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Table 1. Analysis of variance for the RWC, ELI and enzymes CAT, APX, GPX, SOD
Slaye (5L
e i RS mes Goses PRI ey Sl e
D ey ) o
AAL oo AY AN ofeeeesy NV VAA/DO i AT
s Jeeewy” gy N yrev/ay MV v A
v deevs” " eeerd” ama” £YIve A X i
RAYNS ofesse¥Y ofee¥ B Q) Y/eY \al Y- las
oy e e deen” nervisy T s ) olej
Jod¥" deend” T feeevs was” & ¥ i X s
-Ives” A AT feeeery W YV Y ey x i
vive:” oo™y ey Vesrey 5o A e X LS X iz
AV deee o s ofeeeneay YIve Y-/EY Y- s
AA7AN) YAIVE VAIYY \SY a/av o/ (7) ol yasss o>

Loy Sy sl Jlisl daw 3 ()13 e g )b gne pa Sile !

# % g
9 ¢


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/jcb.11.30.11
http://jcb.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-866-fa.html

[ Downloaded from jcb.sanru.ac.ir on 2025-07-15 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/jch.11.30.11 ]

¥ ST PSR JCHE WP KW { B P PPN 5 BYESTRON (B SV S-S v

logos olalS 00, odalie sals o Sis i
g myl (St (55 b ablie (ol e slalSgjle
9 hesdon ((Sfdesd slagul | elgl (Wl 5k
Gl (V0 F) 9o Bl (iS5 4 (Sajels)ee
9 O Gl g Cabdy (St (SiS G5 4 oblS

(7) 25> 15 By Al ye g (BLS L95 (pimen

O b yer 9y 2 () SlBp e 5 (Slhes adlas
s e 58y YU |y a8 3l U5 (g9 LA Cow
;ﬁ P (e ol Sl 5o ddy) lase > W)l
<l lgime (alS S5 Gediee I (g)kas b halS
2 Ll (80 0F) Wlod)S ol (Kb i cov 1y o
(V0) ohlon 5 55 5 (VF) lSan g jis)le liios
bulyd )3 (o ©F lgime jlude 1> (S9l&5 Loy 55y 2

5 Mg Y S e O el ) IS
Figure 1. Relative water content in stress 7 and 14 days
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Figure 4. Compares the effect of stress on catalase activity 5 chickpea genotypes under two periods 7 and 14 days
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Abstract

The aims of this study to assess the response of chickpea genotypes to drought stressin terms
of physiologica parameters and subsequent biochemical changes for more understand of
drought resistance mechanisms in plants and accession to better genetic resources. Investigation
were of 5 chickpea genotypes under 100, 65 and 30 percent of field capacity at two sampling
timei.e. 7 and 14 days after stress induction (in 4 to 6 leaves stage). The experiment design
factorial split-plot in time experiment in a completely randomized design with three replications
a greenhouse of college of agriculture and natural resource of University of Tehran in 2013.
Results showed that there were significant differences among genotypes, stress levels, duration
of stress and interaction among them. Drought stress reduced the relative water content (RWC)
and electrolyte leakage (EL) significantly. The electrolyte leakage rate under drought stress
conditions in drought-tolerant genotypes is usualy less than sensitive genotypes; genotypes of
998 and 606 are resistant to this and genotype of 357 are sensitive. Increase of the duration of
stress, reduced the activity of the antioxidant enzymes. According to the results, the catalase
(CAT) and ascorbate peroxidase (APX) enzymes activity in both periods increased in higher
drought stress. Activity of superoxide dismutase (SOD) decreased with increasing tension
stress. In elevated density of stress, guaiacol peroxidase (GPX) enzyme activity increased to 65%
crop capacity in both periods. However, compared to 65%, the enzyme activity decreased at
30% stress level. In regard, the responses of al genotypes were not the same and some
genotypes had an eevating trend. Genotypes 606 and 998 showed more activity level in
enzymes of catalase, ascorbate peroxidase and superoxide dismutase under stress condition and
but genotype 357 had a less value. The activity guaiacol peroxidase in genotypes of 236 and 357
had the highest and lowest activity, respectively. Under drought stress conditions, the activity of
antioxidant enzymes was more in tolerant plants than others. Given that the activity of catalase,
ascorbate peroxidase and superoxide dismutase enzymes were highest in genotypes 606 and
998, so they were introduced as drought tolerant genotypes in this experiment. The genotype
357, with the lowest enzyme activity, was introduced as a susceptible genotype. Of course, the
reaction of plants to drought stress varies considerably depending on the severity and duration
of the stress, and also plant type and growth stage.

Keywords: Ascorbate Peroxidase, Catalase, Chickpea, Electrolyte Leakage Index, Superoxide
Dismutase
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