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Table 1. Analysis of variance for grain weight/spike, plant biomass, 100 seed weight, and
proline content in durum wheat as affected by drought stress under greenhouse

conditions
Mean Square cle » Siks
s 1> 035 22035 Sy 3 05 Gls Ve 055 s p ke
63T > g
df. Grain Biomass/plant 100 grain Proline content
SOV. i weight weight
Replication BUSSI 0.005™ 13.071** 0.345" 0.319*
Genotype G) <555 21 0.735" 23.31** 65.382:x 1.596%**
Stress (S) | 9.249™ 334.759** 1.911 5 136.284**
GxS 21 0.523" 5.205%* 2.162:x 2.34%*
Error olzil 86 0.36 2.516 0.423 0.099
Aoso) 50l w3 ls pre S 4 xx
s gas 2 NS

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

ns: Non-significant
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Table 2. Mean of grain weight/spike, plant biomass, 100 grain weight, proline content, cell membrane damage, and drought stress tolerance index in

durum wheat genotypes under greenhouse conditions

(0,5) al s> &5 03 (0 8) 65 &S 0 () a1s1e o REPPCIIN 055,58 5 53 s e
Grain weight /spike i ¢ B ¢
ght /spike (9) Dry weight/plant (g) 100 grain weight(g) sk s
STI Cell Mem. Proline content (ug/g)
5 S o o sk o o Aok o Da(g)o%ge S sk o
Genotype Non-stress Stress Non-stress Stress Non-stress Stress Non stress Stress
116-1-16 0.37bc 0.28a 0.20 8.54¢ce 7.65b 3.00 2.70 26.33 1.90a 3.72cf
Gl 0.39hbc 0.13a 0.10 5.97e 6.01be 2.90 1.63 31.33 0.49f 2.60hj
2019/01/23 0.60 0.13a 0.15 8.66be 4.40bf 3.47 0.00 58.00 1.09bf 1.85j
G2 0.32bc 0.24a 0.14 8.02ce 7.48bc 3.60 3.13 32.00 1.73ab 3.75cf
G3 0.33bc 0.26a 0.17 8.60be 7.04bd 2.53 2.50 36.00 1.22af 3.53dg
G4 0.18c 0.14a 0.05 9.32bd 5.57be 3.87 1.03 42.67 1.39%ae 2.29ij
G5 0.45bc 0.27a 0.23 8.30ce 6.13be 3.00 2.53 26.00 1.64ac 3.73cf
27-10-2-1 0.84bc 0.23a 0.37 9.13bd 2.54¢ef 2.80 2.27 40.33 1.06bf 2.70hi
11-11-1-3 1.45b 0.15a 0.42 10.70bc 3.46¢f 4.47 0.27 45.33 1.18af 2.32ij
31-19-2-2 1.07bc 0.21a 0.43 10.29bc 3.21df 2.97 1.13 34.00 1.79ab 3.31dh
GARAGILCHIK 0.26bc 0.16a 0.08 0.66f 1.18f 0.57 0.40 58.00 1.79ab 1.94j
MARVOID 1.00bc 0.58a 1.12 8.15ce 6.13be 2.67 2.37 21.00 0.66ef 4.32ac
SAYMAREH 1.07bc 0.48a 0.98 7.02de 6.09be 2.13 1.90 22.33 1.50ad 4.65ab
G6 0.34bc 0.17a 0.11 8.15ce 5.65be 2.83 1.40 42.00 1.17af 2.88gi
G7 0.62bc 0.21a 0.25 10.30bc 6.42be 3.70 1.33 37.67 1.54ac 3.30dh
G8 0.62bc 0.16a 0.19 10.60bc 6.02be 4.17 1.17 39.67 1.03bf 3.11fh
G9 0.56hc 0.17a 0.19 11.63b 5.97be 3.93 1.43 40.33 1.74ab 3.17eh
G10 0.53 0.39a 0.40 8.48ce 6.45be 3.17 2.20 26.00 0.99bf 3.79cf
Gl1 0.61bc 0.26a 0.31 9.01be 5.90be 2.27 1.80 31.34 1.24af 3.94be
G12 0.54bc 0.34a 0.35 8.01ce 7.56b 3.53 2.63 32.00 0.59f 2.36ij
G13 3.12a 0.75a 4.50 15.29a 12.80a 3.23 1.87 22.67 0.85cf 4.68a
ZARDAK 0.59bc 0.22a 0.25 8.79be 6.37be 3.20 1.33 28.67 0.74df 4.05ad
Mean 0.72 0.27 0.50 8.80 5.91 3.09 1.68 35.17 1.24 3.27

A (5l me SV 0 el a3 STl Oo3l bl o Aizes alie Cog = ghyls &S O o 3 (ol Sle

Means, in each column, followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at the 5% probability level- using Duncan’s Multiple Range

Test.
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Table 3. Simple correlation coefficients between different traits and drought stress tolerance index (STI) in durum wheat

(0.5 At 415 035 5 e garls (0 5) 63/ &Kist 035 Dok o)l Syl s ol
Grain weight /spike (gr) STI Dry weight/plant (g) Cell membrane Proline
A5 05 = A5 05 = damage (55 03) ()
Trait .. Non-stress Stress Non-stress Stress Non-stress Stress
= 1) (2 3) (4) ©) (€) () (8)
(1) GW/S-NS 1
(2) GWI/S-S 0.705™ 1
(3) STI 0.929™ 0.835" 1
(4) DW /PLANT- NS 0.633" 0.336"™ 0.548" 1
(5) DW / PLANT-S 0.471" 0.652" 0.660" 0571 1
(6) CD (%) -0.308"™ -0.695" -0.412"™ -0.302"™ -0.640" 1
(7) PROLIN-NS -0.238"™ -0.273"™ -0.255" -0.123"™ 0.262"™ 0.211™ 1
(8) PROLIN-S 0.411"™ 0.730" 0.513" 0.356™ 0.614" -0.861" 0.003™ 1
o) 50 JLQ.:;-ICEMJ:)\:J'M N T
Dl gme & NS

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
ns: Non-significant
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