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O ABSTRACT 0O

Most crop plants suffer after exposure to saline conditions and showed decline
in growth. The objective of this study was to assess and compare four Zea mays
cultivars Syrian (Gota 1, Gota 82, Albassel 1 and Albassel 2 ), under the effect of four
osmotic pressure levels (control, 1, 2, and 3 Atmo.P ). The experiment was conducted in
the laboratory in pots contain sandy soil, with three replicates in split- split plot design.

Three days after seedlings establishment, salinity was raised to required level
and was maintained throughout the experiment. Plants were grown for sex weeks.

Data were subjected to statistical analysis of variance according to Anova test.
L.S.D. at the 5% level of significance was used to compare among means.

The results showed that increasing osmotic pressure of irrigation water
decreased the studied seedling characteristics (radicl length and coleoptile length), shoot
dry weight, leaf area, relative water content and chlorophyll content in the leaf tissue.
The salt stress reduced the uptake of K, but increased the uptake of Na' ; this led to
increase Na'/K" ratio in the leaf .

The sodium concentration in the leaf tissue was correlated negatively with all

physiological and morphological parameters investigated. Na'/K" ratio in the leaf

largely determined the dry weight, but relative water content in the leaf had little effect
on it.

Analysis of variance showed significant cultivar x osmotic pressure level
interaction. This indicates that cultivars responded differently across osmotic potential
levels.

In the light of the findings of this study, it could be said that the Gota 1 and Albassel 2
cultivars are more salt tolerant.

Key words: Zea mays. Osmotic potential. K and Na* .Relative water content. Leaf
area. Chlorophyll content. Dry weight
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radi... cole.. ch.. chb.. wate.. Na+ K+ Nat/K+ Leaf.. Dry...

radicle/cm 1.000| .919| .640| .555| .447|-760| .736| -.742| .844| .682
coleoptile/cm 919| 1.000| 502| .492| A479| -772| 737 -746| .799| .595
chamglg .640| .502|1.000f .718| .559]| -.626| .693| -683| .501| .625
ch.b.mg/g 555 492 718 1.000| .515| -560( .616| -609| .542| .606
water content 447 479 559| 515| 1.000| -.742| .887| -864| .421| 513
Na+ -760| -772| -626| -560| -.742]1.000| -.929 949| -655| -701
K+ 736 .737| .693| .616| .887|-929/1.000] -990( .692| .717
Na+/K+ -742| -746| -683| -.609| -864| .949| -990| 1.000| -707| -741
Leaf 3/cm2 844| .799| 501| 542| .421) -655| .692| -707| 1.000| .727
Dryweight/mg | .682| .595| .625| .606| .513| -701] .717| -741| .727| 1.000
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