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Table 2. Salt tolerance indices in canola genotypes
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients between salinity tolerance indices in canola genotypes
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Table 4. Analysis of the main components using salt tolerance indices in canola

bad G L)

Bt 2 G A Ys ToL ssl ST MP  GMP  HM  YSI Y
ol iy oelyly xend
PC1 VN YWY YNAY . RY Y T DR Y Y Y RV A Y
PC2 YIAe YNSY  RUAE WY —fed 5 DY Y SAY e A —efa) —efed

@ layasls o yuio 39 cbasls > o bl
wgdie bgye yVL 5 Slas b g jlul laguiy) ol
Ml Wy adlie plaisa plgie 1) Jgl ol adge 10
YLl b slacips] (3905 QLI (90 (B
YA 9 VYW slcws) g Jee lacds) leisa
ol Al gl oo a8 S a5 s glacuigy olpied

O |y badie L baasls blil Vv S5

Jol adlie o 0 05> S 50 oS jalatlen 3505 odmlive
oy o g Jloy s aSlee b e (Stusen
L zbs ool b YI s HM GMP STI MP sla jas s
(V) ohlSer g LML 5 (VF) ohlSen 5 (Sloge (slaaidly
GMP (sl jasls & sy oL (YY) o) )SKen 5 3,8 5g
5,08 TOL 4 SSIYSi slayasls & caws MP 4 STI

235 406 35 b o8 ple bwy b Bl Jloy g s balpd ) b)) (i3S 5 e

Biplot (axes PC1 and PC2: 99.84 %)
10 TOL
8 ssl il
6 L
< -0 JP
[
3 2 1?9.0 .40 D %
N o , , , , 8@ 27 ! , ,
< g ‘ 0K e y ‘ ‘
g 2 23 5° 133 §7°7 viYs
16
-4 1
-6 4
8 YSI
‘10 -8 6 -4 2 0 2 4 6 8 10 12
PC1(71.82 %)

I35 r9d G5 @ Joou glapad i jleslinal b Mgl o =V JS5
Silods oaly ULM.» o)Lo.JB L Ubu.:.’y)
Figure 1. Biplot analysis using salt tolerance indices in canola. Genotypes are shown by numbers
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Abstract

Salinity stress is one of the most important factors limiting the growth and production of
crops. To evaluate salt tolerance of canola genotypes and identification of tolerant genotypes
through salinity stress tolerance indexes, a factorial experiment was conducted based on
randomized complete block design with three replications at Sari University of Agricultural
Sciences and Natural Resources. Factors consisted of 30 rapeseed genotypes and salinity at zero
and 12 dS/m sodium chloride sources (NaCl). Based on higher values of tolerance and yield
indices in normal and stress conditions, genotypes of Westona, 401Hyola, Ziho, Jef Neuf, Kunto
and Alk were considered as tolerant genotypes and genotypes of skaria, Starlight, Lisandra,
Burosemjanaja Sarigol, Nirol and Niro2 were considered as sensitive genotypes. In addition,
biplot analysis and cluster analysis confirmed these results. In cluster analysis, genotypes were
divided into three groups. The results of this study indicate that the stress tolerance index (STI),
the mean productivity (MP) and the geometric mean productivity (GMP), yield index (Y1) and
average harmonic index (HM) can be effective in selection of tolerant genotypes and the stress
tolerance index (STI) is more effective than the other indexes.
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