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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristic of soil
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LS Characteristic Unit
) Sand 60
s Silt % 28
S o Clay 12
Physical o
s,olb JB Db (g9/cmd) 1.27
£l o> ashs, 6s % 043
8L-“' o)l.,a.c é)).&” ga.ibub ECe (dS/m) 1.98
ar pH - 8.01
oo 202 e oo SAR (meg/1)12 0.97
Chemical
S Na* 35
(meq 1)
o2 et oS Ca**+Mg?* 26.03
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Table 2. The result of analysis of variance (Mean of squares) for effect of salinity levels and irrigation regimes on traits

under study in wheat cultivars

S g B o Sppmly @ el Cond
=2 o pams S 31 o1 s Py Py S 31 o1
&3 Flag leaf sheath 3" leaf blade 3 Leaf K*/Na* in
S.0.v % gl df Na* Na* blade K* 3™ leaf blade
Salinity (S) S 1 7251™ 81393™ 1069455™ 166™
Irrigation (1) &kl 2 2487 14108™ 3628 041"
Cultivar (C) oS 1 288" 5305 1613"™ 35"
sxI Sl x gred 2 4266™ 23763 34576 11"
IxC by x Gyl 2 2281 2041 30644" 0.94 "
SxC 9y X (G g 1 0.65" 2.1m™ 403 2.5"
SxIxC w5y x ol x g 2 1543™ 710m 52722™ 0.94"s
Error bs 22 239 288 6323 0.48
CV(%) (1) &y g o 12.1 9.5 11.4 14.8
Table 2. Continued alal .Y Jogus
4 e 2w Cond
=2 w2 S Sy i
sob! Ratio of flag leaf 4l o ,Sdas Sl o900 a3 Ld
S.0.V i gle gf sheath Na* to blade Grain yield WP
Salinity (S) Gosd 1 0.014" 1.99" 1.03™
Irrigation (1) &kl 2 0.009™ 0.34™ 0.01m
Cultivar (C) ) 1 0.001"s 0.52™ 0.23™
SxI Sl x gpd 2 0.04"s 0.03™ 0.05™
IxC wdyx g kel 2 0.37" 0.06" 0.01"
SxC w5y X Gy 1 0.003m™ 0.06" 0.02"
SxIxC w9y % 5kl x 6y 2 0.04" 0.03" 0.01"
Error s 22 0.04 0.05 0.02
CV(%) (1) &y s i 20 17 17

o, ) 50 Jleisl mla jo jlo s g o pixe s ud 4™ 9% NS
ns, *,**: Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively
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Table 3. The result of analysis of variance (Mean of squares) for effect of salinity levels and irrigation regimes
on traits under study in wheat cultivars

e SES o) ey 4 raoly, S
@bl A, Al ) s Al Ay e

S.0.v X gbe g Root DW Root Na* Root K*  Root K*/Na* ratio
Salinity (S) oo 1 46™ 1016991 153867 327
Irrigation (1) sl 2 0.84m 71694 7117 0.20™
Cultivar (C) oy 1 34" 3139 32360™ 0.55"
Sx| Sl x ygs 2 5.43™ 67862 11116™ 0.75™
IxC adyx gyl 2 2.41m 1890™ 950" 0.59™
SxC Sy Gy 1 1.90™ 554" 5961 0.57"
Sx1xC oSy x ool x gy 2 1.66" 1271 2005" 0.51™
Error s 22 0.79 2250 1639 0.09
CV(%) (1) Ol o g g 16.9 15 16 19

Table 3. Continued alsl .Y Jous

ety Sy o S 2 el 3 52 S s
ol 3 3 Flag leaf K*/Na*

S.0.V ¥ @b gf  FlagleafNa  Flag leaf K* ratio*

Salinity (S) o 1 4976" 173889™ 28™

Irrigation (1) sl 2 4547 44898" 0.63"

Cultivar (C) o 1 3130™ 1164960™ 27

SxI Sl x gred 2 5421 15232 6.7"

IxC odyx gyl 2 4346" 14829 5.3

SxC pdyx Gye 1 552" 141376™ 7.7

Sx1xC oy x ol x Gyes 2 65" 12998 1.6™

Error s 22 950 11183 1.08

CV(%) (1) &yl g s 18.9 13.3 19.2

a0 ) 50 Jiol s jo s s g e pxend s 5 4t 5 * NS
ns, *,**: Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively
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Table 4. Mean comparison of the effect of salinity levels and irrigation regimes on some parameters

SiS (339 & prolly, S S 2 iy
Spd ook adyy  ade)ymow Ay eeely Moymos A SR et
Salinity  Irrigation Root DW  Root Na* Root K* Root K*/Na* ratio  Flag leaf Na  Flag leaf K*
mM NaCl % g'plant - pmol g* DW ------ e pmol g* DW -------
100 1.06% 1444 3762 2.7% 139° 970?
0 85 1.102 137¢ 278° 2b 130° 790°
70 0.91°¢ 139¢ 297° 2.1° 155P 820°
100 0.58¢ 6152 183¢ 0.3¢ 2102 749°
150 85 0.63¢% 500° 206° 0.49¢ 143P 699P
70 0.80% 313¢ 171°¢ 0.54¢ 143° 714°

i o ire BT gl 0oy O Jlisl mhans ;0 LSD (5031 ulasl 53 55,0 10 S e g > sl sl Silo
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD test
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Table 4. Continued aolol ¥ Jguo

a4 ML o s S
Al Comd OME o Sppiw pewly A prly oo

j j , ’ oA S S
) MRS M RSy Py Pow Sy pew Sy s Ratio of flag leaf
S k! Flag leaf Flag leaf 3th leaf 3th leaf K*/Na* in sheath Na* to
Salinity  Irrigation  K*/Na*ratio  sheath Na* blade Na* blade K* 3th leaf blade blade
mM NaCl % (umol g* DW)
100 7.02 107° 117¢ 946? 8.12 0.812
0 85 6.2 118° 136°¢ 810° 5.9 0.932
70 5.5b¢ 111° 135°¢ 845° 6.3° 0.792
100 3.6¢ 1792 3152 484° 1.544 0.86%
150 85 5.00° 119° 185° 559¢ 2.97°¢ 0.85%
70 4.9¢ 124° 174P 524° 3.0¢ 0.942

o (535 o3Il o 51y 08 1 (S el Koy (1eSiloo Az lin . Jgur
Table 5. Mean comparison of the effect of irrigation regimes and genotypes on some parameters

) &bl PR S e oA Sl a2 S e 4 prly o
Cultivar  Irrigation Flag leaf Na Flag leaf K* Flag leaf K*/Na* ratio*
% (umol g** DW)
S, 100 175 10052 6.1%
Arg 85 133¢ 9602 7.2%
70 1802 9452 5.40¢
o 100 174% 714° 4.5
b d
Tajan 85 1407 529°¢ 4.1
70 117¢ 589¢ 5bed
Table 5. Continued aoldl D Jeus
Spdepmaw  Sppmly O pow Cod
i ) ~2 R pow RS Sy .
) k! Flag leaf 3th leaf Ratio of flag leaf 4l 0,5 das
Cultivar  Irrigation sheath Na* blade K* sheath Na* to blade Grain yield
% (umol gt DW) (gt plant)
N 100 1652 675% 0.962 1.662
Arg 85 126° 7452 0.95% 1.34°
70 112° 685% 0.65° 1.21b¢
o 100 121° 7552 0.71¢ 1.250¢
Tajan 85 111° 624° 0.832¢ 1.22b¢
70 124P 685 1.072 1.02¢

A o e BB (gl)ls do s O Jlis! mrbans ;0 LSD (yg03] Loll (g 12 50 S jidn g o (sl (sl puSileo
Means values within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different (p=0.05) according
to the LSD test
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Table 6. Mean comparison of the effect of salinity levels and Genotype on Flag leaf K*/Na* ratio

o A By, o

) o9 ) 1o 3o <l 539042 5L
™) Salinity PRSP Yild Grain WUE
Cultivar (mM NaCl) Flag leaf K*/Na* ratio (gt plant) (g litre plant?)
| 0 6.6° 1.60° 1118
Arg 150 5.8° 1.21° 0.820
oS 0 5.82 1.442 12
Tajan 150 3.1° 0.88° 0.61°

i o ire BB (g1l o0 B Jlais | rlaws ;3 LSD 03] bl 1 y5im 50 48 5 e B o (gl (sl Sile
Means values within a column followed by the same letter are not significantly different (p=0.05) according

to the LSD test
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Table 7. Mean comparison of the effect of irrigation regimes, salinity and genotypes on some parameters

4 rwliy Comnd S S 2 iy
29 b Al o Sy g 6,,9@—&@
gy Salinity Irrigation  Root K*/Na*  Flag leaf sheath  3th leaf blade #'® ®,5%4es <!
Genotype ratio Na* K* Yild Grain WUE
(mM NaCl) (%) (umol g DW) (gl plant) (g litret plant?)
100 3.4 116¢ 9812 1.742 1.042¢
) 0 85 2.15 1340¢ 860 1.54%0¢ 1.04%¢
S 70 2 110 790% 1.51%¢ 1.25°
ARG 100 0.32¢ 2142 3688 1.58%® 0.94bcd
150 85 0.44¢ 118bcd 629¢% 1.15¢de 0.78¢cde
70 0.56° 115¢ 579¢f 0.92¢f 0.76%
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