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Effect of drought stress gradient on agronomic traits in Kabuli chickpea core
collection

¥ . R .Y \
63l LSa 5 Lol bl ¢ (6, ST (gdga ¢ uslansl ) 5 40 guzna

o>

.o

oIS 5 5550 s 85 SIS (Glad ga o) Dli o (S (55 0Ll 8 1A VAN GO 0l . g 9 (ae19 . (S 1P cp (s lowl 59
FY-PYE(E) 1) 100l (2103 pole Ao

Ot e Jod Sl (SiS Logas (i 5l (0 B BT Jlod g LT 08 (195 55 w2 a0 Dl 3 (S 3950
G213 g9 43 39755 il £33 S5 E555 4 4rgF 93 (ol 3T ol D LD 2195 ol 55 3955 3 Shos SIS Jole
(BB (3 L s 5 b L 43 (539 50 (K o2 b da o Dk o Lail9y 553 9 Jomie Sl gi5 SRS laio|
(cmaST) i SBD ™ 7 3 IB 50 wiild § OloyT o 83 4w b of yoid ™ 39505 diud O3 guankls” digad 1+ fodl e
= (T1) Daln (2 Luld sler (2% 33 @5 09 3% 9 JI6 48 9 TOko! Dlaion duwgo 48530 I3 AT-A0 (2155 Jlo 5
L34 by @l .cdF S (b3l 350 SIS &5 Sk Sl i 31 08kl b (T4) 390950 9 (T3) Lawsie (T2)
Wi 039 (P Sl LY dluw Dlao a5 31 0950 S g (e 457 318 VLS (O 5g¥ed 90 9 (L Igg ( 2lh) Do
399 Slddo BB £955 (wsy 3380 S i 30 gy &G Hdy & ot § 41D o (139 (D p el digy 5 4iIS Sluwi
9 Cnglin Sl as Ui 3597 4 .09 1518 1) o 9 I i g 30 (93 sl D99 &5 O Kot Cado b jlowd 4uds”™ 58 .oubld
20 O pShos pt ( Shamnodd fodond . CuB1D 39279 Egi WG (o 45 318 Gl 3 (Solew Lalise Zakaw 30 S 4 Camilus
Lo Ly (p Fmwlo GMP 5 STI sy asls 457 313 Ol Joow ol b okl Slaslosi 3 3 Kos 5 gl Ly
SR g0 (gmi )3t 9 i H7 My (S 0 pikio iz 513905 (a5 W39 (S0l T (S lowi 4uds™ 33 3958 S wigiS JUE STy
GBCigis 45 318 OLiS (Gum 4w 313905 b OT IS duwlic § (i 4 Joowi S jaslo 4 by o S0 9 U ygbme 53 &3l9

N9 i g op 5 Joxin TE slow 331109140 £Y 0 Gbewigil 9 T slow 33 YE §T1YA

(U 058 9 410 & hos ¢ g 4 oo jaslh (( SiS g (O Sl 4 3 1 suulsT svollg

YWANO/YA - 5 s @)U YWAVIY/Y (sl s @)U

(04" 43180) oy 5 g 4 5 o) liions s g0 oo Diloa sz )
SIS pwkiga 5 (5B Oladion A go Hlslil =¥

i3 g a5 0ol Sl gl Sl ¥

ot 5 W 4 5 Mol Dlidosd dwse gale Dl 20 -F


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-193-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7 ]

sleee Aol Joslgo a gl a5 5o Jadll 5053l
o= 3 el s 4 Oldllae bl 5358 0 by e
Cade (BT (s (6 law Aile 25 sl Calides ol 5o
Jorle cle e 5 Lo B e ¢ 68 (S 5 0 ol
>, es EALST 5o 53 PO e o le5 4 (S
(Sadri and Banai, 1996) C—ul >3 53 J geamee
ol Sl T 558 a3 55 3 2l e e
ST ol Laas g oy O B al e ol 51 5 ol
3 Ole>, .(Bagheri et al., 1997) asb Hls, = 5 S
5,k oL 5, b (Rahman and Uddin, 2000) -yl
48 s ges 3158 (S T o 3 g5 055 YA
05 SalS ( ad S LT L 2U el S i
Syl 5 a4l 31w (CE sl (Bl g ko $SKis
OLIRer 5 323 3 55 0 2555 ) S 53 5 Slas
OLalE s 48 Wisls olis ;-5 (Davies et al., 1999 )
413 059« sluws (23 Lyl iy edd S 550
Aol e LS (6 )ls e oy gt 4 5, Ses
3 7 (Chaichi et al., 2004) O, e 5 ol
LSyl ol 55 oS, (Sl Sl s
s asls oSas G55 oo p glr a5 Ls sl Sy
039 5 CME 5 &l 3ldad (& g 5> OME sl o8
Bakhsh )0l LSa 5 jidw i3 S7 3,18 1y ails lsa
55, Skee (W gl 2L a8 wsls OLis (et al., 2007
doys FA L.@;T.\_.fu_e Iy 55 3955 )3 ol sl
33 Ul o 3PP s g s e sl s il 5Bl
Ly als 5 Shes 53 Lol Bl Aoy WV 5 @55 ¢S 055
DS 5 S5 5 508 1S 5l Jlasl Ly
eSS LT &S Wisls olis 55 (Zhang et al., 2000)
L eSS 5 adls 5 e ails 5 Shas (g5 6ol me 50
44_$|>QAJJ_>=)@A_L?LL>-JA)>L;)L:{TQ_U§)>
oetdal s o Sl Aoy AY B 4ils 5 Sles
;Ls-\-'u,g))&_'cc@v\lf&\f)a ;u\i)l{ Ol jae O3 55
J&:..A\)gj_;ggjﬁag,\u@ﬁﬂmlw,u:,’

OT oo 5 S g 55 a2 oS )l 35l 8

-

dodao

3ot SIOT 5 (b s 5 Sl S
u—nﬂb‘)‘ osla | abjb_)ﬁ:'—\‘w 49-\},4 Qﬂ)}u\:ub.b
33 GilaS s e LS 1, oS s bl
o Ll e 5 SLL GbLb ¢l abil la s
ST 558 s L bdas 50350 atasly (S50
Loble ol a8 Slejossn 5 Sl il e a5
ST a5 om0l b 03 dipd o 500, (S5
(Kumar, 2005) C—wl s Ol dte gls—a o
Colan 32,k 31 o) OblE s See St i
Q\;J\J_SGJJ)JNL@TJMOJELJJ:}_’JJ‘
s 4y 5 ol e g ooy oS S (65, (S
(23 ahpy SN S p 5 dha 1 (3daze ol go
35 o B SE o sslen Jolge 5 5 0S5
S m s 0L iy 65l 05 «(Boyer , 1996)
iy o a5 0l 68 s Ol e ol i OT
S S0 S, S 36 el se alax I 55 olS

(Werry etal., 1994) il o Sis
?)‘)ﬁ)b&bj&ﬁubwu.a)bb}w
M@‘)‘J}}}jd%@:ﬂ‘ju@jcwﬁ)
S 6B Sl Dby ple & o olS plogMe
i aar g Loy adls )i S el byl 2 L
Sl Sl 9 el 53 3 5e 5 e
U 1) 535S LS 5, 0 g S e Ll o
aslybl Ll .(Bagheri et al., 1997) 4l
ﬁ,STmﬁ;cb\mf—w\a Jle g,yslias
SESA OMAME S VVVFY (5 5w 5558 IS 5o 5 5
Al e S YOARYS 5 12V08 OT U 5 Ol s
ﬂ)ck_»du:wdmo.ufbu\duw)f
Lol el iy 21551 4 s 08 ) o 3 5305 ST
Sl sl 2als LS s gl 0T 5, Shes
Sladl= oyl jolastl o ials ol LY o Sedas
:ﬂww&;d.c_ﬂlz}_&d@}:ga:jl{rf}


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-193-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7 ]

Osle o ole g3l Lol B OT 31 gy 5 2 plovl
5 i oLl (55l 6351 b god el sl 0o L
s b F LS sl T o e 45
o Sl o3l b (6)LT ey 4 Oloj ol 1o
Jlesl 0l 43 .;;ejf(.teu-\ Gl ls &G SLL gobT
S b el 2 To ks 55 LT T Ol o les
2T 0k 5 6 sl 70 Gos b S b (65106
e ST eslizal BB Cugby ds 3 B0 alis bl
CBIIL aT e (I ES e it 4 S
b Cose a bl 4 Oled Ol se 4 badals
Prcs 8 bl ) SS 7L bl LS sl STk
ol T ot b LT s Hler S 51 s 55
FIO AY/F g gazmn 53 0t ) A oLl L
T2 T glbasles gl e a o ze a0 5 Y0/0
ek VIA/S Sl | L 487 5405 b5 Ty 5T
ot sl s OT e (s fas b s S,
5 (T 5 (SHL §same) sl 2 b s
Slles 3500 e oo YYF/F 5 YYA/) (YAD/N (¥ Y/Y
sl e oy Ll sy
lin oS, slom s hite 0 L 5 0 05 e S5
(e Slw Vsl j5 st (695 j3La as s dold)
RCSK QLIPS
S s oy Sl 5l lesT ol s
(S Ay b gy sl ( AU SET G jg) sl Juls
S Sy o,e 5 Jsb o8 a3 a8 sl
S (ALS b 6 e 5 gLl sy 55 s
(dd g > ails dldal (BME 5wl sl (W g H> e
6133 Sl (5 9 O3 4ls Lo O3 ¢4 g &S 5 Shas
Ad yls p Sl iy u.b-ujcb.b-lﬁja
Al 533, Shes o sl 4 (IBPGRI, 1993)
(S byl linl gl gl 8y O b calaw
il b 5 0 arwlos 61 5 b 4 O S 8 Jgb
L;\ﬁ.uwwt;ﬂcb_»‘ulf%uw&

gck_wd}\jjzaj_{k;cdﬁdﬁzjglw@bu

Y4

Ll plu 50T (ST o s e Sa0,L ol s
S Galime Dby b 5 e Ol e clos dle ool
.(Johansen et al., 1996) > 55 o 4>l g0 SKis- i3
3 P28 G e gl ¢l e (2l 2l
S s Ll b b i 8l L e Slio o
cMQM\JJ@JQb;#;ﬁL&QL’?}J&\}\
oo ceeglas la O 8L ¢l e S 4 sl

oy plsil 4 Sl

by 359 30

Ol duw g0 450 )3 AP-AD ol,5 Jle )
a5 V¥ oz S 5 iy Jlg g s Pl
o ) LS 555w 05 SIS Ol e
333530 LS 5550 Lol 85 SUS S 5a3 VP
()t ol 5 Sl Ol e LS 05 eSS
Aol b (g ¥ L,Jas)s(rm,ouﬂcﬁ-).uu
e s O, b B s e sl e b e
eSS bl o T s csS (e
Nelson F33 (sla LT sl iois ) 5 b
22 ? Joolss 5 2o VY STl plali L) 590 plas

(T2) 0 # =V/0 « (T1) (g 0 V/B -V alole Hle>
(Ta)  ——0 \O=\F/D 5 (T3) (6 —— V2 /D -\Y
Sl T e Al L 3 b s 4 s
Sprinkler Irrigation  Line Source) (glasli ¢S
Hanks et al, 1976; ). & Jl_el (System
4 (Mahalakshmi et al., 1990 ; Serraj et al., 2003
STl s 1y O e 3l Ty les <8 5,5k
Lo 1 Calies Jool g 55 ¢ OT 3555 Oljas s (61
S o 9850 ool b 55 5 a2l
AT osTpar G b Caand o 55 5 i S8
oo 2 e oy ST Ol 5 ol 4 ek ol
Sl i gl 5o s (6,8 o510 (LT o 5l dey

SIS S o ol L S oS O


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-193-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7 ]

ey lul s 9 a ysdils s Shes b gls me
s (Farshadfar, 2001) Ji ens Losld o g Ol e
sl (L) et s ol 2 s 55 stizes 5
adlae 5,90 sla o ls gl 5 ol slaad go 4 4 2
Sla el 5 el ge Lilyy 4 a5 b 5 23 5 ol
el gl (Gabriel, 1971) &My (b ¢ gwy 2 5550
S skt b5 8 5 (S 4 Jaseie o)
YU s Shas ghylsy (Sis a4 oo glacs 55
Al o3latal (Gubay am )13 303 ey Bg) SRS Lyl
(i 93 Ol s Lkl L 5 (Fernandez, 1992)
s Ol Sas fesg feily glyls s 55
FOTITE PSS N TR ATSUN ) JENUPPI e
Lals gad oy 5 (5l T Slwlons IS w5 8 eslinul
Statgraphics s SPSS12 (s LaT ,l ;! ¢ Sleslaal b

25 5 ol

S 53 (S s s e b i
Lo s T sTo) 20 5V sl 51 (/D) T,
Slolesl @l ol gl g 208 ((/VO5 +/9V slie
L;,\H}_s@t;;\da;qala:!,\;\ajtzﬁo.x.z@‘yjb
Ta sTa T (T s & by ok &1l gl 5
AL o
sdias 0L dals o6l sl Slio il s 4 5
pﬁﬁjsjuéfj_la_@_g)\:u_;m&}w:ﬁjr.w
5 Oada Laosls W s g ale3T ey (16
Lds 4 5 LS 4y sbmy slads i 3 e
e 55T s (Ll i ol Ol L)
st Oy Ty 5l 534S 5l OLas (Y Jgu)
455 55 5 Slos Dlio & 5 4 (o 59 Dok
345 9 3> sl (S g Oy o p ALl slus
s Ta Jlass 53 il on by pe 0,875 Sles
5 S5 5, Shes Dlio U (o5 9% Okl o
5 g 3 Sl Bl (bl p et ls (O ST s Shes

Slio o5 el i i Lo a 55 455 sl
Ol ol (S0 (L dalons ol (S5 (oS
i 38 Ol b 5 S s il Gl
awloee , oo e een S50,
a5 G S el sl (Soon ol S
Dl A et 5 it 4 55 08 4 08 05 5
05 S5 3 Ses Ol 55 T el 5 Calis
Upadhyaya, 2005 ; Naghavi and Jahansouz, 2005)
(Upadhyaya et al., 2002; Chaichi et al., 2004;
(IS 55 55 Lho pp ot e 5 gt 4 S o3litl
o S ekmls) s et 5 L eols ez JLalS
(Sneath and Sokal, 1993) J ol sla adl ge 4 4 25
A eslazul
Lyl 53 058l 5 Slas 4 b g jo slaesls olel
Ta Ty s Cadides gl 535, Shas 5 (Yp) Ty
S5 05 Bl s s Shes Kol \;p s T
3 tmlonn 25 o i a3 3 Shee o SLa 1Y
OS5 4y Sl 5 Canslie sla e li ba 0T bl
Ll 5 slad e b bl
oS s (V)
Stress Intensity (SI) = 1- (Y_s / Y_p )
Joze (V)
Tolerance (TOL) = (Y, Ys)
S 4y el 5L (F)
Stress Susceptibility Index ( SSI) = [1- (Y Yp)]/SI
5 Jes i (F)
Stress Tolerance Index ( STI) = (Ysx Yp)/( Y_p )?
3> Shes pmdin ke (8)
Geometric Mean Productivity ( GMP) = (Ysx Y)) &
3 Shee ol 5Kl (9)
Mean Productivity ( MP) = (Y+ Y)/2
Ot e Sl il 2 L o g e 8]
Slaasli b 25 Ogdy 5 35 Jal 8 5 6ls 5 Slas
SVL Koan a5 asls 5 b oslital Calibes


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-193-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-01-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7 ]

LSl 5 ol 5 (Kanouni, 2003) g S ol S
.3,)ls Casllas (Silim and Saxena, 1993)

(Rahman and Uddin, 2000) ;s 5 Oloa>,
Iy Slio s ol odalie  Stusas ldie o 5V
o 3 O 3l 55 Shas o (Soen & by o
33 bl ool 55 a0 sad Ol g il sl b
JECRENVANSH JERPFS W) ) P B IS
Ao 053 5 65 55 &ls sluss Slas o (1= 0.99%%)
93 o) &S5 LUl i a5 L oS b salis 4l
o (Vo) dy (oo B (oreb o i
315 Olis Calibee Loyl Ol 3  Kinrad Cul o
ot (SNowar 3458 e 5 dyb (Sen &
Sls Sl L oo b sla 4t ls slds L @y 05
Stemer ;81550 53 a 53 3L Al (s
MJJ&_{.&JL&}‘C&»MJJ‘)L«:;MJA)JWJJ
AL Son i e Uil i
Sl sl b ails s Ses 3L 2alS 55 Sous
03 el bl (gl ae LS:m..._‘..zaTl S o a e
e 53 i 33 5 (S n T sl
033 Do b3 Sas 3 g0 515 e Aoy &S ez
L Lal el SKoacren 505 5 Lol 5 5 4l Ao
or 33 o (S i Sk
QLS Y Jgds )3 552 90 (slmesls . sl 2] -8
@J—L?Ujj‘)}‘u‘..{)j_ilaﬁ&:_{duﬁw
T1slas 53 (Swad 2 47313 3 5 i Stueros
S el o 53 35 Loyl 55 bl 0355 ls me
o dal s s e e Ol aST s g 5l e Ao s
ol 65 el 3N S s Sl S5
sl e (st 115 155l ekias OLE ¢ 4 e
Qd@i&bué\ﬁﬁdu)&.&bﬁéc\f
Ll o el fad T (S e
.(Sabaghpour, 2006)

Slr 0395 Sl 85 5l eslarl 4 (godaze mle
oolal fod =T Sis 5l olu! Jlaz! ol 53

AR}

Loyl s als o 059 5 4 5 09 (&2 o La sl
S A Sl 2 2 R B Ta kS 53 0
o Ls (@ g 53 415 sl (& g ¢S5 3 Shes Slao b
03¢ slr 4L sl hls Lo 05« ls
Bl O b 6 Sl b cpl o Lo o 5 Shes 5 6
53, 8as U Las e Slio £ 55 0555 5L okia
bl ges e anledT Lol s ST 55 0T 6l
<la %M;jsjdﬁ)aawd\@,muﬁ,ﬁa
O 03 Olio cpl b3 1 Bt s oy Jlaz| 5
I otale3T 55 5m Ll 5 adS™ 53 ) 3590 Sla 45
il 01 L eSS g SNl bl S e ol
(PAE it e s LB palS (s s
S5 5, e (a5 O g cadsl o p gba 4t li sl
oLl 5 ey alls sluas casls dee O )9 a5 g
,owjau,\fg@ud\.mmmubﬁ
3 o= s—> «(Rahman and Uddin, 2000) -, — sl
5 o~ « (Davies et al, 1999) O, Ses
0L 5 iw «(Chaichi et al., 2004) ol LSes
OHL_San 5 ¢&_15 5 (Bakhsh et al.,

Zbls asllas (Zhang et al., 2000)
c@i.il.ajT sbsles js Slaw ASL?IJ.?LS:MQ}?J
o o 1 e e (S 5 g i DL
(PALS by e Do b S 1k i)
WS 055 anS g e 5 dsb (S U s,
3o Lajlas dS j3 5, Sl 545 9 ¢S5 5, Shas
J}Quﬂawd)b@@w.(\’ Jsd>)
055 e p Sla i slis wanS b e S
Cils et 55, Shes (5 S5 3 Shes g
055 Sl o 15 gme e Sirad 5 b olalie
UoMMHJJﬂw}uﬁ&a)ﬁwcdﬁ
o S e St (Sian s (Y st
Stcan 5 Sy Usa, 5 28U Sy, Slio
&J:,ﬁ&oujwd\&ﬁs)b@mg&u
=L ol odalin Cils et li 55 Shas &

2007)


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-193-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-01-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.4.1.7 ]

RIS 3 5 n 0 SIS (gl g 5 (St 25 (glasles 3 gy 2 3550 Slho oo 5 LT (sla alyl ) Jgdr

Table 1. Statistical parameters of Kabuli chickpea core collection in drought stress treatments

oS

auls

Lae 3l il Lyl X
(Traits) ot (Parameters) 1 2L, (Mean) (St)d*D;iaftHiom (Vgi;ni:e> (Rang) J:C’;V)ﬂ

T1 T3 T4 T1 T3 T4 T1 T3 T4 T1 T3 T4 T1 T3 T4
NLL (Leaflet No.Leaf ™) £, maf sl 135 140 142 09 0.9 0.8 0.84 0.81 0.58 4.0 5.0 40 007 0.06 0.05
CH (Canopy height) A aaplsy 272 248 237 40 5.3 3.8 16.04 27.94 14.69 21.0 290 180 015 0.21 0.16
cw (Canopy width) A iy se 354 275 274 79 6.7 6.5 61.69 44.60 42.02 33.0 330 310 022 024 024
DF (Days to 50% flowering) s,, 759 759 754 62 42 44 37.85 17.84  19.40 54.0 160 150 0.08 0.06 0.06
DM (Days to maturity) Od, b3y, 1019 99.6 97.0 4.6 4.0 3.7 21.05 15.92 13.72 25.0 13.0 100 0.05 0.04 0.04
LL (Leaflet length) S, Jb 0.8 0.9 10 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.6 15 1.0 0.16 0.20 0.19
LW (Leaflet weight) S 0.5 0.5 05 01 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.4 0.6 0.7 021 025 0.24
PBN (Primary branch No.) sl sl 25 1.7 14 12 0.9 0.8 1.49 0.83 0.62 5.5 5.0 3.3 049 053 057
PW (Plant weight) Y 35 21 2.0 1.7 1.0 1.0 2.78 1.06 1.05 111 5.3 6.1 048 050 0.53
GWP (Grain Weight.PIant'l) G5 S s Shas 1.7 0.8 0.3 1.0 0.6 0.4 0.99 0.37 0.16 5.7 2.8 2.0 0.57 081 1.15
GNP (Grain No.PIant'l) & g 53 4l sl 5.6 4.3 24 23 2.3 25 5.22 5.31 6.24 15.0 11.0 12.0 041 054 1.04
GY (Grain yeild g.m'z) alss Sle 111.0 384 150 455 26.2 74 2072.30 685.62 54.71 197.6 114.0 32.7 041 0.68 0.50
GNP (Grain No.Pod'l) M s 4l i 11 11 10 03 0.2 0.2 0.11 0.06 0.03 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.30 0.22 0.18
HI (Harvest index) Cab, yesls 487 348 148 165 219 11.0 270.85 480.28  121.83 1125 123.7 39.9 0.34 063 0.75
100 GW (100 Grain weight) sbasajy 240 184 151 7.2 7.9 8.9 51.97 62.44 78.39 49.3 44.2 46.8 0.30 0.43 0.58

T1, T3 and T4: Non stress, moderate and sever water stress, respectively

Lds 25 5 b gme 25 colls ST clajles w4 T4 , T3 (TL
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients for plant characteristics in Kabuli chickpea core collection in drought stress treatments

1% 9% 3% 38 e J, 38 NF 1899BJEr 43I id 9B
2B xE ¥R %3 T E & %32 sg 98 oS aS a>ag 5= 12
Lg ME 4% dz 15 1z %y w3E 2E 2y 1% 35 3¢ 3% a2z
Plant characteristics E ol 4 g 5 ‘5 S i) o) Y42 “w 2 = \3 = = e 3 = L S 25 3¢ 3 C
s 92 TF 4B wE S ME§ TE Fp EoE o gE 69878 '
a = 40 2, O § g - - g o G} I S
g & & -
T1 -
Leaflet.Leaf €, el ol T3 -
T4 -
T1 -0.101
Canopy height P gyl T3 0.054 -
T4 -0.102
T1 0.108  0.529**
Canopy width AE iy se T3 0.018  0.583** -
T4 -0.162 0.527**
T1 0.065 0.460** 0.250**
Days to flowering S5y, T3 0.225* 0.003 -0.095 -
T4 0.263** 0.103  0.048
T1 0.255** 0.361** 0.256** 0.532**
Days to maturity Odwy b3, T3 0.171  0.090 -0.016 0.681** -
T4 0.240* 0.234* 0.205* 0.567**
T1 -0.138  0.513** 0.370** 0.253** 0.175
Leaflet length 8, Jb T3  -0.097  0.259** 0.274** -0.365** -0.328** -
T4 -0.133  0.300** 0.250** -0.085  0.007
T1  -0.200* 0.520** 0.277** 0.184* 0.154 0.796**
Leaflet width oS, 6 T3 0.042 0.366** 0.444** -0.173 -0.177 0.500** -
T4 -0.182 0.206* 0.257** -0.111 -0.013 0.347**
T1 -0.201* 0.304** 0.333** 0.032 -0.051 0.260** 0.204**
Primary branches No.  aJsl sls esla sl T3 -0.050 0.311** 0.244** -0.200** -0.165 0.277** 0.469** -
T4 -0.052 0.031  0.224** 0.004 0.091 0.187* 0.200**

T1, T3 and T4: Non stress, moderate and sever water stress, respectively
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients for plant characteristics in Kabuli chickpea core collection in drought stress T3 treatments.

18 3% 35 YE A A% 3% NE 12 3B 4% 4T J4% 3% 18 9B
v 18 2§ B% 2 =% xF S8 1% € HE 2E %E® 18 iE  §§
12 43 8 4z 42 IS %z wE 25 "I 9% it 3§ < i% e
. = 3 = 2 = S . .= .= o) S ‘s
Plant characteristics S s »{g < .'é;) \\_%g % ‘%-é E g 7 g 7 § Q‘g o5& 1 § §
&\ = £ g z S
Y, g E 5
% a &
T1 -0.228**0.489** 0.410** 0.108 -0.007 0.456** 0.399** 0.667**
Plant weight $u055 T3 -0.147 0.567** 0.538** -0.190* -0.123 0.354** 0.492** 0.614** -
T4 -0.052 0.490** 0.551** 0.066 0.303**0.446** 0.290** 0.290**
T1 -0.288**0.355** 0.393** -0.059 -0.171 0.324** 0.289** 0.581**0.866**
Grain weight Plant? &, e55Sle T3 -0.250%*0.376%* 0.452%* -0.371%*-0.223* 0.342** (0.425%* 0.495%*(.718**
T4 -0.140 0.307** 0.439** -0.172 0.182* 0.300** 0.241** 0.307**0.772**
T1 -0.059 -0.062 0.088 -0.124 -0.056 0.150 0.125 0.078 0.124 0.256**
Grain.Plant™ Gypabsls T3 -0.089 0.315** 0.280** -0.184 -0.081 0.414** 0.370** 0.196* 0.403**0.297** -
T4 -0.076 0.268** 0.401** -0.025 0.220* 0.244** 0.106  0.238**0.711**0.682**
Tl -0.021 0.214* 0.621** -0.125 -0.168 0.084  0.096 0.259**0.119* 0.491** 0.177
Grain Yeild absSle T3 -0.108 0.339** 0.499** -0.458**-0.303**0.278** 0.304** 0.255**0.526**0.615** 0.300** -
T4 -0.168 0.217* 0.346** -0.518**-0.126 0.213* 0.281** 0.155 0.362**(0.597** 0.348**
Tl -0.014 0.006 0.097 -0.020 -0.094 0063 0.085 0.154 0.120 0.117 0.097 0.160
Grain.Pod ™ OMe psalisls T3 -0.042  0.009 0.234* -0.112 -0.177 0.045 0.125  0.213* 0.316**0.236* 0.035 0.204* -
T4 0147 -0.030 0.031 0.102 0.144 -0.011 -0.031 0.112 0.118 -0.061 0.152 -0.015
T1 -0.122 0.010 0.207* -0.296**-0.304**-0.082 -0.118 0.066 0.137 0.519** 0.231* 0.411** 0.142
Harvest index il gerls T3 -0.067  0.105 0.259** -0.036 0.151 0.117 0.067 0.010 0.068 0.443** -0.029 0.162 0.074 -
T4 -0.301**0.216* 0.277** -0.496**-0.157 0.228* 0.184* 0.204* 0.399**0.739** 0.444**0.686** -0.146
T1 -0.026 -0.071 -0.154 -0.170 -0.004 0.137 0.178 0.110 0.181 0.204* 0.988**0.000  0.072 0.065
100 Grain weight 4oy T3 -0.004 0.401** 0.360** -0.165 -0.001 0.423** 0.406** 0.219* 0.442**0.402** 0.989**0.343** 0.007 0.271** -
T4 -0.206* 0.290** 0.233* -0.400**-0.062 0.347** 0.290** 0.149 0.329**0.425** 0.311**0.631** -0.094 0.408**
T1,T3 and T4: Non stress, moderate stress and sever water stress respectively Wls A5 5 e gte 25 el T syl e 5 0: T4 , T3 .TL
*, **. Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively Loy3 &S 5 gy dlel o glaw 53 Jls gae 3 5 4 TFF
Yo
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Table 3. PCA analysis of Kabuli chickpea core collection in drought stress treatments

SB35 atr 05 SIS Gla e d (Si 55 lasles 53 Ul (ol add e Hlgn o G asbols sos slayls o cos polie =Y Jsus

Plant characteristics A Slas
2 3 oE  ANE AS - =2 3 32 9% T 3 B 0 3 38 23
L 1% 4% a8 2% a8 32 Jf JE 9% 4 dE 1% 95 d: i3 if 18
v & AR ¥ = % 3 W 2 % 2 23 v S I 2 =2 ) = a 3 = —?; o= 2 a N > = 'S
e 0% 7 dz 1z ¥z vE 25 4& JE 2 Fg 5§ a2 22 ¥z a5 F 1S
= 8 HE S = T 32 Y= wog s 3¢ 5 2 F§ JE 2 S 2z
"239 T g us 3 ki £ S : a 75 7 8 5 =g 1O w Ls
a 3 YO 4 O = > 2 = T o o = 1o =
& 8 Q 9 £ G
£ o S
& (O]

dal a8 T1 -0.409 0.278 0.419 0.181 0.108 0.848 0.064 -0.072 0.855 0.005 0.430 0.089 0.077 0.753 0.158 4.24 28.24
I;CAf T3 0.060 0.571 0.623 0.226 0.571 0.758 -0.150 -0.108 0.844 0.141 0.505 0.110 0.140 0.686 0.492 5.14 34.29
T4 -0.183 0.495 0.673 0.467 0.398 0.376 0.069 0.364 0.877 0.521 0.549 0.807 0.342 0.876 0.026 4.26 28.42
o T1 0.499 0.698 0.606 0.289 0.186 0.032 0.694 0.812 0.152 -0.249 0.088 -0.070 -0.067 -0.040 -0.233 2.64 17.64
<‘P’Z: A;” T3 0.101 0381 0.212 0.572 0.465 0.106 -0.178 -0.010 0244 0170 0.154 0.928 0.928 0223 -0271 194 1292
T4 0.414 0.368 0.254 -0.057 -0.268 0.027 0.860 0.767 0.297 -0.622 -0.622 0.225 -0.426 -0.149 0.279 2.97 19.78
o T1 0.258 -0.177 -0.145 0.055 0.123 0.060 -0.197 0.078 0.121 -0.009 -0.018 0.970 0.973 0.112 0.013 2.04 13.60
(’I:C‘:A; T3 0.229 0.326 0.207 -0.359 -0.128 -0.180 0.821 0.860 -0.099 0.028 -0.329 -0.023 -0.026 -0.295 -0.186 1.55 10.34
T4 0.488 -0.399 -0.079 -0.426 -0.498 -0.069 -0.146 -0.033 0.065 0.284 0.262 0.396 -0.357 0.265 0.282 1.45 9.60
o T1 -0.160 0.254 0.260 0.844 0.898 0.091 0.086 0.023 0.227 0.021 0.107 0.085 0.090 0.239 0.390 1.12 7.45
r)gngj’ T3 -0.608 0.212 0.377 0.115 -0.198 -0.178 -0.222 -0.040 0.123 0.739 0.460 0.070 0.065 0.408 0.052 1.22 8.16
T4 0.244 -0.347 -0.249 0.215 0.276 0.611 -0.049 -0.021 0.040 -0.227 -0.015 -0.014 0.253 -0.049 0.57 1.18 7.90
o T1 0.153 0.185 0.412 0.056 0.083 -0.045 -0.322 -0.317 0.226 0.803 0.668 -0.023 0.001 0.458 0.011 1.07 7.15

T4 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

ks 55 g b e 25 e sk T lasles w5 4 T4 ST 3 (T1

T1,T3 and T4: Non stress, moderate and sever water stress, respectively
1
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Table 4. Stepwise regression between seed weight per plant and plant characteristics in drought stress treatments

Step Number ~ Drought stress Regression equation s £, dskxs R2
T1 Y =-0.075 +0.54 (PW) 0.80
Step 1 T3 Y =-0.235 +0.47 (PW) 0.59
T4 Y =-230.5 +0.3 (PW) 0.58
T1 Y =-0.95 +0.51 (PW) +0.02 (HI) 0.90
Step 2 T3 Y =0.52- +0.24 (PW) +0.1(HI) 0.68
T4 Y =-0.513+0.254 (PW) +0.022 (HI) 0.84
T1 Y = 0.45+0.51 (PW) +0.17 (HI) - 0.013 (DM) 0.90
Step 3 T3 Y =-0.56 +0.36 (PW) +0.008 (HI) + 0.007 (Y) 0.73
T4 Y =-0.602+0.25 (PW) +0.02 (HI) +0.006 (SW) 0.85

T1 - -
Step 4 T3 Y = 1.57 +0.36(PW) +0.009(HI) + 0.005 (Y) - 0.02 (DM) 0.75
T4 Y =-1.53 +0.25 (PW) +0.02 (HI) + 0.007(SW) + 0.06 NLL 0.86

s A5 Ja e 25 sl T glles w5 0 T4 LT 3 (T

T1,T3 and T4: Non stress, moderate and sever water stress, respectively
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Table 5. Correlation between tolerance and susceptibility indices and yield in non stress and drought stress

(T3) treatment

YP YS STI SSI TOL MP GMP

YP 1 0.498** 0.760**  0.220* 0.593** 0.593**  0.772**

YS 1 0.912** -0.613** -0.364** -0.364**  0.918**

STI 1 -0.347**  -0.043 -0.043 0.962**

SSI 1 0.848** 0.848**  -0.383**
TOL 1 1** -0.038

MP 1 -0.038
GMP 1

w):cﬁl)@dwlcp):)b@m%;@:**,

*

*, **: Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Table 6.Correlation between tolerance and susceptibility indices and yield in non stress and drought stress

(T4) treatment

YP YS STI SSI TOL MP GMP

YP 1 0.293** 0.669** 0.361** 0.922** 0.922**  0.705**
YS 1 0.871** -0.698** -0.099 -0.099 0.874**
STI 1 -0.317*%*  0.344**  0.344**  0.975**
SSI 1 0.658**  0.658**  -0.318**
TOL 1 1** 0.380**
MP 1 0.380**
GMP 1

J«a;:éﬁi}@dk}lcjh‘)a)b@ugﬁ];g:* )

* %

*, **: Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Fig.1. The 3 D plot among STI, Yp and Ys under T3 (a) and T4 (b) treatments .The number of the genotypes

with higher yield in both control and stress conditions (group A) are shown.
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Effects of drought stress gradient on agronomic traits in Kabuli chickpea core
collection

Pouresmael®, M., M. Akbari?, Sh. Vaezi® and Sh. Shahmoradi*

ABSTRACT

Pouresmael , M., M. Akbari Sh. Vaezi and Sh. Shahmoradi. 2009. Effects of drought stress gradient on agronomic traits
in Kabuli chickpea core collection. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 11 (4): 307-324 (in Persian).

Drought stress is the most important limiting facor in rainfed agriculture all over the world. Generally, in the west
Asia region, chickpea is cultivated as a rainfed crop, and its pod- filling phase often sufferes from late season drought
which significantly reduces seed yield. To study the genetic variation and to determine the relationship between seed
yield and some agro- morphological traits, the reaction of 103 accessions of Kabuli chickpea core collection of Natioanl
Plant Gene Banak plus three improved cultivars (Jam, Arman and Hashem) was evaluated under four moisture
conditions: normal (T4), low (T,), medium (T3) and limited (T,), using line source irrigation system. Experiment was
conducted in Karaj Research Field Station Seed and Plant Improvement Institute, Karaj, Iran in 2006-07 cropping
season. Different agro- morphological traits have been measured and recorded. Descriptive statistics nalysis revealed
that there were significant variation in number of sub- branches, plant dry weight, number of seed per plant, harvest
index, 100 seed weight and seed yield. Seed weight per plant had the most coefficience of variation. Variation in stress
tolerance and susceptibility indices suggested a high genetic variation in studied Kabuli chieckpea genotypes. The
correlation between seed yield, in stressed and non-stress conditions, and different drought tolerance indices indicated
that STI1 and GMP were the more suitable indices for screening of Kabuli Chickpea genotypes for drought tolerance.
Comparison of three dimension plot and bi-plot showed that in T3 condition, genotypes no. 67, 68 and 74 and in T4

conditions, genotypes no. 45, 47,105 and 110 were of higher drought tolerance.

Key words: Drought tolerance indices, Drought stress, Kabuli chickpea, Bi-plot analysis and Seed yield.
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