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Figure 1- The Petunia cultivars studied in the research.
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Table 1-Physical and chemical properties of the used soil.
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Figure 2- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on fresh weight of aerial parts (A) and dry weight
of aerial parts (B) in different varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the
mean. Bars labeled with different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5%
probability level, according to the LSD test.
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Figure 3- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on fresh weight of root (A) and dry weight of
root(B) in different varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars
labeled with different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability

level, according to the LSD test.
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Figure 4- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on stem height (A) and the number of branches
(B) in different varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars
labeled with different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability
level, according to the LSD test.
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Figure 5- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on root diameter (A) and flower diameter (B) in
different varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled
with different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level,
according to the LSD test.

Okl 5 53 P13y ol ails o 5 B i 108 25 o La IS sl S 315 0L s o 2 2la IS sl
5= J=B sban L1 alas s oS S Ll s 50 (8 JS8) 55 a5 1 (T VD) IS sl o i (1

I 5 Oy Sl b ol sl law e T RS 53 P2 (35 a5 s S w1y IS sl jtals
ol s L IS sl s Shee 53 e JhalS @z o5 S B Sles o 33 0L s 4 ol e
s 25 0 O Olps PalS LS ()5 4 580 0005 Cnd Ol s 28l 4 it 5k 5 LB e
5 AsS o Ll aadS auT s s Sl ik OF a8 S e b bl ool ol 4l J2alS e 55 LB sba b IS
A das e 0L ol Al il ol esdhe 35080 G W S sls sy 1 pedies sk 4 il e 0T 5508
Ay Sl Gaib Sl eS e et Ul caliS SUP3 55 s b S sl e sbay ol ke i
i la s laaml U edalin pl sl ol Jools a8 00T 5 5ol S 05 bl a3 5 o)

A’ )5}_.;J_>MLAJ§ sldss ‘_;,i\;,_ﬂjda.,\lfg,\:i,;;%«fx\jd BESS &TL;“;SJJ\w\: OLiS &8 5l Jlsseen

YYs

e lileg' g Y


http://dx.doi.org/10.61882/flowerjournal.9.2.337
https://flowerjournal.ir/article-1-321-fa.html

[ Downloaded from flowerjournal.ir on 2026-02-02 ]

[ DOI: 10.61882/flowerjournal.9.2.337 ]

YOA-YYY (VA ((VF2Y) s olals 5 IS
W5 e S el 505 mbe dig ol 4 06 OalS aw g i bl 5 3 oS Ay e b« (Ivarez et al. 2009
QTC.;A_i)Lgh_;jj)va_l;l_.ﬂ)uiASJ:J;@@\ﬁ\J&H\M&ASJ{gT;}ﬁSEU.M;}}u{)jlé;ﬂdu.g}f

Goldani etal) J)‘J C.».;.ol.hd ax)lzs L)'i‘ GL’Q Lt S Cowl ol sdaline Lf.T J"MJ ‘l"i‘f': BL) u.ajl?— C’,}-Lw)f C.,&Jw u:‘.hls

.(2021
40 . EP] WP2 BP3 nP4
. T
B30 | b
=
, =
-% gzo N P c
o 2 & ol d d ok
=] 10} I 1 € ef
= fe II
I g g
L
0
90%FC 60%FC 30%FC

Water deficit stress .1 o' 25

s il ikl slas 00230l (5308 (U5 bl e U1 IS Sland p 108 5 lisee s FI-F IS
513 LSD 05051 170 Jlaz! o 53 ¢ SouS b (sl me gl (5Ll 5 51 ckilodd pasete ilie By L aS ol
Figure 6- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on number of flowers in different varieties of
petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with different letters

are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level, according to the LSD
test.
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Figure 7- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on electrolyte leakage in different varieties of
petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with different letters

are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level, according to the LSD
test.
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Figure 8- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on leaf relative water content in different

varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with

different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level,
according to the LSD test.
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Figure 9- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on Proline in different varieties of petunia. The
vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with different letters are statistically
significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level, according to the LSD test.
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Figure 10- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on Total carbohydrate content in different
varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with
different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level,

according to the LSD test.
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Figure 11- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on Chlorophyll a (A) and Chlorophyll b (B) in

different varieties of petunia. The vertical bars represent the standard error of the mean. Bars labeled

with different letters are statistically significantly different from each other at the 5% probability level,
according to the LSD test.
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Figure 12- Effect of different levels of water deficit stress on Superoxide Dismutase (SOD) (A), Catalase
(CAT) (B) and Peroxidase (POD) (C) in different varieties of petunia The vertical bars represent the
standard error of the mean. Bars labeled with different letters are statistically significantly different from
each other at the 5% probability level, according to the LSD test.
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Abstract

This study investigated the effects of water deficit stress on the growth, physiological, and
biochemical parameters of four Petunia cultivars: 1. Iranian Petunia (P1), 2. Hybrid Supercascade
White Petunia (P2), 3. Hybrid Grandiflora Frost Blue Petunia (P3), and 4. Hybrid Grandiflora
Crimson Star Petunia (P4) under different levels of water deficit (90%, 60%, and 30% of field
capacity). The experiment was conducted in a factorial design with four replications in a completely
randomized layout. The results showed that water deficit stress significantly reduced the fresh and dry
weight of shoots and roots. The greatest reductions in shoot and root fresh and dry weights were
observed in cultivars P4 and P3. Under severe stress conditions, stem height in cultivars P1 and P2
decreased by 40.4% and 43.3%, respectively. Moreover, the number of lateral branches in cultivars P1
and P3 increased under moderate water deficit stress (by 24.4% and 42.9%, respectively), but
significantly declined under severe stress. Water deficit stress also significantly reduced root diameter
in cultivar P3 (by 48%). Severe water stress decreased both flower diameter and the number of
flowers in all four cultivars, with the greatest reduction in flower diameter (22.97%) observed in
cultivar P4 and the highest reduction in flower number (72.3%) recorded in cultivar P1. Electrolyte
leakage increased under severe water deficit stress, with cultivar P4 exhibiting the highest electrolyte
leakage (36.1%). Leaf relative water content decreased under drought conditions, with the greatest
reduction (24.4%) observed in cultivar P4. Proline content reached its highest level in cultivar P1
under severe stress conditions (2.24 umol g™' fresh weight). Total carbohydrate concentration
increased in cultivars P1 and P2 under severe stress (by 21.6% and 19.5%, respectively). Chlorophyll
a and b contents decreased under drought conditions, with cultivar P4 showing the lowest chlorophyll
b content (0.53 mg g™' fresh leaf weight) under severe stress. Superoxide dismutase (SOD) activity
increased under moderate stress in cultivars P1, P2, and P3 (by 34.45%, 52.5%, and 24.9%,
respectively), but showed no significant changes under severe stress. Catalase (CAT) activity
increased in cultivar P1 (by 29.5%), while it decreased in the other three cultivars. Peroxidase (POD)
activity was highest in cultivar P1 under non-stress conditions (5.65 units g™' fresh weight) and
further increased (by 9.6%) under water deficit stress. Pearson correlation analysis revealed that
proline and total carbohydrate contents were positively correlated with antioxidant enzyme activities,
and chlorophyll a and b were closely associated with each other. Overall, cultivar P1 exhibited the
highest drought tolerance, followed by cultivars P2 and P4, respectively.

Keywords: Antioxidant enzymes, Growth parameters, Photosynthetic pigments, Carbohydrate.
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