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Table 1. Physico- chemical properties of soil of experimental site in 0-30 cm depth

Sl il r.:..ul:.: e EW-RE BBt 3l g0 Loy au ! Colda Loy
Soil Texture s LB e LB _ _
) ale (1) T ) o i o & JS s STos o ks gLst S S S oSl gl

(RS e S k) (oSS 5505 o)

oS g ol Sy 5 (S 4 e U5

Silt (%) Clay (%) Available K Available P Total N Organic Carbon Neutralizin/g Saturated soil Electrical Soil
° y (%o (ppm) (ppm) (%) (%) Materials (%) paste acidity Conductance saturation (%)
60 30 505 28 0.13 1.33 9 7.5 29

e s dse b ( (S 4 Jao gla s le - g

Table 2. Drought tolerance indices, formulas and references

Index oele Formulas Jse 2 Reference &

Tolerance TOL=V.—V, Rosielle & Hamblin (1981)
Mean Productivity MP=(¥, + ¥)/2 Rosielle & Hamblin (1981)
Geometric Mean Productivity GMP=,[¥, x ¥, Fernandez (1992)

Harmonic HM=2(¥5 % ¥/ (Vo + V) Ghiasy et al. (2014)

Yield Stability Index YSI=¥: /¥, Bouslama & Schapaugh (1984)
Yield Index YI=Y. Y. Gavuzzi et al. (1997)

Stress Susceptibility Index

Stress Tolerance Index

Abiotic Tolerance Index

Drought Index

Modified Stress Tolerance Index
Reletive Drought Index

Reletive Decrease in Yield

Stress Susceptibility Percentage Index
Sensitive Drought Index

Stress- Non Stress Production Index

SST=1 — (¥;/¥=)/51 | SI=1 — (VT
STI =Y, x¥o/(Fa )

ATI=[(¥z = ¥5) (Vo /V0] % Ve % Vs
DI=(¥:" ¥2)/ ¥

MSTI=K.STI , K;=V.2/Ta", Ko=V,2 7"
RDI=(¥5[¥z) /(¥ T;)

RDY=100-[(¥, = ¥,)/100]

SSPI=[(¥p — ¥5)/2V, % 100

SDI= (Yp— ¥5)/ ¥z

Fischer & Maurer (1978)
Fernandez (1992)
Moosavi et al. (2008)

Lan (1998)

Farshadfar & Sutka (2002)
Fischer et al. (1998)

Emre et al. (2011)
Moosavi et al. (2008)
Farshadfar et al. (2013)

1 1 .
SNPI=[(¥: + ¥V (Vo — V3 x [Vo x Vet Vel Moosavi et al. (2008)

)
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O, 5 5 (Safari et al, 2017)
Sddy 5 0315¢%s (Naghavi et al., 2016)
s & (Beigzadeh and Rashidi, 2016)
o 5 (Ghiasy et al, 2014) ol LSen
Sea 5\
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients between drought tolerance indices and grain yield in flooding and drought stress conditions

Yo Ys TOL MP GMP  HM ysi % SSI STI ATI DI K.SSTI K,STI  RDI  RDY  SSPI spr NP
Yp 1
Ys 047" 1
TOL 047" 055" 1
MP 085" 087"  -0.06™ 1
OM - o78™ 092° 007" 0997 1
HM 072" 0957 027" 098" 099" 1
YSI <0277 0717 096" 028" 038" 046" 1
v 047" 1" 056" 087" 092 095" 071" 1
SSI 027 071" 096"  -028" 038" 046"  -I" 07171
STI 077" 092"  -0.19" 098" 099" 099" 039" 092"  -039" 1
ATI 065"  -035" 096" 015  005® -0.05° -087" -036" 087" 003 1
DI 017" 094 078" 066" 073" 079" 089" 094" 089" 074" 063" 1
KiS 0" omt oam 094” 092" 089"  0I™ 073"  -0.01" 094" 032" 05" 1
oS osgt 094" 030" 0897 0927 094 054" 0947 0547 0957 02 084" 085" 1
RDI  -027" 071" 096" 028" 038" 046" 17 071" 1" 039" -087" 089"  0.1® 054" 1
RD 077" 092" 019" 098" 0997 0997 038" 091" 039" 1" 003" 0747 094 0957 038" 1
SSPI 047" 055" 1 006 017" 20277 096" 0567 096 -0.19° 096" 078"  0.1™ 039" 096" 0.19° 1
SDI 027" 071" 096" 028" 038" 046" -1” 0717 1 039" 0877 089"  -0.1™ 054" .17 038" 096 1
SNP 004 077 066" 0447 0497 053% 0757 077 0757 0497 0587 0817 028 06" 075"  -049"  -0.66" 075" 1

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

ns: Not- significant.

Note: for abbreviation, please refer to Table 2.
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(Shahmoradi and Zahravi, 2016)
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for estimated stress tolerance indices for rice genotypes

oA el Jolo S o=k ) e Sl il Sl s b o
Stress index Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Standard error (%) C.V.(%)

Yp 2.24 6.64 4.54 0.76 16.74
Ys 1.64 5.19 3.36 0.81 24.11
TOL 0.01 3.86 1.18 0.81 68.64
MP 1.94 5.59 3.95 0.67 16.96
GMP 1.92 5.58 3.88 0.69 17.78
HM 1.89 5.56 3.81 0.71 18.64
YSI 0.4 1.00 0.75 0.16 21.33
YI 0.49 1.55 1.00 0.24 24.00
SSI 0.01 2.3 0.97 0.6 61.86
STI 0.18 1.51 0.75 0.26 34.67
ATI 0.09 22.37 6.04 413 68.38
DI 0.24 1.47 0.77 0.31 40.26
KiSTI 0.04 2.63 0.84 0.52 61.9

K,STI 0.04 3.61 0.92 0.73 79.35
RDI 0.54 1.35 1.01 0.21 20.79
RDY 99.69 99.96 99.84 0.05 0.05
SSPI 0.15 42.51 12.97 8.88 68.47
SDI 0.003 0.60 0.25 0.16 64.00
SNPI 3.38 4.63 8.81 532 60.39

ATI SSI TOL it Kiwar Ayl 4 S
Jlis 4,835 Ys L SDI 5 SSPI (RDY
Sl glacs 55 Ail maS adlge o]
S ol e gl a S hs i s
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Table 5. Principal component analysis for drought tolerance indices

S el Jsl add 5o g5 ol 5o poo 4l ge
Stress index First component Second component Third component
Yr 0.0307 0.1253 0.2924
Ys -0.0453 0.099 0.3164
TOL 0.076 0.0263 -0.0244
MP -0.0073 0.1122 0.3041
GMP -0.0144 0.1079 0.317
HM -0.021 0.1038 0.3284
YSI -0.0144 0.0023 0.0179
YI -0.0135 0.0295 0.0943
SSI 0.0557 -0.0091 -0.0693
STI -0.0058 0.0401 0.1221
ATI 0.3749 0.2554 0.413
DI -0.024 0.0285 0.0822
KiSTI 0.003 0.081 0.244
K,STI -0.03 0.0971 0.2952
RDI -0.0195 0.0032 0.0242
RDY 0.0012 -0.0081 -0.0251
SSPI 0.8377 0.2904 -0.2711
SDI 0.0144 -0.0023 -0.0179
SNPI -0.3776 0.8774 -0.2917

3 1kl Col
Standard deviation 10.5015 3.8893 1.624
(1) bl
Variance (%) 0.8591 0.1178 0.02055
(D) s ls 0.8591 0977 099752

Cumulative variance (%)

oa s 0 ¢S5 aS K ST Y Wl
R 6’J—<L°~" Ls 95 2 55 s SNPI
I Jete gl Y Ol gean 5 ails
Jeomze Slacg 55 opl ks plals e
ﬁgr<?"35 Olalles s O‘}J@bé;,"&_:
S a5 Ll e i b n (S50 b
53205 )18 o3lisl 3,50 (St 25 4y Jad
A STA SPF O FY Ll slacpY Sl
£33 53 slaadd go 3 Sl jusLda (sl
SR A e gl Y Ol e s
Gl el oyt bl b asl s Sis
3 SSPI 5 s g gl 3 o o

(Moosavi et al., 2008) .z.s SNPI
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Fig. 3. Biplot for drought tolerance indices in 116 genotypes of rice based on first and
second components
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Fig. 4. Grouping of 116 rice genotypes based on drought tolerance indices using Ward’s method
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Table 6. Canonical discriminant function analysis for determination of cutting point of dendrogram

05,8 sl ey S sl sls Jlaz| el
Number of groups Wilks’ Lambda Chi-square Probability (%)
2 0.157 920.9" 0.003
3 0.02" 1308.1™ 0.0005

4 0.005" 868.1" 0.0001
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Table 7. Mean and deviation for total mean in the cluster resulted from cluster analysis

Cluster

e
ol oS d £ o eoler
Stress index ~ Mean First Second Third Fourth
Yp 4.54 0.44 0.12 -0.21 -0.51
Ys 3.36 -0.52 0.16 0.87 0.14
TOL 1.18 0.96 -0.04 -1.08 -0.65
MP 3.95 -0.04 0.14 0.33 0.18
GMP 3.88 -0.13 0.17 0.40 -0.12
HM 3.81 -0.22 0.19 0.46 -0.07
YSI 0.75 -0.18 0.00 0.23 0.12
YI 1.00 -0.15 0.05 0.26 0.04
SSI 0.97 0.68 0.00 -0.89 -0.45
STI 0.75 -0.06 0.07 0.15 -0.05
ATI 6.04 471 0.07 -5.41 -3.38
DI 0.77 -0.28 0.02 0.45 0.14
K,STI 0.84 0.06 0.15 0.05 -0.21
KoSTI 0.92 -0.34 0.20 0.63 -0.01
RDI 1.01 -0.24 0.00 0.31 0.16
RDY 99.84 0.02 -0.01 -0.03 0.01
SSPI 12.97 10.53 -0.41 -11.85 -7.14
SDI 0.25 0.18 0.00 -0.23 -0.12
SNPI 8.73 -3.37 -1.07 12.37 0.70
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