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Response of Piriformospora indica- inoculated wheat to salinity and
wild oat weed (Avena ludoviciana L..) competition
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Table 1- Characteristics of the used soil.
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean square) of the effect of salinity levels, interference, and endophytic fungus
P. indica on measured characteristics of wheat of P concentration, proline accumulation, chlorophyll content,
total and economical yield and straw.
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*, **: Significant at 0.05 and 0.01 probability levels, respectively; ns: means non-significant
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Fig 1- Mean comparisons of the effect of inoculation and non inoculation with P. indica P concentration (mg/ g)
of wheat under non-interference and interference with wild oat as well as salinity levels of mild (EC= 6 dS/m),
high (EC= 12 dS/m), and severe (EC= 18 dS/m).
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Fig 2- Mean comparisons of the effect of inoculation and non inoculation with P. indica on chlrophyll cotent

(mg/ ml) of wheat under non-interference and interference with wild oat as well as salinity levels of mild (EC=
6 dS/m), high (EC= 12 dS/m), and severe (EC= 18 dS/m).
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Abstract

Salinity of soil and irrigation water is one of the major concern for crop production under
salt-affected arid and semi-arid areas of the world. Using beneficial plant growth promoting
microorganisms such as plant symbiotic fungi and plant growth promoting bacteria can be an
implement in alleviating deleterious effect of salinity. In this regards, a greenhouse experiment
was conducted out in 2012 to investigate the effects of salinity irrigation (low, mild, high and
severe) and Piriformospora indica inoculation on grain yield and some physiological traits of
wheat under interference with wild oat weed (Avena ludoviciana L.). Experimental disgn was
factorial arranged in randomized complete block with three replications. P. indica increased
grain yield of wheat under both non-salinity and salinity conditions. Wheat plants in sole culture
and in interference with wild oat weed had higher grain P content, proline accumulation and
chlorophyll content of leaf. In conclusion, P. indica sustained or improve grain yield of salt-
stressed wheat under competition with wild oat through improvement of P uptake, proline
accomulation and chlorophyll content. Result of this study showed that inoculation seed of
wheat with P. indica may be considered as a new method to manage crop-weed interference
under salt-affected areas.
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