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Table 1. Analysis of variance of leaf area index (LAI) and crop growth rate (CGR) in bean genotypes

Y0

o3 MS  Cla Sl
SOV, e ‘5:;‘ LAL,  LAL LAL LAL LAI; LA LAL LAl CGR," CGR, CGR; CGR, CGRs CGRs CGR; CGR;
Year (Y) Ju 1 269" 248 0.14™ 8.47 1231™ 1240 23.09™  38.33™  345™ 38.98" 3.2 28447 3177 146.24 78.15™  61.80™
Block (Year) w6 006  0.67 0.33 0.43 127 0.91 3.72 7.83 0.21 0.72 1.27 1.13 1.04 0.29 11.51 10.90
Trrigation (I) STl 1 044" 6017  13.637 6255 76.06" 38227 76067 25567 128" 19017 63947 20127 38637 47717 184157 109.43”
Y x1 ol 23y % b 1 0.02™ 3.01™ 0.63™ 0.18™ 0.60™  0.05™ 6.06" 0.13™  0.12™ 1.96™ 0.26™ 5.92° 0.70™  12.36" 0.33™ 3.66™
Error a sl 6 001 095 0.10 0.10 0.17 0.10 252 0.65 0.30 0.44 0.29 0.53 0.47 0.35 5.45 5.04
Genotype (G) S5 7 0.03"  0.82" 2.90™ 7.67" 10.317 9.66"  18.85" 4753 027" 320" 3857 16807  12.837 1198 55827  31.65"
Y xG Gisixdl 7 0.09™  0.15™ 124" 0.55"™ 1.00™ 137" 1.45™ 351 027 0.41™ 1.60™  11.08" 2.45™ 8.33™  2513™  15.79™
GxI ST 0235 X i 7 0.01™ 0217 042" 0.60" L1 1.40” 295" 542" 0.03" 0.54” 1.447 1.74" 237" 17757 27.647 23247
Y xGxI ST X w55 x Jl 7 0.01™  0.07™ 0.13™ 0.59 0.52™ 1.95" 1.28™ 3.24™  0.02™ 0.46™ 0.64™ 4.09" 242 1297 22.53™  13.94™
Error b csk= 84 001 003 0.05 0.10 0.17 0.20 0.41 0.58 0.02 0.14 0.18 0.47 0.62 130 3.42 4.82
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, repectively. VARYAN e Tl 03 s gme o 5 4 T
ns: Not significant. I3 gma & DS

Index from 1 to 8 is related to the sampling stages. Ll )13 505 Jorl o s L gy a A B Y (Sl s il
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Fig. 1. Changes in leaf area index (LAI) of the bean genotypes under normal and water
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Table 3. Mean seed yield and drought susceptibility resistance indices for different bean

genotypes
S5

Genotype Yy Y MP GMP TOL DSI DTI
KS21486 221 113 251 238 108 098 0.19
MCDA4011 310 193 415 395 117 092 054
COS16 427 233 495 473 194 090 0.77
D81083 406 147 415  3.66 259 1.28 046
Akhtar 348 180 396  3.75 168 096 048
AND1007 420 238 494 474 182  0.86 0.77
WA4531-17 349 159 374 354 190 098 045
WA4502-1 369 178 4.10 3.84 191 1.04 0.51

Yn=359; Ys= 180; DII=0.50.

Yn: Mean seed yield in normal condition
Ys: Mean seed yield stress condition
MP: Mean productivity

GMP: Geometric mean productivity
TOL: Tolerance

DSI: Drought susceplibility index

DTTI: Drought tolerance index
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Table 4. Correlations between susceptibility and resistance indices and seed yield

et Yy Yy MP GMP TOL DSI
Index

Ys 0.79%

MP 0.97# 0.92%

GMP 0.92% 0.96% 0.99 #*

TOL 0.79% 0.25™ 0.62™ 0.50™

DSI 0.04™ -0.58™ 0.21™ 0.34™ 0.64™

DTI 0.90% 0.97#* 0.98 ** 0.99% 0.45™ -0.39™

TN 570 Szl 2 a3 513 oan o 4 FF 5 F

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

ns: Not significant.

ls gxe &S

Yn=359; Ys= 180; DII=0.50.

Yn: Mean seed yield in normal condition
Ys: Mean seed yield stress condition
MP: Mean productivity

GMP: Geometric mean productivity
TOL: Tolerance

DSI: Drought susceptibility index

DTTI: Drought tolerance index
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Fig. 3. Biplot of drought tolerance and susceptibility (DSI) indices for bean
genotypes

Table 5. Principal component analysis of resistance and susceptibility indices

ua}u d}‘ 4&‘}6 (a}J A.Q‘}A
Index First component Second component
YN 0.953 0.301
Ys 0.935 -0.353
MP 0.998 0.052
GMP 0.996 -0.087
TOL 0.574 0.818
DSI -0.258 0.965
DTI 0.986 -0.145
73.44% 26.41%

Yn: Mean seed yield in normal condition
Ys: Mean seed yield stress condition
MP: Mean productivity

GMP: Geometric mean productivity
TOL: Tolerance

DSI: Drought susceptibility index

DTI: Drought tolerance index
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Figu. 4. Biplot of two main components, resistance and susceptibility indices
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