirect path correlation coefficients.
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s : E1l HEEPAMEEML
183 % ERITURE 5 #T1(RDA)
EES
Fig. 1 Ordination from a re-
dundancy analysis (RDA)
: showing the relationship (P =
P I 0.048) between the relative
ﬂﬁﬂzi{;‘ G. geosporum abundance of AM fungal spe-
i o REIREE G. manihotis cies and soil factors
R TEAFEE A. spinosa
WRLWERE D. versiforme ®e 41 f”ﬁﬁﬁ%.% ;i E;Ecirjtgl;z_gculata
= .. @ . PEREIRFEEEE G. verruculosym
~ R [REE Ar. leptotichum gk §+G‘ consivictum
é S FIERBRE G.-pustulatum. -, \ - ip H e =)
RSB ZG. corgngir \ PRI G ~g 67>
LHERRZER G, te.nez OS: i ’t‘ BN intraradiee 0.2-
HHUFE Organic master ?
AN Available N | W BRIERS australl
g AP AvailablOd
' QUK Available K
Mgl i
ST HCO;
K4 #E Soluble salt
I I [ I I
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
RDAI1

FI AR B 5 T G M AM L TR 1) 7 # (5 0 O 4,
2004). PR R 1) L R B A AT AMEL B A,
ik vy PR pH AL I 23 6 AM L BT 1R 7 #8774 il 4
(i L SFAE, 2004).

g v B - e vy BR A T BRI A 0 IR
43 K53 IR fE 7 (van Hoorn et al., 2001), 53
T A N B 45 R RO D RERRAR,, 251 P4l 2k, it
B 55 B (Maas & Grieve, 1987), M3kl
(4 K BT Juniper Al Abbott(2006) i 57 & B+
3 % AM B B (W0 3€ W JE B % % Scutellospora
calosporafllJEEE LA BEREA. laevis) B A 1T & LA
M2 KRR T RAMEWER . CT LI
X AM H OB AR b 3 b g AT B 5% W, Agwa Al
Abdel-Fattah(2002) A & 1 48 £6 J X 2= Je $hamg 1= vp
AMEL R 50 A AT 25200, 1 Wilde %5 (2009) 75
BV 22 07 T b0 SR AR AR I AMOEL TR Y 40 A
5 BTG NAREG R kG, TSR EL
KB T(SO4 . COs™ . Ca?'. Mg*'. HCO; . CI'.
Na'. K% & B 5 AM EC i i) 32 & AT Shannon-
Wiener 2 FEPEFR B TC ¢, (HEIE W T — L AM L B

L= 7A
o

RIS 2, G k%45 (G. australe). 2 A EK
P . FEVUBRPE T (G. mosseae). Pt HE BRHE 5 (G.
verruculosum). 4iBRFEFF(G. constrictum). HiFE L
PG, TEREE RPN B ER 45 (G, pustulatum) 55

.
2,

WEFEUESE, T IR IIE ) v 2 PR AMEL 18 1) 7
PR Bi PECANE AN AR Be AR, 2000). 57 BTFR 431,
DAPHIAME IR 1) 56 R d b B ), AP &l wiss
FHUE EHPI R 53 W 85 R A AL A (Tawaraya
et al., 1996), HIHIAME 1 1 AK . K E I 6E
(Tawaraya et al., 1994) A FR A TR 5 AGH
BAONFr i 5 AMEL B AP (1) 32 52 52 00 2 SRORH O, Tk
P A ALK Fr 5 AM I R PP ) 3 i A Shannon-
Wiener45 00O, {H 1857 Wy — 8 AM L 1 F 1R AH
X2

HAAFEMME, AR TEAEYRS RS
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