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Table 1. Monthly minimum, maximum and mean temperatures during wheat growth duration in

Ahwaz (2015-2016 and 2016-2017)

2015-2016 1FAF-40 2016-2017 1¥40-4

Sl A oS Sl S S S
Month s  Min. (°C) Max.(°C) Mean (°C) Min.(°C) Max. (°C) Mean (°C)
Dec. 55T 7.3 22.1 14.7 9.0 20.8 14.9
Jan. ©3 8.2 22.9 15.6 9.2 20.5 14.9
Feb. Ko 8.1 22.7 15.4 7.1 19.2 13.2
Mar. il 12.8 27.1 20.0 11.3 254 18.4
Apr. sy 16.1 325 24.3 17.8 31.0 24.4
May c.iges) 21.1 36.0 28.6 24.4 40.6 325
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Table 2. Physical and chemical properties of soil at experiment site (0-30 cm)

EC (dS.m%) S S s 3

pH PR 7.3

Organic matter (%) IToske 0.35

Bulk density (g.cm3) ¢ sl o paie 05 1.21

N (%) O3 0.05

P (mg.kg?) JE) 15

K (mg.kg™) ety 265

Zn (mg.kg™) S35 0.05

Soil texture S il Silty clay e )
Yov
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of plant traits of wheat in sowing date treatments (2015-2016)

6 gl Gl 5158 055 o) 3 Slas
S &£, e e Plant height e 53 e Sl Al 5 415 slds 1000 grain wt. Biological yield
Sowing date Leaf area index (cm) Spike.m? Grain.spike™ (@) (kg.ha?)
Nov. 29  ,3TA 5.0a 90.5a 450.6a 33.1a 37.6a 16173a
Dec. 14 3Ty 4.4b 80.3b 442.6a 26.9b 34.5b 14950b
Dec.30 = 3.6¢ 77.3c 385.7b 26.6b 30.8¢c 11513c

L (6ol e D35 o 53 iy Szl el 53 LSD 0 a1 bl ckiteos &5 20 Uop m 6115 o8 (o ike D55 o 55
Means in each column, followed by a similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using LSD Test
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Table 4. Mean comparisons of plant traits of wheat in sowing date treatments (2016-2017)

B b &l el G gl als l5m 05
Sowing date Leaf areaindex  Plant height (cm) 1000 grain wt. (g)
Nov. 29 ,3TA 5.5a 91.4a 37.1a
Dec. 14 ,5Trv 4.5b 80.0b 35.4b
Dec. 30 (¢ 3.8¢c 76.6C 33.5¢
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Means in each column, followed by a similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using LSD Test
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Table 5. Mean comparisons of plant height and biological yield (2015-2016) and 1000 grain weight

(2016-2017) in zinc sulphate treatments

S O g <5 gl
Zinc sulphate (kg.ha')  Plant height (cm)
0 78.7c
10 79.8¢c
20 83.2b
30 85.7a
40 86.1a

R s )15 055
Biological yield (kg.ha') 1000 grain wt. (g)
13914b 33.4d
14247ab 34.8¢c
14986a 35.3¢c
14907a 37.1a
14517ab 36.0b
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Means in each column, followed by a similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using LSD Test
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Table 6. Mean comparison of grain yield and harvest index in interaction effect of sowing date and zinc sulphate

treatments (2015-2016)

;.LK‘CJU L;})QUJ}..: M\::ng.o.c C_...Zl.sﬁu,a:'-l.i:
Sowing date  Zinc sulphate (kg.ha*)  Grain yield (kg.ha') Harvest index (%)
0 5126b 33.7b
10 5207b 33.5b
Nov. 29 ,3TA 20 5766ab 34.5b
30 6726a 40.2a
40 5108b 31.0b
0 4196a 29.0a
10 4281a 28.0a
Dec. 14 ,3Tyv 20 4067a 26.7a
30 4387a 30.5a
40 3849a 25.0a
0 3159a 27.0a
10 3329 28.7a
Dec. 30 s4 20 2884a 25.7a
30 2897a 25.7a
40 3334a 28.0a
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Means in each column, followed by a similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using LSD Test
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Table 7. Mean comparison of plant traits in interaction effect of sowing date and zinc sulphate treatments (2016-2017)

S W su i asbe Cilsp asls
2l Zinc sulphate e 0 kil b 53 &l sl 615 5 Slas Biological yield Harvest index

Sowing date (kg.ha't) Spike.m™ Grain.spike*  Grain yield (kg.ha't) (%)
0 381.5d 32.6d 6157ab 15967h 38.7a

A 10 418.0c 34.0c 6017ab 16442b 36.5ab

N 8 V. 29 20 464.5ab 37.9b 6232ab 17092a 36.2ab

30 473.0a 40.0a 6508a 17547a 37.2ab
40 440.5bc 33.1cd 5910b 17345a 34.0b
0 372.5¢c 29.3e 4617d 1527a 30.2c
B 10 361.5¢c 32.8c 5015¢c 1523a 33.0b
D:C‘.*I . 20 406.0a 34.5 5510b 15340a 36.0a
30 445.0a 37.5a 5857a 15840a 36.7a
40 373.0c 31.3d 4375e 1414b 30.7c
0 332.5¢ 26.9cd 2958c 11240b 26.2b
4 10 339.5¢ 28.8¢c 3377b 12355ab 27.5b
D;:. 30 20 371.5b 32.3b 3597b 13177a 27.5b
30 406.5a 35.3a 4282a 13155a 32.7a
40 337.5¢c 24.2d 3292bc 12107ab 27.5b
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Means in each column, followed by a similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 5% probability level using LSD Test
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Effect of zinc sulfate application on grain yield of bread wheat (Triticum aestivum L.)
cv. Chamran under terminal heat stress conditions in Ahvaz

Moshatati, A.! and S. H. Mousavi?

ABSTRACT

Moshatati, A. and S. H. Mousavi. 2019. Effect of zinc sulfate application on grain yield of bread wheat (Triticum aestivum L.)

cv. Chamran under terminal heat stress conditions in Ahvaz. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 21(3): 254-267. (In Persian).

To study the effect of zinc sulfate rates on response of bread wheat cv. Cahmran to terminal heat stress
conditions in Ahvaz, Iran, this experiment was conducted at the research farm of Agricultural and Natural
Resources Sciences University of Khuzestan, Iran in two cropping cycles (2015-2016 and 2016-2017). The
experimental design was split plot arrangements in randomized complete block design with four replications.
Experimental factors were three sowing dates (29 Nov., 14 Dec. and 30 Dec.) assigned main plots and five zinc
sulfate rates (0: Control, 10, 20, 30 and 40 kg.ha) randomized in sub plots. Combined analysis variance showed
that year had a significant effect on measured traits. Mean comparison of traits in different sowing dates showed
that grain yield decreased with delay in sowing date, due to occurrence of terminal heat stress. The highest (6726
kg.ha') and lowest (2884 kg.ha*) grain yield were obtained in the first and last sowing dates, respectively. The
results showed that grain yield increased with increasing zinc sulfate rates and the highest grain yield (6724
kg.ha) was obtained from application of 30 kg.ha? zinc sulfate. Mean comparison of interaction effect of
sowing dates x zinc sulfate rate on studied traits showed that the highest grain yield (6508 kg.ha') was in the
first sowing date and 30 kg.ha™* of zinc sulfate application, and the lowest grain yield (2958 kg.ha) was in the
last sowing date and no-zinc sulfate application (Control). In conclusion, the result of the experiment showed
that delay in planting of bread wheat cv. Chamran imposed late heat stress and application of 30 kg.ha* zinc

sulfate reduced heat stress effect and improved grain yield.

Key words: Bread wheat, Khuzestan, Sowing date, Yield components and Zinc.
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