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IIpoyuBaHe HA TOJIEPAHTHOCTTA KbM 3acyllIaBaHe HA
NMePCHeKTUBHU JUHUM O0MKHOBEHA 3UMHA IMIIICHULA Ype3
KOCBeHM (pU3MOJTOTHYHHU METOAH

Pangocinas Yunwicku', 3aaruna Yp
WucTutyT no pactutenyu renetuyHu pecypeu, Cagoso, CCA, 6yn. Hpyx6a Ne 2, 4122 boarapus
“E-mail: radotch@abv.bg

Pe3rome

B naboparopusita no ¢usnonorus na pacrenusita Ha UPT'P - rp. CamoBo B mepuoga 2017-2019 6erre mpo-
ydeHa peaknuaTa KbM 3acyliaBaHe Ha 11 mepcrneKTHBHU JMHUM OOMKHOBEHA 3MMHA MineHuIa. JIuaunTe ca
CBH3Ja/ICHU Ype3 METO/Ia Ha MEXyCOpTOBaTa XHOpHIu3anus. 3a CTaHAapT Oellle H3MOI3BaH Hali-CyX0yCTOWIH-
Bus Obirapcku copt Kars, ce3nanen B UPI'P - rp. Cagoso. M3non3Banu ca MeTonu 3a KOCBeHa (PU3HOIIOTHIHA
OIICHKA HAa CYXOYCTOWYMBOCT Ha KBJIHOBE W MiIau pacreHus. OTueTeHU Osixa JaHHU 32 OTHOCUTEIIHO BOJIHO
ChIbPKAHUE, CyXa Maca M MHJICKC HA YBPEK/IAHE Ha KJICTHYHU MEMOpaHU Ha JINCTHU KJIETKHU B JIBa BapUaHTa
Ha ONMUTA-KOHTPOJIW U 3aCyIICHHN B IPOABJDKEHNE Ha 7 AHU. bele n3umcinena nenpecusita B pacTeka Ha Mpo-
pacThIld U KOPEHYEeTa MPHU YCIOBUATA HA OCMOTHYEH cTpec B Tpu BapuaHTa — 0 M, 0.5 M u 1.0 M pa3TBop Ha
3axaposa. Jluauute MX 270/71, MX 271/294, MX 265/654, MX 268/1053 u MX 268/1008 ce xapakTepu3upar c
Hal-ONTUMATHO ChUYETAHNE HA CTOMHOCTH Ha (DU3HOJIOTUYHUTE NIOKA3aTeIN, KaTo M0 HAKOM MOKa3aTelld HaJlBU-
maBar cranjapra Kars. Te3u nuaum morar a ObJIaT ONpe/IesieHU KaTo TOJICPaHTHH Ha 3acymiaBaHe. BomHUST
JNEPUIUT MPESIU3BUKBAH OT OCMOTHYHUS CTPEC BJIMSIC TI0-CHUIIHO BPXY PaCcTeka Ha KOJICONITUIIUTE B CPABHEHUE
¢ pacteka Ha KopeHute. OT HampaBeHUs KOPEJIAIMOHECH aHAIN3 C€ YCTAHOBU CHJITHA HETAaTHBHA BPBH3Ka MEXK-
Jy OTHOCHTEITHOTO BOJHO CHABP’KaHWE U MHAEKCA HA yBPEXKJaHEe Ha KICTHYHUTE MEMOpPaHU MIPH 3aCyIICHUTE
oOpasiu. CuiTHa ¥ MOJIOKUTENTHA € BPh3KaTa MEX/1y CTOWHOCTHTE Ha JETIPECHs Ha KOJICONTHIIM U KOPEHU MPH
pa3IUYHUTE OCMOTUYHU KOHIICHTPAIUH.
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Abstract

Drought tolerance of 11 modern lines Bulgarian winter common wheat was investigated during two vegetation
periods 2017-2019 in laboratory of the Plant Physiology. The lines were created by cross—variety. As a standard
was used the most drought tolerance variety Katya. The germs and twenty days old seedlings were compared
with each other based on the estimate on indirect physiology methods. The data were gathered and traced for
relative water content, dry weight and injury index of cells membranes in both trial variants-control (irrigated)
and unirrigated for 7 days. The growth depression seedling was evaluatied by germ, cultivated in solution with
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increased osmotic pressure as follows 0 atm, 12.23 atm and 24.45 atm. The lines MX 270/71, MX 271/294, MX
265/654, MX 268/1053 and MX 268/1008 were described as drought resistance. The water deficit obtained affects
from applied osmotic stress suppresses to a great extent the growth of shoots compared to that of the root. From
correlation analyzes was established strong negative dependence among relative water content and injury index in
drought variant of trial. Strong positive dependence was established among both growth depression of shoot and

root at various osmotic concentrations.
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BBBEJIEHUE

OcHoBHaTa 1€ Ha BCsAKA MporpaMa Mo Celek-
U1 Ha TIIEHUIATa € Ch3JjaBaHe Ha COPTOBE C BHU-
COK TPOAYKTHBEH MOTEHLIUAT M €THOBPEMEHHO C
TOBA YCTOWYUBHU Ha OMOTHYHU M a0HOTHYHU CTpe-
coBu ¢axrtopu (Rachovska et al., 2003; Tsenov et
al., 2009) B npenBuja eKCTpEeMHO CyXHUTE KJIMMa-
TU4YHM ycnoBus B pailona Ha UPI'P-CanoBo He ciy-
YaifHO €, Ye UMEHHO TYK ca Ch3/aJIeHH ToJIsiM Opoit
CYXOyCTOMYMBH M C EKOJOTMYECKA IIACTUYHOCT
coproBe (Boyadjieva & Andonov, 2010). Unentn-
¢unmpaHeTo Ha TEHOTHIH C PA3JIMYHA MO CTEICH
U MEXaHU3bM Ha JICHCTBHE TOJEPAHTHOCT KBbM 3a-
CyIlIaBaHEe BKJIIOYBA PA3IMYHH METOIAH — OT (PU3HU-
OJIOTMYHM 710 TreHeTuyHu Mapkepu (Maccaferri et
al., 2008; Aliyev, 2012; Khavarinejad & Karimov,
2012). MeToabT 3a M3MEpPBAaHETO Ha KOJICONTHIIA
Ha OOMKHOBEHATa 3MMHA IIIIEHHIIA B YCIOBUATA Ha
BoJIeH neduuut e paszpaboreH or Morgan (1988)
U ce OCHOBaBa Ha (hakTa, 4e TeHOTHIIOBETE, KOU-
TO UMAT MO-100Bp MOTEHLIUA 32 OCMOpPETYJaIHs
ca B ChCTOSTHUE J1a MO AbPKAT MO-100Bp TYpProp u
CBBp3aHHUTE C TOBA (PU3MOJIOTUYHH MPOLECH KATO
NOAJAbPKaHE Ha MO-WHTEH3MBHO HapacTBaHE Ha
KJIETKUTE 10 BpeMe Ha BoJeH neduuut. B MmHOrO
U3CJIeBaHUS UICHTH(PUIIMPAHETO HA TOJIEPAHTHHU
U YyBCTBUTEIHH (HOpMHU ce Oa3upa Ha U3MEpPBaHU
Ha HSKOW (PM3MOJIOTWYHU TapaMeTpu CBBP3aHH C
ycroitunBocTTa Ha cyma (Bozhanova & Dechev,
2002; Bozhanova et al., 2010; Ganusheva et. al.,
2011). l'enoTrmHYu paznuyans B ciocoOHOCTTA 32 OC-
MOperyJanus ca JAOKJIaJBaHU MPH Pa3IunIHH KYJI-
Typu. ChIIECTBEHO BapupaHe MO TO3M IpPU3HAK €
HabmronaBano npu edeMuk (Blum, 1989), mmenuna
(Blum et al., 1999;) u nuBu BugOBE OT ceM. JKut-
uu (Uhr et al, 2007). [Ipu u3cneaBaneTo Ha BOIO-
oOMeHa Ha pacTeHHsITAa C€ M3IOJI3BA MMapaMeThPbT
OTHOCUTENTHO BOHO chabpkanue (OBC, %), koitTo
NPEACTaBIsIBA MAKCUMyMa BOJIa, KOSTO THKAaHUTE
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UMaT BB3MOXKHOCT Ja 3aJIbpKaT MPH JaJICHO ChC-
TOSIHUE Ha Cpe/iaTa B 3aBUCHMOCT OT TSIXHATa Maca
(Turner, 1981; Grace, 1997). To3u nokasaren nMa
NpeANMCTBaTa KaTO IMPOCT, HAZEKIAEH U BHUCOKO
MH()OPMATHBEH MapaMeThp 3a TECTBaHE HA BOJIOO-
Omena Ha pactenusTa (Dhanda & Sethi, 2002). [o-
Ka3aHH ca OMpEeAeTIeHU BPB3KH MEXIYy T'€HOTHIIA,
OTHOCHUTEITHO BOJHO ChIBP)KAaHUE M TPOJYKTUB-
HOCTTa Ha KUTHUTE KYJITYpPH, [IOCTABEHU B yCJIO-
BuATa Ha 3acymanane (Tahara et al., 1990; Lilley,
1996). M3tnyanero Ha CyOCTaHIIMU OT PACTHUTEIN-
HUTE THKaHU TOTONEHU B PA3TBOP IIHPOKO CE U3-
NOJI3Ba 32 M3MEpBaHe Ha MeMOpaHHATa ISJIOCT U
CHOTBETHO MPOMYCKIMBOCT IPH H3CIEIBaHE Ha
pa3IMYHU CTPECOBU ycioBHs. BbB Bpb3ka ¢ ToBa
CTENEHTa Ha CTAOMITHOCT Ha KJIETHhYHUTE MeMOpa-
HU C€ CUMTA 3a eIUH OT Hai-1o0pute GU3noI0rnd-
HU WHJIMKATOPH 32 CTPEC MPEIU3BUKAH OT 3acyliia-
BaHe. (Premachandra et al., 1992; Garty et al. 2000;
Saltveit & Hepler, 2004).

LlenTa Ha HACTOAIIOTO MU3CIIE/IBAHE € J]a Ce Olle-
HAT HAIPEIHAIU CENICKIIMOHHN OOMKHOBEHA 3HMM-
Ha IIICHUIA [0 TOJIEPAHTHOCTTA Ha 3acylIaBaHe U
OCMOTHYEH CTPEC Ype3 M3MOJI3BAHETO Ha KOCBEHH
(DU3UOIOTUYHU METO/TH.

MATEPUAJ U METOAU

Uscneasaneto e nmposeneno 8 UPT'P K. Man-
koB” — rp. CanoBo, mpe3 JBe PEKOJITHHU TOJMHU
2012/2013 u 2013/2014 r. B excnepuMeHTa y4acT-
Baxa 11 mepcrneKTUBHU JIMHUU OOMKHOBEHA 3UM-
Ha TIICHHIA, Ch3AaJCHHU M0 METOAAa Ha MEXIY-
copToBara XHOpUIM3aIus, U CTAHAAPTHUS COPT
Kars (Tabmuma 1). M3cneqBanuTe TMHUM ca T0-
Ka3aJu BUCOKH CTOWHOCTH 3a MOKa3aTeIuTe, Xa-
paKkTepu3HpaIl TEXHOJOTUYHUTE MOKAa3aTeIu U
noous. M3non3eaxa ce nucra ot 20 AHEBHU pac-
TEHU s, OTTJICIKIAHU MIPH YCIOBHS HA HOPMaJIHA U



Tab6auua 1. [Iponsxon Ha U3CIENBAaHUTE TUHUU
Table 1. Origin of tested breeding lines

N breeding line crossing
1 MX 270/27 Q Fermer x & Prelom
2 MX 270/33 Q Fermer x & Prelom
3 MX 270/50 Q Fermer x & Prelom
4 MX 270/71 Q Fermer x & Prelom
5 MX 271/128 Q Yoana x &' Prelom
6 MX 271/142 Q Yoana x &' Prelom
7 MX 271/294 Q Yoana x &' Prelom
8 MX 271/348 Q Yoana x &' Prelom
9 MX 265/654 Q Panaceya x & Prelom
10 MX 268/1008/Sashec/ Q Fermer x & Yunak
11 MX 268/1053 Q Fermer x & Yunak

OrpaHHUYeHa BOAO00OE3MEUCHOCT, M CeleMIHEBHU
KBJIHOBE.

OcpliecTBUXa ce CIeTHUTE J1adOpaTOpHO-aHa-
JUTUYHU 1 JJAOOPATOPHU METO/IM Ha OLIEHKA Ha Cy-
XOyCTOMYMBOCT:

1. Onpenensine HaA OTHOCUTETHOTO BOJTHO Ch-

abp:xanue (OBC, RWC) n abco110THO cyX0

Tern1o Ha ucta (ACT, DW) - Turner (1981)

OTHOCHTETHOTO BOJTHO ChIBP)KaHHE CE Opere-
7151 B IPOLIEHTH 110 (hopMmyIiaTa:

W, — W

RWC(%) = ——x 100

Wy, — W, )

KbJETO

W, — mbpBOHaYanHoO Terso Ha juctara (g); W,
— TEMJIO Ha JIMCTATa TP IbjeH Typrop (g); W, —
a0COJIIOTHO CyXO TETJIO Ha JINCTATa CJIe]] CYIIeHETO
uM Ha 105°C 3a 8 h (g)

2. OmnpeneliiHe HA HHJAEKCA HA YBpe:KJaHe
(Id, %) B JucTa ot 3acymenu 20 1HeBHHM pacTte-
HUsl 4ype3 KoHAyKToMmeTpusi (Blum & Ebercon,
1981; Premachandra et al., 1992)

HapsizBar ce 20 TuCTHU CerMeHTa ¢ IbJIKUHA 2
Cm OT 3acyllIaBaHUTE W MOJUBAHUTE (KOHTPOIHH)
pactenusi, cien koeto ce noranar B 20 ml gectu-
JUpaHa BojAa 3a 24 yaca mpu cTaiiHa TeMIepary-
pa. EnekTpuuHaTa mpoBOAMMOCT Ha pas3TBOpa, B
KOMTO ca MPECTOsUIM CETMEHTUTE, CE ONpenens OT
koHaykToMeThp HANNA, monen HI 98129 npenn
u cien 15 min. ocraBeHu BBB Bpsiia Boga. OT Te3u
CTOMHOCTH C€ M3YMCISBAa MHACKCA Ha yBpEXKIaHe,
KOMTO Mpe/cTaBisiBa OTHOCUTEIHUS 15T Ha yBpe-
JICHUTE YaCTH Ha KJIETKUTE, IPEIUMHO MEMOpaHU:

Id, % = [1 — (I-TU/T2)/(1-C1/C2)] x 100, xbae-
10 T1 1 T2 ca cTOMHOCTUTE, OTYETEHH CHOTBETHO
IPEIH U CIIe/l aBTOKJIaBUPAHE 32 3aCyIICHUTE pac-
terus, a Cl u C2 ca CbOTBETHUTE CTOMHOCT 32 KOH-
TPOJHUTE (MOJIMBAHUTE) PACTCHUS

3. OnpeneJisiHe peakuMsTa HA KOPEHHU U MPO-
pacTbli Ha KbJHOBE, MOAJ0KEHH HA OCMOTH-
yeH cTpec - CeMeHaTa ce OCTaBAT Jla TPOpacHaT B
neTpuTa ¢ GHITHpHA XapTus 3a 72 yaca Ha TeMIIe-
parypa 25.0 °C B Tepmocrat. Cies mpopacTBaHETO
KbJIHOBETE Ha BCEKHU 0Opa3sell 0s1xa ocTaBeHH 3a 48
yaca B TPU BapuaHTa Ha OCMOTHYHO HaJsraHe, Kak-
TO CJIe/IBa:

1. Kontposa — gectunupana Boja

2. ¥YMmepen ocmoTtuueH crpec- 0.5 M pa3TtBop Ha
3axaposa-12.23 atm.

3. Cunen ocmotuueH ctpec- 1.0 M pa3TBop Ha
3axaposa-24.45 atm.

OCMOTHYHOTO HaJsraHe Ha  pas3TBoO-
pa Ha 3axapo3a ce wu3uucau crnopen Todd
Helmenstine (http://chemistry.about.com/od/
workedchemistryproblems/a/Osmotic-Pressure-
Example.htm).

buMomeTpuuyHUTE M3MEpBaHUS HAa KBIHOBETE
Ce M3BBPIINXA B MEPHHU €AMHULIU CM, CJIE] KOETO
ce m3uncnau koedunmenta Ha nenpecus (CD) mo
Blum et al. (1980)

CD(%) = x 100

KBJETO:

A — cpeaHa IbJDKMHA HA KOPEH/ KOJIEONTHI Ha
KOHTPOJIUTE, Cm

B — cpenna apmkuHa Ha KOpeH/ KOJICONTHII Ha
ONMUTHUTE BApHAHTH, CM

Cratuctuyeckara o0OpaboTka Ha JaHHHUTE
BKJIIOYBA JIUCIIEPCUOHEH, KOPEIAl[MOHEH, perpecH-
OHEeH aHanu3 U T-TecT 3a JOKa3BaHE HA PA3IUKHU
B CPEJHUTE CTOMHOCTU Mexk1y craHjpapra Karsa u
nuHUUTE oOMKHOBeHa 3uMHa mmennna (Lidanski,
1988). CraTucTHYECKUTE aHATIHM3H Ca U3BBPIICHNU C
nomotra Ha mporpamu SPSS 13.0 u Statistica 10.

PE3YJITATU U OBCBXIAHE

B Tabnuua 2 ca mpeactaBeHu pe3yaTaTUTE OT
H3BBPUICHUTC (1)I/I3I/IOJIOFI/IIIHI/I METOAU Ha OILICHKAa
¥ OTYEeTEeHaTa adCOIIOTHO CYXO TETJIO Ha JIUCTaTa.
CpaBuutennusiT ananu3 Ha jnanaute 3a OBC Ha
3aCyIICHUTE PacTEeHHs MOKa3Bar, ue JuHunTe MX
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270/71, MX 268/1053 u MX 271/294 nipeBb3X0XK-
JaT Joka3aHo cta”aapTa Kars, kakTo no ctoiHoCT
Ha OBC, Taka 1 1Mo NpoleHTHOTO CHOOTHOIIEHUE
3acylIeHd KbM KOHTpoiu. Hall-uyBcTBUTENHA pe-
aKIHs KbM MPUIOKEHOTO 3acylllaBaHe MPOSBSIBAT
nuaunte MX 270/33, MX 270/50 u MX 271/128.
CrolHOCTUTE UM I10 TO3HU MOKa3aTel ca MO-HUCKU
oT Te3n Ha crangaptHus copt Kats. Ilonyuenure
pe3ysTaTu 1mokas3Bar, 4e o01aTa peakus Ha JUHHI-
UTE KBbM HPOABIKUIOTO CEIEM HHU 3acyllaBaHe
(52.9 % ot koHTposaTa) Ce paBHsSBa Ha CHUJIEH MO
CHJIa CTpeC, JONMpPHUHACAL] 32 MO-TOYHA OLEHKa Ha
CEJICKIIHOHHUTE MaTepuaid M MOTBBPKAABAT U3-
cnenBanusTa Ha Kocheva et al. (2009).

C Hall-HUCBK MHJIEKC HA YBPEKJaHE HA KJIEThY-
HuTe MeMOpanu (0T 6.09% no 12.20%) ca nuHUUTE
MX 265/654, MX 268/1008, MX 268/1053 n MX
271/142. CroitnocTTa Ha MX 271/294 € Gnu3ka 10
ta3u Ha copT Kats. [Ipu nuaunte MX 268/1053 u
MX 271/294 ce ycranoBu Hail-Bucoko OBC u Haii-
HUCBHK MHJAEKC Ha yBpexnaane. [Ipu nuaunte MX

270/33 u MX 270/50 ce otkpou oOpaTHaTa 3aBH-
CHUMOCT. 3a TaKaBa 3aBUCUMOCT IPU U3CJIEABaHE Ha
TOJIEPAaHTHOCT KBM CyIlla Ha 00pa3iy OOMKHOBEHA
3uMHa nieHuna gokiaaasar Kocheva et al. (2004) u
Tas & Tas (2007).

[TapasienHo ¢ ToBa € OTYETEH MOKa3aTensaT aod-
comoTHO cyxo Teruo. [Ipu He3acymenuTe pacre-
HUS Hall-CMJIHA CTENEeH Ha HaTpynaBaHE Ha CyXO
BEIIECTBO ce oTueTre 3a Jmuusg MX 270/33, kosaTo
€ ChC 3HAYMMa CTAaTHUCTHYECKA pas3yivka 10 5% oT
cranaapta Kars. [pu 3acymenure pactenus ce yc-
TaHOBU HaTpymnBaHe ¢ 16.8% mno-manko Ouomaca u
MO-CUJTHO BapHpaHe Ha To3u nokasaren. Camo aBe
muauu MX 271/142 u MX 268/1008 nmat goka3aHo
no-Bucoko ACT ot cranmapra Kara u ycropentno
C TOBA MPOIIEHTA UM Ha PEAYKIHUS € TMO-HUCHK OT
CTaHaapTa.

Ot HampaBeHHsS ABY(AKTOPEH IUCHEPCHOHEH
anaym3 (TaGnumm 3 u 4) ce ycTaHOBH, Ye BapupaHe-
TO Ha cToiHocTUTe Ha Tokazatenute OBC nu ACT
Ce I'bJIKU JIOCTOBEPHO Ha HUBOTO Ha BO00OE3MeE-

Ta6auua 2. CpenHu CTOHHOCTH HA (PH3HOJIOTMIHUTE U MOPPOPU3HOIOTHYHH TToKa3arely 3a nepuona 2017- 2019
Table 2. Mean value of physiology and morphophysiology indices during period 2017-2019

RWC

DW DW

. v RWC % of % of 1d
brecding line con/:rol drough/‘t) stress control corl::%ol drougﬁltgstress control o
Katya-St 96.1 51.9 54.0 66.0 55.0 83.3 22.53
MX 270/27 95.2 49.2 ns 51.7 63.0 57.0 ns 90.5 27.45
MX 270/33 95.8 36.6 --- 38.2 71.0 53.0 ns 74.6 55.49
MX 270/50 95.6 43.1 --- 45.1 61.0 49.0 -- 80.3 40.15
MX 270/71 96.7 58.3 *** 60.3 62.0 53.0 ns 85.5 34.09
MX 271/128 933 42.8 --- 459 61.0 47.0 -- 77.0 34.17
MX 271/142 95.8 47.4 --- 49.5 67.0 61.0 ** 91.0 10.82
MX 271/294 93.7 55.1 ** 58.8 47.0 38.0--- 80.9 20.77
MX 271/348 95.3 484 -- 50.8 51.0 47.0--- 92.2 33.15
MX 265/654 96.7 54.1 ns 55.9 53.0 41.0 --- 77.4 6.09
MX 268/1008 96.7 52.2ns 54.0 68.0 60.0* 88.2 10.72
MX 268/1053 96.1 67.5 F** 70.2 50.0 45.0 --- 90.0 12.20
mean value 95.6 50.6 52.9 60.0 50.5 84.2 25.6
T | ne -
genotype 0.1%=4.14 0.1%=7.33

0/ — %=
LSD st of 19126 : 19224 : _
0.1%=1.69 0.1%=2.99
0/ — %=
O =+ | s -
0.1%=3.75 0.1%=10.37
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Taoaunua 3. Ananu3 Ha BapupaHETO 3a [oKa3aTesl OTHOCUTENHO BOAHO chabpkanue (OBC)
Table 3. Analysis of variance for relative water content (RWC)

source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit ]
rate of irrigation 24226.26 1 24226.26  9916.5%**  6.33E-33 4.26 94.13
genotype 771.68 11 70.15 28.7***%  3.88E-11 222 2.99
interaction 679.55 11 61.78 25.3%%*%  1.53E-10 222 2.64
error 58.63 24 2.44 0.22
Total 25736.12 47
***significance difference at 0.1 %
Taoauua 4. Ananu3 Ha BapupaHeTo 3a MMoKas3aTes abcooTHO cyxo Terso (AST)
Table 4. Analysis of variance for dry weight (DW)
source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 1]
rate of irrigation 1083 1 1083.00  141.26%**  1.52E-11 4.26 28.5
genotype 2341 11 212.82 27.775%* 5.6E-11 2.22 61.7
interaction 185 11 16.82 2.19ns. 0.05 2.22 4.87
error 184 24 7.67 4.85
Total 3793 47

N.S.- HE3HAYUTENHA pa3iinKa ; ** 3HaunTesnHa paznuka 10 1.0 %; *** snaunrenna pasnuxa 10 0.1%
n.s- no significance difference; ** significance difference at 1.0 %; *** significance difference at 0.1

YEHOCT, TEHOTHIIA U B3aUMOJICHCTBUETO MEXKTY TSIX.
B3aumopneiicTBHeTO TEHOTUI-BapUAHTH Ha BOJO-
o0e3rneyaBaHe HE € CTATUCTUYECKU JIOKA3aHO MPHU
nokazaren ACT, Ho F-kputnuno u F-onutHO nmar
MOYTH PaBHU CTOMHOCTH 2.19 u 2.22 (Tabnuua 4).

B tabaunu 5 u 6 ca npeacTaBeHu AbDKUHUTE HA
KOpEeHYeTaTa M KOJICONTHJIM Ha KBJIHOBE OT JIMHHU-
UTe, U3CIICIBAaHH MPH TPH BapHaHTa HA OCMOTHYEH
CTpec. YCTaHOBU ce, Ue CpelHaTa JIbJDKUHA Ha KO-
peHdYeTa € Mo-royisiMa OT ABJDKMHATA Ha KOJICONTH-
JIUTE, @ CTOMHOCTTA Ha JICTIPECUSITA UM CIIPSIMO KOH-
Tpojara e no-mainka. [Ipu u3cnenane Ha obpasuu
TBBpAa mumenuna Iriticum durum Defs, Bozhanova
et al., 2005 u Marcheva et al., 2013 oTuuTar no-Hu-
CKa JIeTIpecHsi TIPY KOPEHUTE B CPABHEHHUE C KOJICOTI-
tunute. Jlokato Bozhanova & Hadzhiivanova (2010)
u Ganusheva et al. (2011) monrygaBar oOparHara 3a-
BHUCUMOCT TIPH M3JIeABaHE Ha 00pa3uu Aegilops and
Euemux (Hordeum).

[Ipu 3apouIIHUTE KOpEHYETa € HAJIUIE Hai-
cnaba pacTexxHa peaknus Ha ctanaapta Kars. Haii-
ci1abo M3paseHa € TS Py KOHTPOJIUTE U TIPU BapH-
anT 1.0 M ocmotnuen crpec (Tabmuma 5). C Haii-
roJisiMa JIbJDKUHA Ha KOPEHUTE TPH ABAaTa OMUTHU

BapuaHTa ca tuHuuTe MX 271/294 u MX 271/348.
CrangaptHusT copT Kats no oTHomeHue Ha cToi-
HOCTTA Ha pelyKIMsTa B IbJDKMHATA HA KOPDEHYETa-
Ta € C Hali-moOpy MOKa3aTeIu U MpH JIBaTa ONUTHU
BapuaHTa. C 6JU3KHM CTOWHOCTH 10 TO3H MOKa3aTes
J1o Te3n Ha copT Kats ca nmuanute MX 271/294 MX
271/348. To3u (hakT MOTBBpPAKAaBa TAXHATA CTAOMII-
HOCT Ha OCMOTHYEH CTpEC.

Ha Tabmuma 5 ca nmajeHu pacTeKHHUTE Xapak-
TEpUCTUKH Ha Kojeonrtunure. [Ipu nuHnnre MX
268/1008, MX 268/1053 u MX 270/33, nocraBeHu
npu no-ciaabust ocMotuyeH crpec - 0.5 M, e sicHo
u3pa3eHa YyBCTBHUTENHA peaklus JOKa3aHO 3Ha-
YrMa COpsAMO CTaHAapTa. Te3u JIMHUU TOKa3BaT U
Hall-BUCOKa Jienpecus B pactexa npu Bapuant 0.5
M u cabo BapupaHe B IbHDKHHATA HA KOJICON THIIH-
T€ IIpH ocTa”anuTe TMHUM. [Ipu mo-Bucokara ocmo-
TUYHA KOHIIEHTpanus Tpu JInauu, MX 270/71, MX
271/294 u MX 265/654 ca ¢ noka3aHo 3HAYMMO IO-
MHTEH3UBEH pacTex OT cTaHaapTa. ChluTe TUHUU
uMaT M Hail-HuCKa jAernpecus Ha pactexa. [Ipu kxo-
JICONTHIIUTE € MO-CUITHO U3pa3eHa OTpulaTeaHara
3aBUCHMOCT MEK]Iy CHJIa Ha PacTeX W JCIPecus B
CpaBHEHHE C KOPEHUTE.
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Taoauua S. CreneH Ha pacTexka 1 CTOHHOCT Ha JETpPecusTa B pacTexa Ha KOpEHUTE

Table 5. Rate of growth and depression in roots growth

length length Depression length Depression
N breeding line cm cm % cm %
control 0.5M 0.5M 1.0M 1.0M
Katya-St 7.71 5.57 27.8 4.64 39.8
1 MX270/27 9.80** 5.74 n.s. 41.4 5.31%* 45.8
2 MX270/33 11.33%** 5.94 n.s. 47.6 5.85%%* 48.4
3 MX270/50 11.74%** 6.27 n.s. 46.6 5.58* 52.5
4  MX270/71 10.91%** 6.45% 40.9 6.2%%%* 43.2
5 MX271/128 11.31%** 6.42% 43.2 5.97%* 47.2
6 MX271/142 11.84%** 6.8%* 42.6 5.78%** 51.2
7 MX271/294 10.26%* 7.36%** 28.3 6.03%** 41.2
8 MX271/348 11.13%** 7.20%** 353 6.65%** 40.3
9 MX265/654 10.59%** 5.99 ns. 434 5.53%%* 47.8
10 MX 268/1008 10.79%%** 5.57 ns. 48.4 5.53%%%* 48.7
11 MX 268/1053 10.36%** 5.73 ns. 44.7 5.05n.s 51.3
mean value 10.65 6.25 40.84 5.68 47.04

n.s- no significance difference; ** significance difference at 1.0 %; *** significance difference at 0.1 %

Tabauua 6. CreneH Ha pacTexa U CTOMHOCT Ha JIETIPECUsITA B PACTEKA HAa KOJICONTUIIUTE
Table 6. Rate of growth and depression in coleoptile growth

N Br(;ie l?éng lezll%lth lezlr%]th depr‘;:sion lezll%th Depr:):sion
control 0.5M 0.5M 1.0M 1.0M
Katya -St 7.23 4.02 44.2 341 52.7
1 MX270/27 7.09 n.s. 3.82ns. 46.1 3.39ns 522
2 MX270/33 6.68 n.s. 3.26--- 51.2 3.26 n.s 51.2
3 MX270/50 7.85% 391 ns. 50.2 3.75n.s 522
4 MX270/71 7.19 n.s. 4.25ns. 40.9 4.15%* 423
5 MX271/128 8.36%* 4.34 n.s. 48.1 3.81 ns 54.4
6 MX271/142 7.69 n.s. 4.15 n.s. 46.0 3.46 n.s 55.0
7 MX271/294 7.96%* 4.41 ns. 44.6 4.01* 49.6
8 MX271/348 8.27* 4.17 n.s. 49.6 349 n.s 57.8
9 MX265/654 8.42%* 4.25 ns. 49.5 3.97* 52.9
10 MX 268/1008 7.91* 3.31--- 58.2 3.29nss 58.4
11 MX268/1053 7.18 n.s. 337--- 53.1 3.25ns 54.7
mean value 7.65 3.94 48.47 3.60 52.78

n.s- no significance difference; ** significance difference at 1.0 %;

Ha ¢urypu 1 u 2 ca noctpoenu nuarpamu Ha
paszceiiBaHe Ha CTOMHOCTHUTE Ha ABIKUHUTE HA
kopern (Purypa 1) u koneontunu (Purypa 2). 3a
HE3aBUCUMA IPOMEHJIMBA CME MTPUETU ThIKHUHA-
Ta Ha KOHTPOJIHUS BapuaHT. [Ipu KkopeHure brio-
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*** significance difference at 0.1 %

BUAT KOG(I)I/ILII/ICHT b na PETPECUOHHOTO YpaBHEC-
HHUC U IIPU ABAaTa BapuaHTa Ha CTPEC € IMOJIOKHU-
TCJICH, HO OO0Ka3aH 3HAYMMO CaMO IIPpHU IO BHUCO-
KaTa KOHLCHTpalus. W3uncnennte perpecuun Ha
KOJICONTUIIUTE Ca ChINO C IIOJIOKHUTCIICH BIJIOB
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®urypa 1. PerpecoHHa 3aBUCUMOCT MEXAY IbJKMHATA HA KOPEHUTE IIPU KOHTPOJIATA U
J'bJDKAHATA HA KOPEHUTE MPH JIBATa BApUAHTA HA OCMOTHYCH CTPEC
Figure 1. Regression dependence between roots length in control and roots length in
two variants of osmotic stress
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®urypa 2. PerpecronHa 3aBHCHMOCT MKy IBKMHATA HAa KOJCONTUINTE MPH KOHTPOJIATa U
JBJDKAHATA HAa KOPEHHUTE MPH JIBaTa BApHAHTa HA OCMOTHYCH CTPEC
Figure 2. Regression dependence between shoot length in control and shoot length in
two variants of osmotic stress

KOC(i)I/IHI/ICHT b, HO JOKa3aHOCTTa HE€ € 3HauyumMa. JIOXKHUTECJIIHATA BPB3Ka B PACTCIKHUTE XapaKTEPUC-
BT)HpCKI/I JUIICaTa Ha A0Ka3aHOCT Ha IIOBCYCTO TUKH HA U3CJIICABAHUTC '’CHOTUIIN IPU PA3JIUYHU-
PETPCCHUOHHU YPAaBHCHHUA aHAJU3BT IMOKA3Ba IIO- TC BApUAHTH Ha OIIUTA.
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B TaGnuma 7 mMorar ja ce mpociiensT Kopeiaiu-
OHHHUTE 3aBUCHMOCTH MEXY Pa3IUYHUTE MOKa3a-
TEJW Ha OIICHKA Ha CyXOYCTOWYHUBOCT. YCTaHOBH Ce
cpellHa MO cujia U JiokazaHa J0 5% oTrpurareiina
3aBucuMocT Mexxy OBC Ha 3acyllieHu pacTeHus u
UHJEKC Ha yBpexaane. Bzaumoneiictsuero OBC Ha
3aCyIIeHUTE PACTEHUS ChC CTOMHOCTHTE Ha JIeTpe-
CHsl Ha KOJICONITUIIUTE ¥ KOPEHUYETaTa € OTPUIIATE-
Ho. HabmromaBa ce eTHOOCOYHOCT B peakiusTa Ha
3aCyILIEHUTE PACTEHUsS IO TO3M IOKa3aTel, KOETO
€ B chIylacue ¢ u3cienBanuara Ha Almeselmani et
al. (2011). Kakto oyakBaxme, ce MOTy4YHXa CHIIHUA
TOJIOKUTETHU JIOKa3aHW KOPEJIAIIUOHHU BPB3KU
MIPH B3aUMOJICHCTBHSATA JICIPECH ST KOJICOTITHIIA TIPH
Pa3IMYHA OCMOTHUYHH KOHIICHTPAIIMH U JICTIPECHSI B
pacTexa Ha KOpEeHH TIPY Pa3TMIHA OCMOTHYHU KOH-
neHTpanuu. CpeaHa 1o cuiia rnojoKUTeIHa BPb3Ka
CE YCTaHOBH TIPH JICTIPECHUSITA KOPEHH /KOJICOTITHITH
npu ycioBus Ha 0,5 MoapeH pa3TBOp Ha 3axapo3a.
[TomoOHYM pe3ynTaTu MOTy4YrXMe U IIPU U3CIIEABAHE
TOJIEPAHTHOCTTA KbM OCMOTHYEH CTpeC Ha 00pasiu

OOMKHOBEHA 3MMHA IIICHUIA W 00pa3y JHMeI]
(Chipilski et al., 2014; Chipilski et al., 2014).

JIBy(haKTOPHUST AUCIIEPCHOHEH aHAIU3 3a Jie-
npecusta Ha kopeHute (Tabnuuu §) u genpecusita
Ha koneontmiute (Tabnauma 9) mokasBa 3HaUMMO
BapUpaHe Ha eJIEMEHTHUTE (BapUaHTU C paszliuyHa
CTENeH Ha BOoo0e3neyaBaHe, FTeHOTHUIT U TAXHOTO
B3aMMoOJIcHicTBHE). B3auMoelHCTBUETO TI'eHOTHII-
BapHaHTH Ha BOJ0OOE3MeuaBane MpH JCMpechs Ha
KOJICONTHIIUTE € CTATUCTUYECKU HEeI0Ka3aHo, HO F
KPUTHYHO U F onmUTHO MMaT mo4TH paBHU CTOIHO-
ctu 2.17 n 2.22 (Tabauna 9). Haii-ronsima ¢ Bius-
HUETO Ha reHotunute (Hag 60 %) u 3aToBa TE pea-
TUPAT MO-pa3IuvyeH HAUYMH Ha YCJIOBHATA HA OCMO-
THUYEH CTpecC.

U3BOJIM

1. Jluanute MX 270/71, MX 271/294, MX
265/654, MX 268/1053 u MX 268/1008 ce xapak-

Tadauna 7. KopenannoneH ananus Mexay GU3UOIOTHUHUATE, MOPHOPHUINOIOTHUHUTE TIOKA3aTelH 1
CTOMHOCTHTE Ha JIeNPECUsATa B pacTexa Ha KOJICONTHIN U KOPEHUEeTa

Table 7. Correlation analysis between physiology, morphophysiology indices and depression in shoot/ roots

growth
RWC  derpresion derpresion derpresion derpresion . . DW
Indices c%Xr((j)l drought  of shoot  of shoot of roots of roots 111113(;1;3(1 0(1)31\:;/01 drought
stress 0.5M 1.0M 0.5M 1.0M stress

RWC 1 0.289 0.064 -0.059 0.025 -0.024 -0.263 0.358 0.436*
control

ggg drought 1 -0.061 -0.153 -0.228 0122 -0.655% -0.562*%  -0.262
derpresion of

shoot 1 0.721%%* 0.613* 0.528 -0.157 0.095 0.072
0.5M

derpresion of

shoot 1 0.177 0.239 -0.331 0.009 0.142
1.0 M

derpresion of

root s 1 0.845%* 0.114  0.402%* 0.302
0.5M

derpresion of

root s 1 -0.101 0.266 0.212
1.0 M

Injury 1 0304  0.011
index

bW 1 0.852%
control

DW

drought stress

** significance difference at 5.0 %; *** significance difference at 1.0 %
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Taéauua 8. AHanu3 Ha BapUpPaHETO 3a MOKA3aTeN JCPECUs PACTEKa Ha KOPCHUTE
Table 8. Analysis of variance for the growth roots depression

source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 1]
rate of irrigation 376.10 1 376.10 87.42%** 1.8E-09 4.26 19.2
genotype 1305.05 11 118.64 27.58*%**  6.01E-11 2.22 66.7
interaction 171.89 11 15.63 3.63%* 0.003 2.22 8.78
error 103.25 24 4.30 5.27
Total 1956.285 47

** significance difference at 1.0 %; *** significance difference at 0.1 %

Tadoauna 9. AHanu3 Ha BAPUPAHETO 3a MOKA3aTeN JCMPECHs B PACTEKA HA KOJTCOMTHIUTE
Table 9. Analysis of variance for the coleoptiles growth depression

source of variation SS df MS F P-value F crit ]
rate of irrigation 232.50 1 232.50 48.24%** 3 5E-07 4.26 19.73
genotype 715.05 11 65.00 13.49***  9.77E-08 2.22 60.68
interaction 115.14 11 10.47 2.17 s 0.054 2.22 9.77
error 115.67 24 4.82 9.82
Total 1178.34 47

n.s- no significance difference; ** significance difference at 1.0 %; *** significance difference at 0.1 %

TepusupaT ¢ Hal-ONTHUMATHO ChUETAHUE Ha CTOU-
HOCTH Ha (DPM3MOJIOTUYHHUTE TMOKA3aTENIH, KaTo TI0
HSKOW TOKa3aTeNW HaJBWINABaT cTaHmapra Kars.
Te3n MMHUK MOrar 1a ONPEAEAT KaTo TOIEPaHTHU
Ha 3aCyIllaBaHe.

2. OT HanpaBeHM s KOpETallMOHEH aHAJIU3 Ce yC-
TAHOBU CUJIHA HETaTHBHA BPb3Ka MEKJY OTHOCH-
TETHOTO BOAHO ChIBPKAHHME U MHIEKCA HA YBPEXK-
JlaHe Ha KJIETBYHUTE MEMOpaHU MpHU 3aCyIICHUTE
o0pa3siu.

3. CunHa M NOJNOXKHUTENHA € Bpb3KaTa MEXIy
CTOWHOCTHTE Ha JICTIPECHsI Ha KOJICONTUIIN U KOpe-
HU MPU pa3IMYHATE OCMOTHYHH KOHIIEHTPALUH.

4. BonHuAT neUINT, TPEIU3BUKBAH OT OCMO-
TUYHUS CTPEC BIIMSIE MO-CUIIHO BBPXY pacTeka Ha
KOJICONITUIIUTE B CPABHEHHUE C pacTeka Ha KOPEHH-
Te.
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