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Table 1. Specifications of cultivars used in this experiment (cultivars from Sari Agricultural Research

Center)
x3) o5 05 <SS !
No Code Genebank name Genotype name gy el
1 114 us Williams lds
2 133 us Clark63 Y SIS
3 139 us Hill Jeo
4 184 us Dayer s
5 194 - Gorgan3 Y oS
6 202 germany Dr.esycok -
7 320 brazil 032 032
8 321 brazil 033 033
9 322 - BP ENE
10 323 - SAHAR g
el
326 - K e
11 s
12 352 - Burke Sye
13 353 - Burnette -
14 434 USA Rampage -
15 443 USA Coles HsS
16 558 TU ARCG558 -
17 564 TU ARCG564 -
18 569 TU ARCG569 -
19 572 TU ARCG572 -
20 581 TU ARCG581 -
21 793 TU ARCG793 -
22 797 TU ARCG797 -
23 813 TU ARCGS813 -
24 817 TU ARCGS817 -
25 823 TU ARCGS823 -
26 827 TU ARCGS827 -
27 859 DEU Peragis St. -
28 860 SUN Vajva -
29 864 DEU BORA g
30 937 BEL Soja brun harif U 486 -
31 333 - DPX Jgs
«(Fernandez, 1992) (STD) ¥ 55 4 Joz a5l SI=1-(Ys/Yp) ]
_ T )2
STI= (Yp-Ys)/(Yp) [¥] Rosielle and Hamblin, ) (TOL) " Joss a5l
Rosielle and Hamblin, ) (MP) ° s 9000 nSike (1984
A%4 o= (vp-Ys) [Y]
MP= (Yp.Ys)/2 [6]

(GMP) (Fernandez, 1992) 5,50y (swsdid 5u5leo
GMP= (Yp.Ys)'? [#]

4 Tolerance Index Stress
5 Mean Productivity

Fischer and Maurer, ) (SSI) " i35 & ol aslis

SSI=[1-(Ys/Yp))/SI (Y]

2 Tolerance Index
3 Susceptible Stress Index
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Table 2. Analysis of variance effect of flooding stress and cultivar on yield components, seed yield and biological yield

of soybeans
a0 ML slaxy 30 &ild olaxy
5T 258es FENES NS el
 Degrees il Number of 42 %2 0533 Number of oy
e golo of Biological %' °5es  podsper  100-seed  seeds per Harvest
S.0.V freedom yield Seed yield plant wieght pod index
CoSESE 231083  8376.6™ 32834.0" 6634  0.036° 0.4229*
Flooding stress (F.S)
_ St SIEY) 2709 851" 1577 2877 0334 0.0053"
Cultivar (C)
w"x Uu)': s sk EX] *
’ 30 36.2 9.6 22.5 1.3 0.043" 0.0008 "
F.Sx C
s 124 8.4 2.4 6.2 0.7 0.055 0.0008
Error
CV (%) (L) &y oy p 6.0 8.0 6.2 5.3 9.2 7.2

ao,0 ) Jlsl maw jo g s pxe #* a0 0 Jlaiml mhaw j5 ()l pxe Figyle pxe e ™
ns, * and **, non significance and significance at 5 and 1% level, respectively.

Ml&a Jj..\} G)L..t u»l.w‘ P e Ll 03l wa:lf
039 Dlysd aels QB8 25 5 udgdy hlite SISk
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sl 2 5 Ve VY o Gldlbas 39 QB i

2 2B G g Blpd 50 Liges il duo (59 00 e

dgds el g a2s ualS 1) Lgw digy ;o G slaws Sudsay
i) ,o aig 0 B slaws B i 55, V0 b
mobiss el cpl oS o el ws 0 OVIO b FY el
an B2 5 s plos 5o Loy o8 canl oo
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TYY Cadgh) 50 cud b ds digy ;0 e slawy o iy (S
YLYYE o ATV claadss o 5 e o als sue ¥ |y
AMe jo wls slass (1 XeS .ol saslice B jo &ls due
Sol Cewnd 0 BME [0 ails sae VIV L FYF Cigss o Lo
otalesl nl o aslllans se slaceigsy iy (F Jsoz)
O gz plil g QB YIF B VIV o (e o il olaws
ol a9y Slaus WS o ois)

29 g &ls %o 035 S 5 (08 VA YYP o
ailos,S Lo ladses Lol cawlive (0,5 V- /A) WY 5y
Gl Sy k)l S mhaw Gl LGB A
Fhwgd g aby lels cel lanl o bYs ¢ a4l e
i oo alS ) o Slee sl T3l g 00l el olS
3,108 od il o Slos sl Lo SlB,e s adlyyo
Gl s g gud, gl psls ials cel lal o
I3z S el s s0h (15 oL (Sa35l58)59)
Tourani, 2013; Rasouli, 2011;) sgi oo o,Slas
Suleiman et ) Koo ¢ lodes (Kadempir, 2013
e g oS jo sl ozl wis 5 )Ly (al, 2007
DBy i Ll yd )3 (e o5 Sk s pae ML 35
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Table 3. Comparison of the effect of Flooding stress and cultivar on pod number per plant, 100 seed weight, seed yield

and biological yield of soybean

(G9y) by s igijus Wg 40 B Slues
Flooding stress Code S igdgm oyfdas ailo 3 Shos 4alo we i3 Pod number per
(day) cultivar Biological yield Seed yield 100 seed weight plant
0 114 46.1 ™ 18.6™ 14.8'm 43,8 Imn
0 133 59.4 defeh 22,1 18.8 bedefe 54.( defeh
0 139 59.8 defeh 28.9 cdef 18.9 bedef 55.4 defeh
0 184 61.9 dfe 27.4 e 19.6 bede 56.0 df
0 194 63.9 « 28.6 def 20.2° 57.3¢
0 202 63.0 ode 27.1 cfeh 19.9 bed 56.6 %
0 320 62.8 ode 27.4 <f 19.9 bed 56.3 4
0 321 63.6 < 28.5 def 20.1 be 57.2
0 322 62.4 cdef 26.5 fehi 19.7 bed 55.7 defe
0 323 54.02 24.01 17.2 ehiik 51.4 fehil
0 326 76.12 3532 23.82 66.72
0 352 62.9 cde 30.5¢ 19.9 bed 55.7 defe
0 353 57.9 efehi 28.3 def 18.4 cdefeh 51.5 fehii
0 434 433" 18.6™ 14.0™ 399"
0 443 52.2 ik 21.94 16.7 ik 46.9 ikim
0 558 55.9 hijk 24.3 hii 17.8 fehi 50.3 hilk
0 564 53.3 ikl 22.6 17.0 hik 48.2 ik
0 569 56.8 ghij 23.61 18.1 cfehi 51.1 ehiik
0 572 57.5 fehij 24.4 ¢ 18.3 defehi 52.3 cfehi
0 581 51.3 kml 2371 16.4 1 46.7 mk
0 793 63.0 ode 30.1 cde 19.9 bed 55.6 defe
0 797 53.0 ik 21.6M 16.9 hiik 472 jkim
0 813 67.7 be 31.7be 18.6 bedefeh 61.4 be
0 817 56.0 hiik 23,71 17.8 fehii 51.2 ehik
0 823 64.1 < 30.6 20.2° 53.5 defeh
0 827 7472 3472 234°2 66.72
0 859 72.7 % 35.1° 228¢% 63.3%®
0 860 48.1 tmn 19.6 Kim 16.0 4 44 4 'mn
0 864 46,7 mn 19.4 m 15.84 42.6 mn
0 937 443" 19.4 m 15.0'm 42.9 mn
0 333 73.62 33.9% 23.12 64.5®
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Table 3. Continued.

awlol .Y Jous

(G9)) PByE s oigies KgglemoSles ailo o, Slos als wo (339 Aigr 5o B sl
Flooding stress Code biological yield seed yield 100 seed weight ~ pod number per
(day) cultivar plant

15 114 29.8 7.7° 109 ™ 18.7!
15 133 36.5 cfeh 9.5 Imno 13.8 fehi 23.3 cdef
15 139 36.4 cfehi 13.8 cdefe 15.2 defe 31.5¢
15 184 37.7 defe 12.0 defehi 14.4 defe 24.0¢
15 194 39.4 cde 12.8 cdefeh 15.6 4f 27.2¢
15 202 38.2 def 12.0 cfehiik 15.1 df 23,7 cdef
15 320 39.] code 12.1 fehiik 15.2 defe 24.6 ¢
15 321 41.1bed 14.4 cde 15.7 ¢ 28.2b¢
15 322 38.0 def 12.6 defehij 15.8 ¢ 27.2
15 323 33.8 ehijk 11.4 hikl 13.4 ik 24.() cdefeh
15 326 46.6* 21.0% 189° 34.7%
15 352 36.5 cfehi 14.8 < 15.4 def 27.1°%
15 353 38.0 def 13.8 cdefe 14.2 i 26.4 cdefe
15 434 36.6 °f 7.9 10.9™ 19.9 i
15 443 29.9 K 10.4 Kimn 13.2 5 23.7 fehik
15 558 38.9 cde 12.4 fehiik 15.6 df 25.2 cdefghij
15 564 34.6 fehi 9.6 Kimno 129k 21.8 defehiik
15 569 36.3 cfehi 10.7 kmil 14.1 ehii 26.] cdefeh
15 572 41.5bd 11.8 ekfiih 14.8 cfeh 23.6 cdef
15 581 30.9 10.2 ik 14.6 e 20.4 ¥
15 793 38.1 df 14.0 cdef 15.8 ¢ 26.8 ¢
15 797 32.6 1k 9.4 kimn 13.7 hiik 20.3 ghik
15 813 40.9 bed 15.5% 17.2¢ 3182
15 817 32.7 ik 10.6 ghiikl 15.5 def 22.6 cdefehi
15 823 37.9 edf 11.7¢ 16.2< 26.4 cdef
15 827 44.8 20.1° 18.3 % 33.2¢
15 859 42.7 abe 18.7 % 17.7° 314
15 860 30.3k 8.8° 129 21.4 fehiik
15 864 26.1! 8.9° 12.7H6 20.8 %
15 937 262! 7.7° 11.7m 20.5 hik
15 333 442 17.5° 18.0 % 32.8°

W)l gl sixe B s 10 0 Jlez>l mhaw (o et ;o 50 alie By b olo Sle
The mean of the same letters in each column is not significant at 5% probability level

hst Sy o d9se @l polie wo S L olal
Daday QB A5 L agzle ;0 axe olS )3 (e
DB i w88 o Geizmen linl S (oo b a8
Qald 4 Cond S Jdg S Glgiome jo als ralS el
90,5 My (alS (srtiwgid slge g Culed)s oS Wb
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Table 4. Comparison of mean effect of cultivar on number of seeds per pod and soybean

harvest index

gy uS bl g L UL o wils slows
Code cultivar Harvest index Number of seeds per pod

114 0.31" 2.2 M
133 033™ 2.4 defeh
139 0.43 bede 2.5 ¢fe
184 0.40 cfehi 2.6 odef
194 0.39 cfehii 2.7 cde
202 0.38 iik 2.6 o
320 0.38 hiik 2.6 o
321 0.40 cfehi 2.9 abe
322 0.39 efehii 2.7 ode
323 0.40 cfehi 2.4 defe
326 0.46 3b¢ 3.0%®
352 0.45 abed 2.6 df
353 0.43 bede 2.5 defeh
434 0.34 Im 2.11
443 0.39 cefhilk 2.4 defghi
558 0.38 ikl 2.4 defeh
564 0.37 ik 2.3 defghi
569 0.36 kim 2.5 defeh
572 0.36 kim 2.4 defeh
581 0.42 defe 2.3 defghi
793 0.42 defe 2.6 df
797 0.37 ik 2.3 defghi
813 0.42 cdef 2.5 defe
817 0.39 efehii 2.4 defeh
823 0.44 bed 2.5 defe
827 0.46 3.1
859 0.482 2.8 bed
860 0.36 kim 2.4 defghi
864 0.38 iik 2.3 ¢hi
937 0.39 efehii 2.2 ¢hi
333 0.482 3.0¢
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The mean of the same letters in each column is not significant at 5% probability level
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Table 5. Comparison of mean effect of Flooding stress on number of seeds per pod

and soybean harvest index.

ey ol S il p a Ll SME o ails laxy
Harvest index Number of seeds per pod
0 0.44° 2.6
15 0.34° 2.4°
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The mean of the same letters in each column is not significant at 5% probability level
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Table 6. Analysis of variance of cultivar on tolerance and stress resistance indices (Tolerance Index (TOL), Stress
Sensitivity Index (SSI), Stress Tolerance Index (STI), Maen Productivity (MP), Geometric Productivity Mean (GMP))

&35 a0

S.0.V Ol i @b df GMP MP STI Ssli TOL
Cultivar L) 1 51.86™ 19433 0.16™ 0.029" 12.82""
Error Uas 30 3.45 1276 0.01 0.015 2.53
CV (%) (1) &) s g i - 10.3 20.0 20.0 11.1 11.2

** significance at 5 and 1% level
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Table 7. Comparison of the mean of the effect cultivar on tolerance and stress resistance indices (Tolerance Index
(TOL), Stress Sensitivity Index (SSI), Stress Tolerance Index (ST1), Maen Productivity (MP), Geometric Productivity

Mean (GMP)
Gigif oS
Code cultivar GMP MP STI SSI TOL
114 12.0° 71.84 0.21° 1.243b¢ 10.9
133 14.5 mnop 105.3mnepq (.31 mno 1.2]2bed 12.6°fehi
139 20.0 odef 199 4defeh (0.58defeh 1.17 2bede 15.1bede
184 18.]¢fehiik 165.37fehiikl 0.4 fehiik 1.192bed 15.4b¢4
194 19.pcdefeh 183.5¢fehi 0.53 cfeh ].]72bede 15.8b¢
202 18.Q¢fehiik 162.278hiikim 0.47 fehilkl 1.18 abede 15.]bede
320 18.2¢fehij 167.17fehiik 0.49 cfehii 1.18 abede 15.3bed
321 20.3¢def 206.19f 0.60d¢fe 1.04¢cdefe 14 (bedefeh
322 1 8.3dfeghij 1 69.7efhgijk 0.49efghij 1.11 abcde 13.9 bedefgh
323 16. Shijklm 1 36.8iomlknj 0.40ik1mj 1.11 abcde 1 2.6feihg
326 27.2¢ 374.12 1.092 0.86¢ 14.3 bedefg
352 21.2¢ 226.1% 0.66% 1.09bedef 15.7b¢
353 19.gedefe 196.74¢feh 0.57 defeh 1.08 bedef 14, 5bedefe
434 12.1°p 73.59 0.21° 1.272bed 10.7!
443 15.1kimno 114,9pdomikn (0.33ikimno 1.17 2bede 11.5M
558 17 .4¢fehiik 151 .27hijkimn 0.44¢hiikl 1.03¢cdefe 11.9¢hi
564 14 7tmnop 108.6Kmnopq (.32 Kimno ].2232bed 13.Qdefehi
569 15. 8ijklmn 126.3ijklmnopq 0.37ijk1nmo 1.16 abcde 12.9 defghi
572 16.9ghijklm 1449 hijklmno 0.42hijklm 1. 10bcdef 12.6efghi
581 15.5ikimn 122 2ikimnopq 0.36 Jklmno 1.2]2bed 13.5¢defeh
793 20.5¢de 214 34t 0.624¢f 1.14 abede 16.1°
797 14.2mnop 102.2"°rq 0.30mn 1.2]3bed 12.3fehi
813 22.1b¢ 245.0¢ 0.71¢ 1.08bedef 16.2°
817 15. 8jklmn 127.3ijklmnopq 0'37ijk1mno 1.18 abcde 13. ldefghi
823 18.gdefehi 180.5hieef] (0.53¢fehii 1.312 18.9%
827 26.4* 349.1* 1.028 0.89f 14.61bcde
859 25.5% 327.4% 0.95% 0.98°f 16.4°
860 13.1"p 86.8°M 0.25m 1.17 abede 10.81
864 13.1"p 86.5r1 0.25m 1.15 abede 10.51
937 12.20 75.34 0.22° 1.28® 11.7h
333 24 4% 298.0* 0.87% 1.024efe 16.4%
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The mean of the same letters in each column is not significant at 5% probability level
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Table 8. Correlation coefficients between potential yield, stress yield and stress tolerance indexes

Yp Ys  TOL  ssi STI o oerance o
Yp 1

Ys 0.90** 1

ss1 -048%  0.80°  0.19% X

STI 094 097 051% 068 1

Mp  0.90%  097* 050  -0.68  099* 1

GMP  0.96%  098° 054  _0.69° 098  0.98° 1

o,V Jlaisl e j3 (gl e *F o0 O Jlaol mhaw )5 g5l g F sl pxe e ™
(GMP) (5350 g swkion 5 0ks (MP) (5550 0 (pS0ke STD) 25 4 Jaos L2l «(SSD) a5 4y Sl 2L (TOL) oo a2l
RS s e 55 85 3 Shes YIS (25 G5 e 55 S 55 3 Shes YD

ns, * and **, non significance and significance at 5 and 1% level, respectively.
Tolerance Index (TOL), Stress Sensitivity Index (SSI), Stress Tolerance Index (STI), Maan Productivity (MP), Geometric

Productivity Mean (GMP), Yp Cultivar yield in Non-stressful Environment, Ys Cultivar yield In a stressed environment,
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