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Effect of foliar application of salicylic acid on biochemical attributes and grain
yield of barley (Hordeum vulgare L. cv. Nosrat) under saline conditions
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Table 1. Physico-chemical properties of soil in the experimental site before leaching

Jhad - 0595 STesls
S s EC ol FC PWP  ouu P K N o.C.
Soil depth (cm)  (dS.m™) Texture pH (mg.kg?) (%)
0-30 5.0 737 16.2 142.0 0.039 0.64
Sandy loam 216 7.3
30-60 4.6 761 103 121.3 0.033 0.38
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Table 2. Irrigation water rate and meteorological information of the experimental site (2012-2014)

AS)L:‘.T =
Ju Irrigation water (m®.ha) Sl
Year Non-saline ;s & Saline , ., Precipitations (mm)
2012-2013 6128.2 5083.4 110
2013-2014 6546.4 5537.8 67.2
Ju Temperature °C) L
Year Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
2012-2013  14.2 8.9 94 88 168 202 251 31.9
2013-2014 139 7.9 64 5.6 158 224 271 33.1
Ju RH ) i cysby
Year Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun.
2012-2013 49 50 43 39 30 27 23 13
2013-2014 46 36 45 38 29 24 21 10
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Table 3. Chemical analysis of non-saline and saline irrigation water

EC(Sm?) pH HCOy CI

SO Ca** Mg* Na' K*

2 825 1.69 15.00
12 771 323 9231

7.44 395 775 12776 0.17
26.46  9.03 28.36 84.65 0.51
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Table 4. Effect of salinity of irrigation water and salicylic acid application on biochemical traits of barley

bl gloles  Jgdous JS oy b s Sn

Treatments TSP (mg.g?) Chp (mg.gtFW) EL (%)

ST OT 58 2ds.m! 18.80b 12.36a 24.36b

Salinity of irrigation water 12 dS.m* 22.95a 5.032b 49.44a
Control asls 17.77b 6.40c 48.35a

0.5mM 18.01b 7.66¢ 47.45a

alicylic acid Lol 1.0 mM 17.78b 7.90¢c 35.25b
1.5mM 24.98a 9.78b 28.15¢

2.0 mM 25.82a 11.74a 25.30c

I Sl mn 3 LSD 0 4a5T bl cdiees &S 2hie Cog o (5115 457 ols 5 K0le 02 a3
Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 1% probability level, using LSD test
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Fig. 1. Effect of salicylic acid treatments on free proline content of flag leaf of barley under non-saline and saline conditions

Columns with similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 1% probability level, using LSD test
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Fig. 2. Effect of salicylic acid treatments on malon dialdehyde (MDA) (A) and membrane stability index

(MSI) (B) of flag leaf of barley under non-saline and saline conditions. Columns with similar letter(s) are not

significantly different at 1% probability level, using LSD test
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Columns with similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 1% probability level, using LSD test
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Effect of salicylic acid on biochemical attributes and grain yield of barley
(Horedum vulgare L. cv. Nosrat) under saline conditions
Pirasteh-Anosheh, H.1, Y. Emam?, M. J. Rousta® and S. E. Hashemi*

ABSTRACT
Pirasteh-Anosheh, H., Y. Emam, M. J. Rousta and S. E. Hashemi. 2017. Effect of salicylic acid on biochemical attributes
and grain yield of barley (Hordeum vulgare L. cv. Nosrat) under saline conditions. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 18(3):

232-244. (In Persian).

Although role of salicylic acid (SA) in enhancement of salinity tolerance of plants has been well shown,
more researches are needed for better understanding of its physiological mechanisms. In this experiment, the
effect of different SA concentrations (0, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5 and 2.0 mM) was examined on biochemical attributes and
grain yield of barley cv. Nosrat under non-saline and saline conditions (2 and 12 dS.m, respectively) during
2012-13 and 2013-14 growing seasons at the National Salinity Research Center, Yazd, Iran. Salt stress enhanced
soluble proteins content, free proline, malondialdehyde and electrolyte leakage by 22.1%, 147.7%, 87.2% and
102.9%, respectively. However, membrane stability index as well as concentrations of chlorophyll a and b
reduced by 33.2%, 31.4% and 59.3%, respectively. Salt stress also decreased grain yield by 34.2% and 40.9% in
the first and second year, respectively. Salicylic acid reduced the negative effect of salt stress on grain yield,
therefore, SA foliar application decreased the rate of grain yield reduction under saline condition from 42.1 in
no-SA to 27.3% in 1.5 mM in the first year and from 43.7% in no-SA to 33.8% in 1.0 mM in the second year.
This mitigation could be related to biochemical attributes, as SA at different concentration levels enhanced
soluble proteins content, free proline, concentration of chlorophyll a and b and carotenoids as well as membrane
stability index, and reduced malondialdehyde and electrolyte leakage. It can be concluded that SA had better
effect up to 2.0 and 1.0 mM under non-saline and saline conditions, respectively. In Genral, SA with reducing
negative impact of salt stress on biochemical attributes could improve salinity tolerance and increase grain yield

of barely cv. Nosrat.

Key words: Barley, Chlorophyll, Malondialdehyde, Proline, Salt stress and Soluble proteins.
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