c_s"f)_) fg.‘.c-_).l Ulaganoé@.ﬁﬁj

A Fnvironmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
1724 Sl (Jol okl (i jw M
*, Yry-vo.
s http://dx.doi.org/10.22077/escs.2019.1726.1464

w093 30 Sag i O e O J1 Bl el 9 S (039 5 b (b Jokomo Lo

Olesle

ST Byl yph 33 (Cuminum cyminum L.)

T slogh (wgpmw (5 092 Lo T ol duzmo 950 Sgee
Lad o> lg o godll ol5T olfisls (55,9LiS 09,5 Skl jbabul )

95 5 Logel «lidos lojle (wyB bl b wle g (55,5l (bj9el g Sladios S 10 ol § S Wlidos jisy ( owliSs Lokl Y

S 3y
L olSails saleciian (gliel i Lalis 5 ¥

(o bl b e 5 (55,58 Bigel 5 linizs 3 10 i 5 Jleb a5 2dlol Slinios (i «SbLS ol 5 cel) Lokl

Sl «5509L88 g 5 Ghigel Dlidod

AY/RIYD 1y sl AVIVIY sl 5o b

ouS

o3 (63 G Ct o 05 (K 59192 3= 935930 ST 319 3 iy 9 oS (35950 (Dl Jhono ST (miyr Holiiody
o Jalono) aali b dww 53 (53940 Tabw Jal Jole s plonil 1,55 aws b (B5Las SolS sy 25k B 53 o 9556 &0
95 Jole 9 proww w5 Y g0 leo 1O+ +ollS 9 o (108 Jokomo g prous W S Vg0 o VO + k59 o Jolore (wilSgn
g rsliy, Ol + poralS Sl cpguigal Ol i cpmanliy Sl i pomanlS’ Ol (o T) AaL el gy 50 (b Jokne
Sl b Ao 50 w093 30 S b 92 Judg k5 (glgsin aigy SS9 GBS o (5590 el 381 45 0l (LS g L
Y gockeo W0+ (655 i Lol cadd (S 1) w0315 Sy O (s (glgionn il ;¥ g0 luo VO (59 (iT .98 ,5 wald
Ol g sl (5 by 381 o oLy 9 oS (Sl Jolo ol Ll jlo b s Ulo 50 S o (oo (slgix0 (Bl o
Jol (505 o 1 b g (e pluil 50 oroew (gleimo (38l Caely (g g (i g0 55 Bl Hlond b duan Lo 33 Juw 03 50 (g s
VO g i 30 (Pl Jalme cilisio SluS 5l ooliiw] 03,5 0 e 9 oS WSlo (6,500 Slaye 5 > 5l Blo (FenlS
Slosi (aigy S (339 (3l a0 (590 g (2 50 S (g S gl iz p0 Al Sl g Aigr 5o iz Slawi SIS I Cowdlyl ¢y go e
g ¥ele FPIR FAN Julidl ool ay Comnd puwly O i + el O s (0L Joloxo 50 aild 5138 (59 @ Judg LS cails oy
Uity Sgna (53995 U 1y (6598 0y O ST ey g el (59 0 45 010 (3L g b plonil s 301 (3LES (g0 Fo /4
el 0030 ,5 (559 (i &y oS Joxd 38l el

A1 5150 (359« o ok oS g3 O (s (51950 S g ubelS s L0055

OPLg)L.)—‘Lgﬁ‘)dﬁb):)o‘)d)smm):ol.mb@bu]

$29r2 Sogs SIS S sl ool 8L 1A Llesls 3
Mo b lalS e lae o (Bardel, 2013) <!

S Jole ;0 9290 0y Pl Laiiis axlse ol
Hajlaoui et al., ) 5,51 oo oyl |, SB (g joml Jomslis

doddo
SYgarme s Slas 028 3game Jolge aboarjl (5,95 15
Olyiedy Sisdes g Sias 3blio ;o ¢ 995 00 Jlad 4
WY PSP WU CIRCH YL@ DR S e B B o1
s ol glie Cyagame 4 azg L (Munns, 2002)
335 l5yslsS (Siadans 5 Sas bl o jogasa




WA ey VY als ol psle o aee sla i

YYA

iy Cwl S bl )5 (65,5l it Pl oo
Sute Sl (e @lagt)lF @ azg b Ss S5k
I oSl G plgreds el 5 pendS (05
Gl 3Ll jslaieay Jlagh (ol «6yes A 4 Jed
U5 a4 (Hydroponic) cusSl Ll o jewo ) oLS

208 (b 5% polie (LBL ol 5 (5550

g 9 dlgo
ol oBiils sliiss Gl 0 VY0 Jlo jo iwgh o)
DA g az o YA lilim oo bl linpd o oDl
S A T 5 a0 OF i Jsb 5 Jla aio
Sl (B g 3 Ly e ] e VAT 50 el
B s JysSb ojson Glejl cnl s 5 plasil )8
oLy Jl ol s plosl 1S5 4 b ol SLalS 4yl b
Joloee) wlS 90 o Jslome L vl mhaws a3 (698 25
o Jsbe (ailSsn o 36 Solie Bl | e
#ailS5n 0 Jslomo s 90,15 Vg s VO + iS50
33 Shdaloe po Jale g 09 maos WIS Vg Lo VO
ey Sl el Sl Glae ) wals s ey
Ol s 09 puwliy Sl s+ eunndS SIS pguigel Ol s
Loy @ psdsel Slid 5 el Sl el
2 a0 aSslS YIADY o YIYVE LIADY slacdile
Clale oS Wloasolal ez 4 badale ol ags o
ol (D) il ssbos L)l plas 5 oalituls g0 ()39 5
Joloee 4 jl5 30 SO clale L) (55,08 oaliol DloS 5 )
55 s 6lalegt 4 el 53 @y o3 (0 e @Sl
Hoagland and ) o Jlel (V Jgaz) alSsn Jol=e
Joloee (S aSUl colon collB lawgie .(Arnon, 1950
PID ol gl basgio g yio il ugaides ¥ ailS g0
.Q?.:l

e 08, 518 e 0 slayde sl weals” I 43
VO S a4 /Y i Co S g b oog onds ags le,S
gty oyl shaiie ST b asiz day 5 Sshens aido
VO b o YO £l b (Sl sbalals o laydy s
A iS5 e il ) Bes o e Sl

e 03 % VO olaws plalS pe j0 5 ey a8 e
39y 0 Lo aals WldS jo iales] Job 4o 00,8 casS
ax o Ve B0 5l Sley ol ;0 gaz 0 YO LY. 0
Celw WYY a3 > cod g 15V o omd Susby g

20 83 Cepos 1055 o (5 S5l O L3 51152010
PPl O wr b S clile oS Wb sen Sy ol
2 S o g 0l 3b e vl ate ) Lame
355 olS @dis izmen 5 Sigln i slavnl b5l S
.(Munns, 1993)

L oolyer ik polie 5l oslitul «5)9d (25 Cov
il Lyl s @ o] G5 2alS s s,k
Sygods polie cpl 5l oslasl Jlas j0 005 0 S
Ghey pelie iz ol GlEl s 4 (ALl
yolie Sy op,ls (Zayed etal., 2011) col owlee
Gops e SIS 03,8 08 o (B Jolxe & jpon
slecenisly 58 (Attarzadeh et al., 2014) s 5 o
oLS )3 (598 Al 2alS » polie Cute OIS 2 g0k
ol ale>31 (Song and Fujiyama, 1996) w,ls oS
ool o (ar g b Sl a8 col ldS (g cpolis
5 Siledrge lae 5 ansl GblS Sujgle s
L wlad 5513 690 (i Cod a5 Sl abertion
ol .(Munns and Termaat, 1986) aicu o S50
2ol gl e 4y g conl (55950 adygim pate S
o lgreas L worans b T (0B, 5155 5 (ol i
Omed 4 095 00 48,5 L5 13 (6,58 Lulyl 50w pais
e sk 4 g o Sl cdale a5 99l oo jgai (Jds
Jooi b Suop alal, oSy )0 ey 4 maos o5 S
.(Munns and Schachtman, 1993) a.sb axils 5,55 &
Slol clale g olS 0 5,88 Sl g Yoo
i 00038 sl Ol o 5l Cailas e 4y el g S
(Tawfik and Noga, 2001) ceul el § peedS 5
aS ols liS juw 003 (29,0 oLS (59, oalpll Dliass
ails 0 Sles 5 Sojglsn o Mlae (2l o (5,58 i
Log as Ko oalejl o (fazel etal., 2018) o5 5 s
ot 25 s 025 0lS oty 3B s plonl L
o) Sl ponsliy 4573l (Las i g 05 (o) 2 (6595
@]y gy syl 5 00,5l Gl |y 9 4 s
Oy omzes (Bardel et al., 2014) aisu o dgpe
Sl ols; 58 pede 02 b 1B 51 Gk ) el
ok Jood Shalidl el 5 widn oo dgte 1) S)9d w5
(Mirzai et al., 2012) 55 o (55 25 &

Slr loaiSogame Jole ()98 (5 a5 bl
STl ojske 5 098 o0 g (215 bS5 (g ko



YT e 05 3 Sy S e Sl lS g aliy 5 S 005555 b (Bl Jplone 2 e 5 030

OIS 2 yo aigy £ oolaai 5 085 050 baazalS (05
G5 sl less Jlasl ( S p F alye 5 (e b Lai>
Olej 9 (2l5 al> o b g plonil ailSsm (v Jolomo 5o (555
b ko0 oloSy ol Jslxe . dl asbl (5,00 paiges
axly 2ol plxl LSy alie g0 o (palS al>ye LG

Dy lals 9o Lol Lsdp“u}i

Table 1. Hoagland solution preparation

Sl L laglals )bl daydy S Gloj 5l 0g: < /39,
@ Jolee doydy (ol s 5l g 285 )90 Shaie
Sypots Mol e Ve plie 4 g s wilSea
o Ollom 5 ob ools leazal S 4y wilSsn oo S,
Lol wilS9a s Jolowe o 005 azmalS wd; alél b
S Jeos (S p ¥ doye) ciils 5l g atan g0 0y0

59 I Jplmo 4 ) Jgor

(Macronutrients) U pao y molic

(Microelements) O paonS molc

(Grams per 100 Liters Water) o zJ Vo« 008

Ca(NO3): KNO; _ POs(NHs); _ MgSOs

H3BO3

MnCl, ZnSOy4 CuSO4 H3MoQO4  FeSO4

118.1 50.55 13.61 49.3 2.86

2.81 0.22 0.08 0.03 3.0

Oyl Ohgy Sl eslatul b J8e kS e ol solaul
5 b syl Bolar (5,5 aise b (Arnon, 1949)
oybas ;58 L Gliee b (S o3l gl b (6 S o las
L gl #Y0 4 #2Y GlazgeJob ;o ladiges 5l cadays
3,3 (Cintra 5, Australia) zmwcad oSiws ;i oolazul

el Caws 4 ¥ g Y adal, 5l oolaiwl b g o

Chlorophyll a =
12.7(D663) — 2.96(D645) xV/1000 x W [¥]

Chlorophyll b=
22.9(D645)-4.68(D663) x\V/1000x W [¥]

FEY zsodsb jo Liz) olfiws il 3D c¥olre ol o a8
Gid o V) 00508 e il pox V o(iogils £¥0
Lol (3,5 21V D) ooliuls jae digad p> W g
a5z ladigy Bl 5 Iy led 5yl0 paiged 5
s 5l g aBles 5 S bolyen 5 0l )l Sl 5
G o5 stle 22,0 FO slos po haie Ol g (Jgene ST L
ladiges (nj5 5l o ad SAS Sl 0j9 @ o)
e S S e (Fp ol dbiwga sndSas
Lglse aa L a8l 5 5, a8l 5 5 00l 05y sladiges
Loy ;S o5 oile axyo 00 les jo (wos
Shaias 005050 Jolme &jg0a Jlop ¥ S 00 iS00l
by pely o slagg cbile sasliwsa ojlac
5 (Jenway 7, German Joo) lades i olKiws
o) (o3l @iz oliiws bawgh masete 5 el (Slyee
Sogo ol 4,5 sy (GBC Awanta, Eustralia

Ao, lasl wlS olse plail Koz 59 b glatea,
5;‘ l; 5"‘""““‘““ )| = L_';‘"?’Q PL.\J‘ U 9 oé; RS ‘)
ler plal dey dlo o o s S oS jgbay (lade
Ve oo b ool 0y9y8 (o g o o0y 18 eSL s
3 e g ol ool 18 cel FA e 4 ugendis 4z 0
S GigepS le ) S8l (soil Abmgay ol St
3 SSede s Dlas g pSoslail ol ead olse el
Slgze pSojlul cuz L85 Ojge (polS al>
aidlanngs SalS 5 b S5 S e 2 5l S p O oo
Jie olfiole;l 4y go Seds 3o alolddl g o ooz
28 g pSelail oS e fe eV g3l 5 L S 5y e 9
4 Sy ol (js @ rSelul jshaieds (s (5 039)
Sl o Yo g9l Lians ) sate O jo el YE G
039 WS (333 e 9 48,515 155 5lye0a (laie O
ax 0 Ve sles 40 el 5o el FA Goe 4 (s ((ola]
Soldyd (S 0jg) Wab (39 9 43S )15 o5 le
Q250 o> g \ a\.h.gl) )‘ ool.é.’;...»‘la‘uj).gw%j 6‘93-"“’
0,5 dwle

RWC = (WF-Wd) / (Wt-Wd)) x 100 D]
WA (515 paigas 3l (o abolddls Sy 5 059 WE ] 0 a5
oobel 39 Wt g 09l )0 538,518 5l aw Sy SCas 59

(Sairam et al, 2009) ., SKe2 g plple s, 5l Se



WA ey VY als ol psle o aee sla i

Yf.

W Cons dold Hled uismen el Casd w4 (5 VY)
Ol 1y )l S pgiisal Sl 5 ly Ol
oz IS Vao Lo VO« o VO s o () JS3) ol
eSSl jles )3 e SAS 09 Oliee 0o R
peendS” Ol @ Cand a5 0l cdplin by ol
ok ad 4 Cos Ll wla las 1) gl g DS
Bl ol ol |y s faine il el 5 ok Jlone
Oiid Gl a8 s o lid meshy pl jo edelcawod
03335 o 025 oLS 3 &gy SAS (59 RS o (59
Sl g pely Sl 4 eedS Slins (SBL sl

slael s ey 0 jlaibiwl covie ey § podiw gl a5
5 Jads 0ols 18 las alslee 10 0lKiws lawgy odlonilss
B a0 @ dlol sue Soleiyd 5 o pd digad K8 0
o oabodilys slacdalé (o juie g ppdS (ly i
Wged p)5 53 0,5 e ol g G 5 08 Aiged 28 50
s Slae (sl 5 ,Shat Colgiys b ) LS S
3R 039 9 iz 5 als slasi iy jo yiz olaad) jw o)
ol slaools (g lel Sl 0 daslome o(als
awlio § (A/) a%us) SAS Jl58ls 5 5l eoliiwl b iolej]
ol 10 Jlaio s 13 5535 (351 32 51 ool

55 ST SRl ] Cailos s il (69595 B oS =
aby pRals () JSE) 358 jew 0 olS Lawgs (5590
2B Ghals Lo a4 wilg oo (5568 (15 cod plalS s

PLS 5 alS o a5 a3l oS (55
Cowl @B LS o semdaline 5 cin) locIled
Jemily e I3l cde 4 (Francois et al., 1989)
5 hé polie s Ol o8 i 5 S Jslre Y (g0l
dga el ile slaanlp 5 fiestd p (5)ed egm il
oy JLxs 5o 2lsm plail conlio 0 (61 3 (6 5iumgid
oo)5 «(Ashraf and Foolad, 2007) »,.5 s ,l,8
Gl Bk 5l panelS 5 eiliy (S5l Jolone 45 W3S
SIS a5 s Gl el oo Ll Lo sl
Attarzadeh et al.,) 55,5 o 50 a5 Ll o

(2016

Wor SAS (59 4 barpe slaosls Gl 4528 gl
Glgime D 5@ Jdg I gy ot o5 O (i glsims
S90S p1aS ks LA S 05 0 Sloe izl g olice
O Jlite Sl g 09 o g Slas (nl (Bl sl
(P<-1+V) G logme jsbay 1) ol (23l Jslos o595

X Jgaz 5 ¥ Jgaz) ols 1,3 b cos

gy KLE g
Ot (6558 A5 Ga) wilSse o Jolone Ll 5o
Sl + ponedS SIS Jglone 50 jaw 00 g0 SBS (59
aald jled 50 ol yieS Lol 02 05 VA Glie 4 pnsly

20390 Slao (gl (Sla po (uSSluo) (il Hlg 4 s @S ¥ Jgur

Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean square) for studied traits
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Table 3. Analysis of variance (mean square) for studied traits
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Fig. 1. Mean comparison for the interaction of salinity stress and foliar application on shoot dry weight.
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Fig. 2. Mean comparison for the interaction of salinity stress and foliar application on cumin RWC
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