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5 Stress Tolerance Index
¢ Geometrical Mean Productivity
" Yield Stability Index
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Table 1. Name and pedigree of maize hybrids

@3 By 02 g oL ) Jgu

oyl el 0 3%l o los Y 0 yoxl
Number Name Pedigree Number Name Pedigree
1 Simon PL62xPL97 5 Ksc700 K74xK18
2 KSC670 K3653/2xK19 6 KSC711 B73xL105
3 KSC647 B73xK1264/1 7 KSC260 K1264/5-2xK615
4 KSC704 B73xMO17 8 KSC400 KE72012/12xK1263

odd (6 ySoslal Slhe (Sl g o cime ails 5 Slos
aly ady als e o gmas as sls Las (F 5V slo o)
4 o 00y (g S o3l Slao (5 ity ilpeay Ll
ollS ple b alie (o (oily) 2ol alsje o 1
slplal joebs o Sloy alold Jdo 4y aS1 > conl i
Lyl b o Sobe pwlees plaizle 9005 05,3 o oole g
BypSoo JE el S oy o (SiS D

(Banziger et al., 2000)
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S 5,5 55 (Mostafavi et al., 2013) S
Voo O e 5o o, olaws siles &l o Slee (sli! 5
Al aSB MW Jebo g Db cassy 5o dlo slass aails
SrSosll Slio aen Ll oLl 0 90 slav poe
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Table 2. Combined analysis of variance for agronomic traits in maize hybrids under normal and drought stress

KEDVEN Mean squares Gl yo o Sileo
Sl @l 70 T T I Jsb oo oy olasi igdy yo il
I df P EW) ? ? )0 S ASP)
Source of variation Plant height Ear Length Rows per Ear Seeds per Row
© 7 2 2532** 4.1* 28.9** 463.0**
Drought treatment (DT)
TS e J2l 155 6 58 2.4 0.99 338
Rep (DT)
S 7 2520** 13.1** 27.3** 40.18**
Hybrid
GAS Sl oy 344%* 2.1% 0.5% 10.0
DTxHybrid
Y 123 91 7 5.7
Error
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Table 2. Continued. alsl .Y Jous
o 6ol 4y Mean squares Ol o (o Sileo
et s " ERXNENE. 15 % 39 o 2 Sloc
Source of variation Physiological maturity 100- Seed Weight Seed Yield
i 7 2 682.8** 456.4** 86614518**
Drought treatment (DT)
A led JEI 1S 6 6.7 3.1 1983915
Rep (DT)
Hed 7 560.6** 114.7%* 25924086**
Hybrid
S e 14 9.5m 3.6 3043799*
DTxHybrid
oLl 42 7.3 4.2 1225302
Error
C.V.% O i g g o 53 21 6.9 9.2

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels,

ohler g oo a Lol adllas o og wils o Slee
oL 5 ls50.w 5 (Ghazian Tafrishi et al., 2012)
weyar o lie zls (Seyedzavar et al., 2014)
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als slow bass b s e (o590 58 GlopanslSo olulils
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5wl slaws g Dby s, sl sl Ses s
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ao, YA 5 Y8 55 4 KSCB70 oy, sl g 2oy
b 4 3g8 olie KSC260 o, ye0 (sl a5 10 05
5 ,Sles Mol sl (F Jguz) 09 doyo V) 5 \F
ojlail a5 S solaul Slas 5l Wl S i Ll s

oo nENS 57 7.0 Jiol mdaw (o ls soe ol a G *

respectively and ns: Not significant
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Aol Gels cntiey Pl yo s, olasd g s, jo s
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Table 3. Mean of traits and variation percent under drought stress.

Mean of traits Glewo (11Kl
3 !
ke
3 — 2
D = [ )
3 > 8 2 ERE
YE 3z 3 18 32 g:
FZ RS 2 5 v3g T2 2
2E 2 20 22 925 33 0T
33 32 33 Ty Ka, .3 35
]aI -{ocu P = =2 {8’&' ?3 A
s e - - 28 N es o . 3 S
Phaas :1 «© :1 © ﬂ ) : % \%9 T © ")\ 8 : g
Treatment >z 20 Sz 33 AeE 28 28
der 28 224 17 47 136 340 13795
Normal
whgy sy dlep 2 A5 15 217 16 44 130 297 11916
Drought stress at vegetative stage
o gl 4y o Sl oy
Variation(%) compared to normal -5.3 -3.1 -5.9 -6.4 -4.1 -12.6 -13.7
conditions
) oy dl> o yo S
Drought stress at Reproductive 207 22.5 14 38 125 25.3 9996
stage
Jloyi bl dy o Ol gt 50
-8.8 04 -17.6 -19.1 -7.8 -25.6 -28.7

Variation (%) compared to normal
conditions

o e alls o yShas g IO 50 Ails 09 (PN - 59 lao
5 edllais aslllas |5 e do s FVIY 5 YA SO L
s Skee zals (Seghatoleslami et al., 2008) |, Son
oysd Job g als wd; fall a4 (S as ST e ails
o dile o Sles o alold al ools cad ails al
YOU Y olme 4 plgen ) (St 25 9 Jloys Ll
GRalS (S 25 4 Jexie slacaisy Sk e
S 8 4 Jexte lacais) olelid cnlplo ol
ois oslhaal Sl el s ol b b wig o

(Edmeades, 2006) sl aisls Sas

S0 yS (i Al 3 Shos (o) 23 90 Dlao (e 5o

30 &S g ebay cul aily Sas ps Sl e |, ol
WIY G i o2l 5 (o) &8, Jolie yo (25 Ll o
SLSen 5 ez adllas jo .l alS ws,s YAV
oy J=le yo (Sas s 50 (Choukan et al., 2006)
OV 5 YA (e v i ar |y alls o Shos (oal 5 (s,
Rabbani and ) plel 5 b, asllas ;o ol zals as)s
Sl sugy wby al> e o S s (Emam, 2012
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Gy YA 5 YAV iy a4 Grals cel ails ad
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Table 4. Mean of recorded traits under normal and drought stress conditions.

: >

25

;g
o 2B 5
3{ g ;35,5 £ 2 vjn, g 3 %
S O L T -
e g AF 2 33 %8 =g
Simon 244 24.5 16 48 136 41.4
KSC670 240 22.7 18 44 139 31.1
KSC647 219 20.8 19 48 138 30.0
Jloy Lyl KSC704 239 23.1 18 50 141 33.3
ki KSC700 241 23 18 47 143 40.8

Conditions

KSC711 251 23.5 17 45 144 33.4
KSC260 217 20.6 18 48 119 29.8
KSC400 174 21.2 14 47 126 32.5
Simon 229 23.3 14 46 130 35.4
KSC670 210 22 16 41 133 28.0
Al o jo KSC647 218 21.4 18 47 132 25.3
gy Sy KSC704 226 22.8 15 45 134 29.8
Drought stress  KSC700 216 21.3 18 41 136 334
at ngaesgt"’e KSCT711 233 22.6 17 42 135 30.3
KSC260 203 19.9 17 46 114 26.5
KSC400 184 20.7 13 45 128 28.8
Simon 221 21.6 13 34 126 31.0
KSC670 192 24.6 14 34 129 23.7
Al o yo KSC647 221 21.4 16 41 128 225
ity a) KSC704 209 23.4 13 40 130 25.4
Drought stress  KSC700 216 23.7 16 37 131 28.0
at Re‘;{:;euc“"e KSC711 210 24 15 34 131 243
KSC260 211 20.5 16 42 109 22.5
KSC400 182 20.9 12 41 117 25.1

shlo LSa o #,55LS IYVIV 5 AYYIY AYDAY
Ay dl> e o s byl i o g als o Slee (p iis
L w5y 4 KSC704 4 KSC647 . KSC260 x5
shls [ jo 850l V-FYA 5 VIFFR avy
oo Hlis 399 sboo ,Sles aing dils o, Slee 1y i
Lylys o ails o ,Sles p s )l a5 Sloay s oS
Al b anslie o 55 25 Lulps 53 Ygens wilosgy Jlo s

KSC260 o e Jloy Ll jo a8 ol olis ol

VO¥YY L (Dehghanpour et al., 2009) (,>5 3,
J9uz) g ails 5 Slee (n i hls B )3 pSelS
eSS VEVEY s VFIAL A FAQY L s 5 o KSCB47
gy M) Al pe po i Ll il e anals )8 lSs o
L oy 4 KSC647 4 KSC400 KSC260 slaws e
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5o s bl o assls )3 KSC647 4 KSC704
S 5l o 398 ety Ll sialy wd) ale e
KSC704 4 KSC647.KSC400 slass e KSC260
5 bbb aslls ys sl olas 895 5| (K25 oo
wolel ,» (Tabatabaei and Shakeri, 2016) ,SLs
S S sy s SSI g GMP MP sla a5l
bl » 9 KSC704 4 KSC700 KSC647 KSC500
SSI sla ozl wlul g KSC7040s e STI a5l
als,l lgiea KSC700 4 KSC704 slawy e TOL
O 5 (IS sz aslllas jo wiad (315 (Sas Joorie
5 SSI sl m3ls wlsl ,» (Choukan et al., 2008)
- Jomie (ylgieas KSC720 4 KSC700 slaws ,ee TOL

DAl (Byre (Sid 55 4 by s o

5 o men a4 ailaiily gin o Slee by e
o hlpd e dil o Slee ol (6 p0 Sy uizren
@ Joxd lp olBa planl Jole o Vsars ((Sis
Llpl )0 badd ) 00,50 sloay yd g Olge ¢ S 25
blyd jo LBl Glody yed e 9 Ssdi g0 (o) 2 Sl
Magorokosho et ) & .5 o 1,3 fyge)] 090 jus Liis
.al., 2003
e la ) (Sas Jeod il oy oo duslie jslaien
TOL la asls kil as solinu] Ko Joss sl
Sile 5 wls lie conls Loyss a5 YSI 4 SSI
oo po i lpd 50 cilias (Sl 5 4 Sl
ool KSCA00  KSCBAT (clagy yu (g, A,
2y alpe po G5 Lalph po g sl 5 4 7S
KSC647 4 KSC700 KSC260 clony,md o
Sl el (Sis S 4 Cad (565 Cowles
5 i Lyl o MP 3 HMSTI GMP (gl asLs
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Table 5. Drought resistance indices for maize hybrids under drought stress at vegetative stage.

S0 A9y

Yp Ys TOL MP GMP HM S]] STI YSI
Maize Hybrid

Simon 13991 11893 2098 12942 12899 12857 1.09 0.89 0.85
KSC670 13934 9599 4335 11766 11565 11367 2.26 0.72 0.69
KSC647 14167 13717 450 13942 13940 13938 0.23 1.04 0.97
KSC704 14892 11823 3069 13357 13269 13181 15 0.94 0.79
KSC700 10715 9477 1238 10096 10077 10058 0.84 0.54 0.88
KSC711 12057 10549 1508 11303 11278 11253 0.91 0.68 0.87
KSC260 15421 13552 1869 14486 14456 14426 0.88 1.12 0.88
KSC400 14189 13717 472 13953 13951 13949 0.24 1.04 0.97
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Table 6. Drought resistance indices for maize hybrids under drought stress at reproductive stage

S8 By ad

Yp Ys TOL MP GMP HM SSi STI YSlI
Maize Hybrid

Simon 13991 7747 6244 10869 10411 9972 1.56 0.58 0.55
KSC670 13934 8922 5012 11428 11150 10878 1.25 0.67 0.64
KSC647 14167 11449 2718 12808 12736 12664 0.67 0.87 0.81
KSC704 14892 10479 4413 12685 12492 12302 1.03 0.83 0.70
KSC700 10715 8604 2111 9659 9602 9544 0.69 0.49 0.80
KSC711 12057 9235 2822 10646 10552 10459 0.82 0.60 0.77
KSC260 15421 11977 2444 15199 15150 15101 0.78 0.99 0.78
KSC400 14189 9559 4630 11874 11646 11423 1.14 0.73 0.67
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Table 7. Eigen values derived from principal components for drought resistance indices.

gy oy alo po 50 fd
Drought in vegetative stage

) oy Al o )0 (gidd
Drought in Reproductive stage

Jol adle pgs adlgo Jol adlge P9d adlse
First Component  Second Component First Component Second Component
_ 3ts ol 63 57 32
Eigen Values
i 70 100 64 100
Cumulative Proportion
Yp 0.30 0.40 0.31 0.38
Ys 04 -0.04 0.41 -012
TOL -0.19 0.53 -0.08 0.54
MP 0.38 0.18 0.40 0.15
GMP 0.39 0.15 0.41 0.10
HM 0.39 0.13 0.41 0.05
SN -0.23 0.48 -0.18 0.50
STI 0.39 0.14 0.41 0.08
YSI 0.24 -0.48 0.18 -0.50
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Fig 1. Maize hybrids situation in bi plots derived from drought tolerance indices under drought stress at vegetative
stage.
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Fig 2. Maize hybrids situation in bi plots derived from drought tolerance indices under drought stress at reproductive
stage.
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