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Figure 1. An example of microscopic observation after Rosebengal coloring in the long-lasting grass-infected
endophyte (A) and endophytic fungus-free grass after treatment with propiconazole fungicide (B).
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Figure 2. Parent and offspring plants under favorable conditions (A) and drought stress (B).
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fungi and type of genotype.
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Figure 4. Proline (mg/gr) content of fescue under drought stress (s) and control (¢) condition between parent
(g1) and off spring (g2) genotypes. Different alphabets indicate significant differences between means at 5%

probability level and based on the Duncan test.
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Figure 5. Biomass (gr) mean comparison between parent (g1) and off spring (g2) genotypes. Different alphabets
indicate significant differences between means At a 5% probability level and based on the Duncan test.
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Figure 6. Dry weight mean comparison (gr) of fescue under drought stress (s) and control (c) conditions under
the influence of presence (e+) or absence (e-) of endophyte fungi and parent (g1) and off spring (g2) genotype.
Different alphabets indicate significant differences between means At a 5% probability level and based on the

Duncan test.
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Figure 7. Growth mean of shoot (cm) for two parent (g1) and offspring (g2) genotypes of fescue under drought
(s) and control (¢) condition. Different alphabets indicate significant differences between means At a 5%

probability level and based on the Duncan test.
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