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Table 1. Code and name of studied genotypes

eeess (1) 9 (C og)3) (it bulyl cod YU o Slee
09,5) LIS Oy 9 i Lalpd 90 50 0 cans 0 ,Sdee b
.D
G555 et Gl el (i olelid I e
S e 0 o 0 Wb o Slee by (Sis 4 Joie gl
L j0 0,Slee ] 50 a5 08,5 soliiwl (gomdn loges
9y »2 i Janzme 100 Slae daX jae (59, y ST (9
2370 (§35 3 (B30 0Bl sla 2l 5l (S5 5 o Z )90
ool las gl (Fernandez, 1992) o sols ioles lay

Loy, yolo 5 A 09,5 (3903 lazr g jeiie d (o Ll

ooy aslllao (scaigij el g ojlodd ) Jgur

o ol as ol as ol
Code Name Code Name Code Name

1 X98TH75K1-83 23 SARS80J21K1-87 45 ICCV 10308

2 FLIP98-55C 24 SEL S.P.L.K1-87 46 ICCV 10310

3 SAR79J78K3-86 25 SEL S.P.L.K12-87 47 ICCV 10312

4 SAR79J18K1-86 26 SEL S.P.L.K23-87 48 ICCV 10314

5 SAR79J15K3-86 27 SEL S.P.L.K19-87 49 ICCV 10315

6 SAR79J610K 1-86 28 FLIP05-143C 50 ICCV 10316

7 SAR79J78K5-85 29 SAR80J109K12-87 51 ICCV 10318

8 SAR79J87K1-85 30 SARS80J61K2-87 52 KAKA-2

9 SAR79J38K8-85 31 SARS80J61K6-87 53 FLIP 03-27C

10 SAR79J710K2-85 32 SAR80J61K10-87 54 FLIP 05-67 C

11 FLIP03-110C 33 X03TH152-88 K6 55 FLIP 06-64 C

12 SAR79J18K1-86 34 X03TH153-88 K2 56 FLIP 06-65 C

13 SAR79J15K3-86 35 X03THI153-88 K3 57 FLIP 06-86 C

14 SAR79J78K5-85 36 FLIP 99-66 C (Adel) 58 FLIP 06-102 C

15 SAR80J21K13 37 1LC482 C 59 FLIP 06-142 C

16 SAR79J610K 1-86 38 Hashem 60 FLIP 07-12 C

17 SAR79J710K2-85 39 Arman 61 FLIP 07-35C

18 SARS80J61K2-87 40 Azad 62 FLIP 08-35 C

19 SARS80J57K1-87 41 Bivanij 63 FLIP 08-42 C

20 SAR79J78K3-86 42 ICCV 10304 64 ILC 3279

21 SAR79J87K1-85 43 ICCV 10305

22 SARS80J78K2-87 44 ICCV 10306
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Table 2. Values and ranking of drought stress indices and yield under drought stress and non-stress conditions

Yp Ys
G (Kg/ha) (Kglha) STI TOL  SsI MP GMP HMP Yl KISTI K2STI  STS

1 952 368 033 584 0969 660 592 531 098 0.9 0.32 -1.27
2 826 390 031 436 0834 608 568 530 1.04 020 0.33 0.01
3 749 306 022 444 0935 527 479 434 081  0.12 0.14 -5.57
4 1073 360 037 713 1.049 717 622 539 096  0.41 0.34 -1.41
5 997 379 036 619 0980 688 615 549  1.01 034 0.37 -0.39
6 933 382 034 551 0932 658 597 543 1.02 0.8 0.35 0.32
7 749 346 025 403 0.850 548 509 474 092  0.13 0.21 -2.89
8 985 411 039 574 0921 698 636 580  1.09 036 0.46 1.84
9 1137 340 037 797 1107 739 622 524 091  0.46 0.30 -2.59
10 1104 293 0.31 810 1.160 698 569 463  0.78  0.36 0.19 -6.06
11 740 225 0.16 515 1.099 482 408 345  0.60  0.08 0.06 10.91
12 645 213 0.13 433 1059 429 371 320 057  0.05 0.04 11.46
13 911 387 034 525 0910 649 593 543  1.03 027 0.36 -0.09
14 1175 261 029 913 1228 718 554 428 070  0.39 0.14 -8.11
15 867 325 027 543 0988 596 531 472 086  0.19 0.20 435
16 1036 283 028 752 1147 659 542 445 075 0.9 0.16 -6.93
17 827 421 033 406 0776 624 590 558  1.12 022 0.42 2.10
18 887 486 041 401 0714 68 656 627 129 031 0.69 6.74
19 867 329 027 539 0981 598 534 477 088  0.20 0.21 -4.08
20 892 372 032 520 0920 632 577 526 099 0.4 0.31 -1.10
21 996 340 032 656 1.040 668 582 507 091 031 0.27 -3.07
22 968 320 030 648 1.058 644 556 481  0.85  0.26 0.21 -4.55
23 993 376 036 617 0982 684 611 545  1.00 034 0.36 -0.62
24 885 434 037 451 0.805 659 620 582 1.6 027 0.49 3.11
25 969 513 047 456 0.744 741 705 671 137 043 0.88 9.10
26 1186 492 056 694 0924 839 764 696 131  0.75 0.96 9.17
27 1100 447 047 653 0937 773 701 636 119  0.54 0.67 5.03
28 1084 421 044 663 0967 752 675 606  1.12  0.49 0.55 3.00
29 963 181 0.17 782 1283 572 418 305 048  0.15 0.04 14.05
30 1075 298 031 777 1142 686 566 466 079  0.34 0.19 -5.83
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Table 2. Continued

alol .Y Jgu=

MP  GMP  HMP Yl K1STlI K2S8TI STS

Yp Ys
G (Kg/ha)  (Kg/ha)  STI TOL SSI
31 843 296 0.24 547  1.025
32 937 288 0.26 650  1.095
33 1092 328 0.34 765 1.106
34 841 374 0.30 467  0.877
35 801 358 0.27 443  0.874
36 1330 500 0.64 830  0.986
37 1314 452 0.57 862  1.036
38 1103 340 0.36 763 1.093
39 1204 454 0.52 750  0.984
40 1450 507 0.70 943 1.027
41 1301 413 0.51 888  1.078
42 1160 462 0.51 698  0.951
43 715 309 0.21 407  0.898
44 1075 439 0.45 637  0.935
45 937 244 0.22 693 1.168
46 825 194 0.15 631 1.209
47 1085 385 0.40 700  1.019
48 876 319 0.27 557  1.004
49 1062 292 0.30 770 1.145
50 695 297 0.20 398 0.905
51 667 239 0.15 428 1.014
52 1074 521 0.53 553  0.814
53 1151 448 0.49 703 0.964
54 1110 488 0.52 622  0.885
55 1113 371 0.39 742 1.053
56 1226 430 0.50 797  1.026
57 1212 454 0.53 758  0.988
58 1367 465 0.61 902  1.042
59 1125 514 0.55 611  0.858
60 1220 508 0.59 712 0.922
61 1333 429 0.55 904  1.071
62 1205 431 0.50 774  1.015
63 1389 510 0.68 879  1.000
64 1083 276 0.28 807  1.178

569 499 438 0.79 0.16 0.15 -6.30
613 519 440 0.77 0.22 0.15 -6.78
710 598 504 0.87 0.39 026  -3.66
607 561 518 1.00 0.20 030 -1.06
580 535 495 0.95 0.17 025 -2.15
915 815 727 1.33 1.07 1.13 11.29
883 771 673 1.21 0.94 0.82 7.17
721 612 519 0.90 0.42 029 -2.76
829 739 659 1.21 0.72 0.76 6.32
979 857 751 1.35 1.41 1.28 1341
857 733 627 1.10 0.83 0.62 3.90
811 732 660 1.23 0.66 0.77 6.55
512 470 431 0.82 0.10 0.14 -532
757 687 623 1.17 0.50 0.61 4.25
591 478 387 0.65 0.18 0.09 -9.74
509 400 313 0.52 0.10 0.04 -13.13
735 646 568 1.03 0.45 0.42 0.41
598 529 468 0.85 0.20 0.19 472
677 557 458 0.78 0.32 0.18 -6.24
496 454 416 0.79 0.09 0.12  -6.03
453 399 351 0.64 0.06 0.06 -9.81
797 748 701 1.39 0.59 1.03 1042
800 718 645 1.19 0.62 0.70 5.48
799 736 678 1.30 0.61 0.87 8.20
742 642 556 0.99 0.47 038  -0.51
828 726 636 1.14 0.72 0.66 4.60
833 742 661 1.21 0.74 0.77 6.39
916 797 694 1.24 1.08 0.93 8.75
819 760 705 1.37 0.67 1.03 1032
864 787 717 1.35 0.84 1.08  10.76
881 756 649 1.14 0.93 0.71 5.46
818 721 635 1.15 0.69 0.65 4.54
950 842 746 1.36 1.25 1.25  12.87
679 546 439 0.73 0.32 0.15  -7.36

2skal hgy STS o Slae ozl (YT «Sige )l (5,59 0540 3Sibeo HAM ¢ cwdin (559 0 40 (5Skeo :GMP (5,9 0 140 (5 Sko MP (25

G: Genotype; Ys: Yield in Stress Condition; Yp: Yield in non-Stress Condition; STI: Stress Tolerance Index; TOL: Tolerance
index; SSI: Stress Susceptibility Index; MP: Mean Productivity; GMP: Geometric Mean Productivity; HAM: Harmonic Mean

Productivity; YI: Yield Index; STS: Stress Tolerance Score
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HAM GMP MP STI slo asli b w0 g of Lyl,s
5 G g Cude (Ko K2STI 4 KISTI (Y1
Ol s (Koo olal p cnlplo aiidls 00,0 ) whaw
@ polie Glacuis) Sl Glp ceslie |) basls ()l
ool yo (Stress Intensity)  pus ol Caudls s
oy b as e ol 5 6,50 i .ol Y iylo]
bl bl g0 2 o YU o Sl b slacasgy ol
Fernandez, 1992; Ober et al., 2005;) wauslo
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Tabel 3. Principle component analysis for different drought resistance indices

Hlado Joxi ol
Wi ek ol g e g e

Eigen  varianc
Component  value e% STI TOL SSI

G905 60900 Swigoy)ld 0Sles Al il Al ks
MP GMP HMP Yl K1STI K2STI

1 6.88 76.543 0.38 0.20 -0.109

2 1.97 98.437 0.01 0.60 0.679

0.174 0.001

0.367 0.379 0.371 0.350 0.357 0.367

-0.143  -0.27 0.195 -0.102

:HAM eI ()9 0,2 u—*—f‘L*-" GMP «5)9 02 u,«_f.\b.a :MP S Colon UA>L.; :SSI ‘J,gpu UA>L.; TOL S Jo..‘?u ua>l...4 : STI

STI: Stress Tolerance Index; TOL: Tolerance index; SSI: Stress Susceptibility Index; MP: Mean Productivity; GMP: Geometric
Mean Productivity; HAM: Harmonic Mean Productivity; YI: Yield Index.

(¥ Jgoz) oS oo axgi |) oyiie o 09290 £555
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Jsl kol adlge (V JS5) Conl a3l (e (S35 €95
GMP STI sla asls b oYL 5 o  Stacan sllo
wilse ol 13) w0353 K2STI 4 KISTI .YI HAM MP

ol sbadso 4 4 ji gl
FE8 Sy jshaieay Lol slaadlie 4y 4520 5l eolazl
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(il sl A5 Do 9 G5 Ll il 50 e 0 0 Sles
Frlagarly flyea lopasld cpl 7o DMl S5 4
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.(Zebarjadi et al., 2015

LTS TR R 4563[;.;3])'\ g b oduel b a4 Jeoo
b Gl Jsl adlie jadz e cesl Cgllas b asls
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Tabel 4. Correlation coefficients between drought resistance indices and grain yield

a1d 0 Slos b (Siis @y Canglio b ool  Kwsod ol ps F Jgoo

Yp Ys STI TOL SSI MP GMP  HMP Yl K1STI K2STI
Yp 1
Ys 0.599™ 1
STl 0.865" 0.909™ 1
TOL 0.888™ 0.163  0.543™ 1
SSI 0.232 0.633" 0264 0.649 1
MP  0.960™ 0.799" 0.967 0.723" -0.047 1
GMP 0.862 0.921™ 0.994™ 0.533 0.286" 0.969 1
HMP  0.740" 0.980™ 0.970" 0.348™ 04;3** 0.898™ 0.979™ 1
Yl 0.599 1 0.909 0.163 0.633" 0.799™ 0.921™ 0.980 1
K1STI 0.924™ 0.743"™ 0947 07117 -0.01 0953 0919 0.847" 0.743" 1
K2STI 0.735" 0.932" 0.964™ 0.370" 04(')2** 0.878" 0.943™ 0.954™ 0.932" 0.890™ 1

Aoy ) g oo, B Jlis! mlaw o o s s 54y *HEE
*** Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively
O5eSlee MP (5 Cnlis a3l SSST ¢ Jooss jaslis TOL (i Joos ol : ST o5 8 Ll i 10 0 Slae :YP o2 Loyl o 0 Sloe :Y'S

adly yons 25 Jooo asls KSTI o Slee a5l (YT «Sigo,lo (559 0540 ebe HAM ( cwiin (555 0 40 (u55le GMP (55 0 0
Ys: Yield in Stress Condition; Yp: Yield in non-Stress Condition ; STI: Stress Tolerance Index; TOL: Tolerance index; SSI:
Stress Susceptibility Index; MP: Mean Productivity; GMP: Geometric Mean Productivity; HAM: Harmonic Mean Productivity;
YI: Yield Index
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Fig.1. Selection of drought tolerant genotypes using Stress Tolerance Index (ST1)
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Fig. 2. The bi-plot display of drought resistance indices of chickpea genotypes based on first two components.
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