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Table 1. Soil and water tests results for experimente implication sites

s el o i
5 2lap e . I
Jo el (Sl o S i by ol e U5 oldgw el (Organic
Site (pH) (EC) (SAR) Ca* Na' K* HCOs Cl- SOs  (Lime) carbon)
ds/m mg/kg % mg/kg
SY g0 45 1402 235 458 03 82 703 225 155 0.5
PYRVES Soil
Mohamadieh ' 947 338 622 51 18 005 49 20 98 . .
Water
S
) _ 809 1081 740 245 597 13 153 749 127 162 0.2
é'g‘;.;o‘ Soil
Amirabad ol

7.19 7.61 11.5 8.2
Water

44.1 0.12 3.5 54 175 - -




\YaA )...t‘l.ts\\d Abisc‘)) |°51‘ 5 l"”db’gw-‘

033 (S5 RS (gamsdS 4 bgr o (o8Lg,e0 (1)) S 98] Glasln ¥ Jgur
Table 2. Specification of foxtail millet genotypes related to genetic resources collection

ars

“‘6‘.)) w"’} °)""’“i.J Orlgln )‘;\f i..b.a “.".'.')) ‘«'."*'5") °)l’°":.’ Orlgln )‘;\f i..b.a
No.  Genotype no. No.  Genotype no.

1 15-7 Yazd S 9 15-80 Khorasan Olwl >

2 15-16 Yazd sp | 10 15-118 Birjand REP

3 15-24 Khorasan olsl,> 11 15-120 Birjand Ay

4 15-52 Khorasan ol |12 15-129 Birjand S

5 15-61 Khorasan ol | 13 15-127 Birjand M

6 15-63 Khorasan ol | 14 15-136 Yazd oh

7 15-76 Khorasan oelys |15 15-143 Birjand REE S0

8 15-68 Kerman oleyS - - - -
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance for foxtail millet genotypes under none-saline conditions

Mean squares Ol yo uSleo
ax° =
6ol JSl b U 59, T 59 g el
df. Day to panicule SS5e0ge ud Plant Jossil Jobo
S.0.V. et gl emergence Day to maturity height Panicule length
Year ™ 321 10.00™ 903.70" 274.02™
Error a J J&1s 1,55 4 0.71 0.10 168.07 7.82
Genotype ey 14 113.23™ 463.26™ 803.18" 80.39™
Yearx Genotype wwigixJw 14 65.62™ 210.14™ 378.23" 12.97"
Residual owiloudl s 56 22.04 0.10 182.47 3.51
Error total Jolesl 89 42.07 106.11 318.36 20.32
C.V. (%) (1) Ol s g g - 8.93 0.32 14.79 9.43
Table 3. Continued alol .Y Jous
Mean squares GOl o aSileo
Josasl olaxs 50 0 olawy
Q)i digr o Jossily als 5158 (439
<Ll No. panicule  No. grain 1000 > o ,5das 0998 Gt 3
S.0.V. ¥ @le gy, per plant per panicule grain weight Grain yield Biomass
Year Jw 1 8.03 ™ 966267.3" 0.14 s 4229768.0° 147404804
Errora Je Js1o )15 4 2.10 818779.2 0.80 3038990.5 28430026
Genotype gy 14 26.18™ 4199260.4™ 0.93* 2673921.9™ 20641534™
Yearx Genotype wwigiixJw 14 12.88™ 409181.9 ™ 0.49™ 469843.5™ 5358521 ™
Residual oiloadly sz 56 4.27 222581.2 0.17 877275.0 5871532
Error total Jsolel 89 9.02 912630.6 0.37 1230627.5 10718331
C.V. (%) (1) Ol s jud - 32.77 20.26 11.92 25.90 20.46

ol (g o gixe pas g 2oy SO g iy Jlaizl s jo s Jxe oS 5 4y 1S

*, ** and ns are significant at 5% and 1% probability levels and not-significant, respectively.

SBCS P ()0 (S 9 JPSSL H5eb U g, olaws
s 5 Jlo (P 5 0 Jgoz) 09 )10 y93 0 oy 0 0590

s
¢

JoSsb 50 B 59, oo o Sike danslia wlal
J99z) e bulyd g0 50 50 VO-Y gy 0 (Saum) g
Sy Jlo 90 o 0 «F Jgax) j5h e Ll 5 (O



\YaA )...t‘l.ts\\d Abisc‘)) |°51‘ 9 la’““LSL‘bu"‘-‘-‘

aYA

Alowor (F o ¥ Jgaz) cwl (o) 8590 Slocasoss
gl 5o ol Glisine | (Sl 5 sl o Jlo i
5 & S JPSSl sl Slie o seys S Sl
g b 50 5 (7 Jouz) 5o pud Ll 5o ails Sl (5
e (P Jgaz) jai Lulpd jo albs e (59 » ao)o
5% Sl g Wy 53 JoSly slasd fals 4 joie (6550
Sasi 2alS s jeh d Ll 4 Cans JsSl
Bl Sz 50 (598 S )“L‘ S o po e 50 oSl
& 029 Slgo ddgi e b (o5l b Sladaie slaws
L oalesl ol joas JoSaly o jdy olaws el aes oo
oS dils o Slae Glizl Ko @ Cand (g S0
03,8 )3 PLS g el padie 5l (AU Wl oo (2B
Ol e oo ple il aly ol o4 Sladl
ails e 59 g ails slaws gals cely (6,080 a5 ailes,S
(Colmer et al., 2006; Dura et al., 2011) 543 oo
20 Sl g jebay 10-Y 5 10-F) slacdsi)
Sy s ol alesl glzt Jlo 55 o 5 Lulyd 90
(F 90 Joguz) o9 bgedsiy ;0 b analie jo JsSily o
Ol 5 @Yb g9 51 JoSsly yo pd dlaws IS jsboay
U Sl 0 45 092 510,95 2 (om) 23590 3] SloeS s
Lylyls )0 ggemme 0.0l byl oSl ojlasl jo &glas
S Gy JoSb slawi SIVO-TY i jod nue
el e Ll 0 &S Jo j0 (B Jgoz) 09 Jlye5 0
Og Wg o 40 JoSib (o dlaws lhls VO-VIA
22 0 V0= gl 5 ails e 59 B 517 Jgu)
J9uz) 05 63k als 52 (39 il Galesl Ll g0
F 50

Slho paw;s S g g Jletol gl o e 4 )l
5 (V Jga2) jod e Lulid o JoSib Job 5 459 ¢lis)|
(F Jsoz) od Lulpd jo wops S Jliol mhaw o
R e e R T O AR
Fblate S o ¥ Jgoz) 09 jlo g Slas ol ooy
9 2 g oy S il mhe o 5 qudey o Jl
z Jlixl s 5o 5 (F Jgo) jad pé Laylyl jo o
Lolys )0 0g Jlogiae (F Jso2) job Lulpl o as)s
Ol b i 3 4 VO-PA CoSgif 12l Jol Jlo o 0
VOV gy Lzl pgs Jlo 5o 5 yiesiilo Yo/3 5 A1)V
i S e Bl 17 5 AFIT S0l b s 5 o
Wog oSy plo Gy Sk Job 9 4 el
w9y Ll gl Jlo 50 58 598 R Ll 0.0 Jou)
155 el YoI¥ 5 NIV 5uSilo b o5 4 10-Y
sl Vo ¥ (Sl LYO-WIA Cudgss 1l pgo Jlo
m sl YEIA LVO-Y Cudgiy g aig gl o e slls
9 (F Jeax) wog JsSib Jsbo cn fien slls e
J95ly Jsb 5 )] 0 y5eS Ll 90 52 o 53 VO-VF
O S P 9 0 Jguz) Subls lacsiey ple o po ],
2 kS et e llp e Jlo Sy o Sles 52
Js92) sepe g Jleol mhaw 5o JoSib 5o )d olaws
I 05s 9 JBSSl e s sl p el Laulps e 5 (F
B s gxe (F o) wo o S Jis! mhaw jo ails
Lulph 93 50 )0 5 (owyp 3550 Slacads) e S
59y olawl cmyeyie jo JeSl slass bl 5l ulesl
e s Sy e o s Jl3a 5 5 Sl
oo > Bl S5 55 ) Sl 85 sy

9 baal o 53 (B9 se0 ()l i 985 S po byl a3 s F Jguer
Table 4. Combined analysis of variance for foxtail millet genotypes under saline conditions

Mean squares Gl o uSileo
e =
S.O.V. i gl i ISPl B B FarUis) wg el JsSaily Job
df. Day to panicule Se3gle Pl_ant Panicule length
emergence Day to maturity height

Year Jlw 1 309.88™ 756.90™ 1098.23™ 178.22™
Errora Jlo Ja1s 1,55 4 3.34 0.10 158.11 4.01
Genotype i 14 89.28™ 459.50™ 593.39™ 24.00™
Yearx Genotype g 14 66.43* 259.90™ 337.67" 13.10"
Residual oilowdl sl 56 23.07 0.74 143.16 5.80
Error total Js ol 89 42.64 122.14 255.98 11.67
C.V. (%) (1) & s g - 10.3 0.95 16.88 16.85
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Table 4. Continued wlol.f Jgoo
Mean squares Ol yo (3Sleo
B L P %] PR VS SRR VR RVY
ol g 50 Jossl il 5l5e 59
df.  No. panicule  No. grain 1000 1o 3 ySlos S e 3]

S.0.V. % gl per plant per panicule grain weight Grain yield Biomass
Year Jw 1 0.40 ™ 1368783.6™  166.33"  130721.1™ 161845290™
Error a Jle Jsls )15 4 0.93 425115.7 0.26 1680023.9 2486925
Genotype g 14 2.70* 1241983.6™ 0.32™ 1513966.0°" 9768719 ™
Yearx Genotype — wigijxJlw 14 0.25m™ 168479.6 ™ 0.18" 371221.2 5328112 "™
Residual odilodl s> 56 0.68 127352.1 0.09 554710.2 5715901
Error total Jselesl 89 0.94 336488.2 2.02 722552.9 7901563
C.V. (%) (1) Olpads co o - 21.88 26.11 9.16 33.25 32.98

ol (5 I gxe pas 5 doye SO g iy Jlaim maw jo e pxe oS5 4 NS

*, ** and ns are significant at 5% and 1% probability levels and not-significant, respectively.

29 bl 53 933 50 Jlw Jiliie Ol 1 (5uSSlo duns o .0 Jgu
Table 5. Mean comparison for year x genotype effects under none-saline conditions

2948 U 39, Sy U 39 o . JoSsily ol
Jh i i S 5501508 iy ) sl Jsb gy
Jssit 2399 58 Plant height  Panicule length )
Year  Genotype  pay to panicule Day to (cm) (cm) No. panicule
emergence maturity per plant
15-7 54,000 105.0? 88.32b¢ 17.0%¢ 2.5d
15-16 40.0°f2 70.0™ 47.3¢h 13.3%i 4 47be
15-24 38.0f¢ 92.0¢ 35.9n 13.7%i 3.38¢
15-52 45 (bodef 83.01 61.9defe 16.0>F 4 abe
15-61 50.02bed 83.01 61.74cfe 16.6*¢ 3.2bede
15-63 46.0bedel 73.0! 73.3>f 17.0%¢ 4.,02bed
1¥a) 15-76 44, 0cdef 92.0¢ 79.5%¢ 13.744 2.2¢
2012 15-68 54.0% 82.0 91.7° 20.9° 4.19bed
15-80 45 Qbedef 83.0! 83.62bod 17.52bcd 3.6%¢
15-118 34.08 75.0% 54 4feh 18.72be 4.9
15-120 42.0dfe 100.04¢ 55.9¢feh 9.2i 2.8ede
15-129 54.0% 105.02 68.7%¢ 13.0% 4 47be
15-127 45 Qbedef 79.0i 74.6%F 19.5% 4 (y2bed
15-136 45 Qbedef 90.0" 61.49fe 13.544 4.28be
15-143 54,020 92.0¢ 72.4%F 15.9v¢ 3.7%¢
15-7 58.0% 101.7b¢ 8432bed 16.0%f 2.3¢
15-16 52.3abe 75.0% 64.9cdcfe 10.7Mi 4 (y2bed
15-24 46.(bedef 80.31 66.5%¢ 10.9hii 3.2bede
15-52 44 (cdef 100.3¢de 74.1>f 15.1°h 4.38be
15-61 47 .7bede 94.7f 84,9abed 14.0 3.4%¢
15-63 52.32be 101.3bcd 82.8abed 14.2¢ 4.,02bed
yray 15-76 51.72be 102.0° 80.82bed l2.9d'-f 3.38¢
15-68 51.02bcd 93.0¢ 70.6*¢ 13.9%i 4.]2bed
2013 15-80 51700 101.7% 77.7%¢ 12.3% 3.5%
15-118 44 3edet 70.3™ 88.920 13.0%i 4.8
15-120 49.0%¢ 100.3¢de 62.1defe 12.9%i 3.5%¢
15-129 46.3bcdef 80.01 64 .9¢defe 11.3fehii 4 .42be
15-127 49.3¢ 90.0" 72.9%f 11.1¢hil 4 abe
15-136 51.(2bed 99.3¢ 71.3>f 9.9i 4.]2bed
15-143 51.02bed 101.0bcd 68.3%¢ 15.00h 4.38be
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Table 5. Continued aolol O Jgus
JoSslye sduslami dils 18 (359 4ild 0 o
Jlw G 9l No. grain per 1000 grain Grain yield 0545 o
Year Genotype panicule weight (gr) (kg.ha?) Biomass (kg.ha?)
15-7 1987.3 abe 4.174 2633.3 abed 4473.0¢

15-16 836.0 ik 5.00° 1533.3¢ 4760.0
15-24 814.8 ik 4.87% 27333 abed 7466.7 ¢
15-52 1641.9%h 4.87% 2100.0 bed 5240.0¢f
15-61 2152.9% 493 2066.7 bed 5043.3 cfe
15-63 886.2 ik 4.472d 2700.0 2bed 3880.0¢
15-76 817.11k 4.104 2633.3 abed 5152.3¢f2

' 15-68 9473 hijk 5.002 2266.7 2bed 7390.0%¢

2012
15-80 1655.0¢ 4,932 1720.0%4 5366.7 dfe
15-118 592.7k 4.40 bed 3133.3® 5860.0¢¢
15-120 1722.6*f 4,73 3¢ 2866.7 2¢ 8378.0*¢
15-129 1038.7 Fk 493 2283.3 abed 6556.7%¢
15-127 1144.5¢% 490 1766.7 b 6580.0 ¢
15-136 1406.3 ¢J 4.4(bed 1866.7 b 6493.3b-¢
15-143 1007.9 &k 4.27¢ 1866.7 bed 5963.3¢¢

15-7 1961.0%¢ 1.88¢f2 2123.7bd 6300.0 ¢

15-16 783.91k 1.72¢f 1326.74 5866.7 ¢
15-24 889.2 ik 2.07¢f 2956.3 2b¢ 10033.324
15-52 1851.824 2.30°¢ 1584.3 < 6666.7¢
15-61 2380.42 2.23¢ 2256.3 2bcd 7533.3b¢
15-63 1088.1 F« 2.17¢ 1735.7bd 8500.0*¢
15-76 1275.0 4k 2.10°¢f 2453.3 abed 10166.7 3¢

A 15-68 1512.8 1.82¢f2 2223, abed 10966.7 2

2013 15-80 1789.3%¢ 1.80°f2 1632.0¢ 12500.0*
15-118 1489.6 1.571% 2782.7 abed 9266.7%F
15-120 2106.0 2.03¢°f2 3643.0° 8400.0*¢
15-129 1513.0% 2.08¢f 1683.3 bed 9833.32¢
15-127 1793.7%¢ 2.10°f 1638.7 < 8333.3%¢
15-136 969.8 &k 1.88¢f 2630.0 2bed 6933.3b¢
15-143 947.5 hilk 1.43¢ 23577 abed 7533.3b¢

- e Dglis o yd gty Jledol mhans j0 S5l (glasels aiz aesl wlul p diias S tie By y glyls a5 sle il (g 2 40

ALl g sls

Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level using

Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6. Mean comparison for year x genotype effects under saline conditions

Sy U39

J55l 905 U 59, sg glis JsSity Job
Jl e o Day to panicule S239l9 8 Plant height  Panicule length
Year Genotype emergence Day to maturity (cm) (cm)
15-7 61.0° 1092 117.12 30.22
15-16 45,0 def 76" 61.9¢ 20.1¢¢
15-24 43.0f 861 56.0" 17.1¢
15-52 50.0 b 99 ¢ 79.8 ¢h 19.8¢¢
15-61 61.02 97¢ 91.1f 19.5¢¢
15-63 53.0 abed 1004 83.3b¢ 22.0°
15-76 50.0 >F 78m 75.2 defeh 21.9¢
' 15-68 57.0% 97¢ 100.2 abed 21.5¢de
2012 X
15-80 52.0%¢ 1004 91.6*f 19.8¢¢
15-118 41.0° 95h 72.9 efeh 20.4 ¢
15-120 45.0 df 98t 109.7 % 28.4%
15-129 61.0° 107° 84.4 ¢ 19.6¢¢
15-127 53.0 abed 105¢ 99.3 2 25.5%
15-136 52.0%¢ 107° 91.9f 18.7¢¢
15-143 61.0° 107° 107.7 % 19.7¢¢
15-7 60.02 105°¢ 88.4 b 26.8°
15-16 54.7 e 78m 85.8 ¢ 12,11
15-24 49.3 >f 85k 70.1 feb 1.1t
15-52 46.7 cdet 105°¢ 88.7 b 21.6%
15-61 52.0%¢ 98t 103.0 ¢ 17.2¢
15-63 54.7 abe 105¢ 94,7 *f 16.8¢
15-76 54.7 abe 105¢ 98.0 2¢ 14.8 M
ra 15-68 54.7 abe 98 f 96.5*f 16.7 ¢
2013
15-80 54.7 abe 105°¢ 96.2*f 17.4 feh
15-118 46.7 cdef 75° 104.0 ab° 21.0 cdef
15-120 52.0%¢ 105°¢ 107.4 % 25.3%
15-129 49.35f 84! 106.6 ¢ 17.7 feh
15-127 52.0%¢ 931 90.6 *f 17.9 efeh
15-136 54.7 abe 105¢ 89.1 bf 18.24h
15-143 54.7 abe 105¢ 98.3 2¢ 17.3¢
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Table 6. Continued aoldl.f Jgus
JgSaily olass 5y ol
gy Jossb o alo 13 )9 ailo 8 Slos

Jlo oS No. panicule No. grain per 1000 grain Grain yield 033 S

Year  Genotype per plant panicule weight (gr) (kg.ha?) Biomass (kg.ha?)
15-7 4.7 4h 3729.8 b 3.6 ¢ 4333.3 abed 10413.3 ¢¢
15-16 7.7 be 1878.3 gk 2.6M 3600.0 *f 8996.7 defe
15-24 7.9 be 1627.3 hifk 2.8 ¢ 50333 10933.3 b2
15-52 8.3 bed 2258.6 ¢ 44¢ 4200.0 *© 7480.0 f&
15-61 6.1 ch 41533 ® 3.9 abed 3266.7 *f 10300.0 ¢
15-63 5.4 dh 2197.5 ¢ 4.0 abe 3800.0 *f 8463.3 °fe
15-76 6.8 b¢ 1655.8 hiik 3.6¢ 4300.0 20ed 10190.0 ¢

" 15-68 6.7 h 2515.3 °feh 4.3 qb 4066.7 *f 12773.3 #¢

2012 15-80 6.0 h 3051.6 o 3.5¢¢ 2200.0 f 7063.3 ¢
15-118 10.0 b 1217.1 & 3.6¢ 5033.3 @ 12856.7 *¢
15-120 4.8 ¢h 1852.2 gk 4.0 abe 4033.3 f 12140.0 *f
15-129 7.3 of 2025.3 fk 251 32333 f 10433.3 ¢¢
15-127 5.8 d-h 1562.2 ik 2.9 ehi 3966.7 *F 12976.7 *¢
15-136 5.7 dh 1994.4 £ 251 2916.7 >f 11453.3 be
15-143 6.0 b 1652.2 hiik 35¢¢ 3500.0 *F 11900.0 *¢
15-7 3.1 3602.2 bed 3.7 33723 f 11600.0 *¢
15-16 10.7° 1512.3 ik 32 2987.3 bf 9866.7 <&
15-24 1492 1220.9 3.3¢ 4497.3 abe 13133.3 >
15-52 4.7 dh 2752.6 defe 3.8 f 2658.3 cdef 14300.0 ab¢
15-61 4.0 cfeh 47715 34¢h 3311.0 *f 11000.0 >
15-63 3.9 cfeh 2811.3 def 3.4 ch 2927.7 > 11166.7 b

\rar 15-76 6.5 ¢t 1834.0 g‘f‘ 3.2¢i 3515.7 +f 14200.0 ¢
15-68 8.0 be 2319.1 ¢ 3.6%¢ 3701.3 *f 15333.3 %

2013 15-80 3.3 feb 2951.3 cde 3.1¢t 2356.7 < 8966.7 defe
15-118 5.4 dh 2439.6 3.2¢i 4362.0 2bcd 16300.0 ®
15-120 260 2503.5 cfeh 3.2¢i 4669.7 ® 13733.3 abed
15-129 7.1 b¢ 2518.8 °feh 3.5¢¢ 2542.3 def 14266.7 ¢
15-127 6.3 ch 2309.3 ¢ 3.0 fehi 3396.0 *f 11800.0 =2
15-136 6.6 h 1425.7 3.2 ¢ 3127.0 >f 15666.7
15-143 3.1¢ 1507.3 ik 3.8¢ 3555.0 *f 15433.3 @

Al (gl sme gl w0 iy Jleisl mhas o STl (glasals wiz eesl ulul 5 aiiis S yiie By gl &5 ola Sk gie yo 0
Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level using Duncan

Multiple Range Test.
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Fig. 1. Grain yield and biomass of millet genotypes under none saline condition
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Fig. 2. Grain yield and biomass of millet genotypes under saline condition
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Table 7. Two years average of grain and biomass and stress indices of foxtail millet genotypes undersaline and none-
saline conditions

o Ypi (kg.ha?) Ysi (kg.ha't) TOL SSlI
s ald 0l oogiCams) Al oSlos odgiCaws)  ald oSlos odgicam)  Alo oSl cdgiCaw)
Genotype Grain yield Biomass Grainyield Biomass  Grainyield Biomass Grainyield Biomass
15-7 3852.8 11007 2378.5 5387 2378.5 5620 1.01 1.32
15-16 3293.7 9432 1430.0 5313 1430 4119 1.49 1.13
15-24 4765.3 12033 2844.8 8750 2844.8 3283 1.06 0.70
15-52 3429.2 10890 1842.2 5953 1842.2 4937 1.22 1.17
15-61 3288.8 10650 2161.5 6288 2161.5 4362 0.90 1.06
15-63 3363.8 9815 2217.8 6190 2217.8 3625 0.90 0.95
15-76 3907.8 12195 25433 7660 25433 4535 0.92 0.96
15-68 3884.0 14053 22448 9178 22448 4875 1.11 0.89
15-80 2278.3 8915 1676.0 8033 1676 918 0.69 0.26
15-118 4697.7 14578 2958.0 7563 2958 7015 0.97 1.24
15-120 4351.5 12937 3254.8 8389 3254.8 4548 0.66 0.91
15-129 2887.8 12350 1983.3 8195 1983.3 4155 0.82 0.87
15-127 3681.3 12388 1702.7 7457 1702.7 4931 1.41 1.03
15-136 3021.8 13560 2248.3 6713 2248.3 6847 0.67 1.30
15-143 3527.5 13667 2112.2 6748 2112.2 6919 1.05 1.30
Table 6. Continued alol.f Jgus
STI MP GMP HARM
%S alo o ,Slos  odgiCam ) AlddSlos  o0giCam) Ald o Slos  odgiCam) Al o Sloc 009 )
Genotype Grainyield Biomass Grainyield Biomass Grainyield Biomass Grainyield Biomass
15-7 0.70 0.42 3115.6 8197 3027.1 7700.31 2941.2 7233.7
15-16 0.36 0.36 2361.8 7372.5 2170.2 7079 1994.2 6797.1
15-24 1.04 0.75 3805 10391.5 3681.8 10261 3562.7 10132.2
15-52 0.48 0.46 2635.7 8421.5 2513.4 805105 2396.8 7697.9
15-61 0.54 0.48 2725.1 8469 2666.2 8183.3 2608.5 7907.3
15-63 0.57 0.43 2790.8 8002 27313 7794.5 2673.1 7591.9
15-76 0.76 0.67 32255 9927.5 31525 9665 3081.2 9409.5
15-68 0.67 0.92 3064.4 11615.5 2952.7 11356.8 2845.1 11103.9
15-80 0.29 0.51 1977.1 8474 1954 8461.5 1931.2 8449.1
15-118 1.06 0.79 3827.8 11070.5 3727.7 10500.1 3630.1 9959.2
15-120 1.08 0.77 3803.1 10663 3763.4 10417.7 3724 10178
15-129 0.44 0.72 2435.5 10272.5 2393.1 10060.2 2351.5 9852.3
15-127 0.48 0.66 2692 9922.5 2503.6 9611.3 2328.4 9309.8
15-136 0.52 0.65 2635 10136.5 2606.5 9540.8 2578.2 8980.2
15-143 0.57 0.66 2819.8 10207.5 2729.6 9603.3 2642.2 9035
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Table 8. Correlation coefficient between tolerance and sensitivity indices and grain yield of foxtail millet genotypes

under saline and none-saline conditions

Indices Ys Yp TOL SSI STI MP GMP HARM
Ys 1.00
Yp 0.77" 1.00
TOL 0.65™ 0.29 1 1.00
SSI 0.18 " -0.48 ™ 0.85" 1.00
STI 0.91* 0.95" 0.31™ -0.21" 1.00
MP 0.95" 0.92* 0.41 -0.10™ 0.991™ 1.00
GMP 0.92* 0.95 0.32™ 0.20 " 0.996™ 0.99* 1.00
HARM 0.89" 0.97" 0.24™ 0.28 " 0.992" 0.98™ 0.99" 1.00

Aoy S g g Jleizl zakaw 50 o pixe cud 4 K g I sxe 2 mS
ns: Not significant and * and **: Significantly different at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively
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29
Table 9. Correlation coefficient between tolerance and sensitivity indices and biomass of foxtail millet genotypes under
saline and none-saline conditions

Indices Ys Yp TOL SSI STI MP GMP HARM
Ys 1.00
Yp 0.48"s 1.00
TOL 0.73* 0.24ns 1.00
SSI 0.40 ™ -0.59" 0.90™ 1.00
STI 0.84™ 0.87" 0.26" -0.12m 1.00
MP 0.90™ 0.80™ 0.381s 0.008™ 0.98" 1.00
GMP 0.84™ 0.87" 0.2518 -0.13m 0.99"" 0.99™ 1.00
HARM 0.77" 0.92™ 0.1318 -0.25™ 0.99™ 0.96™ 0.99™ 1.00

Aoy S g g Jloiml zakaw 50 ) pixe i 4 5K g s ke 2 mS

ns: Not significant and * and **: Significantly different at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively
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Fig. 3. 3D plot of millet genotypes scattering on the basis of grain yield in saline (Ys) and none-saline (Yp) conditions
and STI index
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Fig. 4. 3D plot of millet genotypes scattering on the basis of biomass in saline (Ys) and none-saline (Yp) conditions and
STI index
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