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Table 1. The effect of PEG-induced drought stress on percentage of seed germination, radical and pedicel length (mm)

in two tolerant and sensitive cultivar of canola (B. napus)
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Duncan’s (P<0.05).
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Fig. 1. Effect of PEG-induced drought stress on shoot fresh weight (A), shoot dry weight (B), root dry weight (C) and
root to shoot ratio (D) in two tolerant and sensitive cultivar of canola (B. napus). Bars show the standard error.
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Fig. 2. Effect of PEG-induced drought stress on the concentration of total chlorophyll (A) and the concentration of
carotenoids (B) in two tolerant and sensitive cultivar of canola (B. napus). Bars show the standard error
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Table 2. The analysis of variance (Mean of square) of drought, variety and their interaction on germination, vegetative
traits and chlorophyll pigments, proline content and peroxidases activity

oy Jsb SLS 059 LS 059
O Gl azadyy  apelesh 4l o L Al
Olydi @le 69131 Germination  Root Hypocotyl Shoot fresh Shoot dry Root dry
S.0.V df  percentage  length length weight weight weight
> 4 10129.8""  3414.1*™ 482.9"™* 0.323"* 21.6™" 1.8"
Drought (D)
)9 1 14.70s 232.4™ 2.1m8 0.114™ 11.4™ 4.7
Cultivar (C)
S xaly 3.50 31.2% 430 0.012" 1.7 3.9"
DxC
> 20 11.9 11.1 2.7 0.005 0.23 84.2
Error
CV (%) 9.7 15 20 12.04 9.3 4.4
Table 2. Continued alol .Y Jgus
Jedg S (o130 ol Sy clad jlans y codled
ok Seigiss,l5 Bl i
Oledd @l g0l Total Carotenoid #9203 POD activityin  POD activity in
S.0.V df chlorophyll content Proline content shoot root
S 0.88" 0.06" 4750.8"" 0.002°"" 0.006""
Drought (D)
)l 1 0.011s 0.02"s 7812 0.001™* 0.00003 ™
Cultivar (C)
GhSxaly 0.39" 0.04™ 1541.2°" 0.00003 ™ 0.005™"
DxC
> 16 0.04 0.004 53.5 0.00002 0.00008
Error
CV (%) 5.4 5.96 13.9 9.86 35
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ns, *, ** and ***: non-significant, significant at probability level 5%, 1% and 0.1% respectively

@ dwly (S IS 50 AdeiiglS g by IS slgtome (Y
Sy, e Sis i ,SU concwl el
Gl 50 (pan )3 g Gl ladisS cam ) (g tmgid

S559,5 9 Jd kS slgime (Sis 15 liEl L

2 ORIBnl ggemeys &8 L (B laazalS Sy



VFN Sl N0 Al e elyy pole yo aos sl s

% 140 - W Ag
N~
33 o 0 PO4
}: = 100
S g 80
< F
- 2
W @ 60
2 £
3£ Y
:\") 20 -E

0 |

0 -0.14 -0.48 -0.71

(JSwbK0) PEG (oo Juusils
PEG water potential (MPa)

ooy olye » PEG 6000 51 Jol> Sis o 51 .Y IS
(B.napus | ,4S (Pod) ywlus g(Ag) Jooxio oyl S o 51 Juol>

b o0 8 ylailiw! glas cusm s yLis balw )
Fig. 3. Effect of PEG-induced drought stress on the
concentration of proline in two tolerant and sensitive

cultivar of canola (B. napus). Bars show the standard
error.
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Fig. 4. Effect of PEG-induced drought stress on the
activities guaiacol peroxidase (POD) of leaves, in two

tolerant and sensitive cultivar of canola (B. napus). Bars
show the standard error

ol @ sle el 4 plalS &5 oo 1Sy 5l (S
395 2l il o by o8 sl (g 0 atile (559 00 8

sals Sas s o lag] il ade ams o oylis |
oS Gl cely o cul (Ldgie ozl jo O
Sy il el Sules,s g o s axls 4 b Jsbs
Flod (Zhou et al.,2017) o5 s 035:55,S 5 Judg S
LI, a5 w5 (Schwanz et al., 1996) ., Ken 4
ool ais Jael 15 5 bsly o531 5)ll palss
S Sl b anlis o (Sas i cod bl ausl o
loossti, 5 5 Ldg IS slyima gl wiloads 55kl o>
rlpl wies g (S Gjy 2 p)S w>ly 50)
N CAPRNE SESFSNK JPIVENC R
Satoch et) oK 9 Sgiln 05 o Commne (o3l
Sy 45 woh axgie wlie iolejl yo 5 (al.,2001
(Csl 00l cpl 5l sz 1315) Brassica Lsg,ls
Lalys 5 o5 el 5 il gn il (oS 5 baoss
O JUb igd oo axlge JBg IS ralS b (Sas s
4 &5 o5eSt g ass Gl g W )ls ]
e B gbalis a asss 5 o) GselaeSTy
ialS el ety iSI catd il b colgys s
& ikgh cpl yo (Pirzad, 2011) 0si o Juds IS 5o
2l el b oleS 2 0 BIS olS s e Ll
oI gl axly )3 L3915 cale  Lidg e slaaisly
e |y i ol Wilgh (g5lwesle g jiiwgid aslol b B eols

st Olimo g S Eplw il

O &S (1 JS8) ol s (g (o Sl Jol gl
5= VY ol il iy @) Lawgie 5 o5 (St
el Jooito g (olus o) 93 2 50 (JBWbe -+ /FA
S s97sar wb wald 095 4 S (g I sre GRl38)
JEb e = TFA (g ol Jouiliy )0 (g o jlade (0 yien
Jeily) 25 gl UL 55 sezgcnll ol ossli
G5 Tokae 4 Connd 03 98 2 (JBWbKe =+ VY (g e
P A Gsba Wl (LaS 1) gl g 8l Lawgie 5 o5
(P>0.05) ot mhansed ol 05,5 s (PO8) olas )
09,5 yrar &S 3lo (Lid o3, 93 p2 3 (e n Gl dlie
Odon Oliee e ol Jomilly 15 ol (Giile )0 sald
(F JS2) 09 (PO4) wle 5l iy (AR) Joowio o3 50
G p by Senn Vo Bl JJo (pes &
(P<0.01) 595 jlo ginn S



Ve BNP JNO\ R VW 1 [+ U GO [P I POV U POV L S VP PRSP & SR T | I L GRS RE L oW J [

L o8, Jbliie Sl epd, 90 50 mopl cudlad oglite 5651 &
Y Jooz) als jlo xe ai ) 5o rb-.’.PT ol sle PEG

08 sleazals ady) shasly JsLE o3l colld
Lngwafﬁ)QQTgﬁJbﬁJMstwko
5 lem 03 sleazals Sy o (JELbLBL -+ /FA
wals 05,5 b mepl ol s ol e Bl Jame
Gl Joily) ol Sas 15 o a5 >0 auii sasline
2L 05,5 s o o357 Cepllad (Ul Ea =+ VY (o
05 99 0 sleazals S p 3 Sl el sl Jonilsy 4
ool 097y 4 el (Sas iy 8l Gl e g0 4
O ST el aS 0gd 0 ST Jbd sladisS
Gloal 5 o) gllie (gruwgd slaabS,
You and Chan, ) ssi 0 2LS o sl S2lS'e
i s e oS Jl s .(2015; Laxa et al., 2019
23] el (JECaly e =+ 1YY (gl gl Jomilly) s
S50 FUL Greml ladeily g okt 09,5 4 Cond
(S 528l Gl plp 90 4 03, 99 58 slaazalS
Cely 4 090 oo ST Jlad sloaisS Oyl 3¢9 4y el
5 o] lalid (oywmgid LS[“‘U‘Q&) O odeS]
You and ) s4i o0 (2LS slo ol S2lSe slaowl
(Chan, 2015; Laxa et al., 2019

wile ol sl e hug  olal S
sy W byl Lmagsans s
oo 31 iol38l g asssiglls « a5 415 (a-tocopherol)
3 5UBE g bjlaasT g dojlanaSTy Jie causS oS
Laxa et al.,, ) asle oo Lol ;0 ROS I Jol> Sleos

Gy asle ol paix ST ST gteew 2019
Ghaffari) i3 ,05> «(Khaleghi et al., 2019) IS .l
Alhoshan et al.,) _wjcww o6, 5 (et al., 2019
A Cewl 00l pwyp Si S a4 STy e (2019
Jos 053 & pgas liblre g b o] 5l S0
b oheeSTsl Slom sl codld s o anle o
ol o sialesT 51 Lol i b oS o ol yos A, jialS
SomSTyy JoSLE 03l i colled o)l il 3oho
Sy GieeSTodgh cde a4 ailgh oo S S Al
b podiinns oled 0 45 0Bb (Fonej ) Slacond )3 oy
Olee 55 ORI L Jeull aiis Hlais 90 las
5 et iy 25 2 Sy 3 b 50

o L a5’ (Moreno-Galvan et al., 2020) ssles i
Syl Cillas lawgio g o (SiS (T, Gudsd oyl

Ceaglie (il 38l b eubituns abasl) (ylalS )0 (19 aed
O Oy50 ,0 sielie sl )55 ol b s el w
S92y by 9 @ S olS 40 o n mexs 5 oS
5 S geml Gloieas )l gt ;0 (pdg gezd a5 o)l
Joles a5 sladases ;5 b JsShos So sl clili> Lole
Devi et al., 2018,) J.Jso (59)4.0 ao)}ﬁ-r@.mc\.g @5’
slo o, s (Dienetal., 2019; Taha et al., 2020
O, las «ydg p ial38l b ias cow LS UL o ealoly
Sl oles Sy jlad La> 5k 51y 0e3 bl
035 55 4 aniS e Jlasl Jsho slalid 5 o JsSlos Sl
3>l GRalS Jcnlb .l 5550 )5 5l cnl Jooeie
(b8 =+ VY (6 o iy 59) dasme T iy
s el by asS go Jlasl g g 0aslasly S
08y 50 Oedon laie Jnlh (Jy il iels g
RGO IRV-Y 09)5 )‘ U’““" (Ag) J.o.?t...a

STt oo 35T Celle g K3 b Tl
JLE w3l ool bz (Sis gl a5
5 (Pog) s o8, S, 5l Jol> POX) jlasty,
gl UL 5o Ladd sald 09,5 4y S (AR) Jorxie
e Gl (YRl =+ VY (ol Jouily) (25
Sglis aalis 0g,5 L b Ly gile ;5 o (F JS) ols oyles |,
ol cdld wlie o .(P>0.05) sl (5l e
5 Pod) lax o8, Sy 5l Jol> jlansln JoSLE
58y GiSes ¥ ooz Bllae b ol Sl (AR) Joxie

Dgis Hlo 2o PEG) Sz s
JsLE mayl cllad p (Sas o 5l Jol slaosls
as oy Hlas O S gillae aly ) 5l oadizl mewl slansT
o5 SiS 50 (AR Jexie o8, mpl ool
ol (g Lel Lloed5l anls 05,5 L (<+/VF (6 ol i)
5 gl Sis mho o LI (P>0.05) cuslas g)ls coe
VY Gel eily) UL (S w50 ohiea
09,5 4 ol o 351 dlad (6l VIV o381 ( JIly Ko
ol 03, 50l cudled (P<0.05) ui sanlive vals
Rl sall 095 b o 25 sk plad o (Po4)
Lldjl s asls Sl gal blas Lol cadls Iy e
axg b oplpls «P>0.05) as 5 )18 mlas S5 0 5 k!



VFN Sl N0 Al e elyy pole yo aos sl s

0.40 1 gAg
_ g 0.35 A 0 PO4
3 K E 0.30 -
. A T, 025 -
3 i g
X o 0.20 -
3, % £ 0.15 -
3 N F
N T g 0.10 A
i 8
~ a 0.05 -
=)
&~ 0.00 -
0 -2.9 4.8 -7.1

(J5wly o) PEG o Jousiliy
PEG water potential (MPa)

Cadlzd 130 9 PEG 6000 51 Jol> Shis o 51 .0 g%
9 (Ag) Jomio p,l ad ) 51 ol (POX) jlogSly o357
slbs cwpoylic balw (B.napus ) I35 (Pod) wlee

UG (P R R ¥ W]

Fig. 5. Effect of PEG-induced drought stress on the
activities guaiacol peroxidase (POD) of roots, in two
tolerant and sensitive cultivar of canola (B. napus). Bars
show the standard error.
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