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The effect of salinity on germination and seedling growth in Cowpea genotypes (Vigna unguiculata)
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Fig. 1. Effect of salinity on germination percentage of cowpea genotypes
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Table 1 — analysis of variance measured traits in Cowpea genotypes under salinity stress

MS) ©lay po (uSleo
S.0.V & yad
oy -dlgr a5l Siiailez sy LS 39 F 039 039 F 039
el Siulex o Vigor Siule azadls azaile azady, Sis azads,
Ol e 33! | Germination Index Germinati | Germinati | Plumule dry Plumule fresh Radicle dry Radicle
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Genotype s 15 423" 5.017 5217 1.504 0.119 ™ 0.826 0.022 ™ 0.244 ™
Salt Sa9d 3 731" 8.02"" 6.5 0.282" 0.048 " 1.938 ™ 0.033 ™ 0.521 ™
GenotypexSalt | 5,50 # cuigis 45 2305 2.85™ 3.01™ 0.93 " 0.009 ™ 0.098 * 0.005 ™ 0.028 ™
Erorr s 121 0.99 1.54 0.75 0.32 0.022 0.081 0.0035 0.23
C.V Sk o pe 113 73 8.7 5.9 7.2 6.6 11.1 8.2
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ns, *and **: non-significant and significant at 5 and 1 percent probability levels respectively.
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Fig. 2. Effect of salinity on germination index of cowpea genotypes.
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Fig. 3. Effect of salinity on germination power index of cowpea genotypes.
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