i i
T

. Mg
U;u(j'( s

uﬁ) gl.c. >3 Gja:a;.noéé..aijs
Fnvironmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
17 Ol (P9d o slod (a3l >
YyYy-rra
http://dx.doi.org/10.22077/escs.2017.374.1073

O3 B, 390e 38 9 i) Do gas i1 5 ,los (3395 9 2Tps Wb

TG g lere 00l 48 LI eS8 o Sae
Ol e8e ¢ sl a\ﬂ olLily Sl axlg weelyj 09,8

QBIN/F 1 yrdy gyl ABI-AIYY 1l yo b

ol

Sunl axdllao ol ol (ol eS Wil 15 Jolge oy 50 03l (gl ko abo 51 Wilgi oo camslion oy LB g 333950 3,15
9 (23550 9,215 pae 93 2,15) 32,950 jlous (LS 1y pho oo 10+ 3 1V ¥ 51 Gy 53l) okl ol G omoy 2
STl zyb aly 2 JysiS1 My bl @ yg0as 9 51555 duw 30 GhalejT s plowil )5 0 ,Khas 9 Wiy 2 (FFe 9 VoF) o)
glice TS 4 o851 STy codel Camddy g lis (bl 5.0 2] Ko sty coduwl 33T olKiils ;3 WWAF Jlw jo Solad Jols
99 3 VoF 18 50 ool Cawd &y 4ild 3,5 (9 iy VoF (o) 30 yudd Sl 31 pudd o slan Vo 51 g 55kl jlod 5o 092
SR el o 4y el ST I et e oo 10+ 51y (55ltl 9 et Sl 1 e ia glas W 5 ey 55l Hlowd
Vof 4 Comd (oS 055 1 i Jol5 (6 5Lul Lagl s 40 45 $Fe 185 40 Jg i gk w40 4ild 8 ,Shos (g0 yd B+/F 514
)3 ails 8,Shos 50 1y gaue )0 YOIY Jial3dl 8 39 59500 jlowd .culilod o 9oty o &ild o Slos ‘5)..4‘b ‘sjﬁ,f g1 ,l0585
A Jadg 15 ial3d el 059500 45 Iy 313 GalS 1D Judg IS slgizmo Jg il 586 @ Judg s 1 oS b ey
ST bl 50 pB,1 oo 510 sire BB 925 pute Sl 4 JS 50 09381 5 SlmunsST 3 9 SYBLS (slgizmo 325950 9 (o2l o8 s

Dl 0 Slpddin adlaio jO ClS Cy 1 y95e jlowd Jlosl g Vo o8, Clbls Vo 18, 0, o (j0gr YU g o

3950 ‘gs’ir": > Slos (05 )3 i ollS sloo s

Slass b oigas e lo oYL alayly ails o Slee b ¢ 25 i
Ol 0 S G Oley Gled )o aig ;0 L slass 5 &l
S o JESI VL S & (5 3 5 ST
als olows b gla D JoSid el pal8 als o j0 ayalls
S5 5 laails o oleS aslol & )90 40 040 0 oS
(Mazzu et al., 2016) s5i o
Ol 5l 6yl e ) oS witen olag B b 595
5 T8 Sln Frmron alal) (nl WS e 0539l ) (65
olS 2138 slge L Cug jer slag BB .ol sbo oLS
oot g Sk ) Wil o0 5 wam3 oo GBI Gl
Azmat ) wies (uldl Jaoxe gl i Jelss 4 1) oLS
i Slge Ci> (63,650 slag 6 .(and Hamid, 2015

Ay elidl el 3oy ol 3l g oals ioli8l ], 12 o g

Aol
2 oelS p oS cl gamaiz Giohs Jole Sy 2l
il iy 1135 o s oo 5 0lSe 5 il e
ot Bt 5 oz sl oS @ (Seiglnd
vl sl TS ol s e Jlosm e
2oyl g Sladles I o3l yiolidl cely oS el 20
oMo Cia> o ol o Slas alS g LYo 5las el
S rmS B s &y G SIS S5y i 053 50 (2l
Y slasy o JLis a5 ol G (s ez 9
Frgid 9 098 oo dim g, (loj Gled 3 Zanl oS
8555 V0 BV 0y50 b (2l (85 il oo ol oy
Jols 0l 5l i b ad) el e Gelate (205
@ Cos gl Heb 0 xSl s Wl Sl
5 Slidles S e SIS ol ogd e o> ladles,S

farajzadeh_e@malekaniau.ac.ir : Sy xSl Co g5 5 (5 loma 00l3z 8 LUl 1655ely 005, K5



YYA

VWA liaals V) ol el pole 55 ame sla i

Lo rig) 9 0lge

sl ac 50 ;0 VYD Jlow b 5 olasl jo il
oo sl el s o 5 x| ISKLe o5l oK —iils i sams
Sl 2o 3 5i51s 3l el 5o
o il 5516t o S5 a5 o LS
S ek 100 5 VY Vel G )l L]
oS 53 ool 55 yieas (e it gl
pIe) (S 355 )5 ey jeiSE 9 85 18 (Lol
(Blwge (golS 12 )9500 () 355 0)5 5 018
P g Vo) o) e )5S 5 Bran S Ojgoa
o ol 5)8 oy 4 )l aiid S8 o b lac S
7P Padee 100 g WV Ve Sl silel lalens o
Ao OF g s ylol lads olass i i
Wee g YOB: TV oy & bymo ol olies g 5k
3 s b sl Joma S s 525 g w205,5 5,51
§ a0 b 5 S wiges Sy «2slS Sllas ol
% Jo S Ll 4 5 4 ol -+ las
Vs ot S gl b 5 (s S mls
9 Ve ey wohd g Aoyt slasgS ke
g BB )3 p Sel SN -

Table 1. Results of soil analysis
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for studied traits in maize
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Mycorrhizae N . . " o *
93950 1 63924.694" 17.361 4.694 65877.778"  21.778 5353.361 2.007
Drought*Mycorrhizae
03850t ot oS 2 6816.694 2.528 0.778 6813.528 1.361 143.028 0.885
Cultivar .
o) 1 16770.25 4.694 0.25 16213.78 13.444*  2320.028 0.303
Drought*cultivar x
oy T oS 2 25794.75 1.194 1.333 25813.86 2.528 2163.361 0.572
Mycorrhizae*cultivar
oy 33,5950 1 1750.028 10.028 3.361 1469.444 0.444 84.028 0.147
Drought*Mycorrhizae*cultivar
JETFSTNC SO 0¢; 2 13213.36 0.528 0.778 13328.53 0.861 1011.861 0.235
Sub error
oo ol 18 8433.287 2.593 1.37 8445.787 2.407 428.157 0.401
C.V (%)
(200 33) oy s 19.44 17.73 26.84 19.84 6.63 18.93 16.03
Table 2: Continued alol.Y Jous
ol eoglio R UL BN g .
. . S p Sl o S o . Sl 95
b Judosls 1439 2 v ks Peroxidase  Prolin
Chlorophyll  Stomatal Number of Number of Catalase
S0V . boontent  resistance Stomata in lower stomata in upper content content content
i gl surface surface
Replication
P RS 1.734 0.028 35.361 3.444 9.194 7.694 0.394
Drought . . - v v
oS 15.170 11.028 298.778 144.444 152.861" 330.361 2.787
Main error
ol sl 1.007 1.361 54.403 6.528 4319 16.444 0.51
Mycorrhizae " ” .
3395w 0.234 2.778 28.444 72.250 160.444™ 400.000 0.704
Drought*Mycorrhizae .
33950t 3 oS 0.289 1.194 32.704 19.000 5.361 0.083 0.22
Cultivar
o) 1.247 1 5.444 0.028 0.704 121 0.704
Drought*cultivar .
PP P 3.217** 0.083 3.444 5.444 37.194 108.583 0.344
Mycorrhizae*cultivar ”
o8 3 33 3950 0.047 1 196.000 3.361 16 49 0.028
Drought*Mycorrhizae*cultivar »
o 3% 39 595t T oS 1.742 5.250 16.333 10.704 7.583 15.083 1.047*
Sub error
o5 s 0.517 0.843 16.019 4.278 7.537 51.639 0.18
C.V (%)
12.58 16.36 9.75 8.17 12.51 20.21 10.53

(039) &l kil g

Aoy gy 5 S Jleiol man jo (55lo pme oamo ) lis oS 5 4y e g we

# and == indicate significant difference at 1 and 5%, respectively.
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Table 3. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit
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Number of Number of unfertile (39)) B i !

Irrigation regimes florets florets Gap between tasseling and
(mm evaporation from the pan) silk emergence

70 530.0° 7.750 ¢ 3.250°

110 498.5¢ 8.833° 3.750°

150 388.6° 10.67*° 6.083 ¢

Table 3. Continued
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70 522.1¢% 25.08 ¢ 17.83° 29.50°
110 489.5° 24.08 ¢ 2425 38.42¢
150 3779 ¢ 21.00° 23.75¢ 38.75%
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Table 4. Mean comparisions of traits as influenced by mycorrhizae
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Table 5. Mean comparisions of traits in maize cultivars
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Table 6. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit in maize cultivars
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Table 7. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit and mycorrhizae effects in maize cultivars
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Table 8. Mean comparisions of traits affected by mycorrhizae in maize cultivars
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Table 9. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit and mycorrhizae effects
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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