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Fig. 1. Fungal hyphae over the surface of the root and extracellular spaces of the root cortex.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for characteristics of shoot part of corn plant.
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Ol i’ 2alo &l Drv Weight B ] oL oo &
Sources of variation Degree of y g Phosphorus Potassium  Sodium K*/Na*
Freedom Ratio

(Fungus) B 1 0.67™ 0.18™ 72.07" 172.52™ 0.32™
(Salinity) Syg 4 21.38™ 1.94™ 325.43™ 750.88™ 2.76™
(S*F)  sygix g, 4 0.90™ 0.34™ 2.84ns 175.54™ 0.37"

Error bl glas 30 0.05 0.02 1.161 0.21 0.0003
CV. Olpudi oo 5.49 4.34 3.87 4.3 3.47
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** *: Significant at the 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively and n.s: not significant.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for characteristics of root part of corn plant.

Oy’ golo T LS (339 o iy i
Sources of variation &3 Dry Weight Phosphorus Potassium  Sodium e &
d.f K*/Na* Ratio
(Fungus) B 1 0.32™ 0.10"s 9.85™ 42.58™ 1.46™
(Salinity) G0 4 17.31™ 0.31™ 36.37" 523.16™ 45.78™
(S*F)  ypixg,B8 4 0.40™ 0.09" 1.75™ 8.73" 0.67™
Error  Swbjl glas 30 0.16 0.25 0.06 1.41 0.07
CV. Olpudi 419 6.87 3.87 5.54 6.36
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** *: significant at the 0.01 and 0.05 levels, respectively and n.s: not significant.

Fig. 2. The effect of P.
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Table 3. The comparison of mean for the effect of fungus on shoot and root concentration of sodium & potasium and
K+/Na+ ratio of the control and inoculated plants at different levels of salinity.

P. indica (-) P. indica (+)
(MM NaCl) 9 (mM NaCl) g
solyly Salinity (mM NaCl) Salinity (mM NaCl)
Parameter 0 100 300 0 100 300
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(S22 035 05 2 e S k) g pll pealiy CBLE 5 p0c g 3g 15 6g 28,820 329" 1868
K Concentration of Shoot (mg/g. DW)
(S22 0ig 0 R p k) Ahaypidw SBE g g7 yg 50 24 7.06° 26512 26.97
Na Concentration of Root (mg/g. DW)
(S5 0j9 % 2 pfhke) Ahymenly SBE g g G700 44 872" 683  3.32°
K Concentration of Root (mg/g. DW)
Sx KINa 15.282 3.67° 0.43¢ 17.82 4.76° 1.17¢
K*/Na* Ratio of Shoot
s, KNa 1.082 0.25° 0.18°¢ 1.248 0.26° 0.12¢

K*/Na* Ratio of Root
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