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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of the used soil
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of different treatments on vegetative characteristics of Elaeagnus angustifolia L.
Mean square ol o Sl
¢ il ¢ = St e
L sl il i 03 Sy oslaws ) K O3 sl Ao uﬁ)djk e S e SR ) sslst Source of
. (0 gl 35 515 i i it
Number Shoot dry Number Root dry weight wﬁ;lf Root Leaf Height Diameter df variation
branch weight leaf Colonization length area growth growth
<
16.36 21.259 1131.000 56.377 14.28 13.57 46.76 74.466 0.399 3 o
Block
G
14.8083** 1436.046** 35707.000% 1064.073** **758.123 3175.473**  *585.084*  787.071** 2.127** 2 &
Fungus
gob x ol s
2417 17.735%** 422.083* 9.821** 21.081** 7.489** 0.669 12.625** 0.035* 6 Fungus x Drought
Stress
I P
53.188** 280.970** 5362.521** 136.905** 334.280** 294.770%*  130.611 267.995** 0. 454** 3 o
Drought Stress
(1
1.363 1.772 94.250 4.698 1.190 1.131 3.897 6.205 0.033 33
error
Ol s o 2
8.46 5.22 4.62 10.60 2.934 3.01 7.27 6.88 11.36 SN
CV%
Aoy 0 5 Jlaxd clz.d)sjbduu s e g

**and * are significant at the 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Figure 1. Comparison of the mean interaction effects of mycorrhizal and drought stress on fungal
colonization (right) and Leaf area (left) of One-year-old seedlings of Russian olive (average + SE).
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Figure 2. Comparison of the mean interaction effects of mycorrhizal and drought stress on elevation
(right) and collar diameter (left) of One-year-old seedlings of Russian olive (average + SE).
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Figure 3. Comparison of the mean interaction effects of mycorrhizal interactions and drought stress on
root dry weight (right) and shoot dry weight (left) of One-year-old seedlings of Russian olive (average

+ SE).
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Figure 4. Comparison of the mean interaction effects of mycorrhizal interactions and drought stress on
the number of branches (right) and the number of branches (left) of One-year-old seedlings of Russian
olive (average = SE).
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Figure 5. Comparison of the mean interaction effects of mycorrhizal interactions and drought stress on
root length of One-year-old seedlings of Russian olive (average + SE).
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Abstract

Russian olive seedlings were planted in environmental plan in the form of Complete Randomized Block
Design (RCBD) with four replications and treat mental plan in the form of factorial with 2 factors in the
greenhouse. The test factors were Arbuscular mycorrhizal inoculum (Rhizophagus irregularis,
Funneliformis mosseae and control without inoculation) and four drought stress intensity (25, 50, 75
and 100% of field capacity (FC)). Seedlings growth rate include height, collar diameter, number of
leaves, number of branches, weight of aerial and underground organs were calculated by comparison of
the growth rate at the beginning and end of the experimental period. With increasing drought stress
intensity, vegetative traits such as height, collar diameter, number of branches and leaves, root dry
weight and shoot dry weight of Russian olive seedlings were decreased significantly. With increasing
drought stress to 50% of FC, the main root length of seedlings showed an increasing trend, indicating
an increase in root length under dehydration. The average root length of Russian olive seedlings in F.
mosseae and R. irregularis were 46 and 38 cm, respectively. Application of mycorrhiza significantly
increased vegetative growth and morphological traits of seedlings under drought stress. F. mosseae in
all morphological traits except root dry weight was more favorable than R. irregularis for one-year-old
Russian olive seedlings.

Keywords: Seedling height, Colonization, Collar diameter, Shoot weight, Root weight.
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