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Tablel. Some of physical and chemical properties of soil
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of studied traits of basil treated with chitosan under salt stress

SS 039 S 039
a0 - . . . c . .
" ) L SrSAS g aday a8l Sx P ok
o @il cdbloy asls Leaf dry Rootdry  Leafdry Leaf wet
S.0.V. Ol @b gf  Harvest index weight weight weight weight
Chitosan YT 1 4.8% 0.023 * 0.001* 0.025% 2.25*%
Salt Sasd 3 10.3* 0.157 = 0.002%  0.046 * 4.1%
Chitosan*Salt (5 gxljgsus 3 0.14 0.0007 0.000016 0.0003 0.06
Error Ls 16 0.403 0.004 0.00016 0.002 0.3
C.V% (1) Ol yoads o o0 7.3 9.6 13.8 8.54 9.09
Table 2. Continued aolsl Y Jaus
o . . o w“ S
T iy Foi Mle oy ad e ‘ )
el Root wet Shoot wet Root by Jb 3l Job
S.0.V. Olpdi glo gf weight weight Volume  Rootlenght Shoot length
Chitosan ohigss 1 0.068** 0.48** 0.017 * 12.98* 21
Salt Sage 3 0.073# 1.4% 0.07#* 9.6%* 39.1#*
Chitosan*Salt (g goxnligas 3 0.0005 0.018 0.003 0.156 0.43
Error ks 16 0.005 0.052 0.0048 0.4 0.5
C.V% (1) Ol yuads s oo 14.3 8.64 8.01 6.4 2.5

kk * ns

Sl 0oy8 S gy il o (o o pixe gl g s g 4 T
ns, * and **: non-significant and significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of studied traits of basil treated with Trichoderma fungus under salt stress

s ls e 32) e 32) Sl 039
T ey Sy ) asle Sy 0is
. &l3! Harvest Leaf dry Root dry Leaf dry Leaf wet
S.0.V. Ot be gf index weight weight weight weight
Fungus @B 1 10.14 = 0.08 ** 0.001 == 0.085 ** 39
Salt Srg 7.76 = 0.136 ™ 0.001 == 0.053 == 3.17 =
Fungus*Salt  (5;3x g, 0.552 s 0.0018 0.00005 ™ 0.0003 " 0.2ns
Error ks 16 0.55 0.004 0.0001 0.0019 0.53
CV% (1) Olpads o 83 0.2 10.7 8.8 11.9
Table 3. Continued aolol Y Jgom
4")0_ Qay F oy Bl F ol Al y px> )
o &3l Root wet Shoot wet Root adey Jsb Sl Job
S.0.V. Ol gle gf weight weight Volume Root lenght  Shoot length
Fungus b 1 0.19 == 1.48 #* 0.248 ** 7.04 == 56.1 **
Salt Spd 3 0.09 = 1.01 * 0.23 = 7.89 = 33.1 %
Fungus*Salt  (5,9x g, 0.0002 " 0.09 ™ 0.051 0.007 0.53 "
Error ks 16 0.0076 0.078 0.027 0.47 1.03
CV% () Olypuds o po 15.8 10.14 17.5 7.15 3.54

ns, * and **: non-significant and significant at the 5 and 1% probability level, respectively.
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Table 4. Means comparison effect of chitosan in basil under salt stress

clols Ll S SUS )9

Al K5 (339

adlu LS (439

Sy 038

Treatment sbosd Harvest index  Leaf dry weight Root dry weight Leaf dry weight Leaf wet weight
g
Control Jys 8.2° 0.64° 0.085" 0.43° 5.7°
Chitosan Oligsas 922 0.7 12 0.5 6.3°
Table 4. Continued aolol.F Jaus
) )y 039 Blw § (39 Wy > adyy b aBlw Job
Treatment Sled Root wet weight  Shoot wet weight  Root volume Root lenght  Shoot length
g mm m:
Control Jyes 0.46° 230 0.84° 9.04° 27.1°
Chitosan RUTY 0.56? 2.8% 0.89¢ 10.5% 29¢

25,05 (gl sire glas 10 Jloim! xlas 50 (LSD) Slo sine Sgliss J3lam yg03] bl 3 cdiinds S e Bgy slyls a5 oo Sile
Means in each column followed by similar letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD Test
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Table 5. Means comparison effect of Trichoderma fungus in basil under salt stress

by pasls Sp Sl iy Ml S gy WBle SS o) Sy P 0
Treatment S Harvestindex  Leaf dry weight  Root dry weight  Leaf dry weight  Leaf wet weight
g
Control Jys A 0.64" 0.085° 0.43° 5.7%
Fungus L] 9.52 0.75° 12 0.55° 6.5?
Table 5. Continued aolol O Jouz
) ey ¥ 059 Bl i 59 )y p> ada ) Job Wl Job
Treatment Sl Root wet weight  Shoot wet weight ~ Root volume Root lenght  Shoot length
g mm cm
Control Js 046" 230 0.84° 9.04° 27.1°
Fungus o8 0.64 ¢ 32 1.04* 10.122 30.18 2

A5l (g le gime glas 0 Jloz| a0 (LSD) Slo cixe gles J8las 3395) Lell  coiid S i Bgy sl A Sk
Means in each column followed by similar letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD Test

Ol b Hlowd Cod oo sl y 50 (65980 03k 1 (Silio dny o & Jgux
Table 6. Means comparison effect of salt in basil after treatment with chitosan

Gop gobuw by sl Sp S )y Ay, S 5y Bl S g S0
Salt level  Harvest index Leaf dry weight Root dry weight Leaf dry weight Leaf wet weight
mM % g
0 10.12 0.85% 0.1 0552 69*
75 9.2° 0.72° 0.112 0522 6.3 %
150 8.18 ¢ 0.63°¢ 0.086 ¢ 0.44° 5.7°%
200 7.09 ¢ 0.47 ¢ 0.07 ¢ 035¢ 5.03¢
Table 6. Continued aolol . Jaus
S gobw  Aday P (39 Bl 5 o3 Al ) px> ale) Jsb Sl Jgb
Salt level Root wet weight Shoot wet weight  Root volume Root lenght Shoot length
mM mm cm
0 0.56 3.152 0.85° 10.4 % 31.09*
75 0.64 2 29¢ 1.022 10.86 * 290
150 0.47 b 24P 0.83° 9.7°b 27°¢
200 0.38°¢ 2.05°¢ 0.76 ¢ 8¢ 254

B (I e gl 10 oz gebas 15 (LSD) s i gl 3l cyg0)] bl 1 it o5 jiie g (gl s 4 olaSils
Means in each column followed by similar letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD Test



o0) Gops 5 Lo by azalS ol Sleogad p GhiginS 5 LoyosS 5 g, 3l i Sen 5 (Lo

Loyd9S 35 @HB L o o o sl y 50 (55940 03l 51 (Rilo o Y Jguar
Table 7. Means comparison effect of salt in basil after treatment with Trichoderma fungus

G gobw by sl Sp S (jy ey SES 5y Bl SUAS o S0l
Saltlevel  Harvestindex Leaf dry weight Root dry weight Leaf dry weight Leaf wet weight
mM % g
0 10.172 0.85% 0.096 ° 0.57° 6.96 %
75 9.3 0.74° 0.11° 0.55% 6.3 %®
150 8.4° 0.68° 0.088° 0.49° 5.8
200 7.5¢ 0.49°¢ 0.075°¢ 0.37°¢ 5.2°¢
Table 7. Continued aolsl .Y Jgu
Sagh Tobaw aday ¥ (ig Blw i 459 ) e iy Job alw Job
Salt level Root wet weight  Shoot wet weight Root volume Root lenght Shoot length
mM g mm cm
0 0.62 322 0.92° 10.1 2 3152
75 0.69 ¢ 292 1.222 10.6*° 29.4°
150 0.49° 2.5° 0.84" 9.5" 27.5°¢
200 0.41° 220 0.77°" 8¢ 26.1°¢

25,05 (g0 sire glas 10 Jloim! xlas 50 (LSD) Slo sine Sgliss J3lam (5031 bl 3 cdiinds S e Bgy slyls a5 ol Sile
Means in each column followed by similar letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using LSD Test
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