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Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
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Table 1. Mean squares of some parameters measured in sugar cane plant as affected by salinity stress and different

levels of ureafertilizer.

azyo o Job 039 039 Slasi L
- ) . . )
FreC &3l aly ) ] ]
df Total root Canes Canes Biomass
Sour ce of variance length weight weight no.
Salinity (S) Sogd 3 29865 113771 2730820° 622" 6354364
Nitrogen (N) 0359 5 2 3364 14352"" 757623 3.2™ 453130
Sx N 039558 X (5 )9 6 263™ 1172™ 55828"™ 0.7™  152777"™
Error Uas 24 281 46335 2.4 131904

Jogme e g ooV e[ Jlisl mdaw jo lo jixe i g4l

s Gignificant at 0.05, 0.01 probability levels and not significant.
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Table 2. Mean squares of some biochemical parameters measured in leaf of sugarcane plant as affected by salinity

stress and different levels of ureafertilizer.

JUU PR axys 0395 oo oLy 4 by, Copnd oo
sol3T PR
Sour ce of variance df Nitrogen Na K K:Na ratio proline
Salinity (S) S 3 0.68" 173" 6597 231" 0.23"
Nitrogen (N) 03955 2 0.83" 0.64™ 129" 13.1° 0.03"
Sx N 03958 X6 )9 6 0.15™ 3.96™ 316™ 13.17 0.01°
Error s 24 0.07 7.52 163 3.23 0.003
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- 0s: Gignificant at 0.05, 0.01 probability levels and not significant.
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Table 3. Mean of some parameters growth of sugar cane plant as affected by different levels of salinity stress and
urea application.

Sl Wy o Job ) 039 & Ol & 039 05gi Camnt 3
Treatment Total root length Root weight Canesno. Caneweight Biomass
Salinity 3T m pot™* gpot™? Cane.pot™ Kg.pot™ Kg.pot™
1dsm 400° 565° 11.2% 2.35° 3.60°
2dsm* 335° 4872 9.30° 2.05° 3.22°
4dsm* 304° 437° 6.70° 1.93° 2.94°
gdsm 264¢ 298¢ 5.00° 1.07° 1.66°
Ureafert. 0,5l0e5
200 Kg ha't 307° 414° 7.30° 1.58° 263°
300Kgha' 3332 444° 8.10° 1.89° 2.94%
400 Kg ha't 3382 483° 8.30° 2.08° 2.99%
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Means with similar lettersin each column are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level.
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Table 4. Mean of weight and total root length of sugarcane plant as affected by different levels of salinity and urea
fertilizer.

L -1 . Lo . .
(S 5 55kS) 09l 055 Salinity treatment (dSm™) (o sy (o) (G y90 ylod

Urea fert. (kg ha?) 10 20 40 8.0
Root weight (g pot™) (OIS 30 p55) adiay 0339
200 507° 475% 400° 2728
300 562° 487% 437¢ 291
400 627 500° 474% 331
Total root length (m pot™) (OIS 50 yi0) ddi y oxo5 Jgb
200 369" 319° 282° 258
300 412° 342 313° 264°
400 420° 345 318° 269°
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Means followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level
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Fig. 1. Effect of salinity levelson root diameter index of sugar cane plant at levels of 200 (N1), 300 (N2) and 400 (N3)
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Table 5. Mean of weight and number of cane and biomass of sugar cane plant as affected by different levels of

salinity and ureafertilizer.

GES 5 o 55h5) 0yl 355 Salinity treatment (dSm™) (o o) (50) S39%0 loud

Ureafert. (kg ha?) 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0

Caneweight (kg pot™) (O 30 55 9S) &5 0939

200 2.30% 1.75° 1.56¢ 0.72'

300 2.35%° 2.13® 1.97° 1.11°

400 2.418 2.29%® 2.26% 1.37%
Number of Cane (pot™) (Ol 0) (5 Slass

200 10.72 8.71% 5.32° 470"

300 11.0°? 9.33® 7.01% 5.03%

400 11.32 9.01® 7.71° 5.32°

Biomass (g pot™) (OIS 30 55 9luS) 0595 Canns 3 o 30

200 3.64% 2.96° 253 1.41¢

300 3.68° 3.21® 2.97° 1.89%

400 3.48% 3.49% 3.33* 1.68°

el 00 o] s )0 ls gixe B pas caiaslis alie By > b oSl
Means followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level.
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Table6. Mean of N, K, proline concentrationsand Na:K ratio in leaf of sugar cane plant as affected by different levels

of salinity and ureafertilizer.

OlSa 50 0 59LS) 0,90 395

Salinity treatment (dS m?)

(o iy (s00) (G50 yloud

Ureafert. (kg ha?) 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
N concentration (%) (1) &5y cdale
200 1.61% 1.72 1.70™ 1.40°
300 2.42% 1.80° 1.82° 1.61%
400 2.70° 2.03%® 2.02%® 1.71°
Na concentration (mg kg-1 d.wt.) (s 00l p,55laS 3 0,5 o) paow cdale
200 7.52° 8.95¢ 13.0° 20.1°
300 9.40™ 10.02% 12.5° 18.3%
400 8.93¢ 10.1% 13.0° 17.5°
Leaf K concentration (mg kg-1d. wt.) (s 00lo p S oS o 0,5 o) by il
200 138.1% 119.2% 68.21 58.10°
300 118.4% 95.41% 78.41° 65.11%
400 119.4% 105.2° 83.50™ 76.05°
K:Na Ratio e 4 by S
200 18.412 13.45° 5.33¢ 2.81°
300 12.50™ 9.53° 6.33% 352°
400 13.40° 10.4° 6.40% 4.34°
Proline (umoleg-1 f wt.) (036 Sy p )5 2 Jogo 9550) (o p
200 5.62¢ 5.75° 5.75° 5.63
300 5.63¢ 5.85> 5.91% 5.62¢
400 5.62¢ 5.90° 6.00° 5.62¢

ol [0 Jleiz] e jo s poe BB pus saiaslis alie By, b b Sl
Means followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level
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Table 7. Mean squares of parameters measured in canejuice.

Ol & (K ol (nl il Joe pealy i Qi
@iz o ok SUlF 5 )9t 4 BT L5 Cules
o3z Gl Galple wo)ls Hed e Sl ey i
Spas Cob moe Vb chile Lyld 0 ey o
@ S obS Canglie SRl (ogh Wi oo (ST (55
5555 3l GrS ol 5 ey ©iz il 09l (B (650
SIS gz ol S a5 el (5,80l o @do b 5 o
Seemann ) o, o L5 4 Cslle 0> o KiNa cos
gl yo ;500 aslllas S 4o (@nd Critchley, 1985
R T S R )]
Loawlie 0 gped 4 wle> (LS Glacess)
xS KiNa cos lyls S Colus b slacuiss
(Akhtar et al., 2003) wis
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Canejuice Caneash Cane Sugar Cane Cane

Sour ce of variance df EC i Juice - juice juice

juice ; yield
weight Na K

Salinity G 3 100" 1417 0.29” 135" 826"  2512™
Nitrogen 039 35 2 0.65™ 0.04™ 0.005™ 0.24™ 441™  859™
SxN Ol X Gyeb 6 470" 0.06™ 0.007™ 033  509™ 1376™
Error Ls 24 0.92 0.05 0.030 1.24 342 1609

s Significant at 0.01 probability level and not significant.
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Table 8. Mean of electrical conductivity, ash, weight and sodium of cane juice and also sugar yield as affected by

salinity and ureafertilizer levels.

OlSa 50 p,59LS) 0,90 095

Salinity treatment (dS m?)

(o ity (s00) (S 90 sloud

Urea fert. (kg ha?) 1.0 2.0 4.0 8.0
Electrical conductivity (dSm-1) (yo 3 uos ) (owd) (5o Sl Colan
200 10.0° 10.1° 11.7% 19.3°
300 11.5% 12.6° 12.1% 16.1°
400 10.2° 10.7¢ 11.1% 18.4%
ash (%) (1) yunSs
200 1.39% 1.36° 1.45° 2.40°
300 1.48 1.46° 1.64% 2.06%
400 1.72° 1.41% 1.51° 2.38%
weight (g pot™) (OIS 39 £55) 039
200 927 610™ 517¢ 140°
300 948° 677° 530¢ 270f
400 9882 810" 668° 354°
Sugar yield (g pot™) (OIS 0 p,8) Jlazsw! B 5o (4339

200 127% 83.0° 51.4° 17.2
300 114%¢ 101° 61.6% 32.8%
400 135° 100° 77.6° 28.3°
Na (meq I () 5o eddly (Shicheo) o ow

200 29.9% 26.9° 36.9° 1322
300 36.9° 46.9° 339° 93.9"
400 25.4° 339° 36.9° 109°

sl 100 Jlazml gl ) st LS pas sazas il alie s> b oo Sile

Means followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level.
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