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improve the fitness of both plant and fungal symbionts . effect seems to be negative, while its effect on
(Johnson, 1997). HRe Ratibida columnifera is very slightly positive. This
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e Mycorrhizae symbiotic relationship can exist anywhere within S osf | | then the most likely explanation to our results is that
a large spectrum of parasitic to mutualistic associations during the sterilization a negative factor, possibly a
(Klironomos, 2003). 5 ) % 3 parasite, was removed from the soil, allowing better

e Plants tend to grow more effectively with their native fungi e growth from the plants in the SN and SI treatments.
compared to commercial fungi inoculant (Rowe, 2007). Our hypothesis was not correct. The opposite

2 hes: was true for the common sunflower and the
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ypothesis ! LN s SN differences in the mexican hat flower growth was not

e Plant height, leaf area, and biomass will all be greatest in Treatment large enough to be considered significant.
treatments of soil that is not sterilized and possesses Error Bars: 95% Cl For future research the experiment should be
mycorrhizae and soil that is not sterilized but does not Figure 1: Mean total biomass as a function of repeatec_i 11 a 511:1111?“ faZhIOH but with heXi(_Ta T
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resent because of sympatric associations between the natural no parasitic bacteria or organisms. The results could
P | | ymp be compared to confirm or deny the presence of a
mycorrhizal species and the plants. negative factor in the live soil other than the native
" mycorrhizae.
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was recorded. At the end of the experiment plant bilomass, Figure 2: Mean height of Helianthus Figure 3:_Mean he_1ght of Ratibida Inoculum for Six Native Montane Species and Bromus tectorum.

annuus during week 3 as a function of columnifera during week 3 as a Restoration Ecology 15: 44—52.

height, and leaf area were measured. The plants were placed in a treatment function of treatment. _ _
randomized order under the grow lights {o ensure equal growing Soleimanzadeh, H.. 2012. Response of Sunflower (Helianthus annuus L.)

. To Inoculation with Mycorrhiza Under Different Phosphorus
COl‘ldl’[%OI‘lS for all treatment levels. The plants were harYeSted Levels. American-Eurasian J. Agric. & Environ. Sci. 12: 337-341.
and dried after 8 weeks to measure the root and shoot biomass.

. S Results van der Heijden, M.G.A.,, 1998. Mycorrhizal fungal diversity determines
We used ANOVA in SPSS to measure the Slgnlflcance of our e For Total Biomass we had a signifi cant effect for soil plant biodiversity, ecosystem variability and productivity. Nature
results.

S 396: 69-72.
treatment (F=7.14, P=.011). No significant effect for
innoculum treatment. Refer to figure 1.
e For Ha height in week 3 we had a significant effect
from soil treatment (F=20.28, P=0.00). No significant
effect for inoculum treatment. Refer to figure 2.
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e No significant effect between treatment levels for
mean leaf area was found.




