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Table 1. Characteristics of soil physical and chemical properties of experimental site.

el JE) <l . Ee AL o 055 il (o sils) S Gas
(Ao ) (hays)  (hsys) q (ds.m™) Bulk density Texture Sample depth
Ko PO NCH T (gem?) (em)

25.07 6.8 0207  6.69 1.32 1.74 o 0-30

Loam sand clay
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Table 2. Analysis of variance results of effect drought stress and salicylic acid application on yield and yield
components of mung bean.

™) PHEREIN Y O sluas
e 3,Ses | alsds O3
Sils . . «ls 3o Sy Sy
Biological Grain vield 100-seed a2 .
Harvest yield ramyie weight No. of No. of 0 S phs be
index seed/plant pod/plant <20 SOV
P df
T
Mean square
| <
10.71™ 34214™ 28163™ 0.28%* 35.90™ 2.632™ 2 A
Replication
39.5™ 320167* 868624* 0.61%* 4032.30%* 18.77* 1 -
Cultivar
@) gl
6.58 107238 25918 0.05 2.10 0.43 2 ¢
Error (a)
33.2™ 286528%** 46843* 0.53%%* 10816** 136.11** 1 e o
Drought stress
31.4™ 151970* 455621%** 0.31%* 2952.10%** 16%* 1 o
Cultivar x Stress
®) sl
8.7 11485 50033 0.08 93.60 0.34 2 ¢
Error (b)
. Sl aal
32.3™ 344588** 149862 %** 7.17%* 110.10™ 2.55% 2 T )
Salicylic acid
Sl 5
334™  315295% 52169* 1.04% 71.00% 0.09" 2 e X e
Cultivar x Salicylic
< lox =
31.1™ 371387** 83762* 1.18* 160.90* 1.38* 2 S
Stress x Salicylic
. Lox 2
35.4™ 159505+ 27158* 1.59%* 161.90* 0.81% 2 (0% S X
Stress x Salicylic x Cultivar
C) gl
18.6 41638 18147 0.21 59.40 0.51 18 © s
Error (C)
B ] oS 5
232 28.1 243 11.7 272 2138 - (202) Sl e 2

CV (%)

..Lp);@}AS{JL«"&-\CE.AJJJML;'M})!;WF&%JJQ*}W‘

ns

", ** and * represent non significant at 1 and 5% level of probability, respectively.
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Table 3. Means comparison of interaction effects between cultivar, drought stress and salicylic acid on yield

and yield components of mung bean.

alsds O3 &ls slaas M slaws
&%):,ﬂa& by 3 Slas _ .
. . . L ((JS) gy gy Sl Ji“’u‘”" 2
Biological yield Grain yield Salicvlicacid* D h Culii
(kg ha") (kg ha") 100-seed No. of No. of alicylic aci rought stress ultivar
Weight (gr) seed/plant pod/plant
2597° 520.3¢ 7.4° 32.8% 6" 1
2683° 844° 9.5 44.3% 7.0 2 o ed
Stress Gohar
2420¢ 746.7% 9.4 38.5™ 7.5%f 3
2266° 446.7 7.5 30.0° 55" 1
2481° 792.3% 10.0° 38.7™ 7.3 2 o -
Stress Mehr
2446° 615 7.7° 39.4% 7.5%f 3
4246° 1483° 8.1° 84.2° 11.8® 1
550 edo Z
4183° 1573% 9.8 82.3° 12.8 2 o o »5
No stress Gohar
4997° 1894.3° 9.4 92.2° 11.8%® 3
3810° 1120.3° 9.9 49 8% 9.8 1
o
4427 1120.3° 10.2° 54.8° 9.5¢ 2 o o s
No stress Mehr
4249° 1102.6° 10.2° 51.5% 8.7°% 3

Al 1053 0 s 53 (S5 Oga3l bl ol e N BB s S i O G Sl Bl D a3 8 ol Sl -
- Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability levels using Tukey test.

A2l e Sl il (3 s 5 Sl b et I (Sl 308 050) Aol ) et Sl S sl

- Level of salicylic acid treatment, 1: control (without the application of salicylic), 2: seed priming with 100 ppm salicylic

acid and 3: foliar application with 100 ppm salicylic acid.
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Fig. 1. Mean comparison of leaf relative water content of Mung bean affected by drought stress and
application of salicylic acid (Different letters on the top of the bars indicate significant difference at P<0.05 by

Tukey test).
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Table 4. Means comparison of interaction effects among cultivar, drought stress and salicylic acid on

chlorophyll content of mung bean.

JS Jdsls b Jis k5 a Jids,ls

Sl st S S 5,
Total chlorophyll Chlorophyll b Chlorophyll a L - ﬁ
(mg gFW) (mg gFW™) (mg gFW™) Salicylic acid Drought stress Cultivar
11.92° 3.01° 8.9° 1
15.20® 3,720 11.48%¢ 2 o e
Stress Gohar
14.28% 3.71% 10.57" 3
11.77° 3.09° 8.68° 1
13.87° 3.8 10.59% 2 o 7
Stress Mehr
14.81% 3.60 11.21%° 3
14.74® 4.15® 10.88™° 1
PR JJ é
18.04° 4.52° 13.49° 2 o ook e
No stress Gohar
16.71* 4.49* 12.22% 3
15.13% 420" 11.33%° 1
RS ER Y
17.41° 426" 13.15% 2 ook s
No stress Mehr
15.10® 4.15® 10.95° 3

Al o Ao s3 0 i 3 (S 03030 olal s ime Gt JBL (s S jnie O G glils Pl Ot a p5 oS b Sl -

- Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability levels using Tukey test.

A2l Sl sl 30 ¥ 5 Sl b Sl Y (Sl 3,15 03) Al 1) o) Sl s -

- In salicylic acid treatment, 1: control (without the application of salicylic), 2: seed priming with salicylic acid and 3: foliar

application with salicylic acid.
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Fig. 2. Mean comparison of carotenoid content of mung bean affected by application of salicylic acid (Different
letters on the top of the bars indicate significant difference at P<0.05 by Tukey).
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Fig. 3. Mean comparison of carotenoid content of Mung bean affected by drought stress and application of
salicylic acid (Different letters on the top of the bars indicate significant difference at P<0.05 by Tukey).
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