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ABSTRACT: Proline is a naturally accumulated in many higher plants
including cotton. Field studies suggested that proline may enhance cotton
yield under salinity conditions. Thus, two pot experiments were conducted at
the Agricultural Experimental Station of Agricultural Research Center
(A.R.C.) in Giza to evaluate the effects of proline application on cotton in
response to salinity stress. Seeds of Giza 90 cultivar were sown in pots of 40
cm in diameter on April 1* and 4% in 2005 and 2006 seasons. After complete
emergence of seeding, thinning was carried out leaving one plant / pot. After
50 days from sowing plants were irrigated with saline solution of NaCl at
concentration of 0, 4000, 8000 and 12000 ppm followed by tap water
alternately during the whole season. Control pots were irrigated with tap
water. At the start of flowering all pots were sprayed once with proline
solution at 4 concentrations i.e, 0,50, 70 and 100 ppm.

The obtained results showed that:

Saline treatments decreased significantly plant height, No. of nodes and
Fruiting branches, leaf area, dry matter accumulation of roots, stem and
leaves. Also, it reduced the contents of non-reducing and total soluble
sugars as well as the uptake of K*, Mg® and Ca”" in cotton leaves, and oil %
and protein % in seeds. However, sharp increases were observed in proline
contents and chloroplast pigments in leaf. So, the reduction in yield and yield
components were observed in both seasons.

Spraying proline solution on cotton plants grown under normal and saline
conditions increase all growth parameters and some chemical contents of
leaves i.e., chlorophylls A and B, carotein, reducing, non-reducing and total
soluble sugars, proline as well as uptake of K, Mg® and Ca®. Also,
percentages of oil and protein in seeds. Proline application resulted
significant increases in No. of flowers and bolls per plant, boll setting, lint %,
boll weight, seed index and seed cotton yield / plant.

The interaction between salinity and proline applications showed that proline
application reduced the extent of the harmful effects of salinity on growth,
chemical composition of leaves, seeds and yield of cotton plants.
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INTRODUCTION

Salinity is one of the major environmental factors which adversely affects
cotton plant growth and development as well as final yield performance. Low
precipitation, high surface evaporation, irrigation using saline water and poor
cultural practices are among the major contributors for increasing salinity.
Traditional methods for reclamation of saline soils such as leaching are not
only difficult but also expensive and need more time-consuming. However,
leaving the soil un-cropped for long time has uneconomic effects for
growers. So, using special management practices to minimize the adverse
effects of soil salinity on plant growth led to test some untraditional
treatments such as application of amino acid proline, which represent an
acceptable mean in this respect. Proline plays an adaptive role in the
tolerance of plant cells to salinity by increasing the concentration of cultural
osmotic components in order to equalize the osmotic potential of the
cytoplasm. (Ashraf and Foolad, 2007). The harmful effects of salinity on
growth and yield components of most genotypes of cotton were investigated
by several investigators (Kamel et al., 1995 ; Badran, 2006 and Ashraf and
Foolad, 2007). Rathert (1983) evaluated the effect of salinity stress on
carbohydrate metabolism and minerals in two Egyptian varieties. Kamel et al.
(1995) and Badran (2006) stated that increasing salinity increased leaf Na*, CI’
and proline concentrations, and decreased the uptake of K*, Ca** and Mg*".

Proline has been exogenously applied to a variety of crops in an effort to
improve salt stress tolerance and yield. In rice plants grown under salt
stress, accumulation of proline in the leaf was seemed to be a symptom of
salt injury rather than an indication of salt tolerance (Lutts et al., 1999).
Similarly, assessment of proline accumulation and distribution during shoot
and leaf development in two sorghum genotypes, contrasting in salt
tolerance suggested that proline accumulation was a reaction to salt stress
(de-Lacerda et al. 2003). Under salt stress, tobacco cultivars accumulated
greater amounts of proline significantly reduced the level of free radicals and
improved tolerance to 200 mm NaCl (Hong et al. 2000). Thus, the main goal of
this study was to evaluate the potential use of proline to enhance yield and
salinity tolerance in cotton.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Two pot experiments were carried out at Giza in Cotton Physiology
Section, Cotton Research Institute, A.R.C. to investigate: does Foliar applied
proline affect endogenous proline and growth, yield of cotton plants grown
under saline conditions.

Seeds of cotton cv. Giza 90 were sown in pots of 40 cm. in diameter, filled
with clay loam soil. Sowing dates were April 12 and 4% in 2005 and 2006
throughout the two experimental seasons, respectively. All pots received
adequate amounts of nitrogen fertilizer at a rate of 60 Kg N / fed. In split
application, one after thinning and the other was applied two weeks after
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that. Watering was carried out using tap water for 50 days after sowing,
hence forward plants were irrigated with saline solution of 4000, 8000 and
12000 ppm NaCl followed by tap water alternately during the whole season.
Untreated pots (control) were irrigated regularly with tap water. At start of
flowering all pots were sprayed with proline at 4 concentrations, i.e., 0, 50, 70
and 100 ppm. Each treatment (16 treatments) consisted of 10 pots, 5 pots in
which were used for daily flower counting.

Characters Studied:

Growth Characters:

Final plant hight (cm), No. of main stem nodes, inter-node length (cm), No.
of fruiting branches / plant and dry matter (roots , stems and leaves in gram).
Yield and yield components:

No. of flowers / plant , No. of open bolls / plant , boll shedding % , boll
weight (gm), seed index (gm) and seed cotton yield / plant (gm).

Chemical constituents:

Samples of the fourth leaf from the plant apex were taken after 15 days
from proline application to determine pigments conc. According to Arnon
(1949), Sugars (A.0.A.C., 1975), proline (Bates et al., 1973), nutrient contents
(Chapman and Pratt, 1961). However, oil and protein contents were
determined in seeds according to the methods described in A.O.A.C. (1975).

All data were subjected to the statistical analyses outlined by Snedecor
and Cochran (1981), using the least significant differences (LSD) for means
comparison.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Soil analysis and level of salinity:

The Soil analysis presented in Table (A) show that the value of PH
recorded a little decrease at the end of the season associated with the
increased salinity level.

Table (A): Chemical analysis of the soil irrigated with saline water.
Time of dSeOItIh NaCL Anions, meg /L Cations, meg / L e | o
sampling | “ch™ | ppm | CL" | Sos” |HCOs | €Oy | Na* | K* | Mg* | ca™
SBef‘?re 0-15| © 9.0 | 15.00 | 5.- - | 916 | 070 | 5.0 | 14.90 |0.601| 8.3
owing
0 [10.0] 1542 | 5. - 956 | 076 | 51 | 152 [ 0.64 [8.14
After | o[ 4000 [150] 2.00 | 52 - 17.65 | 0.85 | 4.3 52 |3.10|7.85
Harvest 8000 | 21.0| 6.01 | 6.0 - 212 | 070 | 21 | 3.01 |331]7.95
12000 | 22.0 | 8.49 | 8.00 - 3466 | 040 | 1.38 | 1.05 | 4.87 | 7.25

This might be due to the increase in electrical conductivity. On contrary,
Ec increased parallel to the increase in salinity, which reached 4.87 (3116
ppm) indicating that the soil tended to be saline.
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I. Growth and Dry Matter production:
A. Salinity:

Data presented in Table (1) reveal that irrigation of cotton plants with
saline water exhibited an inhibitory effect on vegetative growth represented
by plant height, No. and length of internodes, No. of fruiting branches, leaf
area / plant as well as dry matter of roots, stem and leaves. Concerning the
effect of salt conc., results showed that growth parameters significantly
affected by increasing salinity conc. However, the decrease in plant height as
a result of increasing salt conc. is mainly may be due to the decrease in
number and length of internodes / plant. Similar results were attained by
Kamel et al. (1995) and Badran (2006), who added that salinity may increase
osmotic pressure of soil solution and decrease water absorption by root
system and this may exert its effect on biosynthesis of hormones
responsible for cell elongation. On the other hand, the marked decrease in
dry mater production of all plant organs may be due to that reduction in
photosynthesis activity and consequently reduce carbohydrate formation
which requires to build up a new plant organs. The other expected causes of
this reduction as described by Kent and Lauchli, (1985) describe that the
reduction could be due to the shrinkage of cell contents, reduced
development and differentiation of tissues, unbalanced nutrition, damage of
membranes and disturbed avoidance mechanism. High sodium and chloride
conc. Could suppress the uptake of K*, Ca®* and NO® and ultimate the
growth (Gorham and Wynjones, 1993 and Javaid et al, 2005) added that the
other possible reason of reduction in dry matter accompanied with
increasing level of salinity may be the reduced of leaf emergence, leaf
expansion and final leaf area.

B. Proline effect:

It is clear from data presented in Table (1) that foliar application of proline
had a significant increase on all studied growth characters as compared with
control in both seasons under normal or saline conditions except the dry
weight of leaves in 2005 season. The pronounced increase in vegetative
growth due to spraying proline may be a result of a corresponding increase
in photosynthesis pigments, photosynthesis rate and carbohydrate content.
Hare and Cress (1997) showed that proline plays role as an osomolytes for
osmotic adjustment, buffering cellular redox potential (under stress
conditions). It also may cause cytoplasmic acidosis and maintaining
appropriate NADP/NADPH ratios compatible with metabolism.

C. Interactions:

The interaction exerted significant effects on leaf area and dray matter of
roots, stem and leaves in two seasons, and No. of internodes and No. of
fruiting branches per plant in 2006 season (Table, 1).
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Table (1):
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[I. Chemical constituents:

Data presented in Table (2) show that all chemical constituents of cotton
leaf and seeds were significantly affected by salt and proline conc. as well as
their interaction.

A. Salinity:

Results showed the significant increases in chlorophylls (a) and (b) and
carotenes in leaves under different levels of salinity. The increase in total
chlorophyll is mainly due to the increase in chlorophyll (a) rather than
chlorophyll (b). In this concern, Ahmed et al. (1989) pointed out that water
stress increased the amount of chlorophyll indicating a weakening of its
bonding with protein complex. However, the significant decrease in
carbohydrate contents was observed with increasing salinity levels. The
reduction in sugars may be due to the reduction in uptake of K*, Ca®,
photosynthesis rate and increasing photorespiration under water deficit
(Javaid and Khalil 2005). Such results were confirmed by Alia et al. (2007),
who reported that salinity conditions decreased reducing and total soluble
sugars in cotton leaves. Results also showed, the significant increase in
proline content was recorded under salinity conditions as compared to its
content in control ones. The values of increasing % in proline were 192, 207
and 285 % under 4000, 8000 and 12000 ppm NacCl, respectively as compared
to the control level. The obtained results in this study are in accordance with
findings reported by Kamel et al. (1995), Badran (2006) and Ashraf and
Foolad (2007). The increase of proline content in salt-stressed cotton leaves
may be due to the increase of protein hydrolysis as result of increasing the
activity of hydrolytic enzymes (Nayyer and Walia, 2003), and/or to the
increase of proline biosynthesis. Proline play as osmosis regulatory role as
well as a protective function for enzyme in the cytoplasm by binding water to
proteins and thus maintained their hydration (Stewart and Lee, 1974).

Result showed that increasing salting level stimulate the uptake and
translocation of Na* and CI” into leaves, on other hand, displacement of K,
Ca” and Mg®* High sodium conc. displaced Ca** from the plasma-lemma
resulting in loss of membrane integrity and efflux of cytosolic K* hence
potassium concentration In leaves decreased may be attributed to potassium
selectivity for absorption (Jeschke, 1984). However, the increase of chloride
may be due to presence of high conc. of chloride in the substrate at high
salinity. This show that the capability of cotton genotypes to maintain a low
Cl" conc. may be an important reason for their salt tolerance. It is assumed
that successful osmotic adjustment and a better ionic balance regarding Na",
K" and CI" in salt tolerant varieties contributed towards their better growth
performance under saline conditions (Javaid and Khalil, 2005).
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Table (2):
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B. Proline effects:

It is clear from data presented in Table (2) that foliar application of proline
had significant increases in total chlorophylls, carbohydrate contents and
ions of K*, Mg® and Ca®* in cotton leaves. Results showed also that proline
application resulted in marked increase in endogenous proline content in
leaves (45.6 — 71.8 %) of treated plants as compared to control. Oil and
protein contents increased also significantly owing to proline application. In
addition to the observations of Stewart and Lee (1974), proline may be a
good storage of N because of its metabolic proximity having already
conversion to glutamic acid, which considered a key compound in N
metabolism. Furthermore, the conversation of proline to glutamic acid, two
equivalents of NADPH are produced, making proline already available source
of energy and reducing power. So, the increases in chlorophylls, carotene
and carbohydrate in leaves, oil and protein in seeds, due to proline
application could be attributed to increasing N and K in leaves. The
importance of such two elements (N, K) are well confirmed for healthy growth
of plants (Sangakkara et al., 2000). However, the obtained results in this
study correspond with the findings of Ashraf and Foolad (2007), who
reported that exogenous application of proline enhance endogenous level of
it and improve different characters of plants grown under water stress
conditions.

C. Interaction:

Results showed that the interaction between proline and salinity exerted
significant effects (Table, 2) on chlorophyll, carbohydrate, ions (K*, Na*, CI,
Ca2+) and proline contents in cotton leaves. Similar results were obtained for
oil protein in cotton seeds. The highest contents of proline (23.8 mg) was
observed when it applied at 100 ppm under salinity at 12000 ppm, the lowest
value (4.7 mg) was recorded for 50 ppm proline and normal condition
(salinity zero). Such results were supported by the findings of Badran (2006).
On the other hand, Na® and CI" contents in leaves were increased by
increasing salinity level, compared to control, while applying proline tended
to reduce their concentrations. In this concern, Badran (2006) demonstrated
that chloride salinity decreased the uptake of N, P, K and Ca by cotton plants
comparing to control.

[ll. Yield and Yield Components:
A. Salinity :

Data presented in Table (3) revealed that salinity resulted in significant
reduction attributed with increasing levels of salinity as compared with the
control in yield components (No. of flowers and bolls / plant, boll weight,
seed index, lint % and seed cotton yield / plant). However, the significant
increase of shedding % was markedly observed. The relative higher
production of flowers and the relative lower production of bolls showed that
salinity enhanced shedding of bolls born on cotton plants. Shedding
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Table 3
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percentages ranged from 22.4 to 43.6 % in two seasons, according to salinity
level.

The harmful effects of salinity on cotton plant growth as well as chemical
contents resulted in reduced yield and yield components. The reduction in
yield ranged from 28.5% to 66.6% in two seasons, which may attributed to the
increase in the osmotic pressure of soil solution, which reduces the ability of
plants to absorb water and nutrients. These results are in good accordance
with the findings of Ronde et al. (2000) Radwan et al. (2002) and Badran
(2006).

B. Proline effect:

As shown in Table (3), foliar application of proline resulted in significant
increase in yield and yield components in two seasons, except of boll weight
in 2006 season. However, applying proline under normal and different levels
of salinity tended to increase the No. of flowers and bolls / plant, boll setting,
lint %, boll weight and seed cotton yield / plant. It is worth to note that 100
ppm of proline was superior as compared with other conc. (50, 70 ppm)
under normal and salinity conditions. The increases in seed cotton yield
were 16.7 * 19.7 %, 28.8 * 28.5 % and 37.9 ‘ 40.1 % when proline applied at 50 *
70 and 100 ppm, respectively in both seasons (2005 and 2006) Such
increases are mainly due to the improving of proline on growth characters
(Table, 1) as well as enhancing the chemical contents (Table, 2). In additional
to proline's function as osmolytes, thus restoring turgor pressure and
reliving the requirement for additional osmolytes, and protect plants from
stress through different courses, including contribution to detoxification of
reactive oxygen species, protection of membrane integrity, and stabilization
of enzyme / protein (Yancey et al., 1982 and Bohnert and Jensery, 1996).

C. Interactions:

The interaction between salinity and proline exerted significant effects
only on seed index in both seasons and number of bolls / plant in 2005
season (Table, 3). The positive effects of proline in all traits were more
pronounced under salinity conditions, especially when it used at 100 ppm
under various levels of salinity as compared to control. This could be due to
that proline had a positive effects on enzyme and membrane integrity along
with adaptive roles in mediating osmotic adjustment in plants grown under
stress conditions (Ashraf and Foolad, 2007).
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Table (1): Effect of different levels of salinity water irrigation and proline application on growth of cotton

Giza 90 cultivar.

No. of ;
Salinity proline Plant height Intgroﬁ(;)cjes Internode fruiting Leaf area (cm)? Dry weight /plant (g)
(cm) / stem Length (cm)| branches/ Stem and Root L
(A) (B) plant branch oots eaves

2005 2006 2005 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 2005 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006
00 ppm 45.3 40.1 18.0 16.0 251 2.50 8.33 | 7.92 600 598 6.48 | 6.03 | 435 | 427 | 6.06 | 7.34
Pro. 50 ppm | 47.0 41.0 18.5 17.0 | 254 | 242 | 8.90 | 8.10 673 600 6.54 | 6.50 | 455 | 435 | 6.74 | 7.61
Control 70 ppm | 47.2 42.2 19.0 17.0 2.48 2.48 9.11 | 9.00 680 650 749 | 690 | 473 | 460 | 7.61 | 8.30
100 ppm | 48.7 46.3 19.6 18.3 | 2.66 | 2.53 | 9.90 | 9.30 710 690 879 | 7.10 | 496 | 470 | 8.63 | 8.60
Mean 47.1 42.4 18.8 | 17.07 | 255 | 2.48 | 9.06 | 8.58 | 665.75 | 634.5 | 7.32 | 6.63 | 464 | 448 | 7.26 | 7.96
00 ppm 30.6 25.3 13.3 11.7 2.30 2.16 5.00 | 4.00 415 343 3.00 | 3.34 | 260 | 2.00 | 3.00 | 3.08
Pro. 50 ppm | 37.0 29.4 14.8 13.5 2.50 2.17 5.40 | 4.50 424 363 3.26 | 3.20 | 2.89 | 2.18 | 3.16 | 3.19
4000 ppm 70 ppm 38.1 29.6 15.1 14.0 2.52 211 5.90 | 4.90 434 424 429 | 390 | 3.49 | 262 | 447 | 420
100 ppm 39.2 30.9 15.9 15.1 2.46 2.05 6.10 | 5.30 500 434 561 | 400 | 3.90 | 263 | 471 | 4.90
Mean 36.20 | 28.8 14.8 | 13.57 | 2.44 | 2.12 | 560 | 4.67 | 443.25 | 391.0 | 404 | 3.61 | 3.22 | 2.35 | 3.83 | 3.84
00 ppm 20.2 16.4 10.6 9.09 191 1.80 4.10 | 3.67 314 251 231 | 200 | 240 | 1.53 | 2.26 | 2.67
Pro. 50 ppm | 23.4 18.6 11.2 | 10.00 | 2.08 | 1.86 | 4.33 | 3.90 324 311 244 | 213 | 262 | 1.90 | 297 | 2.90
8000 ppm 70 ppm | 24.5 19.8 11.4 10.60 | 2.14 1.87 4.80 | 4.00 351 324 3.17 | 290 | 263 | 2.00 | 3.25 | 2.98
100 ppm | 26.5 20.9 12.0 | 11.00 | 2.20 | 1.90 | 4.92 | 4.50 354 350 3.40 | 3.00 | 2.55 | 2.10 | 3.87 | 3.00
Mean 23.7 18.93 11.3 10.17 | 2.08 1.85 4.53 | 401 | 335.75 | 309.0 | 2.83 | 250 | 2.50 | 1.88 | 3.08 | 2.88
00 ppm | 16.50 14.5 9.0 8.08 1.83 1.79 2.33 | 210 242 210 2.12 131 | 236 | 1.09 | 2.34 | 250
12000 Pro.50 ppm | 18.10 | 16.6 9.5 9.3 1.90 [ 1.79 | 2.60 | 2.30 295 242 249 | 1.90 | 2.82 | 1.36 | 2.37 | 2.60
70 ppm | 19.20 18.9 10.1 10.3 1.90 1.83 290 | 2.70 300 265 3.00 | 210 | 289 | 1.82 | 2.63 | 2.80
PPm 100 ppm | 20.00 | 19.7 10.6 10.4 | 2.00 | 1.89 | 3.00 | 2.90 315 290 3.13 | 290 [ 297 | 1.89 | 2.82 | 2.98
Mean 18.45 | 17.42 9.80 9.52 1.90 1.82 2.70 | 2.50 576 251.8 | 281 | 205 | 2.76 | 1.54 | 254 | 2.72
00 ppm | 28.2 241 12.7 11.2 21 2.1 4.9 4.4 393 350 3.47 | 317 | 293 | 222 | 3.42 | 3.90
®) Pro.50 ppm | 31.4 26.4 13.5 12.5 2.3 21 5.3 4.7 429 379 368 | 3.43 | 3.20 | 245 | 3.81 | 4.08
70 ppm | 32.3 27.6 13.9 13.0 23 21 5.7 5.2 441 415 419 | 395 | 3.95 | 2.76 | 449 | 4.57
100 ppm | 33.6 29.5 14.5 13.7 2.3 2.1 6.0 5.5 469 441 523 | 424 | 360 | 2.83 | 501 | 4.87
(A) 1.65 2.2 1.78 1.50 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.9 37 46 1.01 08 | 025 | 07 | 028 | 071
L.S.D. B) 1.70 1.9 1.45 0.96 N.S. N.S. 0.7 0.8 51 56 1.03 0.5 0.40 0.8 N.S. | 0.03
A x B N.S N.S N.S 1.93 N.S N.S. | N.S. 1.6 103 100 2.07 1.2 110 | 12 | 153 | 1.47
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Table (2): Effect of different levels of salinity and proline application on chemical constituents of cotton =4
—_

leaves. =
o
Salinit Treat t Total Reducing go; Proli m. mol /g dry wt. ;
alinity reatments Chl. Ch. Total | Carot | soluble sugar m / m mro/lr::]e al Oil Protein -
A B Chl. ene. sugar mg/gm 9’9 g'gm : % % ho]
() (B) ; Dry |Fresh wit. =3
mg/gm Dry wit. . K Na Ca Mg =
wit.
o
00 ppm 3.52 2.26 5.78 0.35 20.00 17.00 3.00 3.72 1.7 0.04| 4.06 0.44 |0.03 20.3 22.60 g
Pro. 50 ppm 3.85 2.61 6.46 0.37 21.10 17.30 3.80 4.72 1.8 0.04| 4.19 0.52 0.03 20.4 22.99 o
Control 70 ppm 3.88 2.90 6.78 0.38 21.90 17.90 4.00 6.24 1.8 0.03| 4.60 0.65 0.01 20.9 23.00 =]
100 ppm 4.40 3.82 8.22 0.52 22.30 18.00 4.30 7.12 2.0 0.03| 4.90 0.92 0.01 21.0 23.10 o
Mean 3.91 2.64 6.81 0.41 21.33 17.55 3.78 5.45 1.82 |[0.03| 4.43 0.63 0.02 20.65 22.92 -
00 ppm 3.61 2.54 6.15 0.38 19.10 14.53 4.57 8.65 1.30 |2.50| 2.00 0.41 2.90 17.30 19.01 -2
Pro. 50 ppm 3.82 2.79 6.61 0.39 20.00 14.60 5.40 17.06 1.60 |2.30| 2.30 0.44 | 210 17.50 19.20 o
4000 ppm 70 ppm 3.85 291 6.76 0.46 20.60 15.00 5.60 18.43 1.70 |2.10| 2.32 0.45 1.96 17.60 19.50 =
100 ppm 4.80 3.81 8.61 0.53 21.10 15.10 6.00 19.7 1.70 [1.48| 2.50 0.52 1.80 18.00 21.13 >
Mean 4.02 3.01 7.03 0.44 20.2 14.80 5.39 15.96 1.57 [2.22| 2.28 0.46 2.19 17.60 19.71 @
00 ppm 3.73 2.69 6.42 0.40 17.27 9.85 7.42 9.35 0.90 |2.80(2.002.1( 0.39 2.95 16.50 18.29 g
Pro. 50 ppm 3.98 2.89 6.87 0.41 18.00 9.90 8.10 18.37 0.96 |2.60 0 0.40 2.50 16.90 18.75
8000 ppm 70 ppm 4.05 2.92 6.97 0.47 18.90 10.30 8.60 19.10 097 |243| 220 0.41 2.10 17.10 18.88 «Q
100 ppm 4.10 3.90 8.00 0.57 19.30 10.50 8.80 20.16 1.00 [2.40| 2.29 0.42 2.00 17.30 18.88 8
Mean 3.96 3.10 7.06 0.46 18.36 10.13 8.23 16.47 0.96 |257| 2.15 0.40 2.38 16.95 18.70 E
00 ppm 3.93 2.80 6.73 0.46 9.13 3.10 6.03 19.47 0.70 |3.10| 1.90 0.22 3.30 15.74 17.57 "j"
12000 Pro. 50 ppm 3.95 2.90 6.85 0.48 9.70 3.50 6.20 19.90 0.73 |3.00| 1.95 0.32 2.96 16.00 18.29 -
70 ppm 4.39 3.10 7.49 0.56 9.90 3.70 6.20 20.84 0.74 |290| 1.98 0.32 2.89 16.10 18.88 -
ppm 100 ppm 4.41 4.00 8.41 0.58 10.60 4.10 6.50 23.84 0.77 |2.86| 2.01 0.36 2.87 16.30 18.88
Mean 4.17 3.20 7.37 0.52 9.83 3.60 6.23 21.00 0.73 |296| 1.96 0.31 2.98 16.03 18.41
00 ppm 3.70 2.60 6.30 0.40 16.40 11.10 5.30 10.3 1.15 |2.11| 249 0.37 2.30 17.50 19.40
®) Pro. 50 ppm 3.90 2.80 6.70 0.43 17.20 11.30 5.90 15.0 1.27 |1.93| 2.64 0.42 1.90 17.70 19.80
70 ppm 4.00 3.00 7.00 0.47 17.80 11.70 6.10 16.2 1.30 |1.87| 2.78 0.46 1.74 17.90 20.10
100 ppm 4.20 3.90 8.11 0.55 18.30 11.90 6.40 17.7 1.37 [1.83| 2.93 0.56 1.65 18.20 20.50
(A) 0.16 0.19 0.24 | 0.03 1.13 1.12 0.24 0.44 0.03 [0.03] 0.13 | 0.02 [009]| 1.70 0.24
L.S.D. (B) 0.24 0.14 0.27 0.03 0.90 0.90 0.27 0.37 0.03 |0.04| 0.09 0.02 0.10 1.23 0.16
AXxB 0.49 0.29 0.59 0.18 1.40 1.30 0.39 0.74 0.16 |0.11| 0.16 0.03 0.14 2.20 0.25




Table (3): Effect of different levels of salinity water irrigation and proline application on yield and yield

components in Giza 90 cultivar.

Salinity Treatments No. of flowers / Shedding No. of open Boll weight Seed index L% ?ﬁjg ;:glt;(;r;
plant % bolls / plant (gm) (gm) (gm)
(A) (B)
2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006 | 2005 | 2006
00 ppm | 19.20 | 1680 | 23.10 | 2530 | 13.00 | 12.00 | 2.05 196 | 890 | 889 | 37.97 | 3631 | 2665 | 2357
Pro.50 ppm | 19.60 | 17.30 | 2260 | 23.10 | 13.00 | 1210 | 2.20 194 | 890 | 893 | 3851 | 37.97 | 28.00 | 23.93
Control 70ppm | 2001 | 1820 | 2210 | 2220 | 1400 | 1263 | 220 | 200 | 924 | 898 | 39.32 | 38.00 | 3080 | 25.27
100 ppm | 20.30 | 19.30 | 22.00 | 2210 | 1460 | 1334 | 230 | 212 | 938 | 9.01 | 39.88 | 3830 | 33.00 | 28.29
Mean 19.78 | 17.90 | 22.45 | 23.17 | 13.65 | 1251 | 2.8 | 2.00 | 9.10 | 805 | 38.02 | 37.64 | 2941 | 2526
00 ppm | 13.60 | 13.00 | 27.0L | 27.30 | 890 | 8.90 172 169 | 800 | 820 | 3631 | 3507 | 1530 | 13.80
4000 Pro.50ppm | 1390 | 13.30 | 26.90 | 27.00 | 1040 | 1004 | 1.76 183 | 843 | 845 | 37.97 | 36.09 | 1840 | 18.39
70ppm | 1410 | 1390 | 2630 | 26.10 | 11.10 | 1037 | 1.80 187 | 858 | 848 | 3851 | 37.51 | 2001 | 19.41
ppm 100ppm | 14.30 | 14.45 | 2610 | 2600 | 1120 | 1083 | 1.01 190 | 864 | 860 | 3881 | 37.81 | 20.90 | 20.57
Mean 13.97 | 13.66 | 2658 | 26.60 | 1040 | 10.03 | L1.79 182 | 84L | 843 | 37.90 | 36.62 | 18.65 | 18.04
00 ppm | 11.60 | 10.60 | 33.30 | 33.00 | 650 | 7.59 1.70 141 | 7.27 | 691 | 3348 | 3238 | 11.20 | 1051
Pro.50ppm | 1210 | 11.10 | 3290 | 3260 | 810 | 830 172 167 | 735 | 700 | 3607 | 3548 | 13.90 | 13.87
8000 70ppm | 1230 | 1140 | 3210 | 3230 | 870 | 8.96 1.73 167 | 741 | 712 | 3606 | 3554 | 1530 | 14.96
ppm 100ppm | 12.45 | 1210 | 3200 | 3220 | 950 | 9.43 1.76 171 | 758 | 730 | 3754 | 36.07 | 1672 | 16.12
Mean 12.11 | 11.30 | 3257 | 3250 | 8.0 | 857 1.72 161 | 740 | 7.08 | 3578 | 34.86 | 14.28 | 13.86
00 ppm | 9.00 | 880 | 4500 | 4430 | 590 | 520 114 | 128 | 633 | 591 | 3160 | 3030 | 672 | 6.8
Pro.50ppm | 930 | 900 | 4390 | 4390 | 712 | 7.06 1.35 134 | 643 | 612 | 3258 | 31.60 | 9.60 | 9.47
12000 70ppm | 9.90 913 | 4230 | 4330 | 7.30 7.00 155 153 6.53 6.30 | 3321 | 32.00 | 11.00 | 10.65
ppm 100ppm | 10.00 | 970 | 4200 | 4300 | 760 | 7.33 1.60 162 | 680 | 648 | 3270 | 32.60 | 11.97 | 11.87
Mean 955 | 9.6 | 43.3 | 43.62 | 6.48 | 6.64 | L4l 144 | 652 | 620 | 3252 | 3162 | 9.82 | 9.69
00 ppm | 13.35 | 12.30 | 32.10 | 3250 | 857 | 840 17 16 76 75 | 3480 | 3350 | 1496 | 13.70
®) Pro.50ppm | 1373 | 1268 | 3160 | 3170 | 966 | 9.40 17 17 78 76 | 3630 | 3530 | 17.47 | 16.40
70ppm | 1408 | 1316 | 3070 | 3100 | 1027 | 9.70 18 18 8.0 77 | 36.80 | 30.70 | 19.27 | 17.60
100ppm | 1426 | 1378 | 3050 | 308 | 1072 | 102 1.9 18 8.1 78 | 37.20 | 36.20 | 20.90 | 19.20
™ 040 | 0.20 1.30 159 1.10 178 | 025 | 027 | 039 | 051 021 | 027 | 332 | 451
L.S.D. (B) 160 | 3.00 1.10 112 | 080 145 | 040 N.S. 017 | 0.29 1.50 140 | 292 | 261
AxB N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. 1.90 N.S. N.S. N.S. 049 | 058 N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
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