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Table 1. The characteristics of studied mother plants of guava.
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Fig. 1. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on specific leaf weight of guava genotypes. Values are the average
of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 2. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on leaf relative water content of guava genotypes. Values are the
average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 3. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on total chloropyll of guava genotypes. Values are the average of
three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 4. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on carotenoid content of guava genotypes. Values are the average
of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 5. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on anthocyanin content of guava genotypes. Values are the average
of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 6. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on fluorescence chlorophyll of guava genotypes. Values are the
average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<0.01).
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Fig. 7. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on ion leakage of guava genotypes. Values are the
average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<
0.01).
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Fig. 8. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on protein content of guava genotypes. Values are the
average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<
0.01).
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Fig. 9. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on catalase activity of guava genotypes. Values are the

average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<
0.01).

e e

Peroxidase (umol min' g FW)

Genotype

poe Sl LSy B 5 )5S0 s (:Silee p0lis JolsS sla S0l STy cdlad r (15 5 bl 2y pRiSamy -V e U

Fig. 10. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on peroxidase activity of guava genotypes. Values are
the average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<
0.01).
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Fig. 11. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on carbohydrate content of guava genotypes. Values
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Fig. 12. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on stem diameter of guava genotypes. Values are the average of
three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P< 0.01).
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Fig. 13. The interaction of irrigation regimes and genotype on stem length of guava genotypes. Values are the
average of three repetitions and the same letters indicate no significant difference with LSD test (P<

0.01).
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Table 2. Specific values and cumulative percentage of variance of the four main factors.
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Table 3. Vector values after varimax rotation for the four principal factors.
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The selection of drought tolerant genotypes is an efficient approach to overcome drought
stress. A greenhouse factorial experiment as completely random design was conducted to
evaluate the physiological and biochemical responses of guava seedlings to irrigation regimes
during 2019. The treatments were included guava genotypes (15 genotypes) and irrigation
regime (two levels). One-year-old guava seedlings were grown in research greenhouse of
university of Hormozgan in plastic pots. The irrigation regimes (50 and 75% of the field
capacity) were applied six weeks later. Ten weeks after irrigation regime treatments, the
plants were irrigated by 75% of the field capacity for five weeks. Finally, morphological,
physiological and biochemical traits were evaluated. Based on the results, 50% of the field
capacity irrigation led to a decrease in the leaf relative water content, photosynthetic pigments
(chlorophyll and carotenoids), protein, anthocyanin, chlorophyll fluorescence, stem diameter
and length. Although, leaf specific weight, catalase and peroxidase activities, soluble and ion
leakage had an increasing trend. Based on the results, AC-115, AC-114, AC-117 and AC-116
genotypes, the drought tolerant candidates under 50% of the field capacity irrigation, had the
highest leaf specific weight, leaf relative water content, photosynthetic pigments, stem length
and diameter. While AC-122 genotype, the drought sensitive candidate, had the lowest leaf
specific weight, catalase activity and chlorophyll fluorescence as well as the highest ion
leakage.

Keywords: Chlorophyll fluorescence, Drought stress, lon leakage, Leaf specific weight.
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