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Table 1. Variances analysisof CGR, LAI and NAR.

a ) (Mean squares) clay yo sSilso
Ol @lio @] Jpamo wdhy ety Sy i a3l AL Cix ce
SOV df (CGR) (LAI) (NAR)

o A 2 0.41™ 0.61° 0.000006™

(Replication)
) 226" 255" 0.000019™
(Drought stress)
agtes 3.25 0.55 0.000008
(Error a)
G0 187" 0.26™ 0.000006™
(Cow manure)
N eSLEl 175" 132" 0.000003™
(Bacterial inoculation)
G 29T xSl i 2.02" 0.1™ 0.000004™
(Drought stress x Cow manure)
SrATL gl xSiS S 0.33" 0.05 0.0000006™
(Drought stress x Bacterial inoculation)
SR Elixgsl ot 1.78"™ 0.01™ 0.000003™
(Cow manure x Bacterial inoculation)

STl il x (595 998 x (ShS (i . . <
(Drought stress x Cow manure x 4 0.83 0.09 0.0000007
Bacterial inoculation)

bsls 35 1.6 0.13 0.000004
(Error b)
CV (%) (VAR Jowe’ yuvge 6.67 497 7.49

ol ao)0) 50 Jlaiml o ;o o sxe ol 5 dy st g (g l0 Jxe nE NS
ns, not significant, * and **: significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively.
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Table 2. Means comparison of LAl, CGR (g/m?.day) and NAR (g/m?.day) under the experimental conditions.

Hlosd Jypame oy e pw S g 23l AL wde ey
treatment (CGR) (LAD (NAR)
(el S5 5l el fia shea) (Selid (S
Drought stress (mm evaporation from class A pan)
80 22.8° 8.3" 0.028°
100 19.9° 7.5° 0.026
120 15.7° 5.9° 0.025°
Cow manure (t/ha) (S yo 05) g9l 8gS
20 19.8% 7.35% 0.027%
10 19.5% 7.3 0.027%
0 19.1° 7.12° 0.026
Bacterial inoculation G il
Bacterial inoculation Tl 20.08% 7.41° 0.027%
Non inoculation il pus 18.94 7.1° 0.026°

il g0 (LSD) o0 0 Jlaiol mhaws ;o o sme BB Sy aslie e g,
Different letters in each column and for each treatment present significant differences at 5% level of probability (LSD).
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Table 3. Simple correlation coefficients between grain yield and physiological indices.

Characteristics Slio 1o 9 5os Trghe pld Jpame ddy Lop AL oz et
(Grain Yied) (LAD (CGR) (NAR)
Grain Yield &ils o ySlos -
LAI Sy e a5 Lo 0.77" -
CGR Jeamo ay Cat ps 0.79" 0.89" -
NAR AL Gds e g 0.38" 0.21™ 0.62" -
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Table 4. Variance analysis of number of pods per plant, number of grain per pod, 100 grain weight and protein

per centage.
(Mean square) wlx wo (iileo
50 EME ol 30 &ild ofasy S gy dwoyd
Q’i &g e &ls wwo (439 Al
Oludi gl (g0l (number of (number of (100 grain (protein
SOV df pod per plant)  grain per pod) weight) per centage)
o IS, 9.24™ 163" 0.41™ 153
(Replication)
GG 987" 186" 505" 494
(Drought stress)
astks 4 66.4 8.64 95 1.02
(Error a)
S A 55" 615" 3.08™ 3.96
(Cow manure)
2L | 393" 69.7" 109 7.02
(Bacterial inoculation)
@l 295 xS Sy 9.7 0.37™ 1.95" 16®
(Drought stress x Cow manure)
6)Jb M X “ w xx ns ns ns
(Drought stress x Bacterial 2 315 14 2.84 195
inoculation)
G5 gl x5l 995 " . " .
(COW manure x Bacterial 2 4.44 0.67 25.4 2.81
inoculation)

AL Tl xg9l8 295 x (Suls i s s - ns
(Drought stress x Cow manure x 4 7.72 0.27 7.58 1.45
Bacterial inoculation)

b sl 30 4.89 5.65 174 124
(Error b)
CV (%) (1) Ol s g b 10.2 11 4.64 4.72

Sl 3oy0 S5 g iy izl o 5o lo pixe ol 5 a9 5 (g lo Sxe 6 NS
", not significant, * and **: significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively.

@S ol &5 o F gy poy9e Dlao goled 3l e
Amooaghaee et ) ol o LS sloausl L 38ls o
= (0 Jso=) @, 2003; Khoramdel et al., 2008
ol 658k mly Gl sl b eSles anlie
Ao il pae 4 Cond (8L s jled o aS ol
Syl (0 Jgoz) del Caws a4 i Sl uligp
5 wSbos (er oS la L depsagin
o Yl el g JoSis adgl oole paie )l
S S Lghl 0,18 S50 g e ys Rl LY
Amooaghaee et ) aib o 5,:5b ol Lawg (59,0

.(@., 2003

G5 DA aaldl b as sl les bepSile dlie

Ll ol glosme 2ol gy o 50 Slao alod
G mls LA o8 lay Gl als umen we e
(O Jsa>) (Roostaee et al., 2012) sls callae
Slawd o BMe jo ails slass g digr jo B olaw 1y yidn
e o eS g ol odaline JLSe ;5 GolS 095 (5 Ve
sl (lf 555 ssli pie ot 0 Slas
395 ilize gob b aSile amlis @S w8
Soyd 6ol 355 gehw SRl L as ol plas o
2wl ol a5 csls sl dme Gl als g
(Roostaee et a., 2012) coul L3 sloassl L silgs
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Table 5. Means comparison of number of pods per plant, number of grain per pod, 100 grain weight and protein

per centage.
s Ag 50 M dlaxi ML Ho Wil sl &ild o 439 Ald (dig g oy
Phaas . .
number of pod number of 100 grain protein
treatment . ;
per plant grain per pod weight per centage
(e S22 5l ot o ghe) (Sls A
Drought stress (mm evaporation from class A pan)
80 29.3° 29.32 30.12 21.7°
100 21° 21.3° 28.3% 24.1°
120 145° 14° 26.8"° 24.9°
Cow (LS ,o 3) 698 oeS
manur e (t/ha)
20 23.6% 22.7% 28.7% 23.8%
10 205 21.9° 27.9° 23.8%
0 20.6° 20° 28.6° 23°
Bacterial G rSL ils
inoculation
Bacterial inoculation gy 24.3° 24.3° 28.9° 23.9°
Noninoculation gl pae 18.9° 18.9° 28 232"

A3l oo (LOD) woyo & Jlaio! mhaws 5o ls cme S| Sl aline 8 By,
Different letters in each column and for each treatment present significant differences at 5% level of probability (LSD).

Sl Sl amlie @S (V) JS5 4 a2y b
Oty o5 0l lid 6 8L il x (g9l8 5sS wilSye
15 sl 355 5 Yol 4o (YVIVY) iy 0 M olaws
B St (eI 5 el S 4 (6 5L adls 5 liSa
VVIFA olows by (6,551 zedls pas g dalis Jlad o aigy o
Ol Sl anlin mls wb Jol> wg 0 B
oo 45 ol ol L,ESL il x 548 355 wilSg
Tl 5 LS 33 6ol8 055 (5 Ve sled yo Al w3
(¥ JS8) el caws 4 5550

40

Aigy y0 AL Slus
number of pod per plant

control

~inoculation

mild stress

X SiS G Sl Sl lie b

5 g 4o e sl o ion oS ol las 6 5L sl
e Sl 48 ab ol (5551 gl x anls o
GRS yled 50 A 50 BV Sl (7S 4 S )00
O JSe) cals ol St mdl pae x (Sis wyal
A5 el o a5 5 Sl s mge 6L el
S Dolds (L il x (SaS wyud A5 e
(O JS) asl aislas (6 23S il sae x sl jles b

& Non inoculation

severe stress

T 3 yl5 xe ST LKl alie el B> Agr 53 BME SIaxi (6l el x (Sl s e il i) S

Db o0 (LSD) s yo gy Jlosia!

Fig. 1. Interaction effects of drought stress x bacterial inoculation on number of pod per plant Different letters
present significant differencesat 5% level of probability (L SD).
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Aigy yo ML Sluy
Number of pod per plant

0 ton/ha

10 ton/ha

& Non inoculation

20 ton/ha

T 33 4o e BB Sl alive pué GBgy> digy y0 ML Slaxi p Sk gl x (golf 395 Jilie ol 1LY S

b 0 (LSD) wo yo gy Jlosis |

Fig. 2. Interaction effect of cow manure x bacterial inoculation on number of pod per plant Different letters
present significant differences at 5% level of probability (L SD).

~inoculation

(p55) &l %o (559
100 grain weight (g)

Oton/ha

10ton/ha

& Non inoculation

20ton/ha

i Jloso ! s 55 )18 me S ,Sily alino pud By Aild o (339 2 6 AL el x Golf 85 Jiliio il 31 Y JSCi

il oo (LSD) v o

Fig. 3. Interaction effect of cow manure x bacterial inoculation on 100 grain weight Different letters present

significant differencesat 5% level of probability (L SD).
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Table6. Tripleinteraction effect of drought stress x cow manure x bacterial inoculation on 100 grain weight.

S ily (Drought stresslevel)
(Bacterial S98 395 zobw e 2o i Wb (e

inoculation) (Cow manure level) (Control) (Mild stress) (Severe stress)

el 20ton/ha 32° 28.2% 27.5%

(Bacterial inoculation) 10 ton/ha 3.5%° 26.11" 24.7"

0ton/ha 30.6° 31® 2gbede

zedils pus 20ton/ha 28.8%¢ 29,300 25.6%"

(Non inoculation) 10 ton/ha 29.8™ 28,9 27.6%

0ton/ha 29,10 26.1" 26.4"

il oo (LSD) o0 0 Jlaol mhaws 5o o sme S Sy aslie e g,
Different letters present significant differences at 5% level of probability (LSD).
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Table 7. Variance analysis of grain yield, biological yield and harvest | ndex.

az (Mean squar es) ey o (el
Ol i @il 0131 @l 8 ,Sdos S glgm o Sdas Ceblo y Lo
SO0V df (Grain yield) (Biological yield) (Harvest index)

. A 2 619319 468689™ 174

(Replication)
LSS, 5316469° 20199458" 210"
(Drought stress)
agles 4 363980 454054 250
(Error a)
e ) 139954’ 1487138" 20"
(Cow manure)
o bl | 1960118" 5167928" 153"
(Bacterial inoculation)
G939 XSS Ay 34065™ 72555 36.9"
(Drought stress x Cow manure)
S g KA S 79186™ 133045™ 72.3°
(Drought stress x Bacterial inoculation)
ATl ERlixsgs ot 5 1435473 787875 456"
(Cow manure x Bacterial inoculation)

Gk il x(ggl5 395 x (ShS S5 R ns ns
(Drought stress x Cow manure x 4 90998 265386 4.1
Bacterial inoculation)

b sl 30 26248 198094 44.2
(Error b)

CV (%) (1) Sy i 10.7 11.9 16.6

ol as )Y 50 Jlaisl mdaw o o sixe ol 4y e
ns, not significant, * and **: significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively.

dllo gy il oo doys OY/OF ol vals 4 Cons Sl Gl Gools lis b Sile aglie 51 Jol> b
als 0, Sles (9 ieS g i a5 b lid b .Sl aS Bl el gyl S jebay dils o Slee  Sis is
055 5 Ve slo,led 0 iy 4 g9l8 055 Bran Sl Bagheri et ) <.l d saisl L P = ol
Hlas a5 0y (53l 558 5l olatul pae 5 LS o (5ol Lol il jo aly o Slee als @, 2000
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e aall led 4 o wpal (S 15 9 e
Pardo et al., 2000; ) ol oo L8 sloasl b 38lss 5o

(Ganjedli et a., 2010

Jobee (cial38l salls 4y cond LS o (558 55 5 Ve
ma8l @l cpl a5 (A Jgoz) ol las 1y asye V+/9)
Mohamadi et al., ) sas o 1,8 0l 5,50 |, L3 slo
Oy peS g oy picdon 4S8l lad oSl aunlie (2010
il pos 9 L gl e )3 o alls 5 Sles
el e s oSk Gl cul i Job 5k
Tl pas Jled 4 Cond wo ) YYIFP Ll oS
"o B @S b @lhe oS (A Jyor) wiboo 7S

(Khoramdel et a., 2008) ..:l
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Table 8. Means comparison of grain yield, biological yield and harvest I ndex.

SOl gm o Slos

) 25 ekS) dils o Slos Clld g Ll
oo (s (L2 0,5 9les) (20y3)
treatment Grain vi Biological yield .
rain yield (kg/ha) (kg/ha) Harvest index (%)
Drought stress (mm evaporation from class A pan)

80 2022% 4597° 43.8%

100 15542 40212 38.6°

120 939° 2543° 37.4°
Cow manure (LS ,o (5) G985 deS
(t/ha)

20 1600% 39612 39.2%

10 1491® 3798 39.5%

0 1425° 3402 41.2*
Bacterial GXSL il
inoculation

Bacterial inoculation gl 1696° 4030% 41.6°

Noninoculation gl pac 1315° 3411° 38.3

Al o (LSD) wo o ey Jloiol s 1o jlo e SN Sily Jlows 12 gl g st 2 50 diliee puf g >
Different lettersin each column and for each treatment present significant differences at 5% level of probability (LSD).
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Fig. 4. Interaction effect of cow manure x bacterial inoculation on grain yield Different letters present

significant differencesat 5% level of probability (L SD).
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Fig. 5. Interaction effect of cow manure x bacterial inoculation on biological yield Different letters present

significant differences at 5% level of praobability (L SD).



Ya ey 8k «Syjslsr b sl ali 5 bl el g sels 08 il i S g o

~Ninoculation

N D
o o

(3o y0) cblo yy sl
S
o

Harvest index (%)

Oton/ha

& Non inoculation

ab a

N

20ton/ha

10 ton/ha

Sk wlicopd Bgyo clloy (a3 le (Kile w50 mdli x (598 095 il o Sl ol il ;.»Sia RN )

il oo (L SD) susys iy Jlosio! gebans 3 I s OS5

Fig. 6. Interaction effect of cow manure x bacterial inoculation on harvest index Different letters present

significant differencesat 5% level of probability (L SD).
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Table 9. Simple correlation coefficients between grain yield, biological yield, 100 grain weight and number of pod per

plant.
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Table 10. M eans comparison of thetripleinteraction effectson grain yield (kg/ha).
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Different letters present significant differences at 5% level of probability (LSD).
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