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Table 1. Name and number assigned to each genotype
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Genotype English name Maturity Origin Genotype English name Maturity Origin
number group number group

1 A100 1 26 Mandarin Ottawa 1 France
2 lindarin 11 USA 27 N8 1
3 williams 11 USA 28 Soysota 1 Italy
4 Mandarin 1 China 29 6063 11
5 Wayne I USA 30 11 Soviet w
6 kanrich 1I USA 31 Fifth Moon III China
7 Wisconsin Early I France 32 Williams 82 1 USA
8 Cayuga 1 China 33 Williams 11 USA
9 Mukden II China 34 Sprite III USA
10 Chestnut 111 Russia 35 Will 1 USA
11 Leslie I USA 36 Harper 87 111
12 Tokio 1 France 37 Mercury 111 USA
13 Chippewa I USA 38 7492 1
14 Harosoy 63 1I USA 39 arc1338 11
15 Harman 111 40 6476 1
16 Ohio FG2 111 USA 41 Japonica 111 France
17 Peking 11 China 42 No. 118 111
18 Wayne 111 USA 43 Petten 111 Japan
19 Cayuga 1 China 44 Senrya 11 Japan
20 Peking I China 45 Mikuri 46 III Japan
21 Giant Green I Japan 46 Peking II China
22 I Russia P 47 Er-hej-jan 111
23 Jack II USA 48 Kinbee 1 Japan
24 Saline 11 USA 49 Peking 11 China
25 Kenwood 1I USA 50 Laredo III USA
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1 Abiotic Tolerance Index

12 Stress Susceptibility Percentage Index
13 Stress Non-Stress Production Index

14 Modified Stress Tolerance Index

15 Yield Reduction

16 Relative Drought Index

S g 05 s gile TO 50 YO sg0 balals ol

30 09 V1Y G 0 865 g amle (S el oy 9,0
2 5olel ol sl \WYARIYIO &6 50 ,d mo ollS e
ST P IRCSP ST SPNCE R SCHPN L ST P
ool ganails loy B g o ! gLl adad wios LS5 b

OEN

5 Stress Susceptibility Index
¢ Tolerance Index

7Yield Index

8 Drought Yield Index

9 Yield Stability Index

19 Drought Resistance Index
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Table 2. Formulas used in drought tolerated indices
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Index Formula Index Formula
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MP = (Ys +Yp)/2 DI =Yg X [(Ys/Yp)/Y-

s (s P/ Drought Resistance Index s X [(s/¥)/%s)

Mean Productivity
Productivity P
oy el
Sl oo L ARM = [0V X Vo) /(Yp + Yo)] O 4 ol SSPI = [Yp — Ys/2(¥p)] X 100

Harmonic Mean

e
Stress Susceptibility
Index
S Jooi @l )
Stress Tolerance  ST1 = (Ys X Yp)/Yp
Index
Tolerance Index
3 ,Sdos ol
Yield Index

SSI = [(1 - (YS/YP))/(l - (75/7;’)]

TOL =Yy —Ys
Yl =Ys/Ys

Seins 3 Slos a5l S 5
DYI = (Yp/Ys)/(Gp/G
Drought Yield Index (Fp/¥s)/(Gp/Gs)
b el
AN RS
Yield Stability Index

Stress Susceptibility
Percentage Index
g el

Stress Non-Stress Production
Index

LX W R ity

Modified Stress Tolerance
Index

1
[+ YO

1
A X [Yp X Yg X Y5]3

SNPI

MSTI = K; X STI,
_¥ %

TR Bz

Sels sy /.Reduction = [(Yp — ¥5)/Yp] X 100

o ,Slac ials &5
Yield Reduction
Relative Drought Index

YR =1—(¥s/Yp)

RDI = (YS/YP)/(Y:S‘/VP)
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Ys: Yield in stress condition, Yp: Yield potential, Y's: Mean yield in stress condition, Y p: Mean yield potential, In the MSTI
index (Modified stress tolerance index), Ki is the correction factor of the STI ()Stress tolerance index ) model, which is

calculated according to the environmental conditions and the probability of favorable or unfavorable conditions in that

environment, Ki: Squared ratio yield potential to mean yi
condition to mean yield in stress condition.

eld potential normal condition, K>: Squared ratio yield in stress
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of drought tolerance indexes. S & Joxi g as Ly il ylg 4 35 Y Jgos

Drought B i 95 s
tolerance - . Replication genotype error Oy o 36

indexes S 4 Joxi gl as Ll df=2 df=49 df=98 CV%
YP G g dasl e 50 oS 5 ;5o 5.08" 21.53" 0.21 13.4
YS o bl 50 oLS 0 o 0.67™ 11.12* 1.5 16.98
MP 6390 38 P L Ay (pSilse 1.49m 14.59* 0.49 11.38
GMP i (55ke 1.16™ 14.73* 0.47 12.11
HARM Sigeyl (b 1.07m 14.96" 0.55 13.68
ssl O 4 ol (2L 0.11m 0.21*" 0.04 20.08
STI S Jo (a5l 0.05m 0.49" 0.017 22.95
TOL Jood L 5.55" 6.89™ 1.44 29.54
YI o dos L 0.03" 0.64"™ 0.02 16.97
YsI 8 Sdos (55l (23 Lo 0.02m 0.052" 0.01 20.13
DI oS 4 Cunglio el 0.031™ 0.21* 0.018 20.66
ATI ey g Jood e Ls 0.03m 0.42" 436 21.28
SSPI G & Coluzns yd (oL 5.34ns 736" 1.38 17.6
SNPI G (T gl adgi aSLis 2.69m 42.66™ 2.53 20.01
MSTIk1 ol ol (i Jooui' pS L 0.16" 0.8" 0.038 24.9
MSTIK2 ol ool (il Joodd (3L 0.108™ 1.78" 0.057 27.92
Reduction% ol doy 975 gqns 521.15™ 100.82 20.09
YR 3o als &5 0.069™ 0.052" 0.01 20.16
RDI i (S 2o 0.107™ 0.203" 0.039 20.08

ns,**, *non significant and significant at 1% and 5%, respectively 10 gV rlaw 1o (g5l cixe g (5,l0 Sme pis o Sy i NS

o,Slae iyl 5 5YL (YSI) s Slee 5ylal jasls
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Table 4. Mean of drought tolerance index of soybean genotypes

c
i cé a o o £ E = = =2 - 7 - = a T Fg Fo % o X )
;}:§>>§g§$ag>;’o;%%§x§¥§0\>g
@
1 1082359 721 6.17 531 135 057 7.23 0.86 0.33 031 87.27 4387 6.61 1.00 0.51 66.40 0.67 0.66
2 12596386 9.73 9.28 8.87 091 127 573 1.65 0.55 0.90 105.98 34.77 12.66 3.05 3.48 4521 0.45 1.08
3 590 2.053.98 347 3.02 132 0.19 3.85 049 0.35 0.18 2846 2338 3.73 0.14 0.06 65.07 0.65 0.69
4 1029239 634 495 3.87 1.55 0.36 7.90 0.57 0.23 0.14 77.38 47.92 4.56 0.58 0.13 76.68 0.77 0.46
5 294 1.021.98 1.72 1.50 130 0.04 1.92 024 0.36 0.09 6.67 11.67 1.85 0.01 0.00 64.19 0.64 0.71
6 738 251495 426 3.69 134 028 4.87 0.60 0.34 022 40.54 29.55 459 0.24 0.14 6637 0.66 0.67
7 583 1373.60 279 2.19 1.52 0.12 445 033 025 0.09 2548 27.02 2.62 0.07 0.01 75.07 0.75 0.49
8 847 332590 5.12 452 1.19 040 5.15 0.80 0.41 040 4883 3125 643 041 037 5894 0.59 0.81
9 975 544 7.60 7.26 6.94 0.87 0.78 431 131 0.57 075 6346 26.15 1025 1.17 1.33 42.78 043 1.13
10 879 3.79 629 575 527 1.15 049 500 0.91 043 040 5652 3032 6.86 0.56 0.42 56.69 0.57 0.85
11 728 2.755.02 445 396 1.26 029 4.54 0.66 038 026 3937 27.53 499 023 0.14 62.27 0.62 0.75
12 511 2.063.59 3.18 2.85 1.20 0.16 3.06 0.49 041 022 18.52 18.55 3.79 0.06 0.05 59.47 0.59 0.80
13 7.87 3.78 5.83 546 5.11 1.05 0.44 4.09 091 0.48 044 4420 2480 6.85 041 038 51.99 0.52 0.95
14 1452825113 10.9110.46 0.84 1.76 6.27 1.98 0.58 1.15 138.97 38.02 15.64 5.87 6.91 41.70 0.42 1.15
15 589 225407 3.64 325 1.25 0.19 3.63 0.54 038 021 26.15 22.05 407 0.10 0.06 61.63 0.62 0.76
16 6.88 2.10 449 3.78 320 1.40 021 478 0.50 031 0.16 3551 29.02 3.86 0.15 0.06 69.24 0.69 0.61
17 496 340 4.19 410 4.03 0.64 025 1.56 0.82 0.68 0.57 1251 9.44 689 0.09 0.17 31.33 032 136
18 838 578 7.08 6.95 6.83 0.63 0.71 2.60 1.38 0.69 0.96 3545 15.78 11.60 0.74 1.40 31.09 031 136
19 10.19 4.68 7.44 6.87 6.36 1.05 0.75 551 1.12 048 0.54 84.84 33.41 856 1.79 121 51.84 0.52 0.95
20 396 1.872.92 271 253 1.07 0.11 2.09 0.45 047 021 1125 12.68 339 0.03 0.02 52.87 0.53 0.93
21 11.597.17 938 9.11 885 0.77 122 442 1.72 0.62 1.07 79.42 26.84 13.68 2.42 3.65 38.11 0.38 122
22 692 232462 401 347 134 024 460 0.56 0.34 0.19 36.53 27.93 421 0.17 0.08 66.46 0.66 0.66
23 11.687.89 9.78 9.59 9.40 0.65 136 3.78 1.90 0.68 129 72.04 22.96 15.68 2.77 4.92 32.20 0.32 134
24 6.68 1.90 430 3.56 2.96 1.45 0.19 478 0.46 028 0.13 33.62 29.01 352 0.12 0.04 71.58 0.72 0.56
25 1012830 921 9.16 9.12 036 124 182 1.99 0.82 1.63 32.96 11.04 19.19 1.86 4.89 17.98 0.18 1.62
26 875 5.15695 671 6.48 0.83 0.67 3.60 124 0.59 0.73 47.86 21.83 9.65 0.76 1.03 41.08 0.41 1.16
27 513 3.054.10 3.95 3.81 0.82 023 2.08 0.73 0.59 044 16.18 12.62 580 0.09 0.13 4038 0.41 1.18
28 5.05 2.403.73 348 325 1.07 0.18 265 0.58 048 028 1831 16.06 436 0.07 0.07 52.64 0.52 0.94
29 953 5.507.52 724 6.97 0.85 0.77 4.03 132 0.58 0.76 57.57 24.43 1025 1.03 135 42.26 0.42 1.14
30 945 514730 6.96 6.65 0.92 0.72 431 123 0.54 0.67 59.11 26.15 9.50 0.95 1.13 45.65 0.46 1.07
31 676 3.50 5.13 4.86 4.60 0.97 035 326 0.84 0.52 044 3121 19.75 642 024 025 48.09 0.48 1.03
32 853 3.14 584 5.17 459 128 039 540 0.75 037 028 55.15 32.74 5.66 043 022 63.22 0.63 0.73
33 10.60 5.858.22 7.87 7.53 0.91 0.92 475 140 0.55 0.77 7406 28.82 10.78 1.53 1.81 44.79 0.45 1.09
34 6.06 4.085.07 489 473 0.60 035 1.98 0.98 0.70 0.73 18.15 12.02 9.50 0.19 037 29.88 0.30 138
35  9.16 549 7.32 7.07 6.83 0.81 0.74 3.67 132 0.60 0.81 50.45 22.25 10.49 0.92 1.36 40.09 0.40 1.18
36 9.52 517735 7.01 6.68 092 0.73 435 124 0.54 0.68 59.82 26.40 9.61 0.97 1.17 45.61 0.46 1.07
37 793 253523 441 3.74 139 030 540 0.61 031 022 4578 32.79 468 0.29 0.17 68.53 0.69 0.62
38 1236532 8.84 8.04 733 1.12 096 7.03 127 044 059 112.01 42.68 9.74 2.23 1.63 5545 0.56 0.88
39 836 5.18 6.77 6.55 6.33 0.74 0.63 3.19 1.24 0.64 0.80 41.79 19.34 10.28 0.67 0.97 36.40 0.36 125
40 9.61 525743 7.10 679 092 0.74 436 126 0.55 0.69 61.19 2646 9.69 1.01 1.19 4532 0.45 1.08
41 846 5.637.05 6.88 6.71 0.65 0.70 2.82 135 0.68 092 3851 17.13 11.67 0.74 1.28 32.31 0.32 134
42 1096 6.70 8.83 8.56 829 0.78 1.08 4.25 1.61 0.61 1.00 7149 25.81 12.85 1.91 2.84 38.61 0.39 1.21
43 246 134190 1.81 1.73 092 0.05 1.12 032 0.54 0.18 4.00 680 2.48 0.00 0.00 45.56 0.46 1.07
44 10.68 522 7.95 7.43 695 1.04 0.83 546 125 049 0.63 78.57 33.13 9.61 141 148 51.32 0.51 0.96
45 558 2.89 424 401 3380 098 0.24 2.68 0.70 0.52 036 21.24 1628 531 0.11 0.12 48.22 0.48 1.02
46 9.17 5377.27 7.00 6.75 0.84 0.72 3.80 129 0.59 0.77 51.98 23.06 1020 0.90 1.26 41.35 0.41 1.16
47 629 3.02 4.66 433 4.03 1.06 0.28 3.27 0.72 0.48 0.37 27.32 19.86 5.60 0.17 0.19 52.42 0.52 0.94
48 842 4.69 6.56 6.28 6.02 0.90 0.60 3.73 1.12 0.56 0.63 47.30 22.63 8.69 0.70 0.85 44.40 0.44 1.10
49 13.68 7.2510.47 9.95 9.47 0.95 1.46 643 1.74 0.53 0.92 126.30 39.02 1330 4.04 4.47 47.01 0.47 1.05

50 4.69 2.803.75 3.60 3.46 0.82 0.19 1.90 0.67 0.60 0.43 1293 11.51 5.62 0.06 0.10 40.20 0.40 1.18

LSD 1.78 1.14 115 1.13 1.20 0.32 0.21 1.94 0.27 0.16 0.28 31.72 11.83 258 0.96 0.77 16.28 0.16 0.32
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Table 5. Simple correlation coefficients between drought tolerance indices

HAR

Variables L o YP YS MP  GMP M SSi STI TOL VI
YP Jloy bulpd 5o ol 5 Shos 1
YS i byl 50 ol oSl (.83 1
MP Gogore s ol (nSibe 097 0947 1
GMP i o Sike 093 0977 099 1
HARM Saigoyd il 0.897 0.99" 0.97" 0.99" 1
SSi O 4 Comlus 23l 20217 -0.70™ -0.43™ -0.53"" -0.60"" 1
STI S Joxi 23l 0917 0.96 0.97" 098" 0.98" -0.52" 1
TOL Joxi 3l 0.717 021™ 0.53" 042" 034" 0.50" 0.39" 1
Yl o8dos 3l 0.837 0.99" 0.94™ 097" 0.99" -0.70" 0.96™ 0.21™ 1
YSI O sdos g lml el 0.227 0.71" 0.44™ 0.54™ 0.61" -0.99" 0.53" -0.50" 0.71"
]| S 4 Cwglio a5lh .66 0.96" 0.82™ 0.88™ 0.91™ -0.85" 0.88" -0.1™ 0.96™
ATI S gl o 23l 0.95™ 0.69" 0.88™ 0.83™ 0.78" -0.01™ 0.83" 0.81" 0.69"
SSPI O Camlasoyd @3l 0717 021" 053" 042" 034" 0.50™ 039" 0.99" 0.21™
SNPI G i g odei asls 078 099" 0.90™ 0.94™ 096" -0.75" 093" 0.13™ 0.99"
MSTIk1 ol Jowi i Jozi 3l 0,94 0.917 0.96™ 0.96™ 0.94™ -0.39" 0.98™ 0.52" 091"
MSTIk2 ol Jowi i Jomi 3l 0.797 0.917° 0.87 0.89™ 0.90™ -0.55" 0.95™ 0.24™ 091"
Reduction% sl woys -0.21™  -0.70" -0.43" -0.53" -0.60" 0.98™ -0.53" 0.51" -0.70""
YR ofles gialS Fy5 -0.22"  -0.71" -0.42™ -0.55" -0.61" 0.99" -0.52"" 0.50" -0.71"
RDI o (Sl 3l 0227 07177 0.44™ 054 0.617 -0.99" 0.53" -0.50" 0.71"
Table 5. Continued alol .8 Jouo
Reducti

YSI Dl ATl SSPI SNPI MSTIk1MSTIk2 on YR
variables b o %
YSI 5,Sdos (g b oLl 1
Dl St 4 Canglio 25l 0.84™ 1
ATI Sy el Jooi p5la 0.04™ 0487 1
SSPI O 4 Comlusdioys @3l -0.50 0.1 0.817 1
SNPI O il gl o asls 0757 0.98™ 0.627 0.13™ 1
MSTIK1 oud o 5 Joos a5l 040 0797 0.90" 0.52" 0.877 1
MSTIk2 o Jasi s Joi asls 0.55™ 0.877 0.717 0.24™ 0.90™ 0.93" 1
Reduction% ol wsys -0.99™  -0.85™ -0.1™ 0.50" -0.75" -0.39"™ -0.55™ 1
YR OySdos alS 5 -0.98™  -0.85" -0.1™ 0.50" -0.75™ -0.40" -0.56" 0.99" 1
RDI s (Shs @3l 099 0.84 0.04 -0.50" 0.74™ 0.40™ 0.55™ -0.98" -0.99"

3,005 0929 o s BMSINS 5 ol Yo sixa 10 9V mhaw )0 oS5 4w a
ns,**, * non significant and significant at 1% and 5% respectively

GMP MP STI wile (Sis a5 Jooo ot slo Ll o lods slocaigis a5 ol lid o 9 Jloged o)y
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Table 6. Decomposition of principal components for drought tolerance indices.

Pl osles gl (il RS
byl )“ i ool el e Sle Sge)l
) ) . ez O 09 LS vieldinstress  Mean  Geometric Mean  Harmonic
adlge oy slde (il Variance Yield potential  condition Productivity ~ Productivity Mean
Component Eigenvaluue variance comulativ YP YS MP GMP HARM
1 13.14 69.20  69.20 0.22 0.27 0.26 0.27 0.27
2 5.47 28.79  97.99 0.24 0.007 0.15 0.10 0.06
Table 6. Continued wlol.f Jgus
Jodi (3L sl sl
O 4 Sl 3L Stress o bl 0 Slas Yield s 3]
) Stress Susceptibility ~ Tolerance  Tolerance  Yield Stability Drought Abiotic Tolerance
adlgo Index Index Index Index Index Resistance Index Index
Component SSI STI TOL Yl YSI DI ATI
1 -0.19 0.26 0.05 0.27 0.20 0.26 0.19
2 0.30 0.09 0.41 0.008 -0.28 -0.09 0.29
Table 6. Continued wlol.f Jgus
T g Sl . - . - geels &5 PP
e & Sl ol Juri i o Jrori i e SS
Stress oW 45 € Modified Stress Modified Stress ofdes Relative
) Susceptibility ~ Stress Non-Stress Tolerance Index Tolerance Index Yield Drought
adlgo Percentage Index Production Index MSTI MSTI ol w0)3 Reduction  Index
Component SSPI SNPI k1 k2 Reduction% YR RDI
1 0.05 0.27 0.25 0.25 -0.19 0.20 0.20
2 0.41 -0.02 0.15 0.05 0.29 0.29 -0.28
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Fig. 1. Dual graph of yield of 50 soybean genotypes based on primary and secondary
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Fig. 2. The biplot display of 19 drought tolerance indices based on the first and second main factors
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Fig. 3. Denderogram display of Soybean genotypes based on drought tolerance indices
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