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Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
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Table 1. Physico-chemical properties of soil for 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 cropping seasons

A S| olgo Coloa WK ols,S
e G S A T s el S0 el eds @ cke
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year (cm) texture pH 0.C. P K EC sp CaCo® Gyp Silt
(%) - (mgkg)---- (dsm™) (%)
\YAY-AY
2004-2005 783 015 45 2194 45 40.9 155 139 174
yeatae 030 Clay
20052006 783 016 46 218 43 40 158 140 17
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Fig. 1. Monthly average temperature for two years (2004-5005 and 2005-2006)
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Table 2. Two years average for grain yield of accessions under stress and non-stress conditions and drought

indices
phasl  pagle pagle U el Jun oSl pess Sl
Jyeme lilpn i Lyl SR a A (G0 S50 S50
Accession Ypi Ysi TOL SSI STI MP GMP HARM

(kg.ha™)

15-125 2179.95 289.42 1890.53 1.06 0.25 1234.68 79430  510.99
15-24 2644.02 292.61 2351.41 1.08 0.30 1468.31 879.58 52691
15-89 849.82 315.25 534.57 0.77 0.11 582.53 517.60  459.90
15-131 1759.50 446.17 1313.33 0.91 0.31 1102.83 886.02 711.83
15-143 2700.42 389.08 2311.33 1.04 0.41 1544.75 1025.03  680.17
15-68 1515.28 207.96 1307.33 1.05 0.12 861.62 561.35 365.72
15-132 646.00 191.13 454.88 0.86 0.05 418.56 351.38  294.98
15-80 1429.54 348.54 1081.00 0.92 0.20 889.04 705.87  560.44
15-101 812.02 225.96 586.06 0.88 0.07 518.99 428.35 353.54
15-61 2002.00 361.04 1640.96 1.00 0.28 1181.52 850.18 611.76
15-129 2250.40 323.83 1926.57 1.04 0.29 1287.12 853.67  566.19
15-21 846.20 171.00 675.20 0.97 0.06 508.60 380.39  284.51
15-127 1106.85 165.62 941.23 1.04 0.07 636.23 428.15 288.12
Oeles 1595.54 286.74 1308.80 0.97 0.19 941.14 666.30  478.08

Mean
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Table 3- Two years average for dry forage yield of accessions under stress and non-stress conditions and

drought indices

\Y-

st esle peshe T il v oSl s Sl
Jyere il 55 Ll O A AT (G0 S50 S50

Accession Ypi Ysi TOL SSI STI MP GMP HARM

(kg.ha™)

15-125 4089.12 1216.92 2872.20 1.07 044  2653.02 2230.72 1875.64
15-24 5434.47 1342.60 4091.87 1.15 0.64 3388.53 2701.17 2153.24
15-89 2175.17 900.33 1274.83 0.90 0.17 153775 1399.42 1273.53
15-131 4044.58 1743.63 2300.95 0.87 0.62 2894.11 2655.61 2436.77
15-143 5381.32 1663.37 3717.95 1.06 0.78 352234 2991.84 2541.24
15-68 3802.95 1014.13 2788.82 1.12 0.34 2408.54 1963.85 1601.26
15-132 1690.00 898.12 791.88 0.72 0.13  1294.06 1232.00 117291
15-80 3487.90 1643.97 1843.93 0.81 0.50 256593 239458 2234.66
15-101 1566.10 648.64 917.46 0.90 0.09 1107.37 1007.89 917.34
15-61 3965.89 1416.33 2549.56 0.98 049 2691.11 2370.03 2087.25
15-129 4671.43 1041.88 3629.55 1.19 043 2856.66 2206.15 1703.77
15-21 1520.40 638.36 882.04 0.89 0.09 1079.38  985.17  899.18
15-127 2090.78 1035.18 1055.61 0.77 0.19 156298 1471.17 1384.74
;4:?3: 3378.47 1169.50 2208.97 0.96 0.38 227398 196997 1713.96
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S adgle o Slas b Siion o yiiin slylo GMP
ol 053 4l B Jgaz) Wiog gllas (gylol Ll o
et S0aSe b9 4 90 Djse A s el
Oyl glis Coeal > opl o aS il gl g
AL S 8L ol 5l Sl 4 Sy 4 azl |
o bl o o Slee L YL S gl Csllas
bogle cudgs da pY ol ()] S8 a0 glgn b el
GRS (SiS 5 s Gl |y oslbe gla (piS]

.(Fernandez et al., 1996) sl

(o5 & Jeaie pB] i3S sl a3l Gyl

sy5bae by oV B Sisan gllo o5 ol o ls
L onlplo sl (i g (285 g Lulyd g0 pe 0wl
5 5 4 Jaod sl e (Kiras e )
el el olulil dase g0y dils o Slae
Sl Gn Ses @l il ol
¥ dgaz jo als o8lee g (Sas 4 Conlas 5 Jos
oy glls HARM  (a2ls &5 2o e lis
o bl e al o Slee L =+/AN) (Sven
4) STI § GMP sla asls o] 5l s 5 Conl (S5
e (i LIS CIAY 5 IAY polie b G 5
slo a s Fian saisy Lulys oyl o ads o Shae |
5 s e i Cow als o,Slee L SSI g TOL
ezl ahly 0g do 0wy mhaw o b gee MP
S92 Dglite oglhae Luylyh yo il 3 Shae b (o) 090
ol 5 wls 0 Shae b la_asls oyl das alal, 45 5 sk
Ol crl )3 9 009 Sl gae w0y Sy gl o Luld
S e o s Gl MP g TOL sl L



W opl g e sl (i i Jeodie sl (pinST olalis :

O g 2

H ORI PP S SWESP PRUNOW IWE S S PE S BPIT P IV IUVRRE L IWOV Y 0 i P

Table 4. Correlation between tolerance and sensitivity indices and grain yield

poSlee o Slee e el o>l oSile oSike
Lyl s e esls coles wJew 05l JENRYTS Sige,lo
o asLs oS Jyoxe Jozs ] S (590 142 (590 1 ($,90 742
Indices Ys Yp TOL SSI STI MP GMP  HARM
Ys 1.00
Yp 0.60" 1.00
TOL 0.51™ 0997  1.00
SSI -0.04™ 0727 0.78" 1.00
STI 0.83" 093" 089" 0.48™  1.00
MP 0.67" 0.99" 098" 0.66° 096  1.00

GMP  0.84" 094" 089" 0.48 ™
HARM 0.98" 0.75" 067" 0.17™

0.99" 096" 1.00
0.92" 081" 0.93™ 1.00

.Ml.?‘SAL_g)lo‘sz_uoﬁanBM)o&isaJL&Z}‘CJ@A)O)IJLSZM#;@% 9

% %

* and ** are significantly different at 0=0.05 and a=0.01, respectively and ns is non-significant
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Table 5- Correlation between tolerance and sensitivity indices and dry forage yield

poSles o Sles e el o>l oSike oSike
R = - VW e P S OOt < s ke Sge)la
o Lo oS Jgene Jod O A oS 59040 55900 So900
Indices Ys Yp TOL SSI STI MP GMP  HARM
Ys 1.00
Yp 0.73" 1.00
TOL 0.57" 0.98"  1.00
SSI 0.14™ 076" 087" 1.00
STI 091" 0.93" 084" 0.50™  1.00
MP 0.82" 0.99" 093" 0.66° 0977  1.00

GMP 0917 095" 086" 0.52™
HARM 097" 0.86"  0.73" 0.35™

0.99" 098" 1.00
097" 093" 0.98™ 1.00

Al o0 G gme pAe NS g B y0 SO 9 0 izl maw ol s i o
and ** are significantly different at a=0.05 and a=0.01, respectively and ns is non-significant *
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