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This study, which was carried out in 2014-2015 to determine the agronomic characteristics of some
chickpea lines and varieties under Sanlwrfa ecological conditions, was conducted in the
experimental trial areas of GAP Agricultural Research Institute. 20 registered chickpea genotypes
and 3 control varieties were used in the study, which was established according to the randomized
block design with three replications. In the study, phenological traits such as the number of days
until flowering after 50% emergence, the number of days until pod tying, the number of days after
emergence and vegetation duration and agronomic traits such as plant height, first pod height, days
to maturity, one hundred grain weight and yield per decare were examined in chickpea plants.
During the study, Ascochyta blight disease controls of chickpea varieties were also carried out
depending on the climatic conditions. In the study, the highest grain yield was obtained from Isik
(181.65 kg/da) variety and the lowest grain yield was obtained from Uzunlu variety (108.34 kg/da)
at Sanlurfa location. In terms of both growing seasons, the highest average protein analysis values

were obtained from Yasa variety with 25.77% and the lowest from Inci variety with22.02%.
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Introduction

Food grain legumes are among the plants used in
human nutrition in our country and are important vegetable
protein sources; they are an important staple food in human
and animal nutrition in terms of protein richness of 22-
28%. In animal nutrition, 38% of proteins and 5% of
carbohydrates are provided from food grain legumes. Since
it contains protein equivalent to animal protein, it is a very
important source of protein for those who do not or cannot
consume animal protein. Chickpea is an important legume
in terms of health and nutrition due to its high protein
content and high fiber level (Singh et al., 2003).0ne of the
homelands of chickpea and lentil plants is the lands of our
country (Eylem, 2017).
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Since chickpea is a legume plant, it takes nitrogen from
the air and fixes it with the nodules in its roots and both
uses it itself and leaves nitrogen-rich soil for the following
plant. Since edible grain legumes leave soil rich in nitrogen
and root organic matter to the next crop, they also have an
important place in crop rotation due to their role in
improving the properties of soils. Due to the use of
chickpea in crop rotation, it is easier to control diseases and
pests, prevent one-way exploitation of the soil and control
weeds. In addition, by binding the free nitrogen of the air
to the soil through Rhizobium bacteria in the roots, it both
reduces the inputs required for production and contributes
to soil improvement. Since chickpea is a leguminous plant,
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it also has nitrogen-improving properties thanks to its
nodules (Gan et al. 2005).

For the last 20 years, food grain legumes production
and consumption have been on an increasing trend all over
the world, while in Turkey this increase has been below the
world average. When we look at Turkey's food grain
legumes production in terms of self-sufficiency, it is seen
that it has shown a decreasing trend over the years, with
serious decreases in legume production, production cannot
meet domestic demand and there has been a significant
increase in imports, making Turkey a net importer in the
legume sector.

Chickpea, one of the food grain legumes, has a
cultivation area of 511,493ha, a production of 630,000
tons, and a grain yield of 12,317hg/ha (FAO, 2022).

Within the scope of chickpea grain production in
Sanliurfa ecological conditions, it was aimed to determine
the genotypes suitable for the ecological conditions of the
region by revealing the yield performance of registered
chickpea varieties and to contribute to the expansion of
chickpea cultivation in the region more than the current
situation and thus to increase the amount of production.
(Ray et al. 2017) It was reported that higher yield was
obtained from sowing on November 1 compared to winter
sowing on December 1. The most important feature in
determining the effects of characters with each other is
considered to be climatic characteristics (Ulker and
Ceyhan, 2008).

The aim of this study was to determine the performance
of some registered chickpea varieties in terms of yield and
yield components under Sanliurfa ecological conditions for
two years, as well as to determine suitable chickpea
genotypes that can be adapted to the region.

Material and Method

In this study, field trials were conducted in 2014-2015
growing seasons in the research trial plots of GAP
Agricultural Research Institute Sanlurfa locations. The
sowing was completed on mid-January and the first
emergence was started on mid-February Total of 20
chickpea genotypes including 17 registered varieties and 3
control varieties (Hasanbey, Seckin, inci) were used in the
experiment. In this study, plots were contained of 4 rows
of 5 m length (9 m2 plots) with 45 cm between rows and 8

cm above rows. Before sowing, fertilization was applied at
the rate of 2-3 kg N and 5-6 kg P205 per decare.

Climatic data is given in Table 1 for Urfa location. In the
first year for the Urfa region, the total precipitation during
the growing season was below the long-term average.
Temperature data was close to the long-term average.
Precipitation was below the long-term average especially in
May. In the second year, although rainfall was higher than
the long-term average, it was below the long-term average
in April and May. Low precipitation, especially in April and
May, was not very effective on Ascochyta blight disease due
to the flowering period (Table 1).

Disease readings for tolerance to anthracnose blight
disease were taken on a scale of 1-9 (1=resistant, 9=very
susceptible) (Reddy and Singh, 1985; Chen et al., 2004).
The sowing of the trials was done in December in both
years (2014 and 2015) and the harvest of the trials was
done in July.

Results and Discussion

In 2014 and 2015 growing seasons, registered varieties
yield trials were conducted at GAP Agricultural Research
Institute-Sanliurfa were given in Table 2, statistical
difference was found to be significant for all traits
examined as a result of the evaluations made in the first
year growing season. The highest grain yield was obtained
from ILC 482 variety with 202.9 kg/da and the lowest grain
yield was obtained from Kiismen variety with 111.1 kg/da.
During the observations, no diseases and pests were found
to affect the development and grain yield negatively. The
number of days to flowering ranged between 93-83.3 days,
47.2-29 cm; plant height between 55.6-44.5 cm, and
hundred grain weight between 42.4-28.7 g (Table 2). The
intensity of Ascocyhta blight disease in cultivars under
natural conditions was evaluated according to the 1-9 scale
and given in Table 2. Days to flowering and days to pod
setting are vegetation traits and are highly influenced by
sowing time and ecological conditions (Gregersen et al.,
2013). The number of days to flowering and days to pod
setting were observed to differ between years and
depending on sowing time, which is thought to be related
to ecological and sowing time. Mart et al. (2021)
determined that the yield components of Inci, Seckin,
Hasanbey varieties were the highest in the study conducted
in Adana Agro-ecological conditions.

Table 1. Climatic data of Sanhurfa province for the 2014-2015 growing season

Temperature °C Rainfall (mm) Relative humidity (%)
Months Long  2013- 2013- 2014- 2014- Long 2013- 2014- Long 2013- 2014-
years 2014 2014 2015 2015 years 2014 2015 years 2014 2015
Average Min. Max. Min. Max.

November 131 3.1 17.2 24.4 60.8

December 7.8 25 9.5 -0.6 18.2 49.9 55.4 68.3
January 6.3 2.4 18.0 2.5 24.8 83.9 44.3 82.5 706  65.6 68.8
February 7.5 -1.1 22.1 4.7 29.9 68.4 20.8 100.8 67.0 440 74.3
March 11.6 2.2 24.7 11.8 36.9 52.5 91.6 79.0 60.8 58.9
April 16.4 3.6 30.8 16.7 38.4 45.5 33.3 243 572 475 49.7
May 23.1 124  38.7 21.4 42.8 21.6 6.0 10.3 45.4 38.0
June 29.0 153 401 4.0 20.6 0.7 34.8 35.3
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In the second year growing season, as a result of the
evaluation of the results of some registered varieties trials
conducted at Sanlurfa location, the highest value in terms
of grain yield was obtained from Seckin (188.7 kg/da)
variety and the lowest value was obtained from Uzunlu
(85.2 kg/da) variety. As can be seen in Table 2, flowering
days between 83.3-72.0 days, first pod height between
19.4-30.5 cm, plant height between 40.9-56.0 cm, 100
grain weight between 28.0-44.6 g were obtained. Dogan et
al. 2018 in Mardin with 3 chickpea varieties (Aziziye-94,
ILC-482 and Diyar-95), the highest values in terms of plant
height were obtained in Diyar-95 variety as 54.2, 45.6 and
49.9 cm, respectively, while the lowest values were
obtained in ILC-482 variety.

In 2014 and 2015 growing seasons, according to the
analysis of variance results of some registered cultivars trials

conducted at Sanlurfa location, there was a statistical
difference between the cultivars in terms of all traits
examined at 1% significance level. In terms of days to
flowering, Uzunlu (87.1 days) was the variety with the
longest number of days to flowering, while Gokge (78 days)
was the variety with the shortest number of days to
flowering. First pod height and plant height values were
obtained from Diyar-95 and Gokge with 37.28 - 26.98 cm,
Hisar and Gokge with 55.85 - 44.72 cm, respectively. 100
grain weight values varied between 43.51-28.38 ¢g. The
variety with the highest 100 grain weight was Dikbas and the
variety with the lowest 100 grain weight was ILC 482. In
terms of grain yield, the highest grain yield was given by the
variety Isik (181.65 kg/da), while the lowest grain yield was
given by the variety Uzunlu (108.34 kg/da). Isik, ILC 482,
Yasa and Hasanbey were the prominent varieties (Table 2).

Table 2. Results of Some Registered Varieties Trial Conducted at Sanliurfa Location (2014-2015)

Varieties Number of Flowering Days (day)  Ascocyta Bligt (1-9) NDP First Pod Height (cm)

2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 2015 2014 2015 Average
1 |Canitez 85.6 B 79.7A-D  82.67C-E 1 3-4 91.7 290E 256 A-C 27.3C
2 |Yasa 83B 80.0A-C 81.5D-F 1 3 91.3 380BD 227A-C 30.33BC
3 |Isik 83.6B 76.0D 79.83FG 1 4 90.7 382BD 27.1A-C 32.65A-C
4 Hisar 85.0B 79.7A-D  82.33C-E 1 1 91.3 39.9 AD 31.7A 35.83AB
5 [Azkan 84.6B 80.0A-C 82.33C-E 1 1 91.3 422 AB 245A-C 33.33A-C
6 [Cakir 83.0B 80.7AB 81.83D-F 1 1 90.7 36.2BE 27.0A-C 31.62A-C
7 | Akca 85.0B 80.0A-C 82.5C-E 1 1 91.3 36,6 BE 238A-C 30.22BC
8 llgaz 85.6 B 79.3B-D 82.5C-E 1 1 91.7 347BE 249A-C 29.83BC
9 ILC 482 83.0B 76.7CD 79.83FG 1 1 91.7 344BE  21.9BC 28.18C
10 |Diyar-95 923 A 83.3A 87.83A 1 1 91.7 472A  273A-C 37.28A
11 |Arda 90.3 A 81.3AB 85.83AB 1 1 91.0 40.7AC 25.0A-C 3287A-C
12 | Akgin 846B 80.7AB 82.67C-E 1 3-4 92.0 350BE 27.7A-C  31.38A-C
13 | Gokge 84.0B 72.0E 78G 5 1 91.0 33.2CE 20.8C 26.98C
14 | Kiismen 85.3B 83.3A 84.33BC 1 3 90.7 39.3AD 219BC  30.58BC
15 |Uzunlu 93.0A 81.3AB 87.17A 1 6 93.3 326 DE  305AB  31.58A-C
16 |Er 84.0B 80.3A-C 82.17C-F 1 4 92.0 37.3BD 19.4C 28.33C
17 |Dikbas 83.3B 78.7B-D 81EF 3 3-4 92.0 35.8 BE 21.0C 28.42C
18 |Hasanbey 85.3B 80.3A-C 82.83C-E 1 1 91.0 354BE 27.1A-C 31.22A-C
19 | Seckin 910A 80.0A-C 85.5AB 1 1 92.3 38.6 BD 20.9C 29.77BC
20 |inci 86.0B 81.7AB 83.83B-D 1 1 92.0 341CE 21.6BC 27.88C
= K% K%k K%k OD *% K% K%
CV.(%) 1.36 1.49 0.98 0.85 6.99 12.41 0.97

Varieties Plant Height (cm) 100 Grain Weight (gr) Grain Yield (kg/da)

2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average
1 | Canitez 472CD  48.7A-C  47.98C-G 394 AC 39.7B-D 39.61B-D 158.1AE 132.2BC 145.16A-E
2 |Yasa 55.0 A 50.5AB 52.77A-C  37.1CD 347GH 3593F-H 190.1 AB 152.0AB 171.05AB
3 |Isik 50.8 AD 50.5AB 50.63A-F 420A 38.8B-E 40.39B-D 2029A 160.4AB  181.65A
4 Hisar 556 A 56.0A 55.85A 39.2 AC 379C-G 3858C-E 139.9CE 123.7BC 131.81B-E
5 |Azkan 53.3 AC 50.0AB 51.62A-D 39.8 AC 40.0B-D 39.93B-D 158.3AE 142.6AB 150.47A-D
6 [Cakir 53.3 AC 49.0A-C 51.18A-E 416A 416AB 4162AB 1755AC 163.9AB 169.69A-C
7 [Akca 445D 47.7A-C  46.15D-G 406 AB 41.6AB 41.14AB 173.4AD 165.4AB 169.37A-C
8 llgaz 479BD 473A-C  47.62C-G 414A 409BC 4121AB 147.2BE 169.8AB 158.49A-D
9 ILC 482 49.7 AD 50.6AB 50.15A-G 287G 28.01 28.38J 2029 A 159.1AB 181A
10 |Diyar-95 55.3 A 50.0AB 52.68A-C 37.2CD 351F-H 36.16F-H 128.1CE 160.9AB 14454A-E
11 | Arda 50.6 AD 46.4BC 4853C-G 353DE 35.73E-G 3553GH 125.0DE 167.0AB 146.02A-E
12 | Akgin 505AD 495A-C 50.03B-G 37.6BD 36.6D-G 37.14E-G  123.7E  1344BC 129.07C-E
13 | Gokge 46.1D 43.3BC 44.72G 405AC 414A-C 4091BC 137.3CE 173.7AB 155.25A-D
14 | Kiismen 50.6 AD 44.4BC 4753C-G  416A 40.1B-D 40.87BC 111.1E  126.8BC  118.99DE
15 |Uzunlu 53.9 AB 55.5A 54.73AB 415A  40.2BC  40.91BC 131.5CE 85.2C 108.34E
16 |Er 49.9 AD 40.9C 45.42FG 38BD 38.1C-G 38.08D-F 1444BE 130.9BC 137.64B-E
17 | Dikbas 52.4 AC 42.2BC 4735C-G 424 A 44 6A 4351A 189.6 AB 134.1BC 161.83A-C
18 |Hasanbey 546 A 50.1AB 52.38A-C 354DE 384B-F 36.88E-H 1753AC 168.3AB 171.78AB
19 | Seckin 50.4 AD 41.1C 458E-G  33.2EF 36.1E-G  34.68H 130.9CE  188.7A 159.79A-D
20 |[inci 49.9 AD 44.5BC 47.23C-G 309FG 32.0H 31.511 1141E  168.7AB 141.39A-E
F ** ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **
CV.(%) 3.95 5.89 1.34 2.76 2.97 0.43 10.27 11.55 29.77

NDP: Number of Days for Pods (day); TUKEY (0.05)
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In Sanliurfa location, it was observed that Ascocyhta
blight was not very effective in registered varieties in the
first year, but in the second year, there was an increase in
disease values in the varieties. In Sanlurfa location, the
intensity of Ascocyhta blight disease in varieties under
natural conditions was evaluated according to the 1-9 scale
and given in Table 2. The number of days to flowering and
plant height decreased with the delay in planting time,
while yield varied according to rainfall and soil moisture
and may be different from year to year (Bejiga and Tollu
(1982). It was determined that plant height of chickpea
varieties varied between 33.1 and 44.1 cm under Konya
ecological conditions (Ceyhan et al (2007). Uzun et al.
(2012) emphasized that the number of pods per plant and
yield per area were highly positively correlateted.
According to the observations, chickpea plants showed
normal development during the growing season and no
pests and diseases that would significantly affect yield
were observed.

Quality Values of Some Registered Chickpea
Varieties at Sanlhurfa Location

In 2014 and 2015 growing seasons, quality values
(Tables 3 and 4) of some registered varieties yield trials
conducted at Sanlhurfa GAP Agricultural Research
Institute were analyzed. The average values of the quality
results of the trials conducted with a total of 20 varieties,
including 17 registered and 3 control varieties at Sanliurfa
location were given in Table 3-4.

In 2014 growing season, as can be seen from Table 3-
4, the highest and lowest dry weight values of some
registered varieties carried out at Sanliurfa location in
terms of quality values were 44.04-29.80 g, wet weight
values were 93.88-61. 53 g, water absorption capacity
0.50-0.32 g/grain, water absorption index 1.15-0.98%, dry
volume values 84-73 ml, wet volume values 184-156 ml,
swelling capacity 0.50-0.33 ml/grain, swelling index 2.50-
2.00%.

Table 3. Quality Results of Some Registered Varieties Trial Conducted at Sanliurfa

Dry Weight Wet Weight Water Absorption Water Intake Index
Varieties (100 grain weight)(qg) (9) Capacity (g/grain) (%)
2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average
1 Canitez 41.74 4301 4238 8498 87.09 86.04 043 044 0.44 1.04 1.02 1.03
2 Yasa 374 3254 3497  76.75 66.77 71.76 039 034 0.37 1.05 1.05 1.05
3 Isik 40.35 3942 39.89 86.62 83.21 84.92 046 044 0.45 115 111 1.13
4 Hisar 39.94 4102 4048 7921 86.67 82.94 0.39 0.6 0.43 098 111 1.05
5 |Azkan 40.01 37.38 38.70 8101 7513  78.07 041 0.38 0.40 1.02 101 1.02
6 Cakir 4362 3869 4116 88.78 8299 85.89 045 0.44 0.45 1.04 114 1.09
7 | Akca 438 4253 4317 9383 86.88  90.38 050 0.44 0.47 114 104 1.09
8 llgaz 40.71 4057  40.64 8743 87.05 87.24 0.47 0.6 0.47 115 115 1.15
9 ILC 482 298 305 30.15 6153 6241 61.97 032 032 0.32 1.06 1.05 1.06
10 (Diyar-95 374 359 36.65 7452 7208 7330 0.37 0.36 0.37 099 1.01 1.00
11 |[Arda 36.51 74.78 0.00 0.38 0.19 1.05
12 | Akgin 376 38.03 3782 7795 7837 78.16 0.40 0.0 0.40 1.07 1.06 1.07
13 [ Gokge 43.01 4247 42774 86.71 8559 86.15 0.44 043 0.44 1.02 1.02 1.02
14 [Kiismen 4384 4161 4273  87.39 84.29 85.84 0.44 043 0.44 099 1.03 1.01
15 [Uzunlu 43.08 3796 4052  89.87 77.99 83.93 0.47 0.40 0.44 1.09 1.05 1.07
16 |[Er 40.52 38.37 39.45 8165 77.29 79.47 041 0.39 0.40 1.02 101 1.02
17 |[Dikbas 4404 4561 4483  93.78 9497 94.38 050 0.49 0.50 113 108 1.11
18 [Hasanbey  39.33 38.9 39.12 8217 79.61 80.89 043 041 0.42 1.09 1.05 1.07
19 [ Seckin 35.18 36 3559  73.03 74.89 73.96 0.38 0.39 0.39 1.08 1.08 1.08
20 |[Inci 33.13 3214 3264 6831 64.01 66.16 035 0.32 0.34 1.06  0.99 1.03
Dry Volume Wet Volume Swelling Swelling Index
Varieties (ml) (ml) Capacity(ml/grain) (%)
2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average 2014 2015 Average

1 Canitez 82 84 83.0 175 177 176.0 043 043 0.43 234 226 2.30
2 Yasa 79 73 76.0 168 157 162.5 039 0.34 0.37 234 248 2.41
3 Isik 81 79 80.0 177 173 175.0 046 044 0.45 248 252 2.50
4 Hisar 81 81 81.0 170 174 172.0 039 043 0.41 226 239 2.33
5 | Azkan 81 78 79.5 172 166 169.0 041 0.38 0.40 232 236 2.34
6 Cakir 83 83 83.0 178 174 176.0 045 041 0.43 236 224 2.30
7 | Akca 84 85 84.5 184 176 180.0 05 041 0.46 247 217 2.32
8 llgaz 82 81 81.5 178 177 1775 046 0.46 0.46 244 248 2.46
9 ILC 482 73 70 715 156 152 154.0 033 0.32 0.33 243 260 2.52
10 | Diyar-95 79 76 775 166 162 164.0 037 0.36 0.37 228 238 2.33
11 | Arda 77 165 165.0 -05 0.38 -0.06 200 241 2.21
12 | Akgin 78 78 78.0 170 168 169.0 042 040 0.41 250 243 2.47
13 | Gokge 83 83 83.0 178 176 177.0 045 043 0.44 236 230 2.33
14 | Kiismen 84 82 83.0 178 174 176.0 0.44 042 0.43 229 231 2.30
15 | Uzunlu 83 78 80.5 180 168 174.0 047 0.40 0.44 242 243 2.43
16 | Er 81 78 79.5 172 167 169.5 041 0.39 0.40 232 239 2.36
17 | Dikbag 84 88 86.0 184 184 184.0 05 046 0.48 247 221 2.34
18 | Hasanbey 80 79 79.5 173 170 171.5 043 041 0.42 243 241 2.42
19 | Seckin 77 76 76.5 166 165 165.5 039 0.39 0.39 244 250 2.47
20 | inci 75 72 73.5 160 154 157.0 0.35 0.32 0.34 240 245 2.43
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Table 4. Sieve Analysis Values of Some Registered Varieties Trial Results Conducted at Sanliurfa (2014-2015)

2014 Sieve Values 2015 Sieve Values 2014-2015 Average Nitrogen Protein
Varieties (%) (%) Sieve Values (%) (%) (%)

o 8 7 6 9 8 7 6 9 8 T .54 2015 ORT 2014 2015 AVR

mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm mm
1 |Canitez 56.50 40.76 3.61 37.28 48.56 14.26 52.53 2751 3.68 3.69 3.69 22.34 23.04 22.69
2 |Yasa 5.02 72.73 21.94 059 85 67.39 21.78 3.01 6.76 70.06 21.86 4.46 4.47 4.47 23.61 27.92 25.77
3 |Isik 250 61.96 3255 3.43 10.99 65.63 23.45 6.75 63.80 28.00 4.23 4.24 4.24 2320 26.47 24.84
4 [Hisar 1.01 26.55 64.64 8.55 40.38 54.07 4.85 1.07 20.70 40.31 34.75 4.06 4.07 4.07 23.28 25.41 24.35
5 [Azkan 37.98 54,73 7.25 39.1 50.91 10.09 4445 3241 421 421 4.21 2256 26.32 24.44
6 |Cakir 12.13 76.83 10.97 1.03 53.52 43.47 3.13 32.83 60.15 7.05 4.39 4.39 4.39 22.96 27.44 25.20
7 |Akca 20.27 71.74 819 0.7 31.76 64.45 3.93 26.02 68.10 6.06 3.61 3.61 3.61 24.40 22.56 23.48
8 |[llgaz 12.18 76.37 1223 0 28.92 65.89 524 2055 71.13 874 3.71 3.71 3.71 23.47 23.20 23.34
9 |ILC482 8.73 62.70 25.42 3.71 5.23 31.71 55.37 7.84 6.98 47.21 40.40 3.89 3.89 3.89 23.06 24.34 23.70
10 |Diyar-95 8.64 73.97 17.46 17.18 65.98 17 12.91 69.98 17.23 3.63 3.64 3.64 24.15 22.72 23.44
11 |Arda 0.50 49.86 45.26 5.29 16.79 69.01 14.34 8.65 59.44 29.80 4.07 4.08 4.08 23.08 25.47 24.28
12 |Akgin 66.71 28.96 4.60 0.39 16.19 62.82 21.13 41.45 4589 12.87 3.98 3.98 3.98 22.26 24.90 23.58
13 |Gokee  35.00 57.32 836 0 45.45 50.02 4.59 40.23 53.67 6.48 3.78 3.78 3.78 22.66 23.64 23.15
14 |Kiismen 9.29 55.13 33.65 2.77 37.53 55.18 7.32 23.41 55.16 20.49 3.85 3.85 3.85 24.69 24.09 24.39
15 (Uzunlu 186 73.44 2490 0.4 21.82 63.94 14.24 11.84 68.69 19.57 3.99 3.99 3.99 24.55 24.96 24.76
16 |Er 9.55 71.46 18.28 1.47 47.14 43.69 9.18 28.35 57.58 13.73 3.78 3.78 3.78 23.24 23.63 23.44
17 |Dikbas 12,75 75.90 11.53 53.21 34.05 12.78 2340 4434 4.16 4.16 4.16 25.12 26.01 25.57
18 [Hasanbey 8.75 69.11 21.34 1.16 16.51 68.38 15.14 0.4 12.63 68.75 18.24 3.93 3.93 3.93 23.05 24.56 23.81
19 (Seckin 0.47 51.38 4155 7.25 9.66 65.57 2298 1.84 5.07 58.48 32.27 435 4.36 4.36 23.07 27.23 25.15
20 |inci 55.01 4359 1.96 15 628 32.81 3.17 58.91 38.20 3.49 3.49 3.49 22.20 21.83 22.02

Sieve analysis values were found to vary between
66.71-0.47 in sieve number 9, 76.83-12.75 in sieve number
8, 75.90-4.60 in sieve number 7. As for protein analysis
values, the highest value of 25.12% was obtained from
Dikbas variety and the lowest value of 22.20% was
obtained from Inci variety and it was determined that they
varied between these values. Among the varieties included
in this study conducted in Sanliurfa location, Dikbas
variety stood out by giving the highest values in terms of
dry weight, dry volume, wet volume and swelling capacity
compared to other varieties.

In the 2015 growing season, as can be seen from Table
3-4, the highest and lowest dry weight values 45.61-30.50
g, wet weight values 94.97-62. 41 ¢, water absorption
capacity 0.49-0.32 g/grain, water absorption index 1.15-
0.99 %, dry volume values 88-70 ml, wet volume values
184-152 ml, swelling capacity 0.46-0.32 ml/grain, swelling
index 2.60-2.17 %. Sieve analysis values were found to
vary between 53.52-1.50 in sieve number 9, 69.01-31.71 in
sieve number 8, 55.37-3.13 in sieve number 7. As for the
protein analysis values, the highest value of 27.92% was
obtained from Yasa variety and the lowest value 0of21.83%
was obtained from Inci variety and it was determined that
they varied between these values. Among the varieties
included in this study, Dikbas variety stood out by giving
the highest values in terms of dry weight, wet weight, water
absorption capacity, dry volume, wet volume, swelling
capacity compared to other varieties. (Yalgin et al. 2018)
showed that the protein ratio varied between 21.66 and
24.91% in their study.

In 2014 and 2015 growing seasons, as can be seen from
Table. 3-4, the highest and lowest dry weight values in
terms of average quality values of some registered varieties
carried out in Sanlwurfa location are 44.83-30.15 g, wet
weight values are 94.38-61.97 g, water absorption capacity
is 0. 50-0.19 g/grain, water absorption index 1.15-1.00%,
dry volume values 86.00-71.50 ml, wet volume values 184-
154 ml, swelling capacity 0.48-0.33 ml/grain, swelling
index 2.52-2.21%. When the average sieve analysis values

were examined, it was determined that they varied between
41.45-5.07 in sieve number 9, 71.13-23.40 in sieve number
8 and 44.34-6.48 in sieve number 7. In terms of both
growing seasons, the highest value of 25.77% was obtained
from Yasa variety and the lowest value of 22.02% was
obtained from Inci variety. Among the varieties at
Sanliurfa location, Dikbag variety stood out by giving the
highest values in terms of dry weight, wet weight, water
uptake index, dry volume, wet volume and swelling
capacity compared to other varieties (Table 3-4). Amir et
al. (2006), Poniedziaek et al. (2006) found that in chickpea,
lentil and bean crops grown under Algerian conditions,
protein ratio and total sugar content were higher in years
with more rainfall, while other parameters were higher in
years with less rainfall. In the study, it was reported that
sowing time changed 100 grain weight and protein ratio in
grain (Topalak et al. 2015; Atmaca 2008; Singh et al.
1988). It was emphasized that chickpea plant is rich in
vitamins and minerals and its versatile uses (Karakulluk¢u
et al. 2008). (Uzun et al. 2012; Waldia et al. 1995) stated
that the criteria affecting the cooking quality are hundred
grain weight, grain volume, water absorption capacity and
seed coat content.

Conclusion

In this study, some registered chickpea (Cicer aritinum
L.) cultivars were tested under Sanlurfa ecological
conditions and their regional adaptability and
tolerance/resistance to Ascochyta blight under different
climatic conditions were investigated by considering
important agronomic traits such as days to flowering, plant
height, grain yield and hundred grain weight. According to
the two-year average results, Diyar95 variety was the late
variety with 87.83 days and Gdkge was the early variety
with 78 days in terms of days to flowering; Hisar variety
stood out with 55.85 c¢m in terms of plant height; Dikbas
variety had the highest 100 grain weight with 43.51 g and
ILC 482 variety had the lowest 100 grain weight with 26.38
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g. Interms of grain yield, Isik variety gave the highest grain
yield 181.65 kg/da, while Uzunlu variety gave the lowest
grain yield 108.34 kg/da. Isik, ILC 482, Yasa and
Hasanbey varieties were the prominent varieties for
cultivation in Sanliurfa location.

In terms of quality values, Cevdetbey variety stood out
by giving the highest values in both growing seasons with
dry weight, wet weight, water uptake index, dry volume,
wet volume, swelling capacity values compared to other
varieties.
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