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Table 1. Code, name and origin of studied genotypes
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Code Name Origin Code Name Origin
1 Ozark Arka NPAs (USA) 14 Kalopt Sweden
2 Ugf775456  Brazil 15 Tarahumara Mexico
3 Wallaroo SARDI (Aus) 16 C-1/130 Minnesota (USA)
4 Euro SARDI (Aus) 17 Ufrgs948886 Brazil
5 Wintaroo SARDI (SA, Aus) 18 Nasta Finland
6 Gamitchell ~ Georgia (USA) 19 Brusher SARDI (SA, Aus)
7 Potoroo SARDI (SA, Aus) 20 Arold -
8 13Zop95 Saskatchewan (Canada) 21 Quall SARDI (Aus)
9 Mortlock WADA (Aus) 22 AC-Assiniboia  Canada
10 OH1022 Ohio(USA) 23 Ariane INRA France
11 [1A91098-2  Towa(USA) 24 1A91406-1 Towa (USA)
12 427Z0p95 Saskatchewan (Canada) 25 Ajay International oat nursery
13 Swan WADA(Aus)
30 1 120
g J [ ] ESRainfall faids
;: i ".';{Iu:'f“lm‘:ﬂ::ln Led e ue
100
24 4
22 20
20 1 80
g £ 18 ___ 70> E
Rz o161 _ [/ 3
L oy — 60 ¥ =
i ’é. 12 \ 50 i E
335 10 \ 4
8 1 30
0 N - ;
3 ] :
A [ N
0 +—= . . - . - . . . 0
e ol 337 & e it G938 Cdaasyl sl 25
Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May Jun Jul

Ori-1ran) S s ole
Months of year (2012-2013)

WA-AY o) Jlo 55 ailidlo (31,5 g55lu a2 53) Lod (aSilen 3 (yia o) (Fiyl slodio ) JSCi
Fig. 1. Monthly rainfall (mm) and mean temperature (°C) in 2012-2013 cr opping season.
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Table 2. Drought tolerance indices of 25 oat genotypes based on grain yield under stressand non-stress conditions

byl jo ails o Slos byl jo ails o Slos

y KW-3%) Comwlis 5l Jres;
oM 9 o glyle ol e Sa sz
(LS ,0 p,54LS) GiSa )0 p,54LS) V|M o © i dad
Yp (kg/ha) Ys(kg/ha) ;’e"’r‘rc'gﬁ'tzgse Ss| TOL (kg/ha)
Sl ) Jladie ad) Slade &, Jladie ad) Jladieo ad) Sladie ad)
Genotype Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value  Rank Value Rank
1 9503 6 5520 13 41.91 20 1.40 20 3983 22
2 5810 24 4723 19 18.71 6 0.63 6 1087 4
3 6487 21 5398 14 16.79 4 0.56 4 1089 5
4 8834 8 7127 4 19.32 7 0.65 7 1707 10
5 8211 11 5677 11 30.86 15 1.03 15 2534 13
6 8569 9 6014 9 29.82 13 1.00 13 2555 14
7 6918 17 7311 3 -5.68 1 -0.19 1 -393 1
8 7599 15 6292 8 17.20 5 0.58 5 1307 7
9 6706 19 5310 16 20.82 8 0.70 8 1396 8
10 7383 16 5709 10 22.67 9 0.76 9 1674 9
11 6796 18 3409 24 49.84 23 1.67 23 3387 19
12 8503 10 4681 21 44 .95 21 1.50 21 3822 21
13 6159 23 5225 17 15.16 3 0.51 3 934 3
14 5155 25 3975 23 22.89 10 0.77 10 1180 6
15 9688 5 7088 5 26.84 11 0.90 11 2600 15
16 7871 14 3255 25 58.65 25 1.96 25 4616 24
17 8031 12 8304 1 -3.40 2 -0.11 2 -273 2
18 6663 20 3997 22 40.01 19 1.34 19 2666 16
19 9755 4 6657 7 31.76 17 1.06 17 3098 17
20 7965 13 5560 12 30.19 14 1.01 14 2405 12
21 10656 2 7364 2 30.89 16 1.03 16 3292 18
22 6433 22 4704 20 26.88 12 0.90 12 1729 11
23 9102 7 4761 18 47.69 22 1.60 22 4341 23
24 10466 3 6936 6 33.73 18 1.13 18 3530 20
25 10843 1 5333 15 50.82 24 1.70 24 5510 25
CV% 22.06 26.86
SE 315.18 259.61
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Table 2. Continued Y Jgus aolol
b gin (5390 e $230 B (12l sl 5 Sas ol 5 p5he g sl L
(LS yo p,55LS) (LS 5o p,55LS) o Jox
MP (kg/ha) GMP (kg/ha) STI Yl YS
i 933 e 4 o 4y Jade 4, Slede A, Slede &)
Genotype  Value  Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank
1 7511.5 8 7242.69 8 0.819 8 0.983 13 0.581 20
2 5266.5 23 5238.38 21 0.428 21 0.841 19 0.813 6
3 5942.5 18 5917.50 18 0.547 18 0.962 14 0.832 4
4 7980.5 7 7934.73 6 0.983 6 1.270 4 0.807 7
5 6944.0 12 6827.43 12 0.728 12 1.011 11 0.691 15
6 7291.5 9 7178.72 9 0.804 9 1.071 9 0.702 13
7 7114.5 10 7111.79 10 0.789 10 1.303 3 1.057 1
8 6945.5 11 6914.69 11 0.746 11 1.121 8 0.828 5
9 6008.0 17 5967.32 17 0.556 17 0.946 16 0.792 8
10 6546.0 16 6492.27 15 0.658 15 1.017 10 0.773 9
11 5102.5 24 4813.27 24 0.362 24 0.607 24 0.502 23
12 6592.0 15 6308.93 16 0.621 16 0.834 21 0.551 21
13 5692.0 19 5672.81 19 0.502 19 0.931 17 0.848 3
14 4565.0 25 4526.71 25 0.320 25 0.708 23 0.771 10
15 8388.0 3 8286.65 3 1.072 3 1.263 5 0.732 11
16 5563.0 21 5061.63 23 0.400 23 0.580 25 0.414 25
17 8167.5 5 8166.36 4 1.041 4 1.479 1 1.034 2
18 5330.0 22 5160.62 22 0.416 22 0.712 22 0.600 19
19 8206.0 4 8058.48 5 1.014 5 1.186 7 0.682 17
20 6762.5 14 6654.73 13 0.691 13 0.991 12 0.698 14
21 9010.0 1 8858.37 1 1.225 1 1.312 2 0.691 16
22 5568.5 20 5500.98 20 0.472 20 0.838 20 0.731 12
23 6931.5 13 6582.90 14 0.676 14 0.848 18 0.523 22
24 8701.0 2 8520.10 2 1.133 2 1.236 6 0.663 18
25 8088.0 6 7604.32 7 0.903 7 0.950 15 0.492 24
Table 2. Continued Y Jous aolsl
Sigo b (Sl 4 Sl 25 Joi a5l 4 Cuoglin (5 Ls S aSLs
(S 55 055L5) i e S o
HAM (kg/ha) SDI DRI DI RDI
i 953 e Lp) o 4 Jldo &) o Lp) Sede 4,
Genotype Value Rank Value Rank Value  Rank Value Rank Value Rank
1 6983.50 10 0.419 20 -0.437 17 0.571 18 0.83 20
2 5210.41 21 0.187 6 -0.707 20 0.684 16 1.16 6
3 5892.61 18 0.168 4 -0.357 16 0.800 9 1.19 4
4 7889.22 6 0.193 7 0.234 9 1.024 3 1.15 7
5 6712.82 12 0.309 15 -0.666 19 0.699 14 0.99 15
6 7067.68 9 0.298 13 -0.030 13 0.752 12 1.00 13
7 7109.07 8 -0.057 1 1.374 3 1.377 2 1.51 1
8 6884.01 11 0.172 5 2.121 1 0.928 4 1.18 5
9 5926.91 17 0.208 8 -0.497 18 0.749 13 1.13 8
10 6438.98 14 0.227 9 0.692 6 0.786 11 1.10 9
11 4540.43 24 0.498 23 -1.356 24 0.305 24 0.72 23
12 6038.01 16 0.449 21 -0.970 22 0.459 21 0.79 21
13 5653.68 19 0.152 3 -0.223 15 0.790 10 1.21 3
14 4488.75 25 0.229 10 0.095 11 0.546 19 1.10 10
15 8186.52 3 0.268 11 1.007 4 0.924 5 1.04 11
16 4605.45 23 0.586 25 -1.723 25 0.240 25 0.59 25
17 8165.22 4 -0.034 2 1.889 2 1.530 1 1.47 2
18 4996.62 22 0.400 19 -0.220 14 0.427 23 0.86 19
19 7913.60 5 0.318 17 0.417 7 0.809 8 0.97 17
20 6548.67 13 0.302 14 0.810 5 0.691 15 1.00 14
21 8709.30 1 0.309 16 0.011 12 0.907 6 0.99 16
22 5434.29 20 0.269 12 0.201 10 0.613 17 1.04 12
23 6251.84 15 0.477 22 -0.803 21 0.444 22 0.75 22
24 8342.97 2 0.337 18 0.406 8 0.819 7 0.95 18

25 7149.57 7 0.508 24 -1.206 23 0.467 20 0.70 24
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Table 2. Continued Y Joas aldl
s L GRS e e GRS e e L
il bl 5o Al s Sl byl o sl pis oSl e Sl Al
G 9 e 5 5 RS
SSPI K,STI K,STI
Sl g Jadie 4, oo i) i as, Rank Standard
Genotype value  Rank value Rank value Rank Mean Dwézt,l]?(n of RankSum

1 24881 22 1.154 7 0.792 11 14.61 5.81 20.42
2 6.790 4 0.226 24 0.303 21 14.83 7.95 22.78
3 6.803 5 0.359 19 0.506 15 11.67 6.56 18.23
4 10.663 10 1.197 6 1.584 5 6.61 1.91 8.53
5 15830 13 0.766 11 0.744 12 13.22 2.13 15.35
6 15.961 14 0.922 9 0.923 9 11.06 2.15 13.21
7 -2.455 1 0.590 15 1.339 7 5.28 522 10.50
8 8.165 7 0.673 14 0.938 8 7.83 3.70 11.53
9 8.721 8 0.390 17 0.497 16 13.28 4.48 17.76
10 10.457 9 0.560 16 0.681 13 11.39 3.18 14.57
11 21.158 19 0.261 23 0.133 25 22.83 2.01 24.84
12 23.876 21 0.701 12 0.432 19 18.67 3.60 22.26
13 5.835 3 0.297 21 0.435 18 12.11 7.91 20.02
14 7.371 6 0.133 25 0.160 23 17.28 7.74 25.01
15 16.242 15 1.570 4 1.709 4 7.17 4.30 11.47
16 28.836 24 0.387 18 0.134 24 23.28 2.95 26.22
17 -1.705 2 1.048 8 2.278 1 3.17 2.83 6.00
18 16.654 16 0.288 22 0.211 22 20.00 2.59 22.59
19 19.353 17 1.506 5 1.426 6 10.11 5.75 15.86
20 15.024 12 0.685 13 0.678 14 12.83 2.15 14.98
21 20.565 18 2.171 1 2.108 2 8.17 7.39 15.56
22 10.801 11 0.305 20 0.332 20 16.17 4.41 20.58
23 27.118 23 0.875 10 0.487 17 18.06 4.89 22.95
24 22.051 20 1.937 1.730 3 9.61 7.59 17.20
25 34420 25 1.657 3 0.815 10 15.78 8.82 24.59
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Fig. 2. Selection of drought tolerant genotypes using Stress Tolerance Index (STI)
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