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Table 2. Soil test results
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1-Chlorophyll Fluorescence
3- Maximal Fluorescence

2- Base Fluorescence
4- Variable Fluorescence
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of traits evaluated in bean genotypes under different levels of drought stress.
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Fm: maximal fluorescence, Fv: variable fluorescence, FO: base fluorescence
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Figure 1. The relative water content of leaves in all genotypes at different levels of stress (100%, 75%, 50% and 25%
Field capacity). Different characters are plotted based on the Tukey’s test at 1% probability
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Figure 2. Electrolyte leakage content in all genotypes at different levels of stress (100%, 75%, 50% and 25% Field
Capacity). Different letters on the chart were determined based on Tukey's test at 1% probability level.
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Figure 3. The amount of leaf vegetation in the leaves of all genotypes in stress levels (100%, 75%, 50% and 25% of
ield Capacity). Different characters on the chart were determined based on Tukey's test at 1% probability level.
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Figure 4. Characteristic of leaf temperature in all genotypes at different levels of stress (100%, 75%, 50% and 25%
Field Capacity) Different characters on the chart were determined based on Tukey's test at 1% probability level.
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Figure 5. Fm values in all genotypes at different levels of stress (100%, 75%, 50% and 25% Field CaPacity).
Different characters on the chart were determined based on Tukey's test at 1% probability level.
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Figure 6. Fv values in all genotypes at different levels of stress (100%, 75%, 50% and 25% Field Ca?acity). Different
characters on the chart were determined based on Tukey's test at 1% probability level.
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Table 4. Correlation coefficients of the evaluated traits in this research at irrigation level of 100% Field Capacity
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Table 5. Correlation coefficients of the evaluated traits in this research at irrigation level of 25% Field Capacity
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Abstract
Due to the fact that drought is known as one of the most important factors limiting the
glq_rovvth and production of crops, identification of tolerant drought stress genotypes is essential.
he present study was conducted to evaluate the tolerance of bean genotypes and the effects of
different levels of drought stress on some of their physiological traits and their chlorophyll
fluorescence to different levels of drou?ht stress. This study was carried out in a factorial
experiment using randomized complete block design with drought stress (100%, 75%, 50% and
25% field capacity) in a research c?reenhouse in university of Tehran. Accordin% to the results,
applying severe stress caused a decrease in the relative water content of the leaves, but the
content of the electrolyte leakage and the leaf temperature of the samples were increased. On the
other hand, leaves vegetation, Fm, Fv, Fv/Fm increased with gentle stress compared to control
(75% capacity), but severe stresses showed a significant decrease in these traits. Also, FO
increased in severe stresses. The highest leaf vegetation, Fv/Fm, Fm and Fv, as well as the
lowest leaf temFerature and electrolyte leakage content were related to COS-16 and D81083
genotypes at all levels of stress, respectively. Accordinglty, COS-16 and D81083 %enotypes
were recognized as tolerant and semi-tolerant genotypes for drought stress. Also, the results
showed that drought stress had a negative effect on bean genotypes, but the magnitude of these
damages was different due to differences in genotypes.

Keywords: IElefctrolyte leakage, Leaf vegetation, Leaf temperature, Relative water content of
ea
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