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Abstract : Osmotic adjustment, water status and expansion growth in 4 durum wheat
varieties widely grown in Algeria were investigated in this study with the aim of finding
possible correlations between osmotic adjustment and expansion growth.

The results showed that Waha variety had the highest capacity of water retention and
osmotic adjustment. Whereas, INRAT69 showed the lowest capacity of both RWC and
osmotic adjustment during the period of water stress. After rewatering, osmotic adjustment
continued for 24 hours then it started to fall.

Growth rates in Waha were the least affected by water stress compared with the other
varieties. This may further support the positive role of osmotic adjustment in maintaining
growth rates.

Key Words : Osmotic adjustment, Water deficit, Expansion Growth, Durum wheat.
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