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Table 1. Soil physic-chemical properties in this experiment.
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Figure 1. Chlamydospores in the cortex of the root (x30um).
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Table 1. Influence of P.indica and water day intervals on morphological properties.

e 0 I oS S
- - J ™ . . J a2 B N
‘s Sy S0y e el dsb S b ] s el
i Fresh plant Root Root i ) eEs] SOV
Dry plant weight volume length  the mean of 3 s df ~
weight leaves length RWC
2036™  935.12°°  23157.38"° 4 09M 55.33" 32716 5 ol s St
Water day intervals
0022 13317 4815338  180.5% 81.28" 55555% 1 ks
P.indica
0155  1584°  1003038°  52.66*° 2047 1205° o oLkl
WDi*P. indica
o
0.63 3.76 2452.22 7.61 7.16 25 18
Error
Ol s 5
11.41 14.39 14.25 12.14 7.81 2.2 - Sl
C.V%

o _' JBL;.""‘ ns ‘(P<'/'0) ‘(P<'/'\)im
ns= Not Significant, *Significant at the 0.05 probability level, **Significant at the 0.01 probability level.
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Table 2. Influence of P.indica and salinity on morphological properties.
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© Fresh Root Root S s el G
Dry plant plant volume length 3 leaves length P of S.OV.
weight weight (the mean) RWC (%)
16.77°*  122357**  5249.68**  131.68"* 43.7** 105.43* 2 e a
Salinity
16.51* 742.6™  16140.05"* 12.19™ 25.43™ 110.01%** 1 B e
P. indica
3.88"™ 2004™  6052.26"  63.54** 56.82°" 17.59* 2 SG:“;X?(;_F
. Indica
Uast
1.84 24.23 94.37 3.0 2.27 2.83 18 c
rror
10.17 12.32 14.35 12.83 5.41 1.17 - ”‘fc*“v;/"f’
. 0

o _' JBL;.""‘ ns ‘(P<'/'0) ‘(P<'/'\)im
ns= Not Significant, *Significant at the 0.05 probability level, **Significant at the 0.01 probability level.
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1- Partitioning
2- Osmotic Adjustment
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of treatment interactions of water-shortage and P. indica inoculation on
morphological properties.

. |- B
e A T C P CI N e o C N 8 Jrs
@ s ©) < (mm)* cm) sk cm) sl Aals /ol sles
Dry plant ';Irgﬁ? Root Root o Leaf Water day +P.indica/Control
weight weight volume length (RWC) length Intervals
Bl
357 54.03% 341.66° 21.66°  83.33° 39.147 3days FIT e
+P.indica
a c b a b a ﬁ)g Dles
2.95 40.9 263.33 27.66 75 36.16 6days 7
+P.indica
a d b a c b ﬁ)g Dles
2.65 27.83 274 28.33 71.33 33.83 12days 7
+P.indica
L
3.76° 455°  260.33° 22 7433  35.1° 3days »
Control
3.26° 38.84° 228.33" 19.33° 65¢ 32.9° 6days el
Control
2.36° 22.1° 80° 17.33° 57 28.32° 12days el
Control

MG s pme gl S Rl Gy bl el G ja s
Means within each column of each section followed by the same letter are not significantly different (P<0.05).

1- Water use efficiency
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Table 4. Mean comparisons of treatment interactions of salinity and P. indica inoculation on
morphological properties.

T . ; -
R P R PE I/ S R VA s

5 o . dals/ =56 ks
@ <5 @ < (mm)? cm) g cm) Sosh +PTn"d’ica)/ ;
Dry plant ';Irgﬁ? Root Root St Leaf ds/m) Control
weight weight Volume length (RWC) length Salinity
1186° 7893  2666°  37.16° 85° 4011° 0.7 T
+P.indica
11.11° 66.11°  189.16°  24.33° 77.66° 38.5° 6 R
+P.indica
R
9.88% 53.69° 250.66°  22.66% 73.3%° 40.09° 12 IR S
+P.indica
11.79° 70.3° 218.16°  23.16% 76.5° 41.0° 07 el
Control
8.11% 51.34° 18633  21.16% 73% 39.95° 6 L
Control
7.21° 38550 13133%  2033° 71660 30.62° 12 el
Control

MG s e gl S rie Gy bl el G Ja s
Means within each column of each section followed by the same letter are not significantly different (P<0.05)
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Table 5. Influence of P.indica and water day intervals on the fresh and dry weight of leaves and roots.

- 2y N o - O35 z o L=
) ey P DY 5, S 505 e C—“xﬁ@t»
) Root fresh ‘ Leaf fresh @slsl SOV
Root dry weight Leaf dry weight of 0.
weight weight
48.58™ 109.77% 3.36"" 694.64™ 2 ol ey2
Water day intervals
79.2% 84.11"" 0.03™ 28.27M 1 7B ke
P.indica
1.58™ 6.34™ 0.723* 1.5™ 2 b slesxsslel e
WDi*P. indica
o
1.05 12.71 0.097 15.59 18
Error
CH W I
12.78 9.92 12.80 10.08 - S
C.V%

- ‘. wans ‘(P<'/'O)i§ &P('/'\)im

ns= Not Significant, * Significant at the 0.05 probability level, ** Significant at the 0.01 probability level.
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Table 6. Influence of P.indica and salinity on the fresh and dry weight of leaves and roots.
ah, S L5y ak Sl SpSEs0is S 505 5T 4y s
Root dry Root fresh Leaf dry Leaf fresh df SOV
weight weight weight weight e
361° 9.4* 4.85° 1134.40** 2 e
Salinity
2.97™ 45.77* 5.46" 419.63" 1 ks
P.indica
0.95™ 17.02* 6.02" 6.7 p B XS 5
S*P. indica
U
0.81 22 1.08 19.62 18
Error
O kS g
10.32 8.65 11.25 9.08 - S
C.V%

s s gme ™ ((P<u/v0) TPy n)

ns= Not Significant, * Significant at the 0.05 probability level, ** Significant at the 0.01 probability
level.
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of treatment interaction between fungus and fresh and dry weights of
leaves and root for water deficiency trial (Up-a, b) and for Salinity (Down- c, d)- LDW: leaf dry
weight, RDW: root dry weight, LFW: leaf fresh weight, RFW: root fresh weight.
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