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The expression effects of drought Stress on growth and physiological

characteristics of wild and agronomy wheat genotypes
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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of soil in experimental site
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Tablel- The results of analysis of variance of different treatmens of drought stress on morphological

traits of wheat plant
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oS Stem i S.O.V.
Root dry Root fresh  Weight stem Root Stem <!
Plant d . . fresh
antary weight weight dry ] length length Df
. weight
weight
Gl w3
0.0026™  0.000010™  0.0014™ 0.0023™ 0.036™ 357" 127.44™ 2
Irrigation
0.00038™  0.000022™  0.00084**  0.00027" 0.0069™  27.44"  52.03™ 6 Genotypes 5
0.00026™  0.0000015™  0.000026™  0.00026™ 0.0034™  1.64"™ 3.05™ 12 Genotype* Irrigation
0.000026  0.0000015  0.000071 0.000025 0.0020 2.93 6.1 42 Errorl>
7.21 8.06 22.02 9 17.24 21.04 9.24 OV (+/0) Ol i oy 2

M).}\)bc&w‘).}‘)b&u‘)b&ﬁxb**:j*tns

*,**and ns: Significant at 5 and 1% Level and No significant of Probability, Respectively.
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Table2. Mean comparison of morphological characteristics of wheat plant in genotypes different
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oL
0.083a 0.018a 0.053a 0.064a 0.29a 10.66a 29.44a
Tauschii
0.073b 0.016b 0.051a 0.059b 0.28a 9.66ab 28.55a Bolani ¥
Kt
0.071b 0.015c 0.041b 0.057hbc 0.27a 8.22bc 27.66a
Shabrang
K4
0.070b 0.014c 0.034bc 0.058b 0.26a 8/22bc 27.33ab
Behrang
0.067¢ 0.013¢ 0.034bc 0.052¢ 0.26a 8.11bc 26.88ab Sistan ol
0.067c 0.012c 0.031cd 0.052¢ 0.25a 6.66¢d 24.88b i
Urartu g1, |
oot stk
0.063c 0.011c 0.025d 0.047d 0.21b 5.44d 22.33c

Speltoides
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Table3. Mean comparison of morphological characteristics of wheat plant at different irrigation levels
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weight ~ Rootdry stem dry ]
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0.080a 0.016a 0.046a 0.064a 0.30a 8.61a 29.47a 90 IR
0.075b 0.015a 0.039a 0.060b 0.27a 7.90a 26.00b 60 L>_<.~>
0058  0.014b  0.029b 0.044c¢ 0.21b 690b  24.71b 40 Water

Stress
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Figure 1. Comparison of the interactions between drought stress and genotypes of different morphological traits in

wild and agronomy wheat genotypes under drought conditions. The meanings with the same Latin letters do not
show a significant difference at the 5% probability level in the Duncan multi-domain test
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Figure 1. Comparison of the interactions between drought stress and genotypes of different physiological traits in wild and

agronomy wheat genotypes under drought conditions. The meanings with the same Latin letters do not show a significant
difference at the 5% probability level in the Duncan multi-domain test.
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Abstract:

Drought stress is any one of the most important environmental stresses in many parts of the world,
especially in warm and dry areas, which limits the yield of crops. The study of responses of different
wheat varieties to water stress could be a useful tool to understanding of the mechanisms of drought
resistance. In this regard, morphological and physiological traits related to drought stress are of
particular importance. In order to study The Effects of drought Stress in response of wheat cultivars
and wild genotype, a factorial experiment was carried out in completely randomized design in pot with
three replications at 2017-2018 years.The wheat cultivars including (Bolani, behrang, shabrang, sistan)
and wild (urartu, tauschii, speltoides) were as the first factor and irrigation treatment with three levels
consisted of normal (80% of water holding capacity of soil), mild stress (60%) and severe stress (40%)
was as the second factor. Physiological studies include: chlorophyll a and b, total chlorophyll,
carotenoids, Water Use Efficiency, Leaf Relative water content and the was morphological: dry matter
production (dry weight of plants), stem dry weight, stem fresh weight, Root dry weight, Root fresh
weight, stem length and Rott length. Analysis of variance showed that simple effect of drought stress
had a significant effect on the traits chlorophyll a and b, total, carotenoids, stem dry weight, plant dry
weight of plant , leaf relative water contwnt, water use efficiency and also on stem length, stem fresh
weight characteristics and Root dry weight. The result of the mean comparison showed that the tolerant
cultivaers had the highest stem fresh weight, plant dry weight of plant, Leaf Relative water content and
Water Use Efficiency. Comparison of cultivars and wild: cultiwars of Bolani and tauschii wild life
showed more resistance.
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