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Table 1. Results of soil analysis
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Chlorophyll a = (19.3 x A663 — 0.86 x A645)
V/100W [V]

Chlorophyll b = (19.3 x A645 — 3.6 x A663)
V/100W [Y]

Carotenoides = 100 (A470) — 27.3 (mg chl.a) —
104 (mg chl. b) / 227 [¥]
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for studied traits in maize
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Replication
RS 2 1431.694 4 2.028 1478.25 1.861 93.361 0.212
Drought - . . « .
oS 2 66145.194" 26.083 27.444*  68593.083 54.361 8229.861 2.4
Main error
ol glas 4 3271.194 0.833 1.653 3206.833 6.903 93.704 0.628
Mycorrhizae R . . " " .
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Table 3. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit
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Number of Number of unfertile (39)) B i !

Irrigation regimes florets florets Gap between tasseling and
(mm evaporation from the pan) silk emergence

70 530.0° 7.750 ¢ 3.250°

110 498.5¢ 8.833° 3.750°

150 388.6° 10.67*° 6.083 ¢

Table 3. Continued

tS)L.‘.‘.i C,.\a.w 30 Qs olawy

aolol .Y Jous

_ aiBs o axlg) JYGLE Hlade [0 aids ;o uxly) oSy
(p59) 4114+ 339

SR e R 100- grain weight (%537 Pk 5 (e p5 e
Irrigation regimes Number of (gr) Catalase content Peroxidase content
(mm evaporation from the pan) grains per cob (AU/min/mg protein) (AU/min/mg protein)

70 522.1¢% 25.08 ¢ 17.83° 29.50°
110 489.5° 24.08 ¢ 24.25 ¢ 38.42¢
150 3779 ¢ 21.00° 23.75° 38.75%
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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Table 4. Mean comparisions of traits as influenced by mycorrhizae
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Table 5. Mean comparisions of traits in maize cultivars
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Table 6. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit in maize cultivars
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the pan) cultivar (gr/plant) (mg/g wet weight) (AU/min/mg protein)

70 704 152.8* 6.100° 17.67 ¢

70 640 108.0 ¢ 7.467 ° 18.00 ¢

110 704 123.3° 6.167° 26.17°

110 640 111.7° 5.467 > 22.33°

150 704 75.83 ¢ 4317¢ 22.17°

150 640 84.17 4.767 25.33®
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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Table 7. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit and mycorrhizae effects in maize cultivars
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Irrigation regimes P8 slosd ™) Stomatal resistance Prolin content
(mm evaporation from the pan) VAM Cultivar (s/cm) (ng/ g fresh weight)
70 2 pas 704 4333° 3.467
Control
70 2 pas 640 4.000° 3.167¢
Control
70 28 704 4.667 b 3.467
Application
70 228 640 5.667 % 3.867 b
Application
110 2 poe 704 5.667 % 3.967 >
Control
110 2l pos 640 5.667 % 4.200 *
Control
110 2 704 5333 b 4.867°
Application
110 2 640 5.667 3.633 <
Application
150 2 poe 704 5.000 b 4567 ®
Control
150 28 poe 640 7.333° 4.467
Control
150 28 704 7.667 4167+
Application
150 28 640 6.333 4.500
Application
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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Table 8. Mean comparisions of traits affected by mycorrhizae in maize cultivars
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Application oy,l8 704 39.22°
Application Syl 640 44,62
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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Table 9. Mean comparisions of traits under water deficit and mycorrhizae effects

n.S)L.'.J.T Tl
Irrigation regimes
(mm evaporation from the pan)
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Mycorrhiza treatment
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Number of stomata in upper leaf

70 2 pas 2533
Control
70 g 30.83
Application
110 Sl pae 26.17°
Control
110 28 26.67°
Application
150 )8 pos 20.17¢
Control
a).g)b'
150 S 22.67°
Application
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Non-identical alphabets represent significant differences at a probability level of 5%
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