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Abstract; Arbuscular mycorrhizal ( AM) fungal colonization in the roots of 17 common plant species were measured to
analysis the phylogenetic conservatism of AM colonization that are believed to be plant functional traits. The results showed
that there were no phylogenetic signals of AM colonization, and its extant significant variation was explained more by
relatively recent than ancient divergences in the phylogeny, suggesting that closely related plant lineages had no similar
traits. Our study systematically reports the relationships between plant phylogeny and AM colonization in an alpine meadow

ecosystem, and highlights no significant relevance between plant phylogeny and AM colonization .
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Y R G % F (Plant phylogeny) R RS KRR, SR EE X, B8 HY Y F g1k s

BERWE WK AARHFEEESE (31500427)  HiE ARFIFHFEREA (2016-2J-957Q) 5 I 1 J5 B 42 (2015M582735) 5 Bl 43 2% B 1 AFBHL
QUBEEA: (XYZK1505) 5 B AR 2% e - 2542 (XYBY1602)

75 B H#5:2016-03-21; ¥ £& HH kit B 81 :2016- 00- 00

# IAMEZH Corresponding author. E-mail ; fenghy@ lzu.edu.cn

http ://www.ecologica.cn



2 S % 378

RO ARTE R A AL I R h I Al )57 8 S 5 HAB A IR Z T Y 2R G R . IR LR — 2R AE ek H B
1+, B 80% i A A W AR R T B B AR B BB A R S b b b R AR S RGO TG AR A
A AR B BRI A A X U AR TS R SR A B B RE A Sk [, A A
IR BT BB AKAE S L A, i — BB A 2 W TR AR B R A A VR | R W
S BEEEARKMIER Y . KEFRC SR AHY) R 5L T R MR 25 AR B i B S R 4
Ja S AR R Gk S A R B 1 S R R R AR SR O R 1 2
P4 P AR EC B A0 (R e B AR LT SR, L BB ST 2 B AR AR ST M Ok 4 08 R 5 A A T AR LT
( Ectomycorrhiza, ECM) %%} & #2 ( Orchid Mycorrhiza, OM) B B 2 [1] f) 5& &, X} T A B AR (arbuscular
mycorrhizal , AM)E%EQ1’§‘%7KSF5$E%%2%%%@ H R RAAIEHE %TEE,$X(J‘H%T%%$@%7E%
e 17 B AR N AM BRI RO 2 0 MAE IR DIREHE, REEKE 3 D2 T AM B =
PRI 2SR, BTERTMEY ARG LT S AM HRAZ YK R OCHR . R AE SO IR BIE MY RS OC R
HGI (R A S T RERREEAR L, R IL , 2838 TN S5 2% 06 22 G (AR AR I AM BT A9 4= e K S AR 4B
SR RGBS

1 #MREFE

1.1 FEHb AR 5 ke it

AR IS RAE A7 T 7 8 e SR AR O P H 2 H S it B B BL R R M BRA EEh 35°58'N, 101°537
E, 4K 3500 m, ZHHAEESR 1.2°C AR & L AUE , HF SRR 1 A4 -10°C 5 mn) 7 3
11.7°C AESERI R K8 620 mm , 4F H FRIE] 28 2580 h, HE#E 2 A2 DLk 55k F2 i v 28 ), A 38 b
W B ( Kobresia humilis ) , 3E R B¢ 0% 5 ( Elymus nutans ) , ¥ 90 Z% % 3% ( Potentilla anserina ) 5 % & 2% 3k
(Aconitum gymnandrum) 4§, TIRRA R B L  ARKFEHS—9 H,

2012 4F 8 H 22 H ,fE—H 20 mx20 m A F A b, BEHLERL 3 4 2 mx2 m B9/NX FERES/INX P B L
PEFE 3 1> 50 emx50 em WIRETT , AT IZAE Ty T A AR 0 3 & B8, R 5 A v VA R R 595 R DU TR, T
e 3 A NX I AR RIRTE 3 AS/NX AT B ARTE I, 78BS /IN DX N B AR 32 U B AR A
Ja RA BN — A YIRAREE S . TR XA 2k A4 AR, R 4 EAR R VB AR MEAR
PR R AIAREE R I ASIF S AS T 17 N, 36 51 AMREE, (38 1, M4 B R A 87 2K R 5 HE
) o BT A ARRERR B E T BN TEGIR UK & A7, 24 h AT I SE g0 3 A B, R HR/IN T T A 0 72 A
TR TIOR8 XS A BN ZS B v, T e gs X £ 3 &K 58 42.2% ,pH {H2R 7.12, B N
EH N 26 me/kg, B N N 14.47 mg/kg, 3L P &40 1.78 mg/kg,

1.2 HAEGL @A AM YR A E

B —HE R BEALPR L 50 MREL 78 80°C /KA 109%KOH 1A AL H 25 min J& , B T 2% HCL Hizfk
30 min, H 0.05%I) Trypan blue Y3 (w/v, %K M FLER: Hl: K = 1:1:1 IR AW % 1 00T Y28 40—50
min, & TWEWE (v/v, FLB: HhK = 1:1:0) th i e, B 2—3 d J5 L) PVLG (R CHREE 1.66 g, ZEMK 10
mL, FLIR 10 mL, H¥H 1 mL; S R ECH] ) S 8800 5 9 6058 i AR Be Fe il ik A% o 78 10x20 A% b
T2 A E AM SN AR AR YR WRR e R R B AR Y 3, B FE i 2= /0T 52 200 S EF
IMNEAR YRR (AC) BT AM LB S A 814 A8 #e (9 3 T, MR AR LR (VC) BT AM L A 1 400 o i 47 1)
&, AC/VC BT AM B 7EY) 53 5 it A7 D e ] A AU
1.3 Sitoadr

TE SPSS 16.0 # A4 (SPSS Inc.) H T A G 1E HEAT arsin 54k 5 K 56 HOE 50 & 5 22551 (Levene's K5
B) o SRR I 20k AM B R YR Y Rl B D REREK P19 22 5, ffi ] LSD ( Least-Significant
Difference ) ¥ 7F 95% I B 5 /KA i E MR . RS R Coefficient of variation, Cv) KR AEA[EAEY)
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BEZIE] AM H R YR BEHRFRIE  HAT R A SO R Cv = (FaiEDR2E SE / P4 {H Mean) x 100%

R1 FHRPAEREENNERER

Table 1 The basic information of all collected plant in this study

5% s A it A HARIL
No Chinese name Family Function group Life story traits Relative
abundance/ %
1 JEWAEL Thalictrum aquilegifolium BEE LS ZARERIAR 1.00
2 %85 13 Aconitum gymnandrum BEE LS ZAFE R 1.34
3 FHI T Hypecoum erectum WSERL PES AR R 1.34
4 TS ZE LR Potentilla anserina R HeBig EZRE N 3.01
5 FHFETE Medicago sativa R EES ZAFERIAR 8.03
6 BT Elsholizia densa JBIEE HeBg EZ R N 1.34
7 BT Galium verum PERER} S EZ TN 7.69
8 YNNG 2 Ajania tenuifolia Eopas eSS EZCEN RN 10.70
9 KEEHE Leontopodium japonicum Bk} e S ZAREEA 3.01
10 WAL Artemisia roxburghiana HBk eSS EZCENEN 2.01
11 LR Anaphalis lactea R LB BARIE A 3.01
12 FHH Ak Allium przewalskianum HEER P S ZAFERIAR 1.34
13 B Koeleria glauca RAFE} REH ZAFE R 1.34
14 FEFEPEIARL Elymus nutans RAEL RHFH ZARAEFAR 20.40
15 HBL3E Festuca sinensis RAFE N ES ZARIE AR 2.39
16 B BEF Agrostis matsumurae RAFL KRB ZAIERIR 2.34
17 IR Kobresia humilis PR P S ZARIE AR 23.75

i) R G IR TG APG 11 RG5H < R20120829° VR G , #i[H]  Phylomatic”® FEF ST, MY &R
%2 KB W BYEK AL Phylocom 4.2 (hitp : //phylodiversity.net/ phylocom/ ) H1 i * Bladj’ FEFEHEATHIG " #H)
PR BN 55 B ST FE 2L ( Contribution indices, Cls) 534~ R G BY1E R {5 5 ( Phylogenetic signal ) #% FH T
BRI AM B R YK RG-S, Cls B3] Phylocom 4.2 H1i “ aotf” PRAL, Cls 4+ T 0
51 Z 18] SN T RS RGO R AT 070 SO0 BUAE DI RE R AE 22 57 19 SR 5 A SR A FEAB A4 o D RE AR AR Y
2 55 2N 43 ST RN TN R BB 1 43 3 R, M T BRRHIEAE HEA IR RSP B R 55 1Y
HEAM ] R 1B picante FEFFALH A" multiPhylosignal " BREL, FIH K (HEE"™ , 76 95% W B EKFE, %5 K > 1
RGN REMER BA R RE L TR T K<l RUPEMIBEERTERE L EFE T,

2 HREH

2.1 YR RGO L AM B R R

LI 10 B 17 DY FE AT LIg AM 2R Priz gy, Hodt 13 F(76% ) REIE UM 51, 16 i1 (94% ) 7T
DI B 2540, 13 i (76% ) 1T LY S 55 i B8 WU 254 (T 1) o AR AM 5 B 19 B AR K AR e
F(RLC; F=15.0,P <0.001) AR YLK (AC; F=4.0,P <0.001) JHFERZYLR(VC; F=11.0,P <0.001) M
Kl R YR Z L (AC/VC; F=5.1,P <0.001) ¥ EAT B &0, FraPtd, M E RLC M (97%) , %4k
FRERZ(82%) , PHFEFHAR(0.95%) (K 1a) ; AC WIHILFTE e, 15 20.7% , PAEEFE /N, UG 0.47%,
KA E T HM R BRERE YRR Y (K 1b); VO RN T HAE R 5, 3K 62.7%, K4 i/
(0.63%) , THEFEFTCIRZY (B 1c) ;AC/VC RINBEALE T e il 147, JKATE E T30 AR R wihh
0(1& 1d) ,

BT A WA 1R UL R A3 22 A5 50 st SR R AM B Y RLC(K=0.53, P=0.23) ,AC(K=0.49, P=
0.32) ,VC(K=0.74, P=0.14) 5 AC/VC(K=0.45, P=0.44) ¥R 5 & R 5% kK EF (55 140, Cls #—2
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BAIE T ARG EBESEER, RITEAE IR T AM BB 2 Y 36 00 25 57 T8 2208 ol o0 S0 ST IR I AS 2
BB ) s RARS & R0 40 1 S B A S iy Cls, R T 25% IUAF RLC (7R S (7 A, P =
0.016) ; B ERHHMFIR 5 23K 8 Z 8] 1) 4 30 SR BEM R AC BUAE2E 5719 30% (19 4 B, P=0.048) ; K]
K H RAH 5755 H A% HIRIAY 5> 301 5 e i RS iR 65% 1) VC BIF 22 57 (1945 €, P=0.022) , i i5 &AL
ARAE B 43357 s HNBEARRE 25% 19 AC/VC MILAEZES (174 D,P=0.016) (K 1), £ A .B.C.D 4 N33
W W C O A SHE D 110 MUY, 55 B IRZ(58.17 MLY) 945 A /(273 MLY) (1),

IM.Y
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Fig.1 AM colonization in the roots of all measured plants
AR IR PR (RLC, a) , ABRAER(AC, D) IBER PR (VC, o) , IS ERIERIILIL(AC: VC,d) . ZEMh 17 MY RSt
B, A B.C.D 75 B E BRI RLC.AC.VC 5 AC/VC 2Z5 10T 8i, MY HHEJTAE

2.2 EHIYIRL IHAREREKSEAY AM LR (R YLK

AM E# RLC(F=5.8,P <0.001) ,AC(F=2.7,P <0.014) ,VC(F=14.0,P <0.001) 5 AC/VC(F=3.4,P <
0.003) FEAN[FHEI R Z A 7E B 2 25 5 (B AE AR R DIRERE ] AC 5 AC/VC HIZEFAREE (P > 0.05), AHF
HAfER RLC 5 VO, BRI EA =i AC 5 AC/VC H, Hi4y 8 BHEYIR YR/ T UL R
ZI ([ 2), FEHSRABHED P K E 4 Fh (B4 EMEYIH RLC 5 AC %) Cv(RLC, 18.7%;AC,39% ) fH K
FARAR Cv(RLC,18% ;AC,26%) , T H: VC 5 AC/VC ) Cv {E(VC,31%;AC/VC,31%) H/NFARAE(VC,
66% ;AC/VC,33%) , BEFHECA 2 MR A HHAR IS (AC BRAM) 19 Cv (HI & T4 R RAF,
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EEAHEYIH RLC AC VC 5 AC/VC 1Y Cv BEU R 41% ,73% ,47% ,71% .,
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Fig.2 AM colonization at plant families level

AR (RLC, ) MMERPEAR(AC,b) JBEEIH(VC, o) TABIEHR I IL(AC:VC, )

ARSI BERERI YR YR K B wE RE S GRHEY =& A RLC 5 Ve LR FE xS BN B E ST
YREIAEY) (] 3) ;AC 5 AC/VC FEAR R REREM R B 24 2 REZKM AC 5 AC/VC HE T H2 HE
IRF B EKF PEZRI AC 5 AC/VC R 0K 3)

AWTENEE DRERES RAE LT 3 DKFRIE TR A S RGP Y RE LTS AM HEEOKF
ZIRRR SR R A Bl R G R R 3E RGBT 1A, Cls 451 0 WoR i Yy s AM
FURA R YR 1Y 22 57 S W)t 0 SO0 U AN S 7l 28 20 S0 0, U] AML LT A9 1R e A AE ) R e iR AL
BRI SR IR RN RG RRBOE Y, H AM B R KPR, X —85 RO R 3 heA
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Fig.3 AM colonization in the roots of different plant functional groups

PR KARYER(RLC, a) , ABRPER (AC,b) R GR(VC, o) A HIEBR IR (AC: VC,d) jns TR TR E 2R

PR B A T, B2 2 5 B0 IR I AP OHEAR I AM LR AR LA AR, %4551 5 Reinhart
SRR R GRS AR R 2 ] 5 FR BB TS S5 SR — B AT TR AR R RGO R A 5 AM BT
RN O ZR 2L B S AP B AR LA AM LT 1R Y AE A ) R G tE AL b B A DR ot ol 7 8 20 A
PIAEHEAE R PR A A ORI PR AR IBOR MG SR, A SE AN S Lugo 51T UR— 80, A ATk o T R ER
B 42 MR IN AM ECRR IR JRSFIEAT 1 04T, B AM B 1R e R 10 25 S R BT I 35 A R 5L
KA HA ARG, =BT LU RO AR — 2, 23 W) S e AR R NS s 22 5% — T
T, Lugo S5 HIBFFE DX IR 1 B 52 DXI, TIAS SCHOBIE S X0 e mde) . AR EL 2T, i 2 ) A 25 R
JEE A28 AR G BAT R 10 23 ) S P, T 2 (1) S B P 2 22 IR W2 i 6 AR ) R S AL 55 N A LR AT LG
ZRU0 A s A S B TR Y R AT A I R DB EE ) pH PO AR A ) 43 SR
BIHYE AM R B0 GER  75—J7 W, Lugo FERIBTFEIA A 1 45 Ry, sJE T 18 Bh, HARL LR 2.5, A
WEFEAGRA A T 17 ADP0Fl, AR 1.7, BN RFRRE L BT AT 5T o BT 8 £ 19 P R 25 2% 0% 2 AR Loy
B R LB B IR R GO R B TR T AM B R Y ARGE R A5 S AR, Fom , AWETER R — )R
PR I ] 5 SR AR Ml 2 5 DR P I ST 4 RA— B0 X — BB A N R, i — 2D s 2 A5 B A T 2 )
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Folt e H SR G 2R (0 RIS o 0 % R EISR BRI 25 RN R AR B 5 AM B R YR & R K52

AHWFFE LS I BRI 0 17 PR A TR 40T LI AM BCBE Frfat e B TE AR RIS AR 9 AM L 1 42
RGN E LT DS ERAAES ARG S AM BRI B A A Y PR I = JE 3R 5 (1) — Fh e mg (0
AN AM FLTR 1) SRS A AE 22 50 5 QNRATES  FERA R 3% TR BB AR (A E T 3 TE B R Y e Ut
HH 3K BEAB 038 A BE RO 4R S AR B T AM B R IE T AT 58 IR AW i RT RS AM R S T B TTRHR
JE R S ET MA P RE T, SRR AT L, PR R B R AM B R YR X R B T
HEEFAE RV TPIE B0 32 20 AR RN AR 2R, (A5 v A8 2520 n] LB B D\ = 33 S0k v R S %
U /N AM TR BOMRRE Y L KL VSRR Y — BN AR AR BRAR A , A BEWE AM ECI BT
RYe (HARSCA TS BT A SR — WG, FRATTR BTSSR 0% o AR PO A7 AR AM LT 1 22 5 i 4 11
2Ye, TR YL, %45 RS HA—Se i ge 25 R — 30 S AM ECR AR I A R AR TR R i 8 IR I
FRIREE A TH R ) A B R . X — WS B A5 B HAb— S S O BIA | R IS B R RE A it S
HME TR BRI BRI S b A DL P R B R R

A SCHFRAR R 25 RHEY) RLC 5 AC (% Cv (R TARARL Cv, 1 VC 5 AC/VC ) Cv [HEHVNTRAEL,
ULIATEAEY) R G R B LRAEHEYIN RLC 5 AC BAHFHASE N FHEY 1) VC 5 AC/VC BRAFHE Y
S, B T IR —RH R AR P AM LR AR YL R A A AR ], t MAE PR K S 18— 25 B UE T AR SCAIF5T 45 21
(W ERERZLERES) . ETEEFHEY AM R0 Cv (H& TR RARL, AU /INEARE S 7E
Gt FM2E R IS A S X, MY R R R L W A — SE G A T R RN R e A R A
U RS HLER XA 35 R G B B AR AN [FAE I R 2SI 4L o DR, FRATTHEDNAS [R) T e AR
HRPY AM LR AR YK AR AN TR, (HAS SCRRIF S 45 1 S — e AR — 30, R B R 5 GRS Y —
HHF RLC 5 VC LR EZEF ,AC 5 AC/VC TEARRIDIREREE o 222 5 F EBEY D BeRAE A fk
FIRRSEPESY | BRI N T RERE 2 It — 20 S0 45 TR R B Y , H AM B R YK dAR R A
FIRF SR 2518 .

4 it

ARSCHRPEN 17 ML) AM RYCRIICRFE RE KB5S, AWM b AM B R QR 255 1
LR SENT RUITIRRE ANty 28 20 SV AR, U i JE i) AR S R SR S R BUE A, AM HL R 1R
GOKA I AFEAEHA RS . ZESRRGHGE T RS RE YRR LTS AM H
PR QLMY 2R, R T RGBS AM AR YL TE] JC 250Gk . M TR MR LT 1) £ B2 DA s ok i SR AL e M i)
NTARE R PRI e A SR AL 1AM . HE— P WRTE TN AS i DI 8] 15 23 ] ROBE P AN D7 TR AR
MY RGET S AM RYe[E] AR 1 —eE R
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