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Evaluation of Drought Tolerance of Chickpea (Cicer arietinum L.) Lines
Using Agro-Physiologic Characteristics
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Table 1. Mean comparison of chickpea lines and potential levels for different
characteristics in the controlled conditions

oY sandb edldb Gl S Gl Ce e (Gi el S el

Lines RL (cm) SL (cm) Ginax (%) PI (%) GSI(%)
Pars 11.70 a 2.63 ab 80.20 ab 70.30 a 70.91
Bivanij 10.96 ab 1.99 fg 78.89 abc 66.14 be 76.04
18-59-15 11.52 ab 2.47 be 79.55 ab 63.66 cde 66.70
12-60-31 11.54 ab 217cf 76.81 abc 64.35 bed 66.10
Flipgs.97 ¢ 10.77b 2.04 efg 73.08 cd 62.46 def 64.53
Flipgy.s 11.37 ab 234be 74.85 bed 63.39 cde 70.76
Flipgg_so ¢ 10.88 ab 2.8l a 63.48 fg 58.20 gh 59.18
Flipos_si 9.81cd 2.61 ab 82.63 a 70.05 a 70.40
Flipos.166 10.90 ab 2.38 bed 69.80 de 60.27 efg 58.11
Flipos.111 10.94 ab 2.41 bed 69.89 de 5890 g 62.82
Flipos.s4 ¢ 9.22d 2.34 be 66.68 ef 55.41 hi 48.75
Flipgs.4s ¢ 11.33 ab 1.83 gh 76.52 be 65.09 bed 63.05
Flipys a4 c 10.07 ¢ 2.00 fg 69.46 de 59.60 fg 54.97
Flipos.47 ¢ 9.86 cd 1.69 h 78.63 abc 67.38 ab 66.49
Flipgs.as ¢ 9.32cd 2.47 be 77.43 abc 66.14 be 77.62
Flipgs_49 ¢ 7.89¢ 2.56 ab 6041 g 52.62i 66.15
Flipo7.185 ¢ 11.19 ab 2.11dg 77.31 abc 62.58 def 59.38

ST sl oty
Yy
0.0 16.86 a 479 a 99.08 a 98.30 a -

-0.4 (Mpa) 14.02 b 2.70 b 97.52 a 93.59b 89.69

-0.8 935¢ 1.57 ¢ 93.46D 76.80 c 72.70

-1.2 1.94d 0.08d 46.91 ¢ 22.80d 32.07

T 0 o 53 (13 gne I &gy 53 S ke (3 b e SiLe
Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5 % probability level.
RL: Root length; SL: Shoot length; Gy,.: Maximum germination; PI: Promptness index;

GSI: Germination stress inedex
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Table 2. Evaluation of drought tolerance of chickpea lines in field conditions (SI=0.51)

ol la oY Seed yield (Kgha) &is 5 Skee Sl Ao S5 e el
No. Lines Yp Ys RP (%) STI
1 Pars 2241 f 1152 fg 48.59 0.37
2 Bivanij 2719 cd 1113 fg 59.07 0.44
3 18-59-15 3159 a 1641 a 48.05 0.75
4 12-60-31 2420 ef 1393 cd 42.44 0.49
5 Flipgsorc 1929 g 1085 g 4375 0.30
6 Flipgr3 ¢ 2579 de 1211 efg 53.04 0.45
7 Flipgy_so ¢ 2397 ef 1491 be 37.80 0.52
8 Flipos_si ¢ 2895 be 1230 ef 57.51 0.52
9 Flipes.aesc 2481e 1144 fg 53.89 0.41
10 Flipog.111 ¢ 2729 bed 1199 efg 56.06 0.47
11 Flipog.s4 ¢ 2890 be 1321 de 54.29 0.55
12 Flipos.4; ¢ 2919b 1086 g 62.80 0.46
13 Flipos.44 ¢ 2804 be 1377 cd 50.89 0.56
14 Flipos.47 ¢ 2757 bed 816 h 70.40 0.33
15 Flipos.4g ¢ 2499 e 1487 be 40.50 0.54
16 Flipos.49 ¢ 2287 1549 ab 32.27 0.52
17 Flipg7.185 ¢ 2889 be 1601 ab 44.58 0.67

Lyl é@pé)\:duuJ%loyﬁ,:gqufguﬁg
Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5 % probability level.
Yo : Potential yield; Ys: Yield under stress; RP: Yield reduction percent; STI: Stress intrensity;
SI: Stress tolerance index
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Fig. 1. Three dimensional plot of STI, Ys and Yp for identification
of drought tolerant lines

Y'Yy



............ s gl oY (Sis feos o)

ST Ol oS pl W 3 5 s
SlamY 4 e 68 50 I
L La Y ST 555 Flipog.iiic s Flipso-soc
Sl 58 de oY 53 L YL 5 Shes il
eA3Ne o e 5> sl OLES (g Hl3 e
O s Flipo7.188c 3 Flipos-111c sla VY s
A Jsds) Lsls Caws 1y (6 S i T
(2 S A o 53 5 sby 3gdoes Ll 5 s
=23 & &= 5> 5 Flipgo.soc o— Y
Flipos.aac Flipos-ie6c VA-08 =V0 (sla Y
iy 8 1 OT L o a8 Fliporissc
Sl o i (F Jgu) Wsls jolansl 5 6
=Y s Bl s m e 55 8 T
Lyl 5 g3 a5 At edali s Flipos.rc
Al 595 L sy b (b o 5 o gl
s analS 8 L OT Ol Ol Sl elLS
3 amm ST s Sl me 5 e L
o o 93 2 5568 5 OT faly b 4yl
55 £ 55 (0 Jgd) S ol oS Ui,
B G b 5l elE s OT L g 5
Lasd e ple oy o Sl g 53 (6 o
4SSl ods 518 (sin 4 5 A o
S5l 5 456 gl 6l Il oyl
¢«Muchow, 1985) u_li Jszses dJ 5
.(Lecoeur et al., 1992
< 0 Judg b

Cble oeby i dlesl GabesT opl s
3B sgd po e js b aslya Jby IS
sl J&lﬁd.l:-fjajaﬁ'/.h I,b J.;j,lf

5 Fliposie6c JA-08-18 sl—asp Y
os—by s 9d e Ll % 45 g Fliposaac
9 IY=F=FY AA-04-VD ‘_;l_aao_i‘}f
yis 1y &8 0 OT Jomsily o i Flipor.issc
D) dm_f = e 53 (£ Y ladgds) Ls g
Ol by Sglize Ll 5 g3 s 5
23 i edalice La Y o (6ls sme (g )LeT
S DT Jedley Oljon (S A5 g3 2]
L ailbas 457 5ls 2alS (6 )ls me ysb 4 1,
Pl 92558 G0 s e D
.(Singh et al., 1996 <Wang, 1989) s s
7203 5 T Jedley S ok L5 it
L aS sls 0l sk, Sogline Loyl -5 5
T ety Oln 31 0olS iy 655 &3 iy
PR35 sk asdee Ll ps il wulS
ey Ol s ( 23 MNE 5 Al U o o
5 e LS| 5 Jans jasli b oS, T
313 QLaS 0 Jlazl ela 53 1 (613 ins
5o LLsjl o gy 5l Sl s uomen
ad> 0 95 > d?ﬂ - S fosly o > S
552500 Jydz) 590 23 OE ;s“"uf
St Jors b 8y (VW T il B3|
auu\_igl:)_gj_ﬁiédr&bubjé}ﬁdﬁ
¢ Sivakumar and Virmani, 1979) c_.l
.(Silim and Saxena, 1993
g W8 5w 3 od DT O30
R e U B R
23 Sola e Ml Ll Al e 53 a5
Osdle Lyl 5 5y b edalice La Y



\Y’/\'\JLMY’ULM:‘YY'J.\?")J\{}JL@“QL&:E;JQJ:J

Yve



............ sl Y (S Jess S35

Yo



\Y’/\'\JLMY’ULM:‘YY'J.\?")J\{}JL@“QL&:E;JQJ:J

v



............ s gl oY (Sis feos o)

b (8 Jsdm) 48 sdalice LagpY o
SlamY s by e aiy 5o OV slis
055 oYL .3 s+ Flipgo.soc 5 YA-04-10
Y L S 5, Mes 5 s do
o3 adly sl b 51as ud ¢ Flipor.igsc
B e e e (=Y OO
Y 5 O (S s (S
S 5 &S iy e YA-04-1D
¢ 7> 4w (Keatinge and Cooper, 1983)
0l 55 e sl 1y 55w 5 3 Shes Lol
PR PR RIS PIPRC RPN, RIS
SRSy O S oS s S 0l e
o Ul U s Ll s s a0ls 03
R el s A 5 55 (S
23 O sldm Dlao alS Co g S
(oS YIA) s 035 (34 FV/A) s
o S YY) 4 gy 55 &5 g 3 Shas
ils 3, Ses 5 (o5 NY) @5 55 il 5 Shae
1Y Jlazrl pebans 53 (0 8 S VYD) LS s
plosl pa s See EalST s ol 1) s
osdle |y O Oud > e s 5,LT
OLSl S iblis y5 Al I s U
e A8 e STE s 5 s 5T
el ol a8 Wilesls iyl S 55 uiioms
anllls 3y oly Oliw S50 2l
¢ Prabhakar and Saraf, 1990) ¢ _ule.0 i
.(Nielsen, 2001 ¢ Johansen et al., 1994
dewo s g ey alils slaws Ol ¢l o

L 95 55 (6Hls e IOV e ‘;}1

Yvv

J—f&;—w@m&l}f).)tw)}j
o o 53 g YV L YIOF 518 1 b IS
0S5 S e YNF 4 YPY 51 s
ol S i e L alS S 5055
ps 35 s e (o)L i 51 2als It
CP)>J153,L§01}:6,;)\;$~ Sl
Gl S 55 0 OT il ol
Sl O S 5 (e l) Sl ol s
0035 Ly U oS s IS Olsm 5o S
Cslla 5350 Ll 5 53 a3 olS s,
S 5 Al b odalics ;5 2y b,
—, > (Pandey and Singh, 1996)
Cs o 45 A5 S 0,Lil 5 93w sla i 55
o o 51 YL I8 o o 3 (g 8
S o 53 Loy 5> ialS Ll AN
Sl 51 3 Tes LOoMe sy dlo jo 5o
ol ;38 1y 055 5 s IS pslie )
)Ls,ﬂ.g)w\efj&ﬁ@j;aw&@\
95 3 5l 9 s (VVE O
Y oS s JS Ol o iy o
s Flipossic ;=Y 95 4 op S 9 Flipos.iiic
(F 5 lad ) Cils ke Flipos.aoc
5 A U o 53 12 55 48 5l Ol s
R EE I SR e e
2 La0T g sazs sbca 5 IS slackle
O U 5l 55 1) Sz
3 dos Sl 9 g &T O hos

S gy gl Ll 5 s

)aoTélk\}uﬁAJﬁwL;\ﬂL;)\:dbu



\VA-\JLAQVo)LMingJ.\?")J{}JL@'“Qu.:aaﬁs\.lj:.}

3, Shes Sl 5 45 S s Shae 15515 0 sl Y Sk dslie =5 J g
u.‘:.:)b)b)ubu .]a.:‘j& BE
Table 6. Means comparison of chickpea lines for yield and yield components under
water-limited conditions

oled LY ol O sl OMe pralbalas whbaw 03y M S Sidem s Shee @ Shee
No. Lines NP/P NS/P GHW (g) UP (%) BY (g) PY(g)
1 Pars 3341dg 1.26 abc 29.10e f 11.32 cf 27.38 de 10.37 fg
2 Bivanjj 2913 g 1.37a 36.40 b 12.76 ef 24.70 ef 10.01 fg
3 18-59-15 47.74 b 1.21 be 30.30dg 6.93 a 32.89 ¢ 14.77 a
4 12-60-31 4237 ¢ 1.14 ¢ 28.77 fgh 8.94 abc 28.97 cde 12.53 cd
5 Flipgso7c 30.71 fg 1.28 ab 27.53 h 11.05 bf 24.80 ef 9.76 g
6  Flipgrsc 33.09dg 1.19 be 31.90 cde 10.77 bf 27.93 de 10.90 efg
7 Flipgo.so ¢ 52.72a 1.14 ¢ 27.93 gh 9.34 ad 30.10 c¢d 13.42 be
8  Flipos.s; ¢ 35.40 def 1.15be 32.20 cd 10.86 bf 31.03 cd 11.07 ef
9  Flipos.isc  35.25 def 1.24 abc 31.93 cde  12.64 ef 28.07 de 10.30 fg
10 Flipogj ¢ 33.81 def 1.17b 31.50cf 8.10 ab 40.42 b 10.79 efg
11 Flipog.ss ¢ 36.05 de 1.25 abc 30.97 def 9.71 ad 31.24 cd 11.89 de
12 Flipgs.a ¢ 31.72 efg 1.15be 31.50cf  12.08 def 28.21 de 977 ¢
13 Flipgs.gsc 36.95d 1.27 abc 34.07 be 9.97 be 30.87 cd 12.39 cd
14 Flipos.47 ¢ 22.82h 1.17 be 32.50 cd 1543 ¢ 21.96 f 7.35h
15 Flipgs.sc 41.62 ¢ 1.19 be 31.53cf 8.87 def 38.25b 13.38 be
16 Flipgs.o ¢ 4241 ¢ 1.22 be 30.87 def  10.24 be 32.58 ¢ 13.94 ab
17 Flipg7.1s8 ¢ 33.05dg 1.26 abc 41.07 a 9.15ad 44.54 a 14.41 ab
Mean 36.37 1.22 31.77 10.54 30.82 11.59
Optimum 78.20 1.19 34.55 11.23 59.04 23.63
Reduction (%) 53.49 - 8.05 6.14 47.80 50.95

BY: Biological yield; PY: Plant yield
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Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5 % probability level.
NP/P: Number pods per plants; NS/P: Number seeds per pod; GHW: 100 seed weight; UP: Unfilled pod;
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Table 7. Estimated equations for plant yield based on stepwise regression

Env. L Equations <Yslx R’

Optimum osks  PY,=0.73+0.71 BY + 0.41 NP/P 0.89

Water-limited sbyssies  PY =2.12-0.35UP +0.74 NP/P + 0.21 GHW 0.90

For legend see Table 6. b anr| o # g 4 Slis 5 61
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