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Effect of Salinity on Some Physiological Attributes of Four Grape Cultivars in

Vineyards of Urmia in Iran
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Table 1. Mean comparison for physiological attributes and elements concontrations in organs of four grape cultivars under different NaCl

salinity levels
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Malondialdehy =~ Root proline Root sugar Leaf sugar Total Cl in above Cl in root Na in above Na in root K in above K in root NO; in above
de (umol g fw™) (ug1™h) (mg 17 (mg 1™ chlorophyll ground organ (mg 17 ground organ (mg 1) ground organ (mg 17 ground organ
(mg 1) (mg 1™ (mg 1) (mg 1) (mg1")
Salinity (MMol I'") (g 38 s¥ g0 ) S39
0 52.2975d 2.87083d 0.514d 0.67d 14.22a 61.834d 80.583d 13.1017d 12.8183d 83.3325a 85.1300a 63.9783a
25 58.8833c 5.37417c 0.673c 0.89¢ 11.041b 147.972c 175.58¢ 33.8375¢ 24.7542¢ 62.6625b 67.5808b 55.6008b
50 62.55b 7.56750b 0.772b 0.98b 9.0689¢ 252.001b 293.03b 44.4875b 37.8217b 50.4767c 52.0442c 46.3408¢
100 68.070a 9.74083a 1.011a 1.26a 6.8752d 353.360a 382.91a 64.9875a 50.1542a 32.6358d 37.6200d 37.5467d
Cultivar o8,
Dizmari 70.0658a 7.331a 0.814b 1.05b 15.042a 192.167b 269.66b 33.9783c 37.4950b 61.5758b 62.1008b 41.5092d
Qazel Ozum 68.8917b 4.67750c 0.862a 0.85¢ 8.7095¢ 231.5a 305.3a 33.1375¢ 39.4883a 49.6892d 66.7150a 58.0383b
Qareh Shirech 45.9000d 6.314b 0.487c 0.573d 11.053b 229.334a 213.41c 43.459b 24.1425c¢ 52.6408c 50.7092¢c 61.599a
Tabarzeh 56.933¢c 7.23000a 0.83008ab 1.29858a 6.4138d 162.139¢ 157.250d 45.8392a 24.42¢ 65.207a - -
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Means, in each column, followed by similar letter are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- Using Dancan's Multiple Range Test.
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F i%. 1. Variation in RWC (%) in leaves of grape cultivars at different levels of NaCl
salinity in Baloo and Keshtiban regions. Columns with similar letter are not
significantly different at the 5% probability level- Using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Fig. 2. Variation in leaf root proline of grape cultivars at different levels of NaCl

sa mi{gy in Baloo and Keshtiban regions. Columns with similar letter are not
significantly different at the 5% probability level- Using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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