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Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
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Table 1. Values and ranking of drought stressindices and yield under drought stressand non-stress.

Jloy o ol Jodi 6290 G0 e $90 Sfdes golmly
O e o Sigo, o o ydas

genotypes  Yp® Ys ss TOL MP  GMP STI HARM Y] YS
HW113 570.06 324.70 0.91 24536 44738 43023 0.83 413.74 131 0.57
K 312 41199 206.45 1.05 20554 309.22 29164 038 275.06 0.83 0.50
Karg 1 460.06 184.85 1.26 27520 32245 29162 038 263.73 0.74 0.40
KR 18 499.23 258.61 1.02 240.62 37892 35931 058 340.72 1.04 0.52
L73 399.60 268.96 0.69 130.64 33428 32783 048 32151 1.08 0.67
L 72 280.00 159.39 0.91 12061 21970 21126 0.20 203.14 0.64 0.57
HW 191 45381 211.56 113 24225 33268 309.85 043 288.58 0.85 0.47
L 146 59150 312.93 1.00 27857 45221 43023 0.83 40931 1.26 0.53
L 210 551.24 263.90 1.10 287.34 40757 38141 065 356.93 1.06 0.48
L 183 44538 254.05 0.91 191.33 349.71 33638 051 32354 1.02 0.57
SW 101 397.16 302.56 0.50 9460 349.86 346.64 054 34346 1.22 0.76
L 201 526.45 330.56 0.79 19590 42850 41716 0.78 406.11 1.33 0.63
HW 118 42980 31334 0.57 116.46 37157 36698 0.61 36245 1.26 0.73
Karg 2 42513 195.77 114 22937 31045 28849 037 268.08 0.79 0.46
OPERA 628.78 136.63 1.65 49215 38271 29310 0.39 22448 0.55 0.22
Mean 471.35 248.28 0.98 22306 359.81 33881 053 320.06 1.00 0.54

LSD0.05 121.71 89.75 - - - - - - - -

5YS: Yidld in stress condition; YP: Yield in non-stress condition; SSI: Stress Susceptibility Index; TOL: Tolerance index;
MP: Mean Productivity; GMP: Geometric Mean Productivity; STI: Stress Tolerance Index; HAR: Harmonic Mean
Productivity; Y1: Yield Index; YSI: Yield Stability Index.
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Table 2. Principle component analysis for different drought resistance indices and grain yield under stress and non-stress

conditions
e S fdes o Slos o sl (ke Geflee SLE ol Lo e
4o vios byl oy e o e g G0 x  Jex (5y90 42 s y5kes Solwl
e s G S > Shas
Component 5;?3; Va(roi/":;‘ce Yp® Ys GMP MP  TOL STI ssi  HARM  YSI YI
1 6.31 63.22 040 -0.28 0.35 035 0.29 038 -0.18 0.39 -0.18 0.28
2 2.87 9194 -0.06 042 0.29 0.28 0.40 0.17 0.53 -0.05 0.07 -041

SYS: Yied in stress condition; YP: Yield in non-stress condition; SSI: Stress Susceptibility Index; TOL: Tolerance index;
MP: Mean Productivity; GMP: Geometric Mean Productivity; STI: Stress Tolerance Index; HAR: Harmonic Mean

Productivity; Y1: Yield Index; YSI: Yield Stability Index.
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Fig. 1. The bi-plot display of rapeseed genotypesin drought resistance indices based on first two components.
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