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The effect of two mycorrhiza fungus species on drought stresstolerancein strawberries (Fragaria x
ananassa cv. Queen Eliza)
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Abstract
In order to investigate the effect of two mycorehizingi species on Queen Eliza strawberries cve@Qudiza under
drought stress conditions, a factorial experimentai completely randomized design with three repbos, two
irrigation (irrigation and drought 10 - load) andydbrrhiza fungi factor levels (see, Glomus mossaa@ Glomus
intraradices) was performed. The results showetthigaproline content in mycorrhiza and controhtreent were not
significantly different. But, in drought stressdtment, leaf proline content in plants without mybaa significantly
increased. Leaf area and stomatal conductanceougtit treatments significantly reduced. But, myk@a and control
treatments were not significantly different. Thecamt of chlorophyll a, b and total in stress andtoa conditions
were significantly different. However, there wassignificant interaction between water stress agdarrhiza
Keywords. Mycorrhiza, strawberry,water stress, chlorophytbline
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