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Table 1. Physical and chemical characteristics of soil experimental
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K P N Total Organic matter EC pH Soil texture
ppm: % dS.m’!
3954  3.20 0.05 0.56 1.87 7.98 Sandy loam
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Table 2. Meteorological data of Zabol University Research Farm (located in Sistan Dam), 2016-2017 Crop Year
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Month temperature temperature Temperature humidity days Ice Rainfall
°C % mm
20958 14.95 33.5 2426 34 0 0
April
s |
29 22.79 36.31 29.55 23 0 0
May
5
Mt 25.7 414 33.5 21 0 0
June
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Chlorophyll a =
(A1.75 x Ass2 — 2.350 x Asss V/100W [V]
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Table 3 .Analysis of variance of morphophysiological and biochemical properties of portulaca underthe influence of

drought stress and humic acid Sparying

&yt 2olio L B oy Foiy .
S.0.V ool Plant lateral Number of adoy Job Root fresh %) S (339
df height branche Root length weight Root dry weight
o 2 38.77 3.00" 2.190s 0.29* 0.002m
Repeat
GEE S 350,50 523.00" 15419  42.66" 113"
Drough (S)
Error a aglks 4 10.27™ 0.75™ 0.8™ 0.05" 0.002"
Sogep sl Gilsle 3 g 667 51.95" 15.36™ 2.84" 0.07"*
Humic acid Spary (M)
SxM 6 12.63™ 7.25" 0.41™ 0.24™ 0.001™
Error b b s> 18 10.03 0.68 0.87 0.05 0.001
CV () Ol pdi g b - 7.32 5.87 6.98 6.97 6.29
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Table 3. Continued alsl.Y Jgus
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M, 0.80 7.570 0.00002" 0.0004rs 0.0003" 0.000017
Repeat
GAEGE sg08" 5050.04” 0.12" 037" 0.45" 0.02"
Drough (S)
Error a aglbs 4 0.10" 8.19ms 0.00007" 0.0005" 0.0006" 0.000030
M | Ab sk ok ek ok ok ek
20920 el (23 Jplxe 627" 657.01 0.007 0.04 0.05 0.0006
humic acid Spary(M)
MxS 6 0.40rs 54.60" 0.001* 0.14™ 0.01™ 0.0007"*
Error b bslas 18 0.09 5.12 0.00005 0.0003 0.0004 0.00003
CV () oy g 36 - 3.97 6.34 5.26 5.97 5.88 3.94
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*, *¥* Statistically significant at the probability levels of 5% and 1%, respectively
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Table 4.Compare the average of simple effects of morphophysiological properties of portulaca under the influence of

drought stress and humic acid Sparying.

L loys Tobw g el Ay Job alay ¥ o3 dde ) SiS (59 &T"Lw
Treatments Levels height Plant Root length  Root fresh weight  Root dry weight g:{i ’IJ)S
m g plant!
90% FC 45.00° 9.83¢ 5300 0.818 10.06°
A G 990, FC 47572 13.25 3.520 0.49° 7.46°
Drought 599, pc 36.91¢ 17.00? 1.53¢ 0.20¢ 5.65¢
sibJsxe  contorol 34.88¢ 11.88¢ 2.78¢ 0.38¢ 6.694
Saogad dmsl 25 mg L7 41.22¢ 12.77° 3.24¢ 0.48¢ 7.50¢
humic acid 50 mg L' 45.55 14.88 3.70° 053 8.65
Spraying  75mg L’ 51.200 13.88b 4.07° 0.60° 8.06"
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In each column, means with same letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level.

Turkmen et al., 2005;) soxe sloipgh b
3,8 (Ouni et al., 2014; Ghorbani et al., 2010

Lyl s o ol o Slas g o, p Cudo (6,5 Sngud d!
asls )‘)‘9 )“"Lm‘) Sk )~> 09>9A J‘}aaw‘..\fw



VE) 55h 00 sl sl psle 45 e sla i

FY¥

W ¥ saldh 4 Cad dls e 5e oSS o Slee
Sl g (SiS i JiSen, (Abedini et al., 2015)
ol il asll slass o i oS ol las Segun
(G 59 05 kea V) 2,5 Ll ey o b oo V-

B Jgoz) ol Jool> Sage dnl

STy sl fole b g ouuzmy slaadls sbxy! @b 5l
rolie 5l 6ol Sl (531 S0l b Sagen 05l

b sk oot il i (ol o el il | ol
Sengad Sl i 10 00T Lo B0 0015 0 1o ol glas
uinl38l o (Calendula officinalis) paiaen oL o

il o Slee gy jo S5 olaws (5 o5l o Sles gl )|

a5 londign 9 o) SS9 2 Srogad sl (bl Jelze 9 (SiS T il 1.8 Jaux
Table 5. Interaction effect of drought stress and humic acid spraying on growth and biochemical properties

of Portulaca oleracea.

Sogad ol (AL Jglmo

Sl sbasls slusy

SS id - Ol yoad g S odan
Spraying Number of lateral .
Drought . i Carbohydrate Proline
acid humic branches
mg.g"!
contorol 11.00& 1.71% 0.06!
90% FC 25 mg L! 12.00ef 30.61" 0.06M
50 mg L! 12.661 17.23 0.07¢h
75 mg L! 15.33¢ 8.76 0.07"
contorol 17.334 32.28¢h 0.08¢h
70% FC 25 mg L! 19.00¢ 35.08¢ " 0.08¢
50 mg L! 22.00° 38.33¢f 0.15¢
75 mg L! 26.66* 41.804 0.10"
contorol 6.33¢ 44.614 0.204
50% FC 25 mg L! 8.33 66.28% 0.25¢
50 mg L! 8.66 58.57° 0.302
75 mg L! 9.66™ 52.76¢ 0.28°

A5l e )0 iy Jlio ] mhaw jo e pe gl S iie By > sl la Kl gt o 0
In each column, means with same letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level.
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