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Evaluation of Drought Stress Tolerance in Grapevine Cultivars of

Qazvin Province
\ Z \

D95 b b 5 S5slaS Sl S e e )
YWAYIVYIY s by a6 IFAIY/0 :edl po g b

oS>

FEA-FOA Y0-) 30 9 Jlg (8815 4 dlmo .39 38 Obiul 19l pB I (i i 4 Joo5 (263511 TAA .o (Shemals § g ¢ Jgm)

9 G554 Sdael » 35 vgo sl 35150 3 (S T 4 Jomio 595l P 3 odlikul 9 LI ( gLl
PLE 1 Ads”™ Tl .ol £940 (99935 Oliwl 155! (099 PBI (w2 LITAY Hlg 50 8 cul .ol 59501 U gd
O 3 D0y (S g Ao T 5l Olao (S8 4T Bl 9w g K 59le8 590 Dlho 5 31 3990
3390 3293 bl 19551 PBI 35T slez b Bolal ol (Sl <5 gl LIB 38 > b 10 sglaio (pcky NS
L 5SS (i i i 9 A 5 e
395! ol i pB L1 (g ls wlo!l .l Comnd B OT 33 0980 Oy O § &5 9 OO 1N 5 » xbaw
29 9 dug Hlodin ) (Sladold g8 pB I 5 .wiud 4l iS5 4 Josxie (S 5gdgd g f3 3 oM g
Ay S 33 9y 0 ATg dw 51T Hlez b Solal ol S &g b 4l olol g Lol oo
2 TU GHll) ado w0 sl 50 (Kis i sl 1TA0 Jlo 30 .l Gil7 b 1gs B &g 4 iwlodT
S i A Sl 2l 4 g g0 SRS . Jlosl (313505 T 9 o ST 103 ST Cuigud )y
29 4llan 3590 PLE 51 plaw Ao S 4> By 45 310 UL gl .08 518 fulowi 9 4 505 390 pB !
WS K 5 4y o 5 5l Jo2 (30935 bt

G 59888 590 O gmsle (Cawlus Ll (( KU g gl (9551 pB I i guuls” (sre g

spiiqv@gmail.com :J sus odis 5

Y¥a



WAA Jlo oY o led (Y0-) Al " 3 9 Jlgi (831554 dlxa”

Els s 5 S ST e 0T o5l 5 4l
cla i 53U gla JhlasT s plis
ka5 5K oLl (g ol L2 (Sis
u.':)\;,_f)_g (Silvaner) ;! ghw 5 (Hesling)
3 63 ko, .(During, 1984) culoui
o =S (Riciardi et al., 1989) ol ,Ses
331y 55 pLs,l > (Canopy) 7L slas
J=B T O 5 s 1B T Ll
O 45213 OLis pulS s ST e e e
gl cles 7l 5l Jle s s (S a5 bl
oLl o s 2015 5 525 5l gne SN
i odalin 6yl e M U gles b
3345 5,5 5,135 (Nevry, 1989) ¢, 45
833 ¢ 53 (g O e SEs L]
03l 0355 55 Comlue s &5 o suaes
Pl 5 Al e LSy Sl oS s
l994 3o (Pinot) & 4y (Traminer) ;! 5
SIS s 55 3 p3lis sl (Moldova)
L= (Muscat Gambriskii) S
iy (Sis 5 el
iS5 (Barabal,  1990) JL—I,L
J:3 1, (Electrical response) &8, S S
NS 5 S oill (S i ) e
&S o S Sl Ol e OT 3 4875 S
Jmoosd am 53 5 Susb Olje b pdites abayl
H,w,ﬁﬁl,m,uuxz_;u:g_:g
sls S5 4 pslis (Kishmish) ieei S
SOT (S8 aiST Ol e 5 350 (Sis

oy ¥ (dle g Ll b 55) dsya VYA

dockio

sible s s 63, e 1 lodas iow
Jrad 53 s35dme SU)L 4 558 o M5
odd CiS DY guames &S pl b g azils i,
S e onlaiwl STy 0,3 S b
oS ol 1S s (280 gl ok
Olse 4o s ol b sble L8 -l ¢l »
OLalE 5 5y ol 5o sd (6, K Cova S
Sl glulis 5555 o | (®b s £
u.i;_;u;;;ﬁ1ﬂ,gw¢u,\,~1°>m|,
3o g 3l Jgpamen 22851 (6,8 o ot
@315 slaasl 55 o5 2 5 o0 Db
29y 5o ol

shixs (Zyl et al., 1981) o, Kes 5 L
La OT tsls plowl 551 2T 5 5550 03
g(Chenin)@_'evJ)).mS.u:;Ju)\)f
¥ bte s Az i, ST
o )38 5055 S Gas (65 s P
S e A0t Sl faS es y3aly) oS5
S S i ol 92 2513 5 s ST
b e a5 Al d e s ST
B j_<5| -~ (Meriaux and Rutten, 1981)
ool «oT 2 Yoo L1, (Grenache) C"Jf
55 e ddy Cadidee ado 0 i g3 g s S
Jol slrosls 4 e L isls 1 5 S 25
A5 e 5 09 S o sl (6,5 oIl
A3 V¥ Loyl 5 sl 55 4S5l Olis as
JSis iy adgl ol e 53 s 5 5 baasls
LS bhas A5 Ol e Sas Sl s 5. ddd



e (i 25 4 e S5

b gaze DA 58 ol

L s Ol Pellegrino et al. (2005)
ot 35 5 5l s (it 4y Caglia b
1y Slio ol candllan 51 dey ba 0T sl 13
Slie dsl 05,5 L3S (s o 0 8 4
51 Gy alds 58, OT Jawily le
e3> 05,5 3 513,55 6 SV Sl
5 55 L (e sl sles wile Sliw
0L e 5 48 8 oSy 3 IS Ol e
23 (9 Olae § Ll ni 03 )5 5 0
S el 5l 5 4B S 5 g 05,8
OHSer 5 s Ay s,y
slassl (el (Leboni et al., 2006)
,;ugz_;u:;:pa\,m,,,islvs,,gdw
350 dedlp i )3 450 5 1S Lyl o
plas (512 oS b1 a 0T sl 15 o
WSS i |y ST Casby Ll e
533 Dl 1 pS gn 53 05 33
3365 sla i odalie Sl gxe (oDt
0355 &S OT palS a4 plas Hlaw 4l
s L 4 e sla &S eb S S
Olme b S5STs (28l falS S oy
Ol jr 9 (6 o 55 Cdlad coslanal 6 - S
Smon Ol gl 5 1 s o 6 s
S 3 e s falST sl
Q\‘,_:.pgdﬂo.\.amré)jsﬁﬁé&
AT Sl &y (St 55 foosi 5556

Sl (o G ol el S O

4 235 Okl Sl o ol Jod Zn s

Yo

4S8 S s Gl alS (i Ll s )
U 4 wle> 45 (Alleatico) SSUT 5
Ao d AV 5SS ST g (Sist
Sl galST s bl s s e s 48 4
(Patakac et al., 1977) o, 5 &SSHL
i35 5 sl Jomily (T Ol
o 1y Roditis) s, Sl oy sla 5,
odalin 5 (5 S o3Il &S a S
ST Ol (S 50593 5348 s S
sla ¢85 (Symplastic) SN
o msla S s s ae VAL Ol
LSl rals ds s 2Y
Ol e 31 Schultz and Matthews (1988)
5559 sla ¢Sy 5 b 8 s o Kb i
T Gt N . ST OV.L g
Jomza 5 K £B)) ol (sl s Ol e
Lby aS dm § g L3S eslial St
Lyl i s e Sy s La 8 1 ilas Sl
Cadgle > 9ol Laloal Ls.i.‘._>- ey
-4% g Cowlus (Poni, 2000) Sl .52
Calides Jl 0 53 OT 55008 4 5550 sl
Sy e Slaial)y ang yskie 4 1) bas Us
LU 50 sl oals 1,8 sy 3550 ST o s
5 Sl e e g e ls oy S5 i
534S 35 odalive 63 b5 S eslinul sl
8T G b Sl e T (S s
Ole cpl 5333 8 o pladile J5s 4 20T
A3 g ooy Slaas Sl 5l o Glaas
53,8 JialS Eslss s augan aS



WAA Jlo oY o led (Y0-) Al " 3 9 Jlgi (831554 dlxa”

059387 5 Laas sedo)lugs o5 (F
(@) 4 4t

wl>es (F

gﬁk_.)TLs. 5O ”AJEA'

J.’.) J}AJB )\ oslan) \.: (LWCR)

a—b
a

LWCR = x 100

30 4) IS 5 lls 4 ) e

o3l b DLab (55 5 (o g il oo o o
el o SSe (o s 8 s sy VY L |
g 53 5 SOl Ba,s L Gpb Dlaw 5 S
5550 SPSS 1550 5 3l eslizl b 5 70 57
T DU S R PP S R PE 3
(S5 i 0 a5 ) (S 15
Gl La i s agr auls b 0T 51 5 Ol
03 g b osls Sygn alis ps Jle g3 e
S 5y 18 5 ol e 53 oy L
w3l o) sSb Oy o an dilas ol
i 55 ks WWAS Jle s s
Gy aw golaiT S5 a s Jlesl b OT
)j_bg‘g)uftsudﬁjﬂ‘\:éfﬁjs
LS slate Dl 3 acile 5| ol
Sl (Sis 5 4 Jeowte pB)I A 5ST6
B,sSLb g dsl a0 il o3l jled s
SoLD) A o sler 53 (a2 lasles
95 T o, =T ol =TU0
.s\.sj_»J_a‘-T):‘g)LﬁTtM.:ﬁ(:\:J_aﬁ-T
2550 Sile3T Aali Ol e 4y 5 035 Jome o 0
STTRTY (WU QPR I GRCHE J g P I
s o DT I A S a6l 5 0L S

Yoy

PLN L o Jamsitn ol 5 (S 25
3y (SiS A5 g 535S

B 9y 93Mg0
JUse 5 o LIYMY Sl 53 2lesT
Slis sl Sz 205 40 Jamia o6
95 Ol 58 05U 3 0SS5 5 0
slls 55! oLl Ul o o 53 A b gy 5
ol o S 0 6,8l Sliw

Sl ot 5 Sl il galgd

2 P90
ssbte ol gl s i 8 (VAWY) (6 ed
L obas oS sla eS5L LIB 5o caoleT
SOT 53 a8 el 3 ol als o 4 1SS Slesr
Aoy S5 55 45 g 93) Dy s o5 s
Oy OLe3 O Slar 5 Ol (chsleT
G USSP PR
P 50 B L ey Sis a4 45
S S o3Il O sy S Sl oslial b 20 o
de f‘.”Tu. i ’;)1;‘(4 &
«(Leaf Water Capacity Rate: LWCR)
2SSt O 035 S8 5 &5y o st L
=631 (g s Lyl 4 5 6 S
Joro 25 s S Ol i b b 68

W

350 2 S 3l a e sl sl ()
S35 5 3V eslizal b ba 0T &S5 oSG adyl s 5
(OFS VARG

Sodee 4 La &5 1 @405 03 S g s (Y
Jhie OT 5 Celu YF



e (i 25 4 e S5

FEYIE S PEVEC CEpH Sle Xp
by Layl,s

Cowlus ol S

2 e mleT Dllows plonil 1 ey

o el (S S w08

o g s

PELI gl Jb 2

JA CL_M); Sl g S odali s

o3l Ady foas plesl 51 ks Jles! 287
.Méj_:foj\b!réjﬁ):om.gj&i
5B o S s ge sadi g sk 6l
>y f gl p el W VY Ou s as
030 _purs (L 0313 1 5 09T 4351 8§ sl
“o 31l 315 oy 4 4 odd A g S
3l a2t Ld dculowe (gl 5 i (6,8
5 Slhmade) Jb oslinl 5 gl J s 2

(AW e 5 Ol ol

|- Y
D=1-X S - Yp
Xp D
C)T‘)Ji{

B P R P S P

Jj bl 5 55 055 » S osle Y
,.<M>" Ji.'JQ.u:D
Lyl o 53 o)) amn &St o3le SSLe X

djj'ébl:.wbjij\(lé)l):ﬁu&uﬁp(&@fﬁp)u@lubqﬁﬁ—\ Jgd

Table 1. Analysis of variance (mean squares) for different characteristics of

grapevine cultivars of Qazvin province

Sl 35T amys o b b E g el L USGSS el
& LT
S.0.V. df. Leaf.water Leaf area Leaf cuticle
capacity rate index thickness
Replication 1S5 3 0.014™ 402.327 ™ 0.001050 ™
Cultivars 3] 22 0.173 ** 6360.531 ** 0.002679 *
Error s 66 0.024 415.718 0.001447

/\j/bdw—‘éa,u)ajbwgé)\;wﬂ;%jk**}*‘ns
ns, * and **: Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 2.Mean comparison of different characterstics of grapevine cultivars of

collection garden of Qazvin province

5 E T i 2 b & o ez IS 55 s

Cultivar Leaf water capacity rate Leaf area index Leaf cuticle thickness (mm)
Talace e 0.39 defg 75.64 a 0.197 cd
Mollaee 1 Ve 0.69 ab 85.00 ab 0.252 abed
Sahroodi TP 0.46 bede 86.25 ab 0.247 abed
Yazandaee RS 0.12 gh 77.27 ab 0.200 cd
Sahani 3 ¥ Sl 0.17 fgh 92.21 ab 0.217 abed
Siahangoor By c AW 0.71 a 97.25 ab 0.252 abed
Shast-e-aroos s 0.61 abed 100.19 abc 0.210 bed
Chafteh i 0.81a 100.25 abc 0.282a
Sahebi s=le 0.26 efgh 100.44 abc 0.252 abed
Mishpestan Ol e 0.16 fgh 102.28 abc 0.200 cd
Mollaee 2 Y 0.66 ab 102.89 abc 0.2675 ab
Yagooti SHL 0.64 abc 111.94 bed 0.190 d
Sholangoor Sl s 0.27 efgh 116.64 bede 0.252 abed
Asgari S Ss 0.21 efgh 132.25 cdef 0.242 abed
Shahani peykani i, Sl 0.24 efgh 141.10 def 0.217 abed
Karelooee 2 Yoo S 0.27 efgh 146.80 ef 0.2525 abed
Bidaneh 1 Vaildy 0.10h 150.37 fg 0.220 abcd
Fakhri e 0.29 efgh 151.25fg 0.22 abed
Karelooee 1 Vs S 0.34 efgh 159.48 fg 0.252 abc
Bidaneh 2 Yl 0.23 efgh 164.50 fg 0.22 abed
Ahmadi Sela] 0.42 cde 181.48 gh 0.210bcd
Mesghali Sl 0.43 efgh 202.25 hi 0.212 bed
Gohari sAS 0.35 efgh 221.63h 0.225 abed

(Ss aals i 030 3T) 5170 peda 53 Jl5 ime D) O g2 3 55 alie o b a p KoLis
Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level,

respectively (Duncan's multiple range test).
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C L 3E ] 5 10 15 20 25
Lahel Mun +-—-— b —————— +—————— +—————— +——————— +
Sahebi 14 —
Shahanil 16 —
Ghast-e-aroos 15 —
Mishpestan 11

Alrnsdi 1z —
Sholangoor 19 —
YVaghoot i 22 e
Shahroodi 17 —
Tazandase 23

Talaee 21 e
Fohari 7
Mesgali 10 ———J
Chafteh 5
Molaee:z 13
Siahangoor 20
Molaesl 1
Bidansh2 3
Kareloeel g
Bidanshl 4
Fakhri £ :|
FKareloesez = _J

Shahani-pavkani 15

b=gari 2

GizédwJ‘.,;gJg,;fc)uwu,u,fw}sQ@\M?\;\Cu)\@gabfﬁ‘f”m-\ S
Fig. 1. Dandrogram of grouping grapevine cultivars grown in Qazvin province on the
basis of traits related to drought tolerance

i A il sl 53 5 Sl s Ol o6 )| STt ale iyl 4 o Y U

Table 3. Analysis of variance for dry mater of selected gropevine cultivars in different
drought stress treatments

@357 s Sla e Sk
S.0.V. Sl e df. M.S. !
Replication SIS 3 4927.2390 1.491™
Cultivar (A) o5 2 136997.8500 41.446%*
Drought Stress (B) Sz 25 3 793880.1000 240.175%*
AxB 6 14684.8660 4.443%*
Error L 66 0.0014

.M)J\c‘:ﬁ)))b@&»})\:dhuj}%j@:**jns

ns, and **: Not significant and significant at 1% level, respectively.
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Table 4. Comparison of means of dry matter in different drought stress treatments
>.§.m>-:' - ‘J,;..:)La.g g_g...«:-“ e aJLA

Drought stress treatment Dry matter
Irrigation to 21 May cigus,l #T6 LT 1176.8d

Irrigation to 21 June s 2T LT 12899 ¢
Irrigation to 22 July S AT LT 1519.0b

Irrigation to 22 August  sls . 276 ;LT 17594 a

LSS dals i O ga3T) s 15 ime CoMast| 3B &S e oy o b s K kee

Means with similar letters are not significantly different (Duncan's Multiple range test).

25l et Ozt o)) 53 (St 25 51 ey ot A g St 03le 0 80be dglie =0

Table 5. Comparison of means of dry matter after drought stress in selected grapevine

cultivars
di.iﬁ- osle
Cultivar 3] Dry matter
Chafteh aer 1543.80 a
Mollaee =X 1382.05b

Siahangoor , &l slw 1385.20 b
,(‘;S;I; ausls L Q‘,.U'T) Lan Iy gae (oDl U8l 5,1&-6 5Ll wf“"f

Means with similar letters are not significantly different (Duncan's Multiple range test).

(i 25 Calttee (la e 535 85 ol sl 2Bl (8) 25 4 ol @t s pyslhe— § U

Table 6. Susceptibility index of selected grapevine cultivars in different drought stress

treatments
53 Cliews)) FTE LT sbs AT LT 5 ATl oSk
Cultivar Irrigation to 21 May Irrigation to Irrigationto ~ Mean
21 June 22 July
Siahangoor i ol 1.01 1.003 1.014 1.009
Mollaee e 1.24 1.030 1.220 1.1630
Chafteh i 0.97 0.830 0.870 0.8600
G ¢S5 51 Jaid el piisee o Sl plo bug 18 2L OLLE 55 0T K
Poni,  2000) Cul ot i oslic .l 3l il 43 8 15 eslinul 3 0 puiioes
Schultz and <Riciardi et al., 1989 G54 femte =3 &S e sl gy oyl
54025 ) Jool s (Matthews, 1988 3348 I s es Slis S L5 Sas
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