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Table 1. Chemical properties of the soil study
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Table 2. Source of variation, degree freedom and mean squares of study traits in chickpea under salinity stress and

mycorrhiza fungi
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ms,*and **: non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% level of probability, respectively
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Table 3. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza fungi on study traits in chickpea.
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No. of secondary branches

digy 4o Jﬁ Slowy
No. of leaf per plant

0.5 297 50.37#

3 277 49.77*

6 2.66" 40.00°

9 2.220 34.44¢
Mycorrhiza 13,9650

Local ecotype 093 059 2.66° 40.83°

Gigospera margarita 24.41° 41.81°

Piriformospora indica 31.16* 48.29*
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Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5%

probability levels based on Duncan's test
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Table 4. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza fungi of study traits in chickpea.

S 13259850 gg gl stlop pluil Sl (459
Salinity Mycorrhiza Plant height Shoot dry weight

dS.m’ cm g.plant’
Local ecotype 099 0545 31.33% 5.66"
0.5 Gigospera margarita 31.00° 4.06¢
Piriformospora indica 36.332 6.77°
Local ecotype o0gs 00¢5 31.33% 4.68¢
3 Gigospera margarita 26.334 3.83¢
Piriformospora indica 33.66% 6.08°
Local ecotype og: 0095 26.33% 4.18¢
6 Gigospera margarita 23.00°f 2.81¢#
Piriformospora indica 29.00¢d 5.27°¢
Local ecotype 0g: 00¢5 21.66" 3.32f
9 Gigospera margarita 17.33¢8 2.44¢
Piriformospora indica 25.66% 4.13¢
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Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5% probability levels

based on Duncan's test.
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Table 5. Source of variation, degree freedom and mean squares of maximum quantum yield of PSII photosystems
(F'v/F'm), Stomatal conductance, Spad, relative water content (RWC) and membrane stability index (MSI) in chickpea

under salinity stress and mycorrhiza fungi.

azye (ol aiwday Slgixe
o3 Jailiy 539, ol e T R Y
S.0.V df F'v/IF'm conductance Spad RWC MSI
ok 2 0.0001 148 7.37 5.09 0.69
Block
o9 3 0.526™ 994™* 140 270" 57.6™
Salinity (S)
askle 0.005" 735" 101" 254" 10.6
Mycorrhiza (M)
sl it ¢ 0.007"" 15,2485 4.80" 11.0% 0.870
SxM
> 22 0.0001 11.8 1.48 11.70 0.85
Error
CV% (1) Ol s g yud 1.85 7.75 7.81 4.71 4.10
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ns, *and**:non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% level of probability, respectively.
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Table 6. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza fungi on stomatal conductance, relative water content
(RWC) and membrane stability index (MSI) in chickpea.

3 1459, colun Sl o lgizme  sLid syl (a5 LS
Salinity Stomatal conductance RWC MSI
dS.m! mmol.m-2.s”! %
0.5 51.67* 79.20° 25/79*
3 43.10° 70.31¢ 21.56¢
6 34.69¢ 74.15° 22.88P
9 27/37¢ 66/38¢ 19.79¢
Mycorrhiza 13,50
Local ecotype cog: 0343 39.882 72.55° 22.712
Gigospera margarita 36.46° 67.89° 21.48°
Piriformospora indica 41.27* 77.09 23.33¢

W, (gl gire BB wis o iy Jleiz| o j0 Cao o 0 wlin By > il sl Sl
Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5% probability levels

based on Duncan's test
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Table 7. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza on maximum quantum yield of PSII photosystems (F'v/F'm) and

spad in chickpea.

(Fo g (ueds 3 ) (590 12,95t I it gid Jowilly (21 ity (S0 o (a5 L0
Salinity (dS.m™) Mycorrhiza F'v/F'm Spad

Local ecotype 0.730° 72.66%
0.5 Gigospera margarita 0.720° 67.93¢
Piriformospora indica 0.750? 74.66%
Local ecotype 0.560¢ 67.66°
3 Gigospera margarita 0.500°¢ 62.681
Piriformospora indica 0.590°¢ 68.33%
Local ecotype 0.430f 70.33¢d
6 Gigospera margarita 0.390h 64.00f
Piriformospora indica 0.4208 71.00%
Local ecotype 0.160 62.001
9 Gigospera margarita 0.1401 61.118
Piriformospora indica 0.170' 64.00f
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Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5% probability levels based on

Duncan's test
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Table 8. Source of variation, degree freedom and mean squares of study traits in chickpea under salinity stress and

mycorrhiza fungi.

a0 ado,Jsb  ady) e S 0i plodl 4 4y ) o
S.0.V 2l Root Root e Colonization
e df length volume Roo‘t dry Root/Shoot
weight
S
s 2 0.19 0.05 0.004 0.07 0.79
Block
S 3 130* 3.17" 0.05™ 051° 558"
Salinity (S)
13 9% b
Mycorrhiza 2 5.77** 306** 0.03** 001"“ 538**
™M)
" ux & * Q Q Q ok
S St 6 1.33 0.12" 0.001" 0.14" 13.8
SxM
WL
22 0.46 0.06 0.001 0.15 2.99
Error
(1) Sy o 2 419 7.93 9.16 10.44 447
CV%
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s *and™*:non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% level of probability, respectively
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Table 9. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza fungi of study traits in chickpea.

(o p o jowd) Qoo Aduy e Al S 1)y (e plail @ ad ) Cond
Salinity Root volume  Root dry weight Shoot/Root
dS.m’ cm’ g.plant!
0.5 4.112 0.54* 4.032
3 3.20° 0.48° 3.84
6 3.04° 0.45° 3.45°
9 2.72¢ 0.36° 3.76%
Mycorrhiza 13 ;650 b
Local ecotype ogs 0595 3.38b 0.44° 3.742
Gigospera margarita 2.75¢ 0.41° 3.812
Piriformospora indica 3,752 0.522 3.76*

Al gl sime Blisl vs o iy Jlein] e (0 Cie jo 0 alie B> sl slo Sl
Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5% probability

levels based on Duncan's test
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Table 10. Effect of salinity and mycorrhiza fungi of study traits in chickpea.

S 132,05k aday Job (s 0B S0 40
Salinity Mycorrhiza Root length Colonization
dS.m’! cm %

Local ecotype ogs 03¢ 20.33° 47.66¢
0.5 Gigospera margarita 20.33b 40.334
Piriformospora indica 21.66* 54.66*
Local ecotype oog 0595 16.66° 45.08°
3 Gigospera margarita 17.33¢ 32.3%
Piriformospora indica 17.33¢ 50.00°
Local ecotype 099 004 16.33° 36.66°
6 Gigospera margarita 14.334 27.668
Piriformospora indica 16.66° 40.00¢
Local ecotype  cog1 0345 11.00° 30.75°
9 Gigospera margarita 11.00f 25.23¢
Piriformospora indica 12.66° 33.66°

Al gl gixe Bl s s iy Jleisl mhaw 8 s ja e alie By )b sla . Sk
Means with common letter(s) in each column are not statistically significant at 5%

probability levels based on Duncan's test
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Table 11. Coefficient of correlations of study traits of chickpea.

g5 yo axdlland y g0 Wlho (Swsod N Jgus

No. Traits 1 2 3 4, 5. 6. 7.
L F'V/F'M 95 giugid o),15 diiay 1
2. Stomatal conductance (gldijg, culan 0.89™ 1
3. Spad Ky juw 0.74™ 0.74™ 1
4. RWC S p ol i glgsixo 0.64™ 0.58™ 0.86" 1
5. MSI slig g lab jasls 0.80" 0.72" 0.83" 0.74" 1
6.  Plant height 454 gl | 0.81" 0.78" 0.74™ 0.70" 0.73" 1
7.  Lowest branch height GU& .dgl glai 0.26™ 0.20™ 0.24™ 0.05™ 0.28™ 0.34" 1
8.  No. of secondary branches slasi e, a5ls 0477 0427 0.58" 0.54™ 0477 0.617 0.16™
9.  No. of leaf per plant & y sloxi 0.80"" 0.80™ 0.59™ 0.57 0.60™ 0.78™ 0.27"
10.  Shoot dry weigh /a2 slail S 39 0.837" 0.84™ 077 0.73" 0.76"™ 0.89™ 0.25™
11.  Rootlength 4iv, Job 0.96™ 0.88*" 0.79™ 0.70" 0.82"" 0.83™ 0.22"
12.  Root volume 4iyy ox> 0.73* 0.74™ 0817 0.78" 0.78" 0.87" 0.26™
13.  Root dry weight aiv; Sis 9 0.77°* 0.76™ 0817 0.74™ 0.70" 0.83 0.31™
14.  Shoot/Root  olga plasl 4 ddi y Coms 0.26™  0.25"™ 0.01™ 0.09* 0.78™ 0.19" -0.11"
15.  Colonization _Juuws jod Juo,d 0.80" 0.79™ 0.82" 0.74™ 0.75" 0.90" 0.29™

Table 11. Continued alsl )Y Jgue

No. Traits 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15.
8. No. of secondary branches ¢ 8 a5Ls sloxs 1

9. No. of leaf per plant & p olasy 0.46™" 1

10. Shoot dry weigh  olss plal s (439 0.56" 0.89™ 1

11. Rootlength iy, Job 0.47" 0.78™ 0.88™ 1

12. Root volume aiy, px> 0.62™ 0.66™ 0.86™ 0.76™ 1

13. Root dry weight aiy, Sis o9 0.61" 0.76™ 0.87"" 0.80" 0.83" 1

14. Shoot/Root  slgd elail &y diy y G -0.05™ 0.31™ 0.32™ 0.24* 0.12 -0.18" 1

15. Colonization g jod dus)yd 0.62* 0.77 091" 0.79" 0.90™ 0.84™ 0.21™ 1

s *and"*:non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% level of probability, respectively.
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