Ls"b_) fsj.c > G.I:ag;.naé@.ﬁjs

* Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
e 1TAY Ol (9o o slod (a3l >
Ay £e1-¢1Y

e .
S,

(Kochiascoparia) bies” ols™ 38 <5 59399 b ulgy B 9 9 Sagd i

70155 G auraw Looljlsy wiog p agdl F 60,5 o0 & 515 oo T oguane e [ B some PGS Hhes
Ageios oy 8 olBiily alS pgle cuSlimsyy Jboliwl )
Ageies oy 8 olRiily alF psle caSlimsly 5 (55)sliS 0aSiils ele Cia gac Y
Iy ‘al:..: olKasls ‘6})5“ 05; L_,’_.o.ls: Céppgac Y
s (o 2350l dusse solocann gas ¥
Ageden (o908 olRils 5l caelyy (6,550 .0
S gy B oSy el (kS (5ol b (5250 P

QB/YIN 1y eyl QBT FNY 1y oy,

ouSs

ol Pl 8155 LS 4 Slho (ul JUT § Gl Cur canlio 65151 (lghe &) s 9 LS S 55dg1 5 Lasly) (o) ¢
Seb b al pond 0,3 LS £,k B 43 (5)Heh Liliso golaw 50 LbeS ol S Jglg b Lalgy Heliie e A el
T 9 bl GO 53 o p1 (ios jowd 171D 9 BIY gl 93 L (559 Jole 8,5 )18 gy 390 5155 aw b SBolad Jols
ol a8l as ols (yLid guls aiad )5 51,8 (o058 S ,T )yl 9 Wiz w329 2 (Ol cdnag sl Jold LigS (02 0998
Slg3emw 9 3529 51 cdng)l (G039T 13 (rdg ylgiews 0395 10 IS b g ey ,S clile (F/BASM™ 5 BIY I (g9
iy cdnogyl 30523 3lg s (B0 10 Sy Ol (cmnd (slgixo g 9 ol sodgs 50 DPPH IS0l cadled jleo
3% Golg 009 e § dnog sl 0395 53 S p1 iy (odgi (poled 10 S sk lgiem 9 329y bzt SWrodeT 40 (5 el
@l (o Slgimn il (o w8l il Gleduol e0gi 50 Cubld g (AL g 0 0 e cdnog)l g (Lol iy lrode
b Sy o Zod Slal381 o paS 9 9y 0095 50 0395 o § 9 (5 ol Jrandly ylg paw 0095 53 (59 A SlEI L S
b oanliuo Hlg i 0395 50 (6)98 (A GBI b Hds o Slas GLalS o pilay ab ol wizr o 0098 53 (5ygd S Sl
Sa9h g 33 Hladuol 3 dnogyl GLBodg 3 33 3 Shos 5 035 Cum ) () il OIYASIM™ (659 gelaws 53 ,lgjw 0393 £ 900 3
Aidg1 1510 1y 3y & 5o 9 0093 Canm 5 (32 pidiont o 5 4 17/00ISMY

DPPH .l a1 «(Jid «iralg g w5 50usl Jomiliy :5ubel 51005y

http://dx.doi.org/10.22077/escs.2017.1607.1036

YU yizen (Munns and Tester, 2008) sois o i
5 SR T & e S Jole slaSes jlade yog
9 pyee qeeolly Qi 2elS (Se Jol (10,05 o2
Munns, 2003) 55 5 oo oo cdale Gol38l g pandS
56 ST b 6laaisT aoz ol Koe el s 05dle
2l o e Sdple saanld (S 0 e
025 il anS e ad, ed Lulis s a8 Sl

doddo
S Cesl (G S AE (p Jodes 5 (S0 S ()9
Gk ams e )15 il co | Jpamme asi g oS as
St Glaie) jl gerd S99 iBS Sype glao sl
B SE 6yed Sl B cod Glal e ol cas
S35y Bble ;o ohsa ol (£l); 8l odes 5wl
Sad 99>9 (Qureshi et al., 2007) sis (550 dntine
(g e s Gl i Gl e O
S ol Jeily 20l5 (Sl g5 sl e ilie o LS

jafarnabati@ferdowsi.um.ac.ir : S5y xS oy . S5 jaam 1555euly 005 )55



VWAV il V) sl e el pole 1o lame (slo s

f-v

ol Jomilly g n Jolme lacljsnmg S0 ol
Ol (GheSI Sl SlaS 5 S n 0l s Sl
ool 03g5myy Oliee Calei)d 5 pely 5 prde ol
Slawl ()55 3 Cdlas 4 a>45 L 13 .(Janagoudar, 2009)
Lily) 5 basSly (Fp eir Bl gk
VPS5 OIY (555 o 53 )0 LudsS Sujelsa b
Cazr o il oo ) sskiat b oS cass 0355

D92 (59 i Llyl yo A sS

Lo 0993090
oblS oo cdad (6 98 liniss acyje 4o anlhas oyl
3 Nen (gwgd,8 oluily (65,0liS eaSlisls g (£l
Jo Ssb gyb aly poad 05 glac s bl LB
el a4 YWAV-AA el e 5o )15 aw b dolas
colaa b g,lol O ()98 mhaw g0 Jolis Lol g5
3 &ly slaol> 5l oty ags) V#/0dSM g O/Y  SG =Sl
LdsS (sog 0095 g Jold (258 ;951 5 (adhate 0l
30 CBlS 09 (lygmw 5 diz o @, 0 (lotsl g
Ol bazal S s)lel 5 <85 Sjge olesls 3 py
shls Ol b wewls 51w abn L) Jol5 il
Joaz 10 ol s S Sliogas .o pll O/YASM™! 6,08

el 005 81 (V)

Molassiotis et al, 2006; Parida and Das, 2005; )
b S o a youie Wilg co Julse ol 9020 aS(Zhu, 2001
Dionisio- Sese and Tobita, ) s5i oLS o Sles juals
.2000; Rout and Shaw, 2001
S rSeste oph SBgol plie (1S 4 4z L
blys jo ciS lp Gl Gl Can e GlalS
SYgaze wlgi Slp ol HSal, Wlg oo 5)98 i
.Jami Al Ahmadi and Kafi, 2008) axb  <l,;
0392 99350 L Cewa 558 (LS (55, Dlalllae L=l
SFee sl oS Dysin & i Gl Ly ool
Benlloch-) oS Joss |, Lyo o g,90 a5 <db

sls canlk o Julb (Gonzalez et al., 2005
asllao (Nabati, 2011) ceul LS bl cpl alex |
JooS S03e092 508 Sl e S35 ogdle (JalS 4gS )l
& Oleo Q.ﬂ JLa...s‘ 9 C)La\ Sy o ..\;‘9.“54 (S 4
Syse LSl 03,5 o)l Geizes 5 )y sbeaisS
o calizee (o gilS dezg alawlgay 0,5 15 oolatul
23S 50 LbsS goite slaodys S92y (rizen 5 olpl 5o
9 Sigld Slallas sl (olin @i Wil o0 olS

ICLIPVJERPES WY
Olesds ol o Slas S 5l aS ool Gl oldlas
Slas u;‘ .0)5 oolaul GoF S 4 Lo (sldaasLs

o lo3T Joxo (6 yin il Yo U yauo) S5 g o3licias! 0390 O (o3 leanls Sluoguas (9 yieten ) Jouir
Table 1. Main chemical properties of the waters and soil at the study site.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (P value) the effect of different levels of salinity on characteristics of five Kochia local

cultivars.
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Table 3. Mean comparision of biological yield, seed yield, harvest index, leaf sodium and potassium content and sodium:
potassium ratio of five Kochia ecotypes at anthesis in different salinity levels
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Means withthe same letters in each treatment and column for each treat are not significantly different in 5% probability level

base on LSD test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of soluble carbohydrates, proline content, osmotic potential, leaf relative water content,
total phenol and DPPH radical scavenging activities in different salinity levels and five Kochia ecotypes
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