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Table 1. The result of analysis of variance (Mean of squares) for effect of salinity levels on the evaluated traits in

wheat cultivars
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Fig. 1. Root Na* concentration of wheat cultivars 45 days after salt stress. Means with the same letter has no significant

difference at P<0.05
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Fig. 2. Shoot Na* concentration of wheat cultivars for 60 days after 100 (A) and 200 (B) mM NaCl was added. Bars show

the standard error.
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Fig. 3. Shoot K* concentration of wheat cultivars for 60 days after 100 (A) and 200 (B) mM NaCl was added. Bars show

the standard error
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Fig. 4. Root K* concentration of wheat cultivars 45 days after salt stress. Means with the same letter has no significant

difference at P<0.05
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Fig. 5. Shoot and root K*/Na* ratio of wheat cultivars 45 days after salt stress. Means with the same letter has no

significant difference at P<0.05.
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Fig. 6. Chlorophyll content and shoot dry weight of wheat cultivars 45 days after salt stress. Means with the same letter

has no significant difference at P<0.05
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Abstract
The understanding of salt tolerant mechanisms is crucial for development of varieties with high salinity

tolerance. In this greenhouse experiment, two bread (Arg and Tajan) and a durum (Behrang) wheat
cultivars were evaluated in terms of leaf temperature and patterns of Na+ accumulation under three
salinity levels (Control, 100 and 200 mM NaCl). Shoot and root Na+ concentration was increased in
response to increase in salinity and this increase was greater in roots. Salt stress decreased shoot dry
weight in bread wheat cultivars (32%) and durum wheat (63%) as well. In the highest salinity level,
after 45 days exposure to salt stress, shoot K+/Na+ ratio was reduced in all genotypes about 60% and in
this level of salinity higher reduction in chlorophyll content occurred in Behrang (75%) cultivar.
Differences in leaf Na+ concentration between two bread wheat cultivars was more obvious in 45 days
after salt stress but in other growth stages were less obvious. At 200 mM NaCl, Arg showed the lowest
and non-significant increase in leaf temperature (0.87 C) but in Tajan (1.74° C) and Behrang (4.30° C)
this increase was significant. Different patterns of Na+ accumulation may be exist in wheat cultivars
through time. This preferential in early growth stages, stomatal factors is more important than
chlorophyll content and as leaf temperature is largely a function of stomatal conductance, this can
probably be used to assess osmotic stress tolerance.
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