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Abstract

This study performed in order to evaluate the effects of
drought stress and Nitrogen fertilizer on growth indices and
yield of four chickpea cultivars. The experiment was done
as a split-factorial using randomized complete block design
with three replications. Drought stress treatment consisting
of no drought stress, moderate drought stress and severe
drought stress stand in main plots. Combination of Nitrogen
fertilizer (in two levels) and cultivar treatment (Azad,
Bivanij, Hashem and 1LC482) stand in sub plots. Results
showed that, the effect of drought stress on all treats
excluding CGR and LAR was significant. Drought stress
reduced the procedure of LAI, CGR, RGR and NAR and
decreased accumulation of dry matter and seed yield.
Performance of irrigation and application of Nitrogen
fertilizer increased leaf area, net assimilation and in final
accumulation of dry matter and seed yield. Bivanij cultivar
with highest CGR, NAR and LAR produced highest seed
yield.
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Table 1- Analysis of variance for growth indeces and yield of chickpea cultivars under drought stress and nitrogen

fertilizer
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Fig 1- Effect of drought stress on leaf area index of chickpea cultivars
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Fig 9- Effect of drought stress on RGR of chickpea cultivars
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Table 3- Mean comparison for interaction effect of drought stress*fertilizer*cultivar on grain yield
(kg.hal) in chickpea cultivars
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