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Table 1. Physiological and chemical characteristic of experimental location soil
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Table 2. Analysis of variance with separated error for the relative water content trait of corn leaves, whose subplot

error is greater than the original master plot error.
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* and **, significant at P < 0.05 and P < 0.01, respectively.

PAITY (565ke b GL YY) ol (S22 (25 a5 y5b
ol Luals (@l JSo) cals |, mals o i oy
Byl s it ol yo (Sias p llpd cos S
Chopraetal., ) Sis i @ pasS wles g Joxxio
Ll 0als 5,155 (Aranjuelo, 2007) axig 4 (2006
sl i 4 (Sas 15l e Ceglie gl lalS
s 9 Sw) (Jok o)lpns (ol js g b Jolone e
I rSelr lr s Wisee Dyole (Jsko ojlens ud
S a Gk 5l ol Gals 5l Bl genl e

RWC) Sy o (o (s lpixo
2205 plejen Al 5 kel ok b ol lis b
ghe 0 Sy 0l e Glgme 2 59y 59,555 leogS
W0 Jleso] mhaw 10 0,565 355 il 5 ao,e 19 Jleio!
Tobw 5eSbe awnlie (V Jso2) ol b pme so)o
oSk b oy )bl cov plalS ol plas (5 L]
50l |y 5 Ol o glsima (g yions ey AALS
i lS Sy T g (Slime ol 5l i Gl L



VWAA 5l Y als el psle o ame sla i

Y&A

35508 ol aday bagi (97 45wl O iy Byan
awsge Qs 1) 053 Sy ol ggizme talf O
2 o SR 93,8 (59, 99,585 palis (SY JS8)
sya 5 diS oo Wl olS (Salie 5 oo 3l Glac ]l
S sl il 4 omis olS 5o polie (ol S5
2,545 (Echavarri, 2008; Rengel, 1995) 55,5 0 oL
lsplsial SISz g o)ls (M Gefign e o
ol sl )T 5l ol (sl iniis gy 5 aigee (s
3158 elai 103,558 Sl 5 ol jla iy dasliel
&9, yax .(Khoshgoftarmanesh, 2007) aiib o b
G S e Lyl olS 0 |y age (Sodplie (clo i 5
S olyear OlS el Glapias | gk 10 )
ouds £SLis | sges 4 31 05 o sl (SbLS
S5 aiila Loyl j1 o5 (Abdl-hady, 2007) el
Blawd GUsgpnee @0 IS Glain eSS ]
s 53) sl s RNA 5 5Ldsans (LG
5 sl SU5s,0en0ss alazl el 5l (B eies
Echavarri, ) &b oo JB8 (55, laws ;¥sand il

2008

FYBLS oy 9T 55 3 s
1818 s asls il 28 Jpir S Jeols gl
35555 355 5 kel ol 4S9 lojen il sl sk
9599555 SosS 5 kel shw alfans Glojen Sl 5
Jloi! o 55 &3 oLE VB o357 codled e
3 el mls (¥ Jguz) ws 8 s pae duo 0 S sl
555 5 55555 955 15l b ajed 51 (eSleo i
el 695 93555 Bpae ol Glas VBB clld o,
20,8 (i i bl co YU 5l collad tals
oelS 1) oyl glacled mada )loleS B JSE)
oolS coge «yd o Jgle ol Jle sl aes
A Camd (ST, Ol d) Olpins eaiSTal m ! codled
(Kasraei, 2012) 058 oo 3lawasSTy s0iiS ST o35l
Collad iy it 395 o oanlive ¥ S )3 a5 wiF lan
5 085 Gyas pae byld coo GlS o VG 45
O llph e ( IS Sl je s S Sl JalS (L]
BB cdlad polie on 3VL G (a5 Lawgie) (S35
Bran 6955 byl lp a5 ab oo &3 (LS o

Dy 0430,55

2 Saaglie o &5 lapucilSe 5 (ldlve slacrets
oS Gusb 3l g 95800 Jobo 4y 00)ls lacanl il
oS S e ablie S5 i b Jshos 43 05l glans]
Mj‘-"‘UDbJs“d?ﬁﬁ‘wwb%Pfﬁ
g S oo ol Jols T i g 3m5 Cpme el iy
O Ady ) Camd il g ad, ad) o o b i aslol
Gl dacdl O )l el Ll il
oS 2 J5S3sS it il 5 ol & ) 5 odnis
Jobes 5o ST Lo (gl 5 05 o0 J 2S99 O Glies
il 09> slacdgle g pleislu o S0 055 sl
5 Odon wBle (golge gea sk o)lps (ud s
w3 oo plwl 5,55 jlad (rBleas Culi g il a8
Sy oo 5 4 ol iulesl jo (Verslues et al., 2006)
<l zer s basy, oob 5k Jds 4 S ol als
a5 b %0 Bl ) gl oS ) 5,05 500
S o olS eslial B Ol )] 5Kl pie 5 S
plsl slp 1) (B Ol wiilg i laady; g Wb o hals
Sl 4 5 aiS Cde Sl LS Sabie glacules
)l QMC)lD- g_js Cel s_j MB))M )‘)No.fg_j ud.?- ¢
Gy oS s cpl Jlos @ 005 e Gl olS
a5 sai e |y 055 sleaiy, ol iy 28500 5l 6T slr
JLis 4 5ol a4 SB 5l O (b, B b mals o
o0 Sl e Cush; s g 5,9 )i als
Slesee B Kl awslie (Beck et al.,, 2007) s5i
959,555 355 Span Lo 3l (LiS (59, 5 9,555 slassS
VYYD Silo b g5y 5 0,565 loosS Grme poc
3 ol Gl el et 3,555 e 2385 o
ud.> ksf"‘w'“" UT aL.chJ...u QL; u.JLxBB(jL).C )..ol..\.c
3l ao,e Yo ogu> (Kochakzadh et al., 2001) &S o
30 Jel=e (-SH) Js Swsw 40 oS cnllsl Lsﬂ 5,555
9 oy S 5l ooty 5o Jsei gloeg S sl ]
2lr 50 olS Cuglie (3 b (nl 5l 5 005 (655 sl g
as o il 1y glase g LS (S s
oeblS sy o ks 4 (Khoshgoftarmanesh, 2007)
59555 slaogs plojen Spas Jlad 0 Sy ol Gl
s s & Y| Slsa 5,565 G e 4 S (59,
Ol &4 5 595 59,555 Oleje Bpae amiiy ol 0L



y#a Sl s Cod D)0 dils 0 ,Sles 5 SSelen d Sleogas (59, 99,595 sleosS i) Sen g (ol e

90 a (B) » 100 - (A)

a
a
b b

80 - b .
754 b -
. J
65 - 0

D1 D2 D3

S171 S172 S271 S272
Y (6 kel oo

Fertilizer Irrigation levels

(0]
o
1

D
o
1

(1) S 5 (o g g

RWC (%)
S
o

(/)Q‘fu| GMMJ‘SSJ.‘?LO
RWC (%)
N
o

5,555 095 Jiliio i1 9 (A) Gl -IY 40 65k D3 g )b =V 1o 55kl D2 (JolS' (5,Lel D1) (s)bl ok 1 (5aSiloo dumlio Y s
Slgime 32¢(B) (595 P oS Sy B panZ2 9 59y B pan piae Z1) (595995 9 (9,595 0,5 9lS ¥ b a0 S2 98,595 U pao pure S1)

Sy &3).3 ui (st
Fig. 2. Comparison of means for effects of irrigation levels (D1: full irrigation, D2: irrigation in -7 bar and D3: irrigation
in the -12 bar) and interaction effect between sulfur fertilizer (S1: non-consumption of sulfur and S2: consume 30 kg of
sulfur) and zinc fertilizer (Z1: non-consumption and Z2: consume 1 kg of zinc) on Leaf Relative Water Content (LRWC)
of corn.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of means for interaction effect between irrigation levels (D1: full irrigation, D2: irrigation in -7 bar

and D3: irrigation in the -12 bar), sulfur fertilizer (S1: non-consumption of sulfur and S2: consume 30 kg of sulfur) and
zinc fertilizer (Z1: non-consumption and Z2: consume 1 kg of zinc) on activity catalase enzyme rate in corn.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for physiological traits and grain yield of corn under application of sulfur and zinc

fertilizers and different irrigation levels.
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variance Sy (df) Catalase Peroxidase membrane index  Photosynthesis  Grain yield
Block Seb 3 0.0001 0.1152 20.36 67.70 59.15 158138.27
s Sl Zob 2 0.0404"  2.4970" 13.81 691.71™ 2328.52™ 1680312.13"
Irrigation levels
. Jlsl> ¢ 00060  0.8270 9314 50.71 52.25 204787.53
First error
- Sl 1 0.0024 0.2206 929.19™  801.65™ 3206.89™ 818633.80™
Sulfur fertilizer
. . Cred 1 0.0002 0.0005 350.87" 0.33 726.34™ 5329.44
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. .°’S’SX‘5’1”?‘ Tyl 2 0.0056 0.0057" 26.001 7.38 12.18 91100.60"
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IrrigationxSulfurxZinc
&l 27 0.0024 0.1957 13.79 9.40 23.19 21949 .81
Total error
(D olmdcord 5140 2784 23.62 7.62 16.03 19,55

Coefficient variation (%)
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* and **, significant at P < 0.05 and P < 0.01, respectively.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of means for interaction effect between sulfur fertilizer (S1: non-consumption of sulfur and S2:
consume 30 kg of sulfur) and zinc fertilizer (Z1: non-consumption and Z2: consume 1 kg of zinc) on catalase enzyme

activity rate in corn.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of means for interaction effect between irrigation levels (D1: full irrigation, D2: irrigation in -7
bar and D3: irrigation in the -12 bar) and sulfur fertilizer (S1: non-consumption of sulfur and S2: consume 30 kg of
sulfur) (A), and interaction effect between irrigation levels and zinc fertilizer (Z1: non-consumption and Z2: consume
1 kg of zinc) (B) on enzyme rate in corn.
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Table 4. Comparison of means for interaction effects of irrigation levels on grain yield trait in corn plant
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