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Determination of chromosomes controlling physiological traits associated

to drought tolerance in rye

T asla s Al e 5 gkems Lo,

(Secale cereale L. cv. Imperial)

(RWL) (RWC)

(STI)
3R 7R

Sybon S (ot L3 el y3 paS Ll
(Maan,1987; Khush and Brar,1992; Kalloo,1992)
ol S Bl 53 S (S5 5 Sl posdle
WS e B $ 3 e (S i bl b
3 olR > Sl el 5 (S35 slaas s
55 o= 3 s il ase sl 23 4 0LLS (6,85
e Sl 5 S (S5 shparli 4y
Oug)séug&@gbﬁfawwﬁ

(Triticum aestivum L.cv.Chinese Spring)

(SR) (WUE)

3R 7R (MSI)

(QTLs)
QTLs (GSI)

QTLs

o 25 a0 oS 6,1 (S5 6l oo

Ol ol e sl 8 (0l 8 g 0 )) (o
i s $B S S5 e ‘a.é)}T@e-
S5l lls oS 0T Ligliy 5 Gl pior 5 p 5 5
S op b Jal 5 03 Calis (glalasms b a
e Sla i 4 sllas 25T b dde gla 0]

Ay an a8 Sl Bda (Bl ol L8 g0l

VWAYIV/YE D5y el

VWAV Sl 5

oliile S sl o &ils HLils Y

Sl —ﬁséj)}ufcﬁ:ixw}ac.u)\wt&)\f_\


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

\YAY Ql:m:\i Al c)Lm.i' ‘(v"—i ..ll>- c”Qng‘l ‘591))' r}l& Al?m"

(WUE, SR, CHF, RWL, RWC) S5 Iy o5 5
b e s ey el
B USEE VpJ N - () f A TR Y
el (St o e Lo o 5 e
a_—S (Loss and Siddique,1994; Al-Dakheel,1991)

PALS s phy (e ST Ol L 605 L |
sylsa sy s 1 ;s_.)TO‘J'_:.AJ_'.’J
(Schonfeld et al.,, 1988; Yang et al., 1991;

Wang and Clarke,1993; Haley et al.,1993)
NS S a Jems (T o5y BL
Sl A5 o S Gla 55 sl axils ool
S5t g 50 Ol bl 1 S as Jass

(Clarke,1987; Singh,1989; .4, & cd_ua_alb

Bidinger and  Witcombe,1989;  Blum,1992;
Acevedo and Ferere, 1993)

S S ol 48T s> ol B sla Y
B8 (S ane) 4 Lt 5 slawi S 3l ps5ms S
e 0 gt dy Al 5 e B 0SS
0 diS U8 Slad Joal 45 SIS Slapsises S
S5 eslinal 350 clisl St 4 oo sla e li
Csda ol Ly .(Mahmood and Quarrie, 1993) & .8
Sl hsslar 3l alapssses,S (3L () taadllaa ol 5|
0d S J xS Glal) sl o mie s (gl 4 S
Sy e (NS5 5 sl et LS
A NS sla e Lt e (Y il
oLl et li byme s Sis i Coaglin o
il e 6 s

S laS 0uSasls 43 VWY Jlw 53 ialajT

Joes aadllan 5 bote s olisle S 55 (65l o ils
o Jeams (S50 5 sla et s 55 el
Jols i lajT sl pe s 8 plonil gl 3 (SCis

o 65 (S i oo T (e Sl o
3 oS i S Sk w3y 3L
J=osi Gl Ail e ks slaair U ooy
5 NGsT o Do jl S 5 (S e
& s s DT Ol Ly 1S el (S5 53
s =T Ol —w ((Relative Water Content = RWC)
J9,1S" ((Relative Water Loss = RWL) 45, Cows |
C.?J «((Chlorophyll Fluorescence=CHF) ,.—u 515
& ol B (ABA) S T il 5 05—
5 (Blum,1988) 4z 4 o 314! ((Osmotic Adjustment)
(CO, exchange) sl g,y Iobs ] s sl bl
(Water Use Efficiency=WUE) T (s ,uze 5T,
iy 3l e LU s [V ¢ gl ame)
; Jiang et al.,1994) &l add ol [ oS Slalas
Sharma and ;Knott,1987 ; Gale and Miller,1987
i oS w4l (slaos JUast ! — (Gill, 1983
5 OB 0l la i 4o e sl ool st
S 3 ml il es ('-*f slaay s 4 (baggsles
JLast 5y 50 53 S Ul Olalllas § Sladss 45 ol
el ¢l H—'f o o8 slaos b e sssnsS
(o585 b ( (Sis) 0055 1 Sl 25 4 Jooss
55 S G 3 g g s (sl ol plon]
LOT 31 0l 55 g 5 0355 BIS (Sbst b o o Slio
6 s s o3l (o315 sLaaali s 3
St Ll 5 o el s s D pen Sl
S S uills & bge WIS o o S 03 ol
5 bomn Jolime 1ol uilsls 035 0855 L (S
=LA iss 4 ol b (SMith et al 1990) Lil (. 55
5 5 (S slaair So) p e ST Gl
NP S L S . YU (5 P S RUMN
.(Morgan,1989)

Y gane 57 2ty 5, Sles sl sl 0550e
a s 5 el g JSCie OT ol 6 p il s

Slaarl Jod 51 (Sas 4 Joos oo slaair


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

" Sldes oS 1S Slesises S o’

sodod e o8 Ly dslad yb e oo, sl
b 5 40 LagyT [Fresh Weight (FW)] 5055 alo oD
okt 4 e ki (6, S oI s 333 6551 5
Dry Weight (DW)] ¢S 359 03,557 Cws 4
3 Kl a3 Vo les 55 Col VY Soke 4 Lass g
L s S 055 osluss 5 Ll esls 1,5 0T o
OLSer 5 s o Loy 4S5 il 5l eslizl
s 2T O jas (el 0 51, (Alidibe et al., 1990)
13 8 s A )3 o 5
RWC(%)= [(FW-DW)/FW] x100
(RWL) (

BEBIS U TP FIUEY B I TR RSP
5ol gslas jib a8 a3 e dl e
Sodos 40 0 039 Sk gad e - Likd 05 4luolBDl
Ll eols 4 8 >|J.§::§L.« a3 Y by j3 Celu 9o
Lol pod alg 5o b T s 4 OT S5 05 055 b
BERUNO VR § 3 Q.x_u\_::bi.ﬁt_wd\_q-);\n by
.J_L'Zé;ﬂjiwd‘}jOAJ)T@bgélﬁojT
Sy ST 0,8 s o OT 28l 010
OT Ol je I e Colir 93 53 65y 6SKist 035
oS 5 adaly 51O s ) sy s
o &1,1 (Yang et al., 1991) O, an 5 L Low 55
oY lolst st aaly oal 53 A3 8 aclous (sl
0353 S 25 035 6l m o5 4 ol
03 05 ¢ CBOSs b 4 Wa s Wy (W) 5 oS
Bl S

RWL = (W;-W,/Wa)/(t;-t,/60)
(CHF) (

&8 1y O S Ladiw 5 5 3l By ol o
)b—gv"ﬂﬁr-bﬁ;ﬁyﬁ)‘ R éfﬁ@‘rrﬁ
o3l 5 St ey STe 5 SLosl Bolas 55 b 4y
&S (FuFmax) SooLs Ly 3w 3l s
g 3 Slae ;S i o o8> Lo 5 o
s 6 S o3Il ~MINI-PAM —

Sy el il la Y LW o,
sl o3, 5 (IR 2R3RARBR6R,7R), 13 5L
‘._s, 9 Secale celeale L.cv. Imperial (2n = 2x = 14)
Triticum aestivum L.cv. Chinese Spring C.x_'f
sd—as clad g Ol e a4y 5 5 4 (2n=6x=42)
JIEY NI W SRS Y W g
9 Cecale cereale L.cv. Lovaspatonia (2n=2x=14)
Triticum aestivum L.cv. Sardari (2n = 6x =42) (uuf
ki 8 )5 andlas 350 LalesT s dals Ol e 4
Gy ol U (6 pesilo VYo Lo 55 )3 0855 oY
CiS el dw (s ) (65 45 abold 5 el Y
ol laeS by o b B s lasT s 8
c&ﬁ@u)ﬁ@u;:ﬁ;ﬂﬂmjzdé:w
Jlasl o LT 5l u;@ OT 53 &S Sl Jases
S O 5 (Wi LaST) (g SN 55 a0 L 5 ol
ST Gl Jsb 55 s 8 esly (iS5l
S S U bas e (S5 58 slaasle o e
ahy Cans | g ST CRWC) &5 s OT b
&5 555 s slis (CHF) juiwy b Jd5 IS (RWL)
o sl i 55 WUE) O O ae TS 5 (SR)
3557 5 anllon pbite 4 e n S, o0
([Stress Tolerance Index(STD] Kt 4 fosed Ol jue
S s g3 55 anlllas 30 0B 5 LapY 5 Shes
Loyl 5s dos (68 o3l (e 5a53) 25 05
a oo adlllan (sl (5l U 5 oanyleT
el e S s S eslisl L St
s [Germination Stress Index(GSI)] g 45! 9o A
o> [Promptness Index (PI)] = 45! s o oLl
5 Sliw as 8ol i O 5 25 Ll 5
WS i sla ey bl o andlas 5y 50 sl s li
5 S-S 031000 codis a5l it I (Slode Lo g

Al dewloes

(RWC) (

d’f):)‘ﬁﬁ))vé))ayﬁj‘gﬁj)O‘.’.‘):


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

\YAY Ql:m:\i Al c)Lm.i' ‘(v"—i ..ll>- c”Qng‘l ‘591))' r}l& Al?m"

(Y A 5 b sy s s 3 Gl ok gy 555
5 s S el &G Gas b holejT doly s o
ST Ay a5 el o 56 55 03 3l day
4.3@\.:?3:} L ‘_;)\.A_@i} Al anlsl (gl g ol
> (Ehdaei and Waines, 1993) wus Osd> K s
ST Ol e bte a8 i leST 2 b
iSOl ¢ aole3T slads|y S RREY
53 skt ol LS b LB s et
N b i o b 3 aST (ST Olie 3o 0l )
5 5 aculos Ld o T aleT sladsls el
ol onls T Ol G5 5 oite 55k 4 555 2 50
Syt 4 aS () Ol e 5 i lesT (slad 1
5 Ols=d 53 5 = ols sl Ol Sl e lais pas
Tt i Sl esli il L s e 65T e
BRGNS PN 2 N A PRt Wiy g
o3l JS ,la 4o V_SJJO_i‘YJ_AL;\J_gU')JY‘Q
ST S ol dady ) 5 gl plash) Sa s
5 s 6 oIl 0dd s T Oljes 5 0l 3 s
138 dlon T O s GO 05 U3 G

.(Ehdaei and Waines, 1993)

WUE=PM

Wu
» (Dry Matter) ¢Sz o5ls ldis DM 0T 55 o5

(Water Used) b —as T ,liia WU 5, 8
il oo (o) 05 o 2
%}C)uo\,\ﬁj\yjauwfﬁwr;
53 Cele A Sode 4 ¢S osbe Ol (S 051l
23 s esls 13 OsT s ;\Ji:zib.u a5 Vo gles
A 035 0lsd s Y 5 05l s,
Sl S O35 Celu EA Sl dm 5 el S 4 1SS
a skt 4 bl ol s ..,\isjf dnlos Y a
gl Ol el s OF OOl Okle, ol
Tl ol CAST 5 edd LS i loT (o

A a.l:..fl:‘).l.

o 55158 5 Shes = Fv/Fmax
FV 5 iy 8 3, Sdas o 5S7Lo Fmax OT 5 87
A e Sla Sy ey 5, Shas Ol s
.(Genty et al., 1989)
(SR) (
S Slassas Conslie 6,8 o310 sl Sy ol o
&) s b osli ! (Prometer) ey oK _us
& T Bl sk 4l Caslae & S o5l
N 5 1 1LSS 8 03085 5 Y 8 5l ez
Al SV gt s 53 0y 8 D31 1,3
Sl 4l s o glad sy Cnslie e
Sose 3ol as § o ojlal sem™)
o, JLS (EMS™) 4l o jetlvw co> 4 S
Coslis o Se 4 S (glaSjs, Coldas 5
NU DR JpD P % NS PRV U Ry PO S P
.(Mohammadi et al., 2003)
(STI) (
Sl Oljon (g o slate @ 3 a0y 50 Lol p3 s
2l N Jasd et (Rl slaY
s (Fernandez, 1992) ;6L ,—5 J g0 1 3l eslazal b Y
S dlome 5Dy 4
STI = (Ys)(YP) (Yp)°
s A YD 5 YS YPdsap ol 53 a8
PICEFR-E P RER R TIPS SRS EYS NV
s sl 3 el 5 e ples 5 Shee S0k
il e A5
(WUE) (
ol gls Y ol (6 el Ll s
MelS” i leT b B s s sla oSy s
&l 5 S 5 adllae 3y 50 ST aw ys ol
03wl o,lds 53 SLa0l 3d 51 abdS Lyl & s i8S
5o p el O & e Ul 2 55 2
Sl S5 S caing ¥ S oled
5 amle (SUs 51 b g ea (Lo lesT ds-ly) Ol o


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

" Sldes oS 1S Slesises S o’

el iy bl 1 (S5 5 sla et
ela ja sl Il iy ol s A eslizul MSI |
3 lbenl gla e li (gaue o g edd 5l
&) = MSI luas WUE 3 RWC,RWL,CHF,SR o
2ol aS mlaam 5 LA aloe o) 5 Y a
Sl el Cws s e La Y 5l s 615 MSI
2 S MSE slie olas ¢ ite 3L ol
w38 per C= Ve U s Lo dy 5 oY
.(Mohammadi et al., 2002)
rfjlu)\zﬂrwjjua:\:‘}:bdjqkdi..@q-
o3liz_wl HWG 5 SPSSIMSTAT-C (5 LT (sLos,l 31
Seslial U e jast s 5 Olio (ke i o

_mjf)\}w&n:)}.ao.{}\:d\ub.\;{o}ajT

S e lin il sl o Sl ol il

S o3 la oY 4S5l Ol andllas 55 50 Sl
L iy sl 30,087 o 4 aalllan 5550 Dlis
g5 o dins OLE (45T L5 s s oMl S
o) Salane miSTTg 5 chol Bl sla Y s 55 39 ge
Al e (S i b S LapoY
Dl 5k alie (1) st 3 (V) slad o)
T Ol b 1l o T o SSls 05037 bl
OLass (g yls sime D) ol 331 sla Y 8y
sla =Y g o mis G BR Y &S (g, 4b 4 Lisls
535 68 1 s ST Ol o eS 61,13 4R 5 1R
33R (p5ins S Slafoun 512 5 o T Ol
Manette et al., ol,L-Sea 5 sl .s 0 YU 55 7R
FYPON C,ufcu)l &l 1y 8ols sime M1 (1988)
Satisses i) 6E s ST Oljae Ll 1 andllas
9 s BR oY ) S 1 OT Ol s Ll
4y S 3l g ST Ol s o 208 GIHI5 TR oY
L;u‘}_ané‘ﬁ@)wJJ‘WgTob_:ﬁ.)ﬁ
1R lacp¥ s )18 YU 55 4R 2R esjses S

(GsI) (

sl ¢Sag s ol gl Y ST opl s
L 5355 ol S 2l3T 2 b 55 IG5
A S 515 b5y ST am BT Ogds 5 AT
L S0 sy Jsloms S 25 o i a3T
SRS O SRl 53 9=+ /AMPpa (6 jon! Jmilsy
PPRNPIUN SAPR A N
it 4S5 gk s 4B 8 s s gl il
s Sl 5 2 LasT gzl 55 0T —alds
A LSl La s (6 5 4 il ) 53 odilesly
iy et 61— Y e (Sapracetal., 1991)
Cwd d yad3lS 5 o 59y 5l eslezul L —+/AMpa
5l dor b 556 53 .(Michel and Kaufman,1973) LT
3326l el s Y oslad 5SS (S s Lt
YN0 glas ya iy ¢SS6T Jstls pa e il T
Ldb osls Ll 3IV0 Cgby 5 (g, o)
s slaas ulul -t .(Michel and Kaufman,1973)
o Li e g s Clasl 9505 b s es) il
b bl 93 a s oY e ol Shale S
A dloee ) dlaly
PI = nd2 (1.0) + nd4 (0.8) + nd6 (0.6) + nd8 (0.4) + nd10 (0.2)

nd10 snd8 <d6 nd4 nd2 Js— s 5 1 55
cpss> Slajsy o 04l Had dew 53 S S g
e B3 o0 LS 1) oas 5 oihon (i b ol
=Y e el oGS Sl 0 esld Hlaae
b s WDy Gy ol oy 555
4ty 5L (Bouslama and Schapaugh, 1984)
GSI pslie &S olacpy alaly cpl ol i dcloes
Al 55 VL (Shs g Jeass ol g YL
bl

GSI=100(PI,Stress/Pl,Non-Stress)
(

( Multiple Selection Index=MSI )

0l S J xS LaQTL 55 oo i S skt


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

\YAY Ql:m:\i Al c)Lm.i' ‘(v"—i ..ll>- c”Qng‘l ‘591))' r}l& Al?m"

) S A e (Bls sy sy s oo
Jes g iy ab gy 0 o 457 05 Oli Lo
At S an 535, 8 a8 05 il B
355 Pl F2. Ju 3 ab g0 oo (51 il S
il gla Y oy (o (Farshadfar et al.,2000)
N3 ma (i 56 Jod 5 1) 0551575 Shes i
(Imperial) sd—asAly 3 3R 45R (sla Y Lol Liss
AL 5l St Ol 5 oY 4y & o
O SKan 5 oz (Y Jsd) d s g ylo, 05 5
3 Shas o tie —Stenes (Genty et al., 1989)
4S5 ages el 5 21 (S 4 Jass 5 055158
S e (S 4 Jao ey p 5l S5 Slas L o6
g osby 1L Sl el
o e 22T Ll Olejen 5 il o 431 o 528
b ;1 .(Stoyanov and Frolov,1969) > & s i
S el (S (g Sl o K
Mol el (/A L5 TA0) 35 s S b
L SLadS s s IS S
(o 5 055 0,5 o elilen Jbs 1S ¢, Se)
.(ElGelami, and EIGammudi,1977)
U135 5 (Hirai et al, 1984) ol LSes 5 1o
N e (@S s Casby )3 g e b S LS
555 10505 03535 3L i Cusby o g
aS s S Sl mi
o 58 L e L CaST ) 5255 5L 5 (oo Zasb,
A LT PP B R O
e Stsb,y Ol RS Ll 5o & il a5 L
Ay Fi g 3 pSlas (51 0155 n bl o ieS
3 i g Jobs IS Ol e i o 3 5ed 20 58
R Tu LR 1 TP B L DY S| Oy (G PP
553 55 3 (S s it S el e S|
S5 5 O ol pl s e S 1) ko )
ey 5 s 3 pam g el g by NS Ol
g ds ab g e Cido oS s Ol S ol (K35

] Cosby Ll i 5o

3 (s 2T Oljn 51 als 35 0l e 40 5R 5 3R
& (Y Jgde) Lo g lay 55 ool s 4y S
3 3l s DT Ol e o sl ok 3 (55
5 (Bayles etal., 1937) O1,Sen 5 7l Jow s 5 45,
Olje SIBR Y .ol o 5,18 (Dedio,1975) 553
S b 4y S Sl g ST Ol s W (o T
o 8 s Ol oo e (Y Jgd) 550 s, 55
2 YU s ST Ol e (6115 48" L aBR Y oS
s T Ol M 4 538 Y ol el 5 4y
TR Y bl .l 03 53 0 Jlasl 55 ol 53 350 40
ST Ol 5035 S35 55 1 @YU (o ST 0130 )
La Y sl a Cd pY ol (gl 4y Cows I ond
L 55 Y ol Caenl sdaslis pl aS 55 o 2eS
3233 A e R s 5o s s e OT il
1, RWC) & s OT Ol j—s (Dedio, 1975)
SN e 8l R 53 el S Ol s
&SG04 RWE ol 55 1 55 o5l oo
3l e el s slgis (Schonfeld et al.,1988)
g 3l sl 0> (K petls
ol ol o3l al (g ol o Lo & =S o 3la!
BE St ¢s\is 15,1 .(Morgan, 1989; Singh,1989)
Joily B a3 1 (g iy Uil 5 sl pa S
; Keim and Kronstad, 1979)decs 545 8 - OT
S b 5 el o5 ki 51 5 (Sojkaetal., 1981
.(Blum et al., 1983; Sojka etal., 1981) Jl5 (g s
T Ol sl (Manette et al.,1988) ol)\Sea 5 Cile
USR-S K Gy [EYPST WU JYRC Surppine
s 05 45 53505 G158 dions oyl i ot
Al Je Al Do 4 WE oS J 5
sl 6y Ay S 3 e ST Ol e
4S Sl oo Ol ST Cde 4 pl 955 I,
ST ) G )l (558 05 51 S0 Sy
ST Ol @l (K85 £ 55 O ol pls e o0


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

" Sldes oS 1S Slesises S o’

34038 s dals 03 (51 (0.1679/9) OT s e
o Iy (gl OT Sleslial T,LS 0l
(Y Jsd>) 55 YU IR 57R ogjses S Sla foms
A el ol laas & s S &)
Clod iyl 8 OT Sleslinul T LS
.(Ehdaei and Waines,1993 ; Briggs and Shantz,1914)
o) el O e 4 (ool sl s o L
Sl o oslinul OT Jlace 50 Lol 5 j3 S
.(Evans and Wardlaw, 1976 4 Ehdaei et al., 1991)
ool £ (Siddique et al., 1990) oI, Kan 5 ¢SG A
el 5 T Sleslial GTHLS #Slwl 48 ais S
3 ol ol by sl b ol pen 0 S
Lzils Ol (Nizamuddin and Marshall, 1989) JL L
Slacn 53 DT 558 4 s 535 s 1als’ o
ENY BEF RPN RS G WEgRHRE
Slapsises S G5 5 S Ll 2L el STy
zil,aﬁ&m;ﬁw}luugﬂtﬂuR,sR
S35 =5 sl s g lay s ST
33 sl 5, Shes I6R 34R 2R clrpsisss S
5,.Ses Ol e (YJ5d) s g Jlay s 25 Lol
S35 =5 Sla e @l m A5 05 Ll s oYL
Aald o5 ol om0 TR 5BR SR AR (slapsjpes S
STD K 4 Joows L la (Y o) L3 s
=)ol en 4 BR STR (a5)505 S Sla Jous Sl 5
g i r5) 523 S Sl e ple 4 o ali
sl p el opl 5l s (Fernandez, 1992) ;uL ,—3
ookl Sis 4 pslias eyl 5 LY 03508 b2
QR sl s as,S S35 55 Sl Joms iz 35
Soys p wl Sis 4 Jess esla jI6R 54R
4S (GSI) el s el (Y Jyd) sy
S 4y o et b ()l ne 5 St Sas
&l OT Ol e (F Jsds) als Olis ey 50 Lol o s
=l Ol 5352 YL 3R 5TR (a9 5055 Lo Joee

@R lap s 5asS S35 (5 Sl Jous 1 sl

585 5 533, F e LS 05 B s
35 Pl F2. fus 3 b 0 Lo (61 L
Caeal &S (gl45 55y " glia .(Farshadfar et al.,2000)
SLad sl 33 555 50 OT Ol e (651685 3 53L5
BR as503,S Glaous gl 0T Hlis 3 ls Al
o glie O e (Y Jadr) dd 3,158 YL 7R 45R
RELBE R YR (RS NTY- PR PPN XN PRy P PR
$las59y Coeglie Ol o SYL IS TR Y G
ST Ol Bl Y (a8 il ar s L s 2
ol ol 05 pldie o 2T (glyls ady Cawd 1 s
SIS 5 L 53 14555 Cuaslis Coanl 4 Ol o0
SITR oY aS a1 s o Jsho ST
Ol s fBlS 55 g 5 glas gy Cuglie G b
OoLSen 5 ¥ mal bl ash) Cows Sl o T
53403 m ¥ 4 S Wd_axe (Lange etal.,1971)
S el B STy 53 Laas sy O ey
S Ol 0y Sl ol g Sl Lablos glad shos
38 58 g el 15 e S sl Cgllan S5
ol 2alS S cbadse sl OT iy S
IS g e GO Il el 8,0
el Laasygy o3last Jhal S 5 b 5168 s
A=l e Rl Ceglie (pl ply 53 S
.(Raschke and Kuhl,1969; Lange et al., 1971)
a0 b o8is Ol pte 4 Lblows (slad shos a1l
T 5 S5 iy O 5 S e Jas b
031001 ShalS ams S e 6 S 031001, S
Coaslae il T YL fuwsly L S baa )
Aol o AT 2 3 11 5l CO; 4 s S
3gdien 53 @S e Csby odeas Sl i
COz iy 1 o b 31 15 n oS 5 Slhae 05 87
2T Sl 52 OT S G b 5l 5 sl
5 odte Saes 45 OT jloslial T,LS
23, 8es 5 (Sis 4 Jras jas i b o)l e


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

\YAY Ql:m:\i Al c)Lm.i' ‘(v"—i ..ll>- c”Qng‘l ‘591))' r}l& Al?m"

5 ocie Souad 33 (51455, Cuaglie .(Morgan, 1989
(r=079%%) s 4y oo Lasli b gls sne
s 4l s Shas r = 0.69%) Jjaler s e sl
Ol jas s 5(r = 0.86%%) i Lol &
O Jem el sl 0L (1 = 0.85%%) 68 s
3 ,Shee b (6513 onn sl 5 St Soan o SCis
(r= %5 0sd 5(r = 0.95%%) jiis Lo 93 5>
sa s wlal o Ole5 e oplply ol OLES 0.97%%)
> Shes Bl A F Jes (S 4 Jasd
5458 als el 5 Ogdm 5 s Ll s
3, ke s Kiwsad ul 5 3 (Fernandez, 1992)
o Jeos et La L 25 05 5 A Ll 0 90 5o
MmN dlaisl e 55 2L (sl y S
MSI LasLs LSTI jasls cpirea 50 (il S
(r=0.72%) sl OLiss (gl oine 5 oo Sisan
Sei g pat s el Ol e b
s 225 i 3 56 e (NS iy
Lol (S5 58 e L ol plowil | Ol
o (Stsen (1= 0.75%%) 282l 3T GSI ol
Joos G le THS a4 5 L sls Ol (g5l gy
3 GSD) il i jeslis 5 (ST Sis a
e S (S gl slacpY 5 Byl 2 S
s (S i e e L o i 05 500
GSI STl glaasli L Lajasli ool Siewes
3y50 S5 50 sl e li Ol lLds eslizul
814555y Conglie cazhy S 5l grns T Ol o canlllae
L ol mine (Stsen ST Sloslinul T LS
Oles (GSD) a&in 3T 5 (ST las ) 30 sla oL
sl i S g 015 e bt la ol 51l
(Szad 0 a5 b ol 3 gad ealizal (asls e
5 STHlas ;50 sla jasLs L (MS]) jasLs -]
sl oTHLS Caenl 4 015 0 (GSI) 2Kt le 3T
3¢ 2058 S (SSdn s 4B Sl

.:J{&lezi\ﬁjzhay

3 1ple 5 elal o (Y Jsd) 550 b BR 54R
oela 51 sla Y (Sapra etal., 1991) ol ,Sen
2 S Gl A 3L sy GV GSI
a5 L e o Al e T bl
fﬁ\ 5 9 LD s gl , Jd s 4

s bls — s~ (Bouslama and Schapaugh,1984)
S a pslie glaom Y 258 55681 e Ls
A 3R STR sla ¥ 48 C § 4o Ol 5 oo
S, GSE bl (St 4y e J 87 s 1y 56
5 (MSD) (G553 2 58 6 i Slswsl st L Ol e
5R 53R (TR lapsjsmes S S35 &5 sl sl
AR 2R lapsisns S S35 55 sl slp s YL
Sls adas Wy () JSCa 5 Y Jss) 550 Jilu>
MSI Ol j 5 5 dall 035 5 5 5 MSI O 50 AL
RTBIEST I

e Ktan RWC)SE s 0T Ol e
(¥ Jdar)sls 0las O Sleslizal oT,87L (r = 0.53)
Dl a2 Uy o s T Ol s
315 Qla 5 (gl ne (Sten (MSI) a8 ki
Stnsod 4y o | o ST Ol e (= 0.74%%)
33 Olas (glasjgy e slin Lo (g)l5 oine 5 o
{r = -0.79%*)

el s @) Cwlan gl p Ol ol ply
Ol e ozt ok dal o OT M1 O e 53 2alS
L 513 e 5 s (Stpods a3y o I gred ST
S el =077 St 4 e el
S el s il 5, Shes (1=-0.70%) S ja! s
(r=-0.71%) B sy Ll Las s 5 (r = -0.86*%)
358 o blzal i s ol 510 Jgkar) sl 0L
&S Ol a atd ) 3 s ST Ol an 1 eslizal o7
slacn¥ s pU)l i 8 e (S5l el
o= 3l eslial s g dal 5 b s an Jamie
ol ol )18 55 cpizes I lode Jaw g s ls
Dedio,1975 ; Schonfeld et al.,1988 ; Singh,1989 ; )


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-381-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-10-25 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1382.5.2.4.4 ]

" Sldes oS 1S Slesises S o’

O Ol g5 e ol ol sls Olis (GSH &t e T
et 53 (SR SWUERWL) et Ld v ol Cat
s Skt 4 55 Lalph s wls 5 Shes
O e o3kt 43 0 (g (S5 4 oot £
laas i d, =8 )3 ps5ss S o 2THLS
S MSI y3as S ¢ sazee ¥ Jguter 510 (SG5 505 58
(IMSI=63.7) )l 5> p)'}_n}; S5 s e o
e 0355095 PSS Kl e 3 dploe
o Joo (S5 i sla et s e 53 Ao
S Sl s s MS oy S
ol —5R 53R TR e sjs—ss S 3,
17.88% 517.97% 21.30% 3 ;5 4u MSI LasLd
S35 =5 LKl aw g a5l Ol TS
Lo el o 5357.15% laer S e py5 505 S
Gl Joes iz ils it aalllas 5y 50 S50 58
S s AR 2R Sl s s S S5y )
el Ol sl LT, S76.28% 53.80%
Azals MSI
L S o Jome slan¥ 20 8 5kt o
SV RS O 5 i Jaee 93 a5 YL s Slee
5 Shee 0T j5 &8 "\'f.')j? 03lainl (3-D) (ghasdam HIs g0

)::J_ﬁk@pcuxjjwé})ﬂdmh:;u):db

(Y8) yiis dasl 25 55 ails 5 Shes et 4 4> 5 L
g Ly (Sas an Jeowe o3 2038 s
4 MSI 5 GSI STl gl asla b 0T VU  Koran
)Jﬁ‘)b&dﬂf}buéwmﬁ)}_ﬁ;ﬂ
S5 S et s p e 5 A Ll
J_&a:u:_wl(al_fu(al_fux_w;))\.\_,)b )JQA.;
spb R e 0 Y8 )y el 53
5 SRWUERWLRWC S, 55 5 58 sla s LS
Olaa L ;.,vl_&c.}\ J.Z;..\._A L;LAJ:JU.A Ol s=e 4 CHF
(il O Sy aIslae Sl S )5 b
(Ys=13.13-991.92(RWL)+5.52(SR)+276.83(WUE)

O e S 5 slas pni 5> SR s WUE, RWL (gls ke

33 e dew ol Ulails 1y 50 oy zis 5 Shes
Lol 535 Sles 4 by o Sl ks 5169.66% ¢ yos
|y andllan 550 (S50 5 sl s il p i
e aw 5l p T Oge3T ) Jol> @\:5 Aol o 4
e (& Jadar) el Cows 4 Hla sme 5 565 e
1Y Qo o 53 8 g 85 dlslas g Loy o F 0057
WS ola e e opl pagdle (0 Jgda) Ud Hls 2
Stcar Lilodd 315 5, Shae &g S5 adslas o

el s (I pY 53 (S5 s 58 Gl et e 6l Sl e 5 SSLe -V s
Tablel. Mean squares for physiological indices in additional lines and varieties.

4y &K i T s i T oslizal ST, E18595 Canslie Jis N5
SOV. Sk T <3, T e 5l
df Relative water ~ Relative water Water use Stomatal Chlorophyll
content loss efficiency+ resistance fluorescence
Replication IS 2 183.58* 0.000006ns - 0.869ns 0.002ns
Genotype wss5 10 2151.83** 0.0003** 0.002** 7.92** 0.002ns
Error olzxl 20 45.79 0.00000071 0.000061 0.979 0.001
CV% Ol kS s - 5.84 8.65 5.46 15.0 4.47

SN 570 Jlaamt o 53 s e 5 ol3 ra b S5 a ¥ sFns

el ks aalllas (e = YY) ol ST = b IB s 5 SIS Layl5 s WUEH

ns, * and **: Non significant, significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
+ WUE was studied in greenhouse condition using completely randomized design (df = 22).
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Table 2. Mean comparison of physiological indices and yield in additional lines and varieties

s T Ca3jl g ST i s Jb g IS S glie Sleslizal LTyl s Sles s34l s Sles ) ) oels
<, 5 20 A ) Je 5,50 Sl osle 0 5) T A Lyl o sbae Lyl 4 Joos A s
(dwry3) oSes 035 e 2 4t) e S (05 36 5) (&5 5305 + S + 534l g +a
(Celw s (4-5\3 3 (JIATTJL» (o 3 a0 uT
Relative Relative Chlorophyll Stomatal ~ Water use Grain Grain yield in Stress Germinati  Multiple
Line/ water water loss fluorescence resistanc efficiency yield optimum toleranc  onstress  selectio
Variety content (g/g.hr) (umollmzs) e (9/9) under condition e index+ index+ n
(%) (s/lcm) stress (g/plot) index+
(g/plot)
1R 87.5d 0.026ab 0.811a 7.16ab 0.136d 56.70bcd 87.40abc 0.75 60.29 10.76
2R 100.1cd 0.045a 0.778a 4.02c 0.096g 17.55ef 49.56¢ 0.12 36.66 2.44
3R 126.2b 0.028ab 0.826a 7.89ab 0.110f 73.92abc 89.65ab 0.99 61.80 11.45
4R 69.5e 0.045a 0.778a 4.51c 0.101g 11.07f 62.61bc 0.09 34.66 4.00
5R 113.4bc  0.031ab 0.830a 8.43a 0.111f 62.79abc 84.49abc 0.79 60.01 11.39
d
6R 175.8a 0.048a 0.822a 5.70bc 0.131e 34.93def 77.60abc 0.43 50.79 10.09
7R 121.5b 0.013b 0.797a 8.85a 0.142d 80.97ab 101.9ab 1.22 65.71 13.57
R/Imperial(Dono 126.3b 0.03ab 0.862a 7.76ab 0.158b 60.73abc 78.18abc 0.71 62.29 14.71
r) d
R/Lovaspatonia 126.6b 0.035a 0.818a 5.45bc 0.147c 44 .34cdf 75.34bc 0.49 52.27 10.53
CS(Recipient) 115.4bc 0.028ab 0.800a 5.55bc 0.131e 56.70bcd 77.77abc 0.49 62.20 9.58
Sardari (check) 110.7bc 0.027ab 0.785a 7.20ab 0.167a 88.22a 121.1a 1.58 88.19 11.51

+ no analysis of variance was done on these indices.

%

Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 1% probability level.

+
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Table 3. Matrix of correlation coefficients of physiological indices and traits

Traits X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9

Chlorophyll fluorescence(X1) 1.00

Relative water content(X2) 0.53™

Relative water loss(X3) -0.11™  -0.21™

Stomatal resistance(X4) 0.47™ 047"  -0.79**

Stress tolerance index(X5) 0.07™ 0.38™  -0.77** 0.79**

Germination stress index(X6) 0.15™ 0.45™ -0.71*  0.69*  0.93**

Grain yield in optimum condition(X7) ~ 0.07™ 0.49™  -0.71*  0.73*  0.97** 0.94**

Grain yield in Stress condition(X8) 0.25™ 0.86** -0.86** 0.86** 0.95** 0.94**  (.91**

Water use efficiency(X9) 0.27™ 053" -0.49™ 041™ 0.63* 0.75* 0.68*  0.62*

Multiple selection index(X10) 0.65* 0.74** -0.70* 0.85** 0.72* 0.75** 0.71* 0.83** 0.73*
TN 570 Jazl o 53 s e 9 I s b o 5 41 *F 5 * NS

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

(Y8) 5 Loyl 55 als 5 Slas (12 08 08 555 40 0w 85 523 5 ol b= s

Table 4. Results of regression analysis based on stepwise method for grain yield

under stress condition

o o2 O £ 5 ol D5 ylusteal olzsl T Sig. T
S0V S g bi) SE b)
Relative water loss by s S s T -991.92 333.44 -2.97%*
Stomatal resistance S5, Canglia 5.52 1.82 3.04** 0.005
Water use efficiency T Sl eslizal LT 276.83 120.64 2.29* 0.029

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

Multiple r = 0.85
R?2=0.73
RZadj = 0.70

Ys = 13.13-991.92(RWL) + 5.52 (SR) + 276.83 (WUE)

TN 570 Qe o 55 s gme g R

A5 Ll 53 @l 3 Shas 0o 85 bl 25 51 Joolo gl =0 Ul
Table 5. Results analysis of variance of regression for grain yield under stress condition

S.0.V. Dl b df SS MS F Sig.F
Regression Osen S 5 3 15175.24 5058.42 25.49%* 0.000
Residual sl 29 5755.52 198.47

Total s 32 20930.77 -

** : Significant at the 1% Level of probability.
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Fig. 1.Comparison of additional lines and varieties based on MSI
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Fig. 2. Selection of additional lines based on Fernandez model
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Table 6. Matrix of correlation coefficients of indices with components 1 and 2 based on

principle components analysis

Slis Ys STI GSI Yp MSI SR RWL WUE CHF RWC

Laad 5o

PCAl  Jyadz  0.97** 0.93**  093** 0.91** 0.91** 087** -0.82ns  0.74** 040ns  0.30ns
PCA2 a3 -013ns -027ns  -0.17ns  -0.27ns  0.36ns  0.07ns  0.30ns 0.11ns 0.81**  0.75**
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Fig. 3. Selection of additional lines and varieties for drought tolerance based on principle
components analysis and biplot method
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Determination of chromosomes controlling physiological traits associated
to drought tolerance in rye

R. Mohammadil, and E. Farshadfar’

ABSTRACT

Drought stress as the most important abiotic stress plays an important role in yield reduction of crop plant
worldwide. Considering physiological indices to improve drought resistance, is of major importance.In order to
evaluate Chromosomal Locations of physiological indices for drought tolerance in wild species of rye a complete
series of disomic addition lines of rye, donor parents (Secale cereale L.cv. Imperial) and recipient (Triticum
aestivum L.cv. Chinese Spring) were studied under field, greenhouse and laboratory conditions in College of
Agriculture at Razi University in 1998. Disomic addition lines showed significant differences for relative water
content (RWC), relative water loss (RWL), water use efficiency (WUE), and stomatal resistance (SR), implying
genetic variation and possibility of selection for improving drought tolerance in disomic addition lines.
Physiological indices of stomatal resistance, relative water loss and water use efficiency played an important role
in determination of regression equation of grain yield under stress condition. Based on the physiological multiple
selection index (MSI), it is interperated that quantitative traits loci (QTLs) controlling physiological
characteristics for drought tolerance in rye are most likely located on chromosomes 3R and 7R. Assessment of
disomic addition lines based on stress tolerance index (STI) and germination stress index (GSI) also indicated
that QTLs controlling drought tolerance in rye are associated to chromosomes 3R and 7R.

Key words: Disomic addition lines, QTLs, Physiological indices, Germination stress index,
Stress tolerance index.
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