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Table 1. Analysis of variance of different stress tolerance indices at different stress
intensities

S GIRGS S e 35T a3
Stress S.0.V. df. MP GMP TOL SSI STI
intensity
Cultivar 3, 6 219.137 216.04" 34327 05257 1257
o2 Error s 12 1.34 1.36 6.01  0.096 0.009
Cultivar 3, 6 14658 13160 131.747 04627 0527
044 Error s 14 1.34 0.95 416 1.220 0.003
Cultivar s, 3 66.13 2616 314.097 02237 00427
069 Error s 8 1.29 0.95 6.96  0.003 0.001

o y5 G laz o 3 ls gmn D *F

€T 4o Camla> 2318 1SS1 ¢ eass e ls i TOL a5 wtin . SKLe :GMP o 5 KL :MP

A5 4 Jas sl 1 ST

e Bl 055 e L3 o osls 25 Od 3 13y 4w ) o 3l Ws 4 t

**: Significant at 1% level.

MP: mean productivity; GMP: geometric mean productivity; TOL: tolerance index;
SSI: stress susceptibility index; STI: stress tolerance index.

T Because of the mortality of 3 cultivars under given stress intensity only 4 cultivars

remained.
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Table 2. Comparison of sugarcane cultivars for stress tolerance indices and dry
matter yield in stressed and non-stressed conditions at 0.24, 0.44 and 0.63 stress

intensity
e o
Stress Cultivar Cultivar Yp Ys MP GMP TOL SSI STI
intersity No.
1 CO 1148 11.9e 8.8d 10.4e 10.2e 3.13d 1.09ab  0.16e
2 CP 82-1592 31.5b 20.5b 26.0b 25.4b 11.02a 1.49a 0.97b
< 3 CP 48-103 25.4¢c 19.9b 22.6¢ 22.5¢c 5.56bvd  0.93b 0.76¢
g 4 CP 72-2086 20.4d 16.3c 18.3d 18.2d 4.05cd 0.82bc  0.49d
5 SP 70-1143 23.5¢cd 21.6b 22.5¢ 22.5¢ 1.91d 0.34c 0.76¢
6 CP 70-321 25.5¢ 16.4c 20.9¢c 20.5¢ 9.13ab 1.53a  0.63cd
7 NCO-310 42.7a 34.5a 38.6a 38.3a 8.2labc 0.76bc  2.20a
LSD «0.5) 3.16 2.74 2.03 2.05 4.29 0.54 0.17
1 CO 1148 11.9e 10.4d 11.3e 11.2d 1l.4e 0.25¢c 0.19%
2 CP 82-1592 31.5b 24.3a 27.9b 27.7a 7.2d 0.52b 0.14b
< 3 CP 48-103 25.4c 11.4cd 18.4c 17.0b 13.9b 1.26a 0.43c
g 4 CP 72-2086 20.4d 10.4d 15.4d 14.6¢ 9.9cd 1.12a 0.32d
5 SP 70-1143 23.5¢cd 12.4c 17.9c 17.0b 11.0bc 1.07a 0.44c
6 CP 70-321 25.5¢ 12.9c 19.2c 18.2b 12.6bc 1.13a 0.49c
7 NCO-310 42.7a 19.7b 31.2a 29.0a 23.0a 1.22a 1.26a
LSD ©.5) 3.16 1.83 1.86 1.71 3.57 0.21 0.10
1 CO 1148 -t - - - - - -
2 CP 82-1592 31.5b 11.9ab 21.7b 19.4b 19.5b 0.99b 0.42b
o 3 CP 48-103 25.4c 8.7c 17.1c 14.9c 16.7b 1.05b 0.25¢
g 4 CP 72-2086 20.4d 13.3a 16.8c 16.4c 7.1c 0.56¢ 0.30c
5 SP 70-1143 - - - - - - -
6 CP 70-321 - - - - - - -
7 NCO-310 42.7a 10.8bc 26.7a 21.4a 31.9a 1.19 0.51a
LSD 0.5 4.10 2.16 2.14 1.84 4.97 0.11 0.07
I 6l pae sl dp 550 dublcbﬂ)amgf;;ﬁqf Ghyls &S galdel O g a s
e Js oS e MP e s 5 byl sy, Slee:YSe i 505 bl 553 Lee: YP
¢ 5 4 ;o > asl 5:SSl ¢ o e 5:TOL s Jg — wia .S .:GMP
A5 4 Jas e la ST
Wl 25 S8 0T 53 05 85 o 3l ins Ol Jl (slasls —— ¥

Within each column figures sharing same letter are non-significantly (P < 0.05) different.

YP: yield in potential; YS:(}/leId in stress; MP: mean productivity; o

GMP: geometric mean productivity; TOL.: tolerance index; SSI: stress susceptibility index; STI: stress
tolerance index. ) ] ) ] )

t-----Missing cells indicate the mortality of cultivar under given stress intensity.
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1: CO 1148; 2: CP 82-1592; 3: CP 48-103; 4: CP 72-2086; 5:SP 70-1143; 6: CP 70-321; 7: NCO-310
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Fig. 1. A) The 3-D plots among stress tolerance index (STI), yield potential (Yp) and yield under
stress (Ys) at 0.24, 0.44 and 0.63 stress intensity B) The bi-plots of cultivars (showed by figures) and
five stress tolerance susceptibility indices at 0.24, 0.44 and 0.63 stress intensity
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Table 3. Value of each principle component from total variation of indices and value
of coefficient of indices for each principle component at 0.24, 0.44 and 0.63 stress

intensity
U Ol Laail 5o wilgo 2 o Coefficient of indices s el ol
Stress Principle Value of
intensity components  pronciple Yp Ys MP GMP TOL SSI STI
components
PC1 0.74 0.44 0.43 0.44 0-44 0.25 -0.04 0.43
0.24
PC2 0.25 0.07 -0.18 -0.44 -0.06 0.62 0.75 -0.08
PC1 0.75 0.43 0.37 0.43 0.43 0.32 0.15 0.42
0.44
PC2 0.24 0.12 -0.41 -0.07 -0.14 0.50 0.71 -0.19
PC1 0.75 0.43 -0.08 0.43 0.39 0.42 0.35 0.40
0.63
PC2 0.24 -0.03 0.75 0.13 0.33 -0.17 -0.44 0.29

g u:ilL:nMP a5 lls 55 Ses 1 YS ¢ g bl i 555 Shest YP ecpuulasf:PCZ tJsl ol adl 50 : PC1
A5 4 Jesw a1 ST ¢ i 4 ol (a2l 1 SSH ¢ fass e la 1 TOL ¢y wtin . KLs : GMP
PC1: first principle component; PC2: second principle component; YP: yield in potential; YS: yield in

stress; MP: mean productivity; GMP: geometric mean productivity; TOL: tolerance index; SSI: stress
susceptibility index; STI: stress tolerance index.
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Fig. 2. Dry weight yield of sugarcane cultivars at different salinity levels
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Table 4. Rank correlation coefficient of stress tolerance and susceptibility indices
and dry matter yield in stressed and non-stressed conditions at 0.24, 0.44 and 0.63 stress

intensity
A RCIRV- S PO
Stress Indices Yp Ys MP GMP TOL SSlI STI
intensity
YS 0.77"
MP 0.93” 0.92"
) GMP 090"  0.95” 0.99”
S TOL -0.68" -0.13"™ -0.44" -0.38"™
ssl -0.25™ 0.36™ 0.02"™ 0.09™ 0.82"
STI 0.93" 0.93™ 1.00” 0.99” -0.43™ 0.03™
YS 0.81"
MP 0.98" 0.88™
3 GMP 0957 0917 0997
o TOL -0.65" -0.20"™ -0.58™ -0.52"
ssl -0.42"™ 0.08™ -0.33™ -0.27™ -0.90”
STI 0.96™ 0.90™ 0.99" 0.99” -0.53" -0.28™
YS -0.27™
MP 0.92" 0.06™
o GMP 0847  021™ 0.97"
S TOL -0.96" 0.38™ -0.83" -0.76"
ssl -0.777 0.73" -0.53™ -0.42™ 0.82"
STI 0.83" 0.22™ 0.95™ 0.97" -0.75" -0.43™

.MJJ\}M)JbJL&‘CE*M)J)‘D&AQ)‘D&AJT'&%;Q:**} *ns

oala  TOL ety cwiin 550 :GMP ca 5 o KLa i MP ¢ s Lol 5 535 Shas 1 YS ¢ 25 0 Lol s 535 Slas : YP
5 4 e et la 1T ¢ 25 4 Conlus e li 1SS ¢ s
ns, * and ** ; Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% levels, respectively.
YP: yield in potential; YS: yield in stress; MP: mean productivity; GMP: geometric mean productivity;
TOL: tolerance index; SSI: stress susceptibility index; STI: stress tolerance index.
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