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Table 1. Combined analysis for shoot dry weight in
Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes
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e 1o ol
S.0.V [C15) &9 el
df Shoot dry weight
e
1 14078.6™
Stress
OS¢ 122.46
Stress (Replication)
el
11 2266.94"
Ecotype
98T X e
SIS 53.34%
StressxEcotype
L= 66 49.73
Error
Sl caye - 11.74
CV(%)
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s *and **: Non-significant and significant at 5 and 1%
probability levels respectively
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for drought tolerance indices and shoot dry weight under non-stress and stress conditions
in Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes

pINI LS by SS 039 oLy R
bulph 0 glgp ol plail @elh a4 Cewles RS
@il ez A e o bl Jed = 2952
S.0.V i gl df Yp Ys TOL SSI MP
Replication IS 3 136.85" 108.04" 3.75" 0.15" 22.74"
Ecotype i gS| 11 1403.4™ 916.9" 0.96™ 0.046™ 1133.52™
Error s 33 34.81 64.66 1.2 0.042 25.95
CV (%) Ol g g g - 8.18 16.77 22.55 20.83 8.48
Table 2. Continued alsl .Y Jgus
4z ke (wls Joi ol @els gylal esle
S.0.V 5 @l ol o Shes ki ol (Lo i 5 ,Shos 5 ,Skes
df GMP HM Seigo, o STI YI YSI
Replication SIS 3 17.92m 24.39m 0.017™ 0.047m 0.084"
Ecotype i gS| 11 1153.55™ 1168.41* 0.636™ 0.39* 0.014™
Error s 33 33.12 42.14 0.019 0.028 0.009
CV (%) Ol i’ g o - 9.84 11.38 19.7 16.77 14.27

S
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s *and **: Non-significant and significant at 5 and 1% probability levels respectively
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Table 3. Comparison of drought tolerance indices and shoot dry weight under non-stress and stress conditions in
Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes

LS (539 SLS 039 S
. Plpell gl Sl oSk sl sl
i orvlld  Bbi oSl ewe oSl Jex L
Ecotype i gS! ol oW oW 5190 1 e Sigo, oW S Slos
No. Ecotype Name Yp Ys MP GMP HM STI YI
1 Arak2 54.18¢ 29.53f 41.85¢ 39.76¢8  37.83% (.31 0.621
2 Shazand 39.25h 24.91¢ 32.08" 30.41h 28.958 0.17" 0.52¢
3 Isfahan 59.63f¢ 35.42¢¢ 4752  4567%  43.93< 0.4% 0.73¢¢
4 Khoram abadl 106.722 74.812 90.76* 89.25° 87.77* 1.53¢2 1.56*
5 Arakl 84.73°¢ 60.63% 72.68° 71.54¢ 70.44% 0.99°¢ 1.26%
6 Khoram abad2 97.36° 66.66™ 82.01° 80.45° 78.94% 1.24% 1.39%
7 Fereydunshahr 81.8°¢ 59.74%¢ 70.77¢4 69.6% 68.48°¢ 0.93¢¢ 1.24b¢
8 Malayer 61.74% 40.83¢f 51.28¢f 49.64f 48.11¢ 0.47% 0.85%f
9 Aligudarz 71.524¢ 41.56%f 56.54¢ 54.14°F  51.89% 0.56°f 0.874f
10 Faridan 63.77¢¢ 46.17% 54.97¢ 54.24°F  53.52% 0.57¢f 0.96%
11 Hamadan 76.82¢4 51.22¢d 64.02¢ 62.5% 61.03% 0.75% 1.07¢
12 Semirom 68.35¢F 43.75% 56.05¢ 54.640  53.27% 0.58<f 0.914

B8 e b 500 g3l 30 70 (ko] Jlazl gelas 45 (6)l5 sine SIS (g 1 43 5 e gy by (sl Siloo
Means in each column followed by similar letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level by the Duncan’s test.
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Lls o Y o Slae b a5 slubis sl STI 3 HM
o S et b (ganails Al pe o (Sl 1S

MP slojasls ol 5 mo Lulid j0 0558 slacasss

OB 9 G (g Bl pd 50 (2lgh eIl SULS (339 9 (iS4 Jod (05 Sl (o (S a2 F 9o
Table 4. Correlation coefficient among drought tolerance indices and shoot dry weight under non-stress and stress

conditions
S 0y S o)y el
il pldl - algn plul welh s Sl wls esls sl
bolyd jo  Lulpd o Wl Alaulus xSk peais (nXke Jooi S BT
o 9 o o o Gaoxe o fes Sigeyly A e
Yp Ys TOL SSI MP GMP HM STI YI YSI

Yp 1

Ys 0.823" 1

TOL  0.515"  -0.063 1

SSI -0.001  -0.541""  0.815" 1

MP 0.961*  0.947" 0.260 -0.262 1

GMP  0.940™  0.967" 0.192 -0.323"  0.99™ 1

HM 0.917" 0.98" 0.132 -0.375"  0.99"  0.99" 1

STI 0.932"  0.952" 0.2 -0.301°  0.98"  0.98™  0.98" 1

YI 0.823" 1.00" -0.063  -0.541™ 0.94™ 0.96™ 098" 095" 1

YSI 0.001 0.541™ -0.815" -1.00™ 0262 0.33" 0375° 0301" 0.541" 1

*and " Significant at 5 and 1% probability levels respectively
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Fig. 1. Biplot display for Yp, Ys and studied indices in Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes based
on two first components. (The names and ecotype numbers are based on Table 3).
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Table S. Eigen values, cumulative variance and eigen vectors of drought tolerance indices and shoot dry weight under

non-stress and stress conditions

o Sl (39 ShS ()9 sl
oo o) 9 lgp plail olgn pladl welh wlh 5 Kle el eels g™
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Table 6. Comparison of Clusters obtained from cluster analysis in Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes
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Fig. 2. Dendrogram of cluster analysis in Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes based on Yp, Ys, MP, GMP, HM,

STI and YI
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Table 7. Result of discriminant analysis for grouping of Thymus daenensis subsp. daenensis ecotypes
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