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Table 1. Mean grain yield and stress susceptibility index(SSI) of different wheat
genotypes under dryland(stress) and irrigation(control) conditions

Grain yield (Kgha™) 415 5 Sles

bl Genotype s 53 SSI
No. Irrigation T Dryland ,.»
1 14 (Gene bank) 3291 2146 1.029
2 914 (Gene bank) 2978 2185 0.788
3 Turkey 13//19.10/Maya "s" irw 92 2329 1117 1.539
4 F 9.10/Maya "s" //Sabalan irw 92 2302 1782 0.668
5 Trakia//Maya "s" 74/Mon "s"/3/Shahi 1967 1489 0.719
6 Trakia//Maya "s" 74/Mon "s"/3/Shahi 2321 1488 1.061
7 72 YRRGP 3367 2390 0.858
8 4848 Mashad/Sabalan irw92 3137 1910 1.157
9 4848 Mashad/Tui "s" irw92 2985 1732 1.241
10 98 YRRGP 3264 2074 1.078
11 1002 (Gene bank) 2050 1121 1.340
12 Roshan/3/F 12.71/Coc//Gno 79 ir 2330 1381 1.205
13 Sabalan/6/Shahi/Kvz/5/Shahi 2601 1480 1.275
14 Fengkang15/Sefid(seed white) 2797 1972 0.872
15 Fengkangl15/Sefid 1947 1274 1.022
16 Kvz/Tm71/3/Maya"S"//Bb/Inia/4/Sefi 1757 1107 1.094
d
17 Unknown 1600 1463 1.155
18 Unknown 2184 1650 0.723
19 Sardari 2852 2082 0.780
20 Azar2 2758 1924 0.894
2.000 +
R? = 0.0054
g} 1.500 - ¢
L 2
3 * %
j & 1000 e ¢ “
Z *
0.500 -
0.000 ‘ . . ‘

0 1000 2000 3000 4000
Grain yield (Kgha™) &1 5 Slas

S 4 Sl el s Shee il Soen =) IS

Fig. 1. Correlation between yield potential and SSI
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Table 2..Mean gas exchanges in wheat genotypes under dryland conditions

(25) oo Ll 53 a8 a5 53 658 SYals o Sila =Y s

~ ~ [0} = Ea — —
E % % EC 0y 222 o = A. g 2 g
2 FE- 1B . yet sL,Z2Ta28t 420 4 PR A 1
25 9:% JEsS LWEEY Jig duftEz UEEE OJE . 28 %5 2E
i 15 &  LEZ b 1328 14258 58283 ol Z Y 8 Y 2 e
¥ g A2 E Ag€E wzE 125 29828 35383 a2 A %5 % G vy 2 5
© P 37§88 EE0 WiE 4 EsE v=RE T2 J £ (et 587
S & 8 = R = 5 & = 23
1 86 33.333 1.570 3.830 114.901 44.535 2146 1.029 6.09 0.053 114.97
2 98 30.000 1.543 3477 115.900 35.480 2185 0.788 6.75 0.070 96.02
3 205 30.000 0.953 0.900 30.000 4.390 1117 1.539 13.02 0.107 122.06
4 109 30.000 1.523 3.313 110433 30.394 1782 0.668 8.61 0.090 95.67
5 134 30.000 1.513 2.787 92.900 20.799 1489 0.719 10.80 0.082 131.13
6 108 33.333 1.390 2.787 83.611 25.806 1488 1.061 12.68 0.111 113.86
7 118 33.333 1.633 2.283 68.491 19.347 2390 0.858 8.39 0.069 122.14
8 126 26.667 1.567 2.633 98.736 20.897 1910 1.157 10.02 0.109 91.93
9 177 16.667 1.137 1.450 86.998 8.192 1732 1.241 9.44 0.087 108.09
10 96 26.667 1.377 2.933 109.986 30.552 2074 1.078 7.82 0.074 105.16
11 87 13.333 0.907 1.893 141.979 21.759 1121 1.340 13.89 0.125 111.15
12 127 23.333 1.363 2.237 95.873 17.614 1381 1.205 9.62 0.111 86.38
13 144 22.000 1.233 1.983 90.136 13.771 1480 1.275 12.01 0.118 102.10
14 187 23.333 1.247 1.577 67.587 8.433 1972 0.872 8.19 0.071 115.40
15 120 20.000 1.203 2.107 105.350 17.558 1274 1.022 10.46 0.095 109.69
16 146 26.667 1.507 2.470 92.624 16.918 1107 1.094 10.20 0.097 105.48
17 149 26.660 1.317 2.273 85.236 15.255 1463 1.155 11.61 0.106 109.84
18 101 26.667 1.143 2.470 92.624 24.455 1650 0.723 12.80 0.120 106.37
19 129 26.667 1.627 2.687 100.761 20.829 2082 0.798 6.97 0.067 103.56
20 165 26.667 1.687 2.170 81.374 13.152 1924 0.894 8.30 0.074 111.61
Mean 130.7 26.267 1.372 2413 93.275 20.507 1688 9.88 0.111 107.56
Lsd1% 73.10 17.010 0.640 1.410 72.630 48.600 309.7 - 2.76 0.050 15.90
Lsd1% 97.90 22.780 0.890 1.890 97.290 65.120 414.9 - 3.69 0.070 21.30
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Table 3, Mean gas exchanges in wheat genotypes under irrigation conditions
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1 73 33.333 2.597 3.023 93.3 41.829 3291 8.390 0.082 103.09
2 93 30.000 2.350 2.573 111.9 28.612 2978 7.960 0.082 97.57
3 68 43.333 3.490 5.073 125.0 74.954 2329 9.270 0.106 86.81
4 94 36.667 2.720 3.353 86.2 41.662 2302 8.547 0.101 84.37
5 123 66.667 4.063 3.937 67.5 36.878 1967 10.593 0.112 95.03
6 123 56.667 3.283 3.350 73.2 46.910 2321 12.750 0.140 90.02
7 86 46.667 3.470 4.533 100.0 52.703 3367 8.190 0.086 95.83
8 50 33.333 2410 4.360 120.1 128.665 3137 12.570 0.131 96.67
9 109 33.333 2.537 3.287 108.7 35.788 2985 14.167 0.138 102.53
10 42 30.000 1.857 2.883 94.5 67.032 3264 9.603 0.101 94.48
11 101 60.000 3.667 963 85.1 56.346 2050 10.803 0.107 101.45
12 109 53.333 3.467 4.123 77.3 38.549 2330 8.917 0.101 88.18
13 92 36.667 2.707 3.733 111.2 41.700 2601 12.347 0.134 92.15
14 80 46.667 3.450 3.307 73.6 106.192 2797 11.430 0.110 104.89
15 128 46.667 3.580 3.203 68.4 25.196 1947 10.910 0.123 89.12
16 83 40.000 2.997 3.560 93.8 42.619 1757 12.500 0.138 90.11
17 95 63.333 4.077 4.890 82.1 55.354 1600 10.647 0.117 91.57
18 81 30.000 2.423 2.540 124.1 450.708 2184 9.957 0.119 84.22
19 89 46.667 3.370 4.080 87.4 47.001 2852 7.283 0.084 86.17
20 89 46.667 3.373 4.143 93.4 46.014 2758 11.833 0.112 105.87
Mean 90.3 44.000 3.094 3.750 93.8 52.236 2580 10.433 0.092 94.01
Lsd1% 55.30 38.940 1.840 2.750 54.3 277.600 649.50 3.470 0.050 10.50
Lsd1% 74.16 52.160 2.460 3.690 72.7 371.900 870.00 4.650 0.070 14.10
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Table 4. Gas exchanges and grain yield in groups of susceptible and resistant under dryland and irrigation conditions

g = = g AN ‘u‘:f 2 = _a\) B
“, = o 2 2 e S 2, = BT g ) 5
PV aB Siss j3lr oatlr 9f: L 3r oviiz bel 3T s
Treatment Sl 2 & 4 ;‘}::0 2 g é 5 g gq 1 550 E=le) kN ’é_q i\ =8 EN \\5‘ E‘jé VS D % %mw
J5 G Ed0TageE 9237 8 s 138 TE 1538 s i wis
s 5 S 2O EREEE =E \ggé E2 ‘3.%%’6 2 té" Q&é
5 g g o g £ g 7]
ol
Irrigation & Suscegflble 24590 9557 4533 49.47 4.24 3.17 101.44 11.85 0.12 101.35
3]
Registant 2456.60 95.97 42.00 37.10 3.30 2.99 95.41 8.87 0.10 89.47
plies ol o 55 05,5 o Sl Ay
Difference between susceptible and 0.10 0.42 7.35 25.01 22.18 592 5.95 25.16 15.05 12.27
resistant groups of genotyoess(%)
L
o
D Susceptible 1366 147.95 21.07 13.13 1.69 1.12 88.90 11.59 0.11 101.79
ryland o G
J
Registant 1838 114.29 28.67 26.35 295 1.47 102.52 9.19 0.09 107.12
polis 5 ol Slacis5 03 S o sl Loy
Difference between susceptible and 25.66 23.15 26.51 50.16 42.56 23.90 13.00 21.22 27.34 4.98
resistant groups of genotypes (%)
&T@wﬂski\f:):&a»a;;)suiﬁ&w):
Decrease in susceptible groups in dryland 38.16 -54.80 53.53 71.44 60.04 64.75 13.71 0.09 6.64 0.90
in relative to irrigation (%)
@ 4 o 23 Ll 53 p5lie 0y 8 s alS Loy
Decrease in resistant group in dryland 25.20 -16.91 31.75 23.58 10.62 50.76 -5.46 -3.59 1.70 -19.73

relative to irrigation(%)

(-): Increase in dryland relative to irrigation conditions
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Table 5. Simple correlation coefficients for different characters under dryland conditions

Sliwo 25C0; EESTRICHEN & G Copm DT g sl dlhs Ses ol S & 505 e
55 ol A A Ly
Stomatal Transpiration ~ Photosynthesis ~ Photosynthesis ~ Mesophile ~ Grain yield SSI Flag leaf Flag leaf Specefic
Characterse  CO, under  conductance rate water use conductance area weight leaf area
stzomat efficiency
7
2 3 4 5 6 3 9 10 11
1
1 1.000 -0.144 -0.225 -0.760 " -0.826 0814 -0.237 0.340 0.129 0.014 0265
2 -0.144 1.000 0.617" 0:535 " -0.065 0.542° 0.424 -0.411 -0.322 -0.411 0.225
3 0.225 0.617" 1.000 0.665 " 0311 0.477" 0638  -0610" -0710" -0.625"" -0.136
4 -0.760 " 0.535" 0.665"" 1.000 0.610."" 0.878 0479  -0586"  -0.528" -0.414 -0.253
5 -0.826"" -0.065 0.311 0.610™ 1.000 0.624 " 0.179 -0.332 -0.229 -0.142 -0.187
6 -0.814™ 0.542 " 0.477" 0.878 ™ 0.624 " 1,000 0.528 " -0.419 -0.463 " -0.413 -0.096
7 -0.237 0.424 0.638 " 0.479 " 0.179 0.528 " 12000 20552 -0.797"  -0.755 " -0.060
8 0.340 -0.411 -0.610" -0.586 " -0.332 -0.419 -0.552 " 1.000 0.489 " 0.499 " -0.029
9 0.129 -0.322 -0.710™" -0.528 " -0.229 -0.463 " -0.797 ** 0489 " 1.000 0.901 ™ 0-195
10 0.014 -0.411 -0.625 " -0.414 -0.142 -0.413 -0.755 " 0.499 * 0.901 ™ 1.000 -0.242
11 0.265 0.225 -0.136 -0.253 -0.187 -0.096 -0.060 -0.029 0.195 -0.242 1.000

* and **: Significant at 5% and 1% level of probability, respectively.
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