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Table 1. Sorghum varieties and lines used in #gsarch

Code Name Code Name
1 KDFGS1 24 KDFGS24
2 KDFGS2 25 KDFGS25
3 KDFGS3 26 KDFGS26
4 KDFGS4 27 KDFGS27
5 KDFGS5 28 KDFGS28
6 KDFGS6 29 KDFGS29
7 KDFGS7 30 KDFGS30
8 KDFGS8 31 Jumbo
9 KDFGS9 32 Nectar
10 KDFGS10 33 Speedfeed
11 KDFGS11 34 Super dun
12 KDFGS12 35 Sistan
13 KDFGS13 36 Ghalami Herat
14 KDFGS14 37 Pegah
15 KDFGS15 38 Sepideh
16 KDFGS16 39 KFS1
17 KDFGS17 40 KFS2
18 KDFGS18 41 KFS4
19 KDFGS19 42 Broom corn
20 KDFGS20 43 Sweet Sorghum
21 KDFGS21 44 Kimia
22 KDFGS22 45 Speedfeed (Moghan)
23 KDFGS23 - -
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of the studied traitsorghum under stress (S) and non-stress (Njitons

Sou_rcg of s i TS AsL.J).las Ay éw.’l S olow
variation df Stemdiameter Stemheight Leafnumber
N S N S N S
Replication S5 2 40.27 0.87 2716.45 1326.37 19.17 0.12
Variety )y 44 26.54" 12,55 3156.96° 2290.52° 8.85" 4.95
Error b sllas 88 8.12 1.58 248.01 367.31 268 214
CV (%) (30,0) Ol pds o 18.25  8.39 12.20 19.76  14.84 11.56
™ Significant at 1% probability level IV Jlessl e o s gine
Table 2. Continued aolsl =Y Jgue
Source of s alie lilasy Sy ahw uvlw 5 adgle o/&i‘,;. St adgle Q’S.JM
variation df Leaf area index Fresh forage yield Dry forage yield
N S N S N S
Replication S 2 3.60 3.5 5155972 11755069 2648907 9491493
Variety )y 44 3.56° 221" 492451226 95516887 87762970 25216431
Error oiabesl sl 88 0.85 1.08 18232512 12782839 2821198 3771810
CV (%)  (ao,0) Olpuss ca o 24.17 25.6 12.89 17.15 11.19 16.36

™ Significant at 1% probability level
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Table 3. Mean comparisons of the studied traisomghum lines and varieties under non-stress dondit
ails has @ glis)l Srghe a3y adsle 55 adgle S 5

RN : : 5y ol
Variety/Ling Stem diameter Stem height Leaf number Le_af area quage fresh F_orage dry
(mm) (cm) index weight (kg/ha) weight (kg/ha)
1 16.31 118.00 12.91 4.44 64866 15034
2 15.13 107.00 12.64 4.26 54766 13450
3 16.48 124.64 13.20 4.88 72866 17150
4 20.96 119.00 13.08 4.66 66354 15260
5 14.25 121.00 12.60 4.21 54660 12680
6 13.88 106.37 12.50 4.17 54300 11991
7 16.38 116.34 12.83 4.39 62900 14820
8 15.36 115.00 12.80 4.40 60534 14600
9 15.21 113.66 12.68 4.35 55086 13680
10 12.96 104.61 12.45 4.16 51374 9419
11 12.60 92.00 12.37 4.09 51436 9680
12 13.65 123.71 13.12 4.72 67134 15765
13 16.40 114.63 13.25 5.01 76666 17013
14 20.20 115.31 12.58 4.20 54442 12581
15 14.93 167.32 14.16 5.36 104314 23960
16 15.23 112.00 12.64 4.31 54934 13670
17 13.80 121.36 13.22 4.96 75666 16984
18 15.43 117.69 12.88 4.42 62900 14896
19 16.23 132.67 13.50 5.20 78534 17900
20 15.15 126.00 13.16 4.86 70534 16620
21 18.75 118.37 13.10 4.45 65700 15100
22 16.88 114.39 12.76 4.35 59106 13890
23 22.08 140.68 14.41 5.81 105334 28530
24 18.80 128.00 13.18 5.57 72020 16853
25 14.58 105.35 12.61 4.23 54734 12803
26 16.33 135.33 13.83 5.56 88900 23260
27 15.00 124.00 13.16 4.77 68066 16073
28 17.83 120.00 13.12 4.69 66466 15587
29 15.25 102.59 13.33 5.08 78400 17850
30 14.75 104.72 12.41 4.16 52786 11647
31 25.08 230.67 15.25 5.65 117734 24853
32 18.71 211.33 14.25 5.73 112900 26293
33 12.58 167.00 11.25 4.07 66894 15647
34 14.79 207.65 15.08 4.06 59066 13827
35 12.52 186.60 11.80 4.51 79034 18490
36 14.98 150.00 13.61 5.20 82200 19607
37 14.33 154.31 13.66 5.32 82666 19750
38 14.12 94.73 9.91 3.92 30500 8328
39 12.83 132.69 13.00 4.03 63200 14968
40 14.83 135.00 13.75 5.49 86500 22570
41 12.18 115.00 10.00 3.95 29034 7493
42 8.58 87.61 6.91 2.28 30266 7507
43 15.91 150.35 13.52 5.02 81352 18607
44 19.50 81.00 8.00 3.03 37400 9886
45 10.66 178.61 13.59 5.08 81366 19460
Mean 15.60 129.87 12.75 4.6 67686.44 15911.82
LSDo.os 4.62 25.54 2.65 141 13128.24 2724.6
" Sorghumlinesand varietiegreshownin Table 1. Aload 41V Jgaz 10 a5 0w slacn¥ g al3)1*
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Table 4. Mean comparisons of the studied traisoighum lines and varieties under salinity stresslitions

* Y 5 o) lo )145 ST &UJ)_‘ Spolad Spphe a3l adgle 55 Wole S22 59
Variety/Ling Stem diameterStem height Leaf Leaf area Forage fresh Forage dry
(mm) (cm) number index weight (kg/ha) weight (kg/ha)
1 14.92 99.00 11.33 3.89 54659.2 14340
2 13.85 97.00 11.08 3.73 36962.6 11423
3 14.32 83.00 10.50 2.92 38066 10309
4 17.17 100.00 11.25 3.78 48898 12358
5 11.68 91.00 10.60 3.16 43882 10940
6 11.14 78.39 10.29 2.77 33920 9350
7 16.19 97.80 11.16 3.80 44756 11953
8 13.04 79.40 10.33 2.82 35982 9458
9 13.49 88.00 10.54 3.03 38966 10855
10 11.45 70.68 9.41 2.43 31062 8100
11 11.04 75.00 9.58 2.45 31974 8210
12 11.96 86.71 10.53 3.01 38298 10710
13 13.85 78.65 10.26 2.79 35850 9452
14 16.10 81.30 10.49 2.86 37400 9670
15 14.36 103.67 11.50 3.88 53102 13315
16 13.11 86.00 10.54 2.96 38244 10655
17 11.58 70.34 9.25 2.42 30394 7782
18 13.40 78.00 10.10 2.62 33684 8800
19 14.19 101.00 11.10 3.79 48852 11757
20 14.51 78.31 10.25 2.78 34736 9432
21 14.66 80.00 10.35 2.84 36822 9552
22 16.43 95.42 10.83 3.32 40176 11311
23 13.52 64.00 9.75 2.51 33406 8484
24 13.38 73.00 9.89 2.48 32866 8216
25 12.62 93.66 10.66 3.29 43420 11156
26 15.59 83.25 10.50 2.93 38135 10354
27 12.97 70.00 9.31 2.33 30060 7181
28 15.61 82.64 10.48 2.94 37986 10287
29 12.03 96.43 10.30 3.36 46600 11378
30 11.35 76.36 9.91 2.57 33532 8793
31 18.27 179.67 12.16 4.61 80936 21042
32 13.64 127.00 10.91 3.12 46626 11445
33 12.30 149.00 9.90 3.35 45424 11690
34 11.26 130.00 12.10 3.23 40748 11133
35 11.91 156.33 11.16 3.53 54442 13893
36 13.76 142.00 11.66 4.48 53152 13828
37 13.53 135.50 12.00 4.54 66554 16967
38 13.95 84.00 8.20 2.40 27500 7287
39 11.76 109.33 11.50 3.14 43664 10933
40 14.35 123.00 11.75 4.50 53962 13894
41 9.63 69.00 8.91 2.38 26720 6212
42 5.69 80.00 6.50 1.11 26118 6257
43 13.51 133.00 11.41 3.81 50010 13271
44 17.68 64.33 7.70 2.58 29034 7533
45 10.11 148.70 12.40 3.84 50100 13293
Mean 13.35 97.08 10.45 3.13 41281.8 10761.1
LSDo.0s 2.04 31.09 2.37 1.68 11602.8 3151.3
Reduction to normal 14.42 2524  18.06 31.95 39.01 32.37

conditions (%)

* Sorghumlinesandvarietiesareshownin Table 1.
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Table 5. Stress tolerance indices in sorghum mekvarieties based on dry forage yield
Drought stress indicés

Ys GMP HAM MP SSI STI TOL Yl YSI

1 15034 14340 14682.90 14678.80 14687 0.14 0.85 694 1.33 0.95
2 13450 11423 12395.13 12353.91 12436.50 0.47 0.61 2027 1.06 0.85
3 17150 10309 13296.59 12877.33 13729.50 1.23 0.70 6841 0.96 0.60
4 15260 12358 13732.56 13656.53 13809 0.59 0.74 2902 1.15 0.81
5 12680 10940 11777.91 1174591 11810 042 0.55 1740 1.02 0.86
6
7
8
9

Variety/Lin€

11991 9350 10588.48 10507.08 10670.50 0.68 0.44 2641 0.87 0.78
14820 11953 13309.53 13232.99 13386.50 0.60 0.70 2867 1.11 0.81
14600 9458 11751.03 11479.49 12029.00 1.09 0.55 5142 0.88 0.65
13680 10855 12185.91 12104.86 12267.50 0.64 0.59 2825 1.01 0.79

10 9419 8100 8734.64 8709.85 8759.50 043 0.30 1319 0.75 0.86
11 9680 8210 8914.75 8884.61 8945 047 031 1470 0.76 0.85
12 15765 10710 12993.97 1275491 13237.50 0.99 0.67 5055 1.00 0.68
13 17013 9452 12680.97 12152.42 1323250 1.37 0.64 7561 0.88 0.56
14 12581 9670 11029.88 10935.08 1112550 0.71 048 2911 0.90 0.77
15 23960 13315 17861.34 17117.50 18637.50 1.37 1.26 10645 1.24 0.56
16 13670 10655 12068.71 11975.65 12162.50 0.68 0.58 3015 0.99 0.78
17 16984 7782 11496.50 10673.46 12383 1.67 0.52 9202 0.72 0.46
18 14896 8800 11449.23 11063.88 11848 1.26 0.52 6096 0.82 0.59
19 17900 11757 14506.91 14192.29 14828.50 1.06 0.83 6143 1.09 0.66
20 16620 9432 12520.38 12034.38 13026 1.34 0.62 7188 0.88 0.57
21 15100 9552 12009.80 11701.70 12326 1.14 0.57 5548 0.89 0.63
22 13890 11311 12534.34 12468.54 12600.50 0.57 0.62 2579 1.05 0.81
23 28530 8484 15557.91 13078.76 18507 2.17 0.96 20046 0.79 0.30
24 16853 8216 11767.08 11046.65 12534.50 1.58 0.55 8637 0.76 0.49
25 12803 11156 11951.16 11922.89 11979.50 0.40 0.56 1647 1.04 0.87
26 23260 10354 15518.83 14329.39 16807 1.71 0.95 12906 0.96 0.45
27 16073 7181 10743.38 992691 11627 1.71 0.46 8892 0.67 0.45
28 15587 10287 12662.68 12394.18 12937 1.05 0.63 5300 0.96 0.66
29 17850 11378 14251.22 13897.45 14614 1.12 080 6472 1.06 0.64
30 11647 8793 10119.88 10020.75 10220 0.76 0.40 2854 0.82 0.75
31 24853 21042 22868.25 22789.27 22947.50 0.47 2.07 3811 196 0.85
32 26293 11445 17347.14 15948.03 18869 1.74 1.19 14848 1.06 0.44
33 15647 11690 13524.55 13382.11 13668.50 0.78 0.72 3957 1.09 0.75
34 13827 11133 12407.09 12334.61 12480 0.60 0.61 2694 1.03 0.81
35 18490 13893 16027.53 15865.21 16191.50 0.77 1.01 4597 129 0.75
36 19607 13828 16465.89 16218.07 16717.50 0.91 1.07 5779 128 0.71
37 19750 16967 18305.69 18253.03 18358.50 0.44 1.32 2783 1.58 0.86
38 8328 7287 7790.13 777280 780750 0.39 0.24 1041 0.68 0.88
39 14968 10933 12792.39 12636.20 12950.50 0.83 0.65 4035 1.02 0.73
40 22570 13894 17708.40 17199.85 18232.00 1.19 1.24 8676 129 0.62
41 7493 6212 682250 6792.63 685250 0.53 0.18 1281 0.58 0.83
42 7507 6257 6853.56 6825.24 6882 051 0.19 1250 0.58 0.83
43 18607 13271 15714.12 1549241 15939 0.89 098 5336 1.23 0.71
44 9886 7533 8629.67 8550.58 8709.50 0.74 0.29 2353 0.70 0.76
45 19460 13293 16083.59 15795.91 16376.50 0.98 1.02 6167 1.24 0.68

loals IV Jgaz 3 o550 slagnY g o8
(890 2 (eSole MP (Siga sl (2S5l HAM (5590 100 (snin (Ko GMP s Ll 5 30 0 Shee YS (Jlo g Ll )3 0 Shee YP*°
o a0 Slee gl a3ls YSI o Slae (ol Y1 Joss a3ls TOL (25 &y Josw a3ls STl 25 4 el a3Ls SSI
Dg ¥V Ll u‘:.iLe)'T ol e
* Sorghum lines and varieties are shown in Table 1.
™ Yp, yield in non-stress condition; Ys, yield iness condition; GMP, geometric mean productivity; MA

harmonic mean; MP, mean productivity; SSI, strassceptibility index; STI, stress tolerance indexpLT
tolerance index; Yl, yield index; YSI, yield stahjlindex. Stress intensity in this experiment Wa32.
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Table 6. Correlation coefficients among tolerammides and dry forage yield in stress and non-sireaditions

el Yp Ys GMP  HAM MP SslI STI TOL YI YSI
Index

Yp 1

Ys 0.56" 1

GMP 088 088 1

HAM 087" 093 0.98" 1

MP 0.93" 0.81" 0.98" 0.95" 1

ssI 063 023 023 010° 0.35° 1

sTI 084 089" 098 097 096  0.17S 1

TOL 080" 002 043 030 055 093  0.38° 1

Yl 0.56 0.17 0.88" 0.93" 0.81" -0.23s 0.89" -0.02 1

YSI -0.63" 0.23s -0.22s -0.10° -0.34° -0.99° -0.17 -0.93° 0.23° 1
5900 xSibe MP o Sgala 0.Ske HAM (650 0 (o (2:55e GMP (15 Ll 50 0 Shee YS Loy Laslp 50 0 Shee YP ’

S 8kee 65lmly e ls YSI o Shee asls Y1 Joos ol TOL o5 a0 Joss a5l ST o5 4y cosle> asLs SSI

" Yp, yield in non-stress condition; Ys, yield inests condition; GMP, geometric mean productivity; MiA
harmonic mean; MP, mean productivity; SSI, strassceptibility index; STI, stress tolerance indexpLT
tolerance index; Yl, yield index; YSI, yield stahjlindex.
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Figure 1. Dendrogram of cluster analysis of sorgtines and cultivars based on tolerant indicesgi§ifard’s
method. Sorghum lines and varieties are shown bieTh
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Table 7. Number of the genotypes in each groupvedrirom cluster analysis

e sy o)les
Group Number of the genotype
1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 12 13 14
2 16 17 18 20 21 22 24 25 27 28 30 -
3 19 29 33 34 39 - - - - - - -
4 10 11 38 41 42 44 - - - - - -
5 15 23 32 26 - - - - - - - -
6 35 36 37 40 43 45 - - - - - -
7 31 - - - - - - - - - - -
" Sorghumlinesand varietiegreshownin Table 1. Ailoads A1) Jsaz 10 055 5m logn¥ g pl5)1*

555 Y g Bl gladigs a5 5l ol slaeg 5 (sl oo sloalis S0k —A Jsor
Table 8. Mean of tolerance indices for the grougrsvéd from cluster analysis of sorghum lines aadeties

Sladg> 4525 5l Jol> slaog S

Tc;i;niimiés The groups from cluster analysis
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
GMP 12535.41 11756.65 13496.43 7957.54 16571.31 16717.54 22868.25
HAM 12373.28 11384.45 13288.53 7922.61 15118.42 16470.75 22789.27
MP 12701.75 12149.45 13708.30 7992.66 18205.13 16969.17 22947.50
STI 0.62 0.54 0.72 0.25 1.09 1.10 2.07

oS 4 J.A.?d ua}L.u STI €590 342 u..iLm MP “S.:.iye)b: u,:.f;L:.n HAM €590 2 (gwIiR w.iJL:.A GMP*
* GMP, geometric mean productivity; HAM, harmonic me&MP, mean productivity; STI, stress tolerance
index.

YO (o) VY emol>) YV oled plB)1 (Lo < oS
YO 5 (Crd po5,5) TV d(Slpa (oald) Y7 (Gl o aS ol plas aghy (ol 5l el mls (S jsbay
HUSS 08, 9 L) o F e Blgisas (lae dudapl) iz glo Shy 5 Dlao b gxe o5 el (5,55
Sloaiss Slaea Y7 5 TV oled glacn¥ 5 (YY) Olyee 5 08 addllas 5550 055,00 slapd) o oY )0
G5 o9 ulpd 6l cale Jl e 0 g el gy Dglite WolS iz slagdy 5 oen¥ o ials oyl
WYL ol Gl s Y e led Y el aslis adgle o Slos o (Ko olyo s @ axgi b
G5 O Bl b aalie jo (25 bl cod o Slee slpasls b A e 5 A5 lald cod S
58 by sl Y ol Az o 4 oy Slsieas STI g MP HAM GMP (sla_asLs « Joss

el gol3ia slaasly ) oolitul gz Jomie logaiss et lp Al o icle

sloailie 4 ay320 @l azgi b J5 o wiad aslis
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Abstract

To evaluate the response of 45 sorghum lindscaltivars to salinity stress, two experimentseve
conducted in non-stress (EC=2 dS)mand salinity stress conditions (EC=12 d$)nusing
randomized complete block design with three repticag. The experiments were carried out at
Ardakan research station of Agricultural and NdtiRasources Research Center of Yazd, Iran, in
2014. Salinity stress significantly decreased ahsured traits in lines and genotypes. Under $salini
stress conditions, stem diameter, stem height,neafber, leaf area index, fresh forage yield and dr
forage yield were decreased 14.45%, 25.24%, 18.(B86%, 40.19% and 32.36%, respectively.
The highest dry forage yield under non-stress aalihity stress conditions was produced by
KDFGS23 (28530 kg.h§ and Jumbo cultivar (21042 kg:Ha respectively. Results of correlation
coefficients among dry forage yield under non-strasd stress conditions and tolerance indices
showed that GMP, HAM, MP and STI indices were thestrsuitable tolerance indices. Results of
cluster analysis showed that Jumbo, Pegah, SiStapet sorghum, Ghalami Herat and Speedfeed
(Moghan) had higher tolerance to salinity stressileMines KDFGS23 and KDFGS26 and Nectar
cultivar had greater sensitivity to salinity streSeice line No. 1 (KDFGS1) had greater yield sigbi
it worth further explorations in future breedingjarcts.
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