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Abstract

Drought is one of the most important abiotic stresses limiting the survival, growth, and production of plants
in many regions of the world including Iran. Genetically, different species adopt different strategies to
confront with drought. One of the mechanisms that plants have evolved to adapt to the environmental
changes is stress memory. In this study, different genotypes of smooth bromegrass were evaluated to
investigate the drought stress memory and drought stress tolerance based on a greenhouse pot experiment.
Thirty three genotypes of smooth bromegrass were evaluated in three moisture environments: control (C),
once drought-stressed (D2), and twice drought-stressed (D1D2) in a factorial arrangement according to the
randomized complete blocks design with two replications. The dry matter yield decreased by 45 and 36% in
the one-stress and two-stress treatments compared to the control, respectively. These results indicated the
role of drought stress memory in modulating drought stress through the influence on forage dry yield and
root dry weight. The root dry weight reduced in the once stress and twice stress conditions by 32 and 19%,
respectively, compared to the control environment. This finding shows the significant effect of stress
memory on the root growth. Based on the principal component analysis, superior genotypes were identified
for future researches. Overall, the results suggested that smooth bromegrass is capable to activate some
drought stress memory mechanisms related to morphological and root traits.
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Background and Objective: Smooth bromegrass is particularly adapted to areas with medium and low
annual precipitations and has a high drought tolerance when compared with the other grasses. Drought is one
of the most important environmental factors with adverse effects on plant growth and development and
affects all morphological, physiological, biochemical and metabolic aspects of plants (Farooq et al., 2009).
Therefore, it is necessary to identify drought-tolerant genotypes (Saeidnia et al., 2017b). The term stress
memory was first proposed by Trewavas (2003), as the plant's ability to access past experiences to better
respond to future stresses. In open-pollinated species that are difficult to develop inbred lines, such as
smooth bromegrass, the main breeding method is to create synthetic varieties that are obtained through the
crossing of suitable parents. Besides, half-sib matting is one of the most common methods for obtaining
genetic information such as estimating the additive effects and dominance of genes (Nguyen and Sleper,
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1983). Saidnia et al. (2017a) in a study on the genotypes of orchardgrass species found superior genotypes
for hay production. They also examined the genetic parameters and heritability of dry matter yield and
introduced the superior genotypes for the further researches. Hence, this study was designed to investigate
stress memory and its effect on improving drought tolerance in a smooth bromegrass germplasm.

Methods: This research was carried out from February 2017 to June 2018 in the research greenhouse located
at the Isfahan University of Technology as a pot experiment. A sandy loam soil with bulk density, field
capacity, and wilting point of 1.57 g cm?, and 12.5 and 7.4 %w/w, respectively, was used for filling the pots.
The genetic materials included 33 genotypes of smooth bromegrass that were collected from different
regions of the country and some foreign gene banks. The genotypes were investigated in three moisture
environments including control (C), once drought-stressed (D2) and twice drought-stressed (D1D2) as a
factorial experiment in the form of a randomized complete blocks design with two replications.

Results: The analysis of variance showed that drought treatments had a significant effect on most of the
traits. A significant difference was observed between the genotypes regarding the measured traits indicating
high genetic diversity among the genotypes. The secondary drought stress significantly reduced most of the
traits. The dry matter yield decreased by 45 and 36% in the once-stress and twice-stress treatments compared
to the control, respectively. These results indicated the role of drought stress memory through the effect on
dry yield of forage and root dry weight. Also, the root dry weight was reduced by 32 and 19% in the
conditions of one stress and two stress compared to the control environment, respectively, which shows the
significant effect of stress memory on the root system. Multivariate analysis showed that under the twice
stress condition compared to the other two moisture environments, the relationships of the traits have
undergone severe changes, which is a confirmation of the effect of initial stress and stress memory.

Conclusions: This research indicated a high genetic diversity among the smooth bromegrass genotypes in
terms of stress memory responses, which can be used in the selection methods. For example, the means of
dry matter yield and root dry weight decreased to a lesser extent when grown in the presence of twice
drought stress, than once drought stress. This finding shows that the mechanisms of the stress memory
related to morphological and root traits in this plant are activated by applying preliminary mild drought stress
and help the plant to have a smaller decrease in growth. Based on the principal component analysis, superior
genotypes were identified for future research. The results of this research can be used in breeding programs
and future genetic research. It is also suggested that suitable genotypes be studied more in field conditions
over several years.
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Fig. 1. An overview of the phenomenon of stress memory in
plants (Kinoshita et al., 2014).
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Table 1. The origin of the smooth bromegrass genotypes investigated in this study.
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Primary population origin Primary population gene bank code ~ Genotype
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Table 1. (continued)
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Fig. 2. Schematic view of the stages of applying drought stress
in smooth bromegrass
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Table 2. Mean comparison of morphological traits in 33 smooth bromegrass genotypes under three moisture treatments.

(DID2) 5 5k 55 (D) L e

(C) xals

Slew
Twice stressed Once stressed Control
(1) ' § P
4470 42,073 30.720 (@ S e
Drying percentage (%)
2,65 2,622 2712 S iy
Number of claws per plant
32.86° 35,530 44,963 (em) o g
Plant height (cm)
1.02° 0.88° 1.602 (02 05) sl S8 25
Dry yield of forage (g per plant)
1.43 1.20° 1763 (Gt 02 £.8) 4 S5 035
' . ' Root dry weight (g per plant)
oo ls @ iy G
1310 1.423b 1493 ? P
Root to shoot ratio
5.08% 4,65 5,14 (€ 02 e AP i o
Root volume (cm? per plant)
3343 32,64 41372 (6 02 fele) iy I

Root length (cm per plant)

Il e Bl o )3 0 pedas 53 LSD {ge3l bl s S 2iie Gy (sls & e Sl s, a

In each row, numbers with similar letters are not significantly different based on the LSD test (» <0. 5).

Tabassum et al. .54 s 5L g5 OLalS 31 5 iy i
alllas 55 e gla o oy i il A L (2017)
sl L 0L pdS 55 (6558 A5 Jood 25 5 skten
i3 gl 158
S b Jases e e ol OLES 0L alie ol
Sy sy Sl e Dl Al S 05 S
03 53 e S VY Slady, Sas 055 5SSke (Y Jsux)
VY 5 55 K e 5o w0 DST\/oY R e
SATY i 48 ) A5 L g3 b 2w 2 p S
(Y Jodr) b Sl pme malS dald 4 Cod Ao s AVA
A3 sty O3 RIBl s S S 8 g onl b
Ol S el S e 655 55 el Slie
o=l 03 St Sl ol S sl Olpeas Ll5 0 (SE

55 s S 5l 3L S s 15 Sials 2017
gl Sl 5 ol ddy plal Jals (Sl (25
SLadLSsly Sl 5 A i 5 IS (005 510)
sl S 81 55 (Jiang et al., 2001) ol &5 ST 5051
Ll a b e sl K ol ga o o3l 2als
= -(Karcher et al.,, 2007) c—ul i & i 2o
Bl 53 ey (5 ahle 3 Shae 8IS e Ol s
oS Ll ol s bl sl 2als 51 U, (S i
Llals (Jhw Ay 5 s g Ol LS izmes
—» L Abid et al. (2018) .(Ebrahimiyan et al., 2013)
(Triticum aestivum L.) f"b{ LS Ll i il 30
A3 S IS ol s alie b Sieler Sl
S olalS s s 5 Sas 28 Sluis w3 S 0l Lol
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Table 3. Mean comparison of the interaction of genotype and drought treatment for dry matter yield and root dry weight of smooth

bromegrass.
(652 53 p8) ady, S 035 (65 52 p5) isle S5 Shas
Root dry weight (g per plant) Dry matter yield (g per plant)
(DiD2) 55 b 53 (D2) 25 L (C) b (DID) 5 b ss (D) 5 b (O dals gl S
Twice stressed Once stressed Control Twice stressed Once stressed Control Genotype code

1.21 1.11 1.37 0.81 0.89 1.33 1
1.51 1.25 2.04 1.11 0.69 1.98 2
1.35 1.32 1.49 1.21 0.97 1.34 3
1.64 0.69 2.05 1.04 0.59 1.54 4
1.51 0.87 1.95 1.07 0.75 1.92 5
1.36 1.60 1.02 0.80 1.04 1.10 6
1.49 0.95 0.89 0.96 0.67 0.78 7
1.58 1.31 2.45 1.51 0.89 1.84 8
1.66 0.93 1.49 1.12 0.79 1.32 9
1.60 0.82 2.60 1.13 0.63 1.80 10
1.42 1.07 1.39 1.01 0.66 1.39 11
1.55 0.96 2.01 1.32 0.89 1.61 13
0.81 1.07 0.97 0.70 0.93 1.10 14
1.45 1.43 1.74 1.02 0.96 1.64 15
1.30 1.69 1.33 0.77 1.05 1.56 16
1.23 1.55 1.32 0.78 1.03 1.37 17
1.74 1.32 1.82 1.15 0.87 1.55 18
1.40 1.12 2.16 1.07 0.75 1.72 19
1.57 1.00 1.97 1.31 0.59 1.95 20
1.07 1.24 2.15 0.32 1.03 1.93 21
1.27 1.61 2.59 0.85 1.27 2.22 22
1.75 1.44 1.91 1.30 0.88 2.15 23
1.38 1.09 1.98 0.79 0.77 2.11 24
1.51 1.43 1.71 1.17 1.28 1.67 26
1.55 1.17 2.09 1.10 1.09 1.92 27
1.57 0.80 1.42 1.40 0.73 1.28 28
1.28 0.98 2.15 0.83 0.86 1.68 29
1.47 1.18 1.19 1.23 1.08 1.07 31
0.93 1.48 1.01 0.53 0.98 0.81 32
1.34 1.51 2.86 1.31 1.03 2.45 33
1.34 1.66 1.92 0.96 1.28 1.73 34
1.70 1.06 1.33 1.29 0.64 1.44 35
1.63 1.12 1.66 0.95 0.70 1.70 36
0.64 0.63 0.94 0.66 0.45 0.75 LSDo.0s
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Table 4. Mean comparison of 33 genotypes for stress tolerance index (STI) and drought sensitivity index (DSI) in two water

environments of once stressed (D2) and twice stressed (D1D2).

(D1D2) (D2) sy S
DSI STI DSI STI Genotype code
1.08 0.42 0.73 0.46 1
1.26 0.91 1.45 0.56 2
-0.15 0.63 0.34 0.50 3
0.91 0.63 1.38 0.35 4
1.08 0.77 1.27 0.54 5
0.55 0.34 -0.13 0.44 6
-1.10 0.28 -0.15 0.18 7
0.49 1.09 1.16 0.65 8
0.39 0.57 0.86 0.40 9
1.04 0.81 1.45 0.44 10
0.84 0.57 1.18 0.36 11
0.57 0.90 0.91 0.56 13
-0.69 0.21 -0.51 0.42 14
0.79 0.59 0.83 0.60 15
1.22 0.43 0.77 0.68 16
1.17 0.41 0.59 0.56 17
0.79 0.74 0.92 0.52 18
1.03 0.74 1.29 0.54 19
0.83 1.00 1.49 0.42 20
2.31 0.24 1.04 0.78 21
1.68 0.74 0.93 1.09 22
1.06 1.13 1.31 0.74 23
1.72 0.65 1.41 0.64 24
0.78 0.80 0.26 0.78 26
1.24 0.85 0.98 0.83 27
-0.59 0.66 0.75 0.32 28
1.40 0.56 1.08 0.56 29
-0.51 0.51 -0.04 0.46 31
0.63 0.15 -0.68 0.31 32
1.34 1.29 1.30 0.99 33
1.26 0.67 0.57 0.88 34
0.21 0.71 1.22 0.36 35
1.13 0.68 1.19 0.47 36
1.10 0.45 0.81 0.31 LSDo.0s
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Fig. 3. Biplot of the first and second principle components of morphological traits for 33 smooth bromegrass genotypes in one time
drought stress (D2) (a) and two times drought stress (D1D2) (b).
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