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Table 1. Code and name of wheat genotype
gl oS gl pb gl uS i iy pb gl oS gl pb
Genotype code  Genotype name | Genotype code Genotype name | Genotype code Genotype name

1 WC.4924 10 WC.4987 19 Pishtaz
2 WC.4582 11 WC.47615 20 Pishgam
3 WC.4592 12 WC.4612 21 WC.47640
4 WC.47341 13 WC.5001 22 WC.47467
5 WC.4965 14 WC.4994 23 WC-4553
6 WC.4840 15 WC.47638 24 WC.4583
7 WC.4958 16 WC.47583 25 WC.4554
8 WC.47399 17 WC.47522
9 WC.4600 18 WC.47569

Salo3l sl oo (2lss ©f 9 (obdlyae CuxBse ¥ Jguo

Table 2. Geographic location and climate of the experiment site

Longitude bl Jsb 48859 445,047
Latitude el o ai8s 21 gax,034
Altitude Lyo o 5l gl )| (m) ;. 1319
Medium rainfall S¥,L lawgie (mm) e oo 450-480
Soil pattern S sl k.sm} !

(Silty-Clay)
Climatic and natural . | T Sl 515 slaogSaris ) o Jasae oy
conditions SR 259 2909 2 eSS

Average annual temperature

Rainfall in the year of the
experiment

Sl o)l a0 hawgie

ui'.ﬁLA)'T szl by (S5l olyee

(Cold temperate, North Zagros Mountains)

O™ Gamads 4z 50 13.3%
(mm) ;e Ls401.51
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Table 3- Average Grain Yield and Drought Sensitivity and Tolerance Indicators and their Ranking

Genotype
¥l Ye(gm®)d R Ys(gm?) R STI R MP R GMP R HMP R
1 322.20 19 239.38 20  0.492 20 280.79 20 277.72 20 27468 20
2 526.59 3 283.40 13 0.953 7 405.00 6 386.31 7 368.49 7
3 355.60 15 262.82 17  0.597 17 309.21 16 305.71 17 302.25 16
4 304.55 22 208.83 22 0.406 24 256.69 24 252.19 24 247.776 22
5 353.34 17 261.51 18 0.590 18 307.43 18 30398 18 300.57 18
6 442 .37 8 342.69 4 0.968 6 392.53 7 389.35 6 386.20 5
7 431.72 9 277.26 14  0.764 10 354.49 9 34597 10 33766 10
8 358.07 14 338.53 5 0.774 9 348.30 10 348.16 9 348.03 8
9 410.24 10 275.12 15  0.721 12.5 342,68 11 33595 13 32936 13
10 565.75 1 424.73 1 1.534 1 495.24 1 490.20 1 485.20 1
11 317.21 20 201.89 23 0.409 23 259.55 23 253.07 23 246.74 24
12 298.98 24 236.94 21 0.452 21 267.96 21 266.16 21 26437 21
13 508.45 4 309.49 8 1.005 408.97 4 396.69 4 384.77 6
14 482.62 6 263.96 16 0.813 8 373.29 8 356.92 8 341.27 9
15 482.01 7 372.95 2 1.148 3 427.48 3 423.99 3 420.52 3
16 214.21 25 190.15 25  0.260 25 202.18 25 201.82 25 20146 25
17 354.00 16 319.10 0.721 12.5 336,55 13 336.10 12 33564 11
18 544.26 2 354.27 3 1.231 2 44926 439.11 2 429.18 2
19 492.24 5 318.70 7 1.002 5 405.47 5 396.08 5 386.90 4
20 384.01 13 285.14 12 0.699 14 33458 14 33090 14 32727 14
21 313.97 21 303.47 9 0.608 16 308.72 17 308.68 16 308.63 15
22 331.92 18 197.36 24 0418 22 264.64 22 25594 22 24753 23
23 403.74 11 240.30 19  0.620 15 322.02 15 31148 15 30129 17
24 304.24 23 292.04 11 0.567 19 298.14 19 298.08 19  298.02 19
25 391.08 12 293.72 10 0.733 11 342.40 12 338.92 11 335.48 12

it 5:Sils = GMP (650,80 nSilo = MP o 235 Jams sl = STI o s Lul,s o o ,Skee = Ys (Jloy Lulys 4o o Shee = Yo
41.3)= R u_i;.;y)l.&b wi)l.«.n= HMP ‘(5)50)'95
Yp - Potential Yield, Ys- Stress Yield, STI = Stress Tolerance Index, MP = Mean productivity, GMP = Geometric Mean

Productivity, HMP = Harmonic Mean Productivity, R = Rank.
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Table 3. Continued alol.Y Jous
Genotype
g D) MSTI R YI R YSI R DI R RDI R REI R
1 0.712 20 0.844 20 0.743 11.5 0.627 18 1.036 11.5 0.687 20
2 0.998 13 0.999 13 0.538 25 0.537 20 0.751 25 1.329 7
3 0.858 17 0.926 17 0.739 14 0.685 12 1.031 14 0.832 17
4 0.542 22 0.736 22 0.686 15 0.505 22 0.956 15 0.566 24
5 0.849 18 0.922 18 0.740 13 0.682 13 1.032 13 0.823 18
6 1.459 4 1.208 4 0.775 7 0.936 7 1.080 7 1.350 6
7 0.955 14 0.977 14 0.642 19 0.628 17 0.896 19 1.066 10
8 1.423 5 1.193 5 0.945 3 1.128 1 1.319 3 1.080 9
9 0.940 15 0.970 15 0.671 16 0.650 16 0.935 16 1.005 13
10 2.241 1 1.497 1 0.751 9.5 1.124 2 1.047 9.5 2.140 1
11 0.506 23 0.712 23 0.636 20 0.453 24 0.888 20 0.570 23
12 0.697 21 0.835 21 0.793 6 0.662 15 1.105 6 0.631 21
13 1.190 8 1.091 8 0.609 21 0.664 14 0.849 21 1.401 4
14 0.865 16 0.930 16 0.547 24 0.509 21 0.763 24 1.134 8
15 1.728 2 1.314 2 0.774 8 1.017 4 1.079 8 1.601 3
16 0.449 25 0.670 25 0.888 5 0.595 19 1.238 5 0.363 25
17 1.265 6 1.125 6 0.901 4 1.014 5 1.257 4 1.006 12
18 1.559 3 1.249 3 0.651 17 0.813 8 0.908 17 1.717 2
19 1.261 7 1.123 7 0.647 18 0.727 11 0.903 18 1.397 5
20 1.010 12 1.005 12 0.743 11.5 0.746 10 1.036 11.5 0.975 14
21 1.144 9 1.069 9 0.967 1 1.034 3 1.348 1 0.849 16
22 0.484 24 0.696 24 0.595 22.5 0.414 25 0.829 23 0.583 22
23 0.717 19 0.847 19 0.595 22.5 0.504 23 0.830 22 0.864 15
24 1.059 11 1.029 11 0.960 2 0.988 6 1.339 2 0.791 19
25 1.071 10 1.035 10 0.751 9.5 0.777 9 1.047 9.5 1.023 11

(St & fesly a3l = RDI o St casslin (asls = DL Shes sl ol = YSI.Yeild Index = YT ambly s (5 Jas LasLs = MSTI
MSTI = Modified Stress Tolerance Index, YI = Yeild Index, YSI = Yeild Stability Index, DI = Drought Resistance Index, RDI =
Relative Drought Index, REI = Relative Efficiency Index, R = Rank

Table 3. Continued alol.Y Jous
Genotype

e P MRP R SSI R TOL R ATI R SSPI R SSSI R
1 1.658 20 0.908 11 82.82 7 16491.23 7 10.46 7 -0.026 11
2 2.329 6 1.632 25 243.20 25 67363.53 25 30.73 25 0.179 25
3 1.825 17 0.922 14 92.78 9 20338.07 10 11.72 9 -0.022 14
4 1.506 24 1.111 15 95.72 10 17308.13 8 12.09 10 0.031 15
5 1.815 18 0918 13 91.83 8 20015.33 9 11.60 8 -0.023 13
6 2.326 7 0.796 7 99.69 13 27829.53 15 12.60 13 -0.058 7
7 2.068 10 1.264 19 154.46 19 38316.14 19 19.52 19 0.075 19
8 2.098 9 0.193 3 19.55 3 4879.41 4 2.47 3 -0.228 3
9 2.006 13 1.164 16 135.13 17 32549.55 16 17.07 17 0.046 16
10 2.926 1 0.881 10 141.01 18 49563.72 21 17.82 18 -0.034 9.5
11 1.513 23 1.285 20 115.32 15 20925.05 11 14.57 15 0.081 20
12 1.591 21 0.733 6 62.03 6 11838.52 6 7.84 6 -0.075 6
13 2.376 4 1.383 21 198.97 23 56592.22 23 25.14 23 0.108 21
14 2.150 8 1.601 24 218.66 24 55959.11 22 27.63 24 0.170 24
15 2.532 3 0.800 8 109.05 14 33152.77 17 13.78 14 -0.057 8
16 1.211 25 0.397 5 24.07 4 3482.80 3 3.04 4 -0.171 5
17 2.019 12 0.348 4 34.89 5 8408.92 5 4.41 5 -0.184 4
18 2.624 2 1.234 17 190.00 22 59819.17 24 24.01 22 0.066 17
19 2.367 5 1.246 18 173.55 21 49285.74 20 21.93 21 0.070 18
20 1.975 14 0.910 12 98.88 12 23460.44 12 12.49 12 -0.025 12
21 1.863 16 0.118 1 10.50 1 232445 1 1.33 1 -0.250 1
22 1.534 22 1.433 23 134.56 16 24693.86 14 17.00 16 0.122 22.5
23 1.867 15 1.430 22 163.44 20 36501.06 18 20.65 20 0.122 22.5
24 1.798 19 0.142 2 12.19 2 2606.02 2 1.54 2 -0.244 2
25 2.023 11 0.880 9 97.37 11 23661.33 13 12.30 11 -0.034 9.5

oy jasls = SSPL« cing e i Joow et li = ATL (5 Joow = TOL (i3 4y sl a5Ls = SST o Slas s 25Ls = MRP
a5, =R ulil s oud jasls = SSSI i o conlus

MRP = Mean Relative Performance, SSI = Stress Susceptibility Index, TOL = Tolerance, ATI = Abiotic Tolerance Index, SSPI =
Stress susceptibility percentage index, SSSI = Schneider’s Stress Severity Index, R = Rank
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Table 3. Continued alsl.Y Jous

G g

Standard Sum of
Genotype DSI R RDY R PEV R R Mean deviation  Ranking
1 0.908 11 -671.28 20 0.257 11.5 15.50 5.227 325.5
2 1.632 25 -1392.35 7 0.462 25 15.91 8.792 334
3 0.922 14 -834.60 17 0.261 14 14.62 2.674 307
4 1.111 15 -535.97 24 0.314 15 18.76 5.394 394
5 0.918 13 -824.04 18 0.260 13 14.91 3.576 313
6 0.796 7 -1415.95 6 0.225 7 7.29 2.918 153
7 1.264 19 -1096.96 10 0.358 19 14.67 4.305 308
8 0.193 3 -1112.17 9 0.055 3 5.76 3.404 121
9 1.164 16 -1028.64 13 0.329 16 14.55 1.987 305.5
10 0.881 10 -2302.93 1 0.249 9.5 6.10 6.651 128
11 1.285 20 -540.43 23 0.364 20 20.76 3.404 436
12 0.733 6 -608.40 21 0.207 6 14.43 7.626 303
13 1.383 21 -1473.63 4 0.391 21 12.71 8.289 267
14 1.601 24 -1173.90 8 0.453 24 16.48 7.420 346
15 0.800 8 -1697.65 3 0.226 8 6.24 4.403 131
16 0.397 5 -307.31 25 0.112 5 15.95 10.205 335
17 0.348 4 -1029.60 12 0.099 4 7.74 4.030 162.5
18 1.234 17 -1828.13 2 0.349 17 9.67 8.481 203
19 1.246 18 -1468.75 5 0.353 18 11.48 6.780 241
20 0.910 12 -994.96 14 0.257 11.5 12.55 1.172 263.5
21 0.118 1 -852.80 16 0.033 1 8.19 7.373 172
22 1.433 23 -555.07 22 0.405 225 21.55 2.945 452.5
23 1.430 22 -870.20 15 0.405 225 18.55 3.482 389.5
24 0.142 2 -788.50 19 0.040 2 10.14 8.157 213
25 0.880 9 -1048.67 11 0.249 9.5 10.52 1.145 221

Standard R . Slw = R Mean (5 [lid objs)l = PEV o Slae i (iolS asls = RDY  Sis 4 coslus asls = DSI
4, =R 3, gseze = Sum of Ranking . Lse I, = deviation
DSI = Drought Susceptibility Index, RDY = Relative Decrease in Yield, PEV = Press Evaluation, R = Rank

Shaibani rad and Farshadfar, ) sols,8 5 ol Sl
ol a8 Waaw, axl opl 4 a8 cab callae (2017
slp cwlie Glogasls glyea adlyio laaslo
b Lulph 93 58 0 Jpame n Glacadsl Gy
SSI SSSI DSI PEV [TOL (sla_asls wisd 3,xe
5 Ll sme g Cude Sian 0,Sles L SSPI 5 ATI
doasls (plaS oS olo Ol oo wiidls fi5 e Ll o0
Ss pglie slacaiss Jug ln e oasld o ol
Sardoei nasab et ) l,So0 5 cead 590y axs b aS
TOL ¢ MP sl msls culs Kol (@l., 2014
L TOL Laxls wols olis g)lo sme 5 Cude (Snar
5 Code (Kiwaed MP 4 SST . o1 Lulps o o Sles
Lyl s 0 SSI jasli g o Sles om0l lis (6,10 me
Shome 4 b o5 38 Sgrs it Siren i

obe (Farshadfar et al., 2013) |,San ¢ j30ls,8
bl s bl 51 ST am LSy il (sl a5 wis 8
oyl S 9 3l (2 53 Sglite @t &S Chdo S
@ B aPls Gl Grmes WS e aRie | Sy
& Jooite lacalss (S A 0y Slacuds) pasis
Sl 15 gy g 5 llpd Co U o Slee b (St
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@ Joos g als o Shee Slaall (St
03ld (LA O Jgar ;o (55 (g g 5 lald o (Sas
MSTI HMP .GMP REI slo asls col oo
Gi gl g 5 bl il 0 8 Slee ULMP gMRP YLSTI
L olell cplaisls lis gl goe 5 Cute (Kwad
«(Kamrani et al., 2018) ,Kan 5 Sl0lS gla ji,l55
{(Molahaidari et al., 2017) | Sen § 28 (5 0u>lo
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Table 4. Ranking by STS and ISI indices

STS 1SI
Genotype  °» w3l Rapk Pl a3l Rapk

Gl oW e Jexd Al az,bss Ay
1 6.93 19 73.55 17
2 -10.42 20 6.96 7
3 -2.34 12 -11.53 21
4 -12.43 21 -8.93 20
5 247 13 3.79 18
6 11.45 6 9.12 4
7 -5.37 17 5.47 8
8 18.02 2 -2.64 16
9 -4.15 16 -0.01 15
10 23.78 1 16.67 1
11 -15.88 24 -13.80 23
12 -3.32 15 -17.78 25
13 -2.55 14 9.79 3
14 -12.59 2 7.08 6
15 16.26 15.54 2
16 -5.65 18 -16.50 24
17 13.68 4 4.09 9
18 6.68 8 8.49 5
19 0.99 11 3.72 10
20 1.06 10 2.87 11
21 11.91 5 1.91 13
22 -18.67 25 -4.20 19
23 ~13.06 23 0.48 14
24 10.42 7 -12.02 22
25 2.75 9 2.84 12

STS = Stress tolerance score, ISI = Integrated
Selection Index, R = Rank

oL 4o o s cislle (Mohamadi et al., 2006)
SSI 4 DSI SSSI sla jasls 5 0 ,Slae 2ol38l el DI
Egotra,d add oo Huals i Lyl ol «lo o Slee
STI s MP (sl asls sl Ul yolie 48 5,8 by olsi oo
55 ol sl omb polie 5 A egS lacadss Sl
Lol D og 5 slacaisss ol ln a>Ls
9 O lald o Lol sleadlie 4y ayjes mls
C.)L..: U‘)‘ g)“’l""‘" » R PR c\j‘)‘ 4 O)L.omi) de.> B LJ""‘"
(o, FV) poo addio g (doy OVIVY) ol addie g0
o5bly Az g 5o 1) e (e oy QAT s,
Szl sl Ub 5 cute ol ghlo Jsl ddlge aizils
&lp UL g axe colps slyls 9 SSPI 4 TOL .YP ATI
adlie ylercas a5 el DI s YSIRDI RDY (slo oL
Sgd oo 0l (Si il 4 Jeod g o, Sles (5 lk
MSTI YT YS sl UL g oo ol s slls pgo adlie
5 DSI SSSISSI 5l UL § oo ol ps 9 YSI g RDI
Jeeslty 5 (K25 55 4 b ailio fsisas PVE

o g g o bl 0 dils 8 )Sdes b (LS sl (e (Sued O Jgux
Table 5. Correlation between drought indices and grain yield under stress and non-stress conditions

Ys STI MP GMP HMP MSTI YI YSI DI RDI
Yp 0.706™  0.923" 0955 0.933" 0.907" 0.696™ 0.706™ -0.524"  0.180  -0.524™
YS 0.908"  0.884™ 0.913™ 0937 0.992* I 0216  0.820™  0.216
STI 0.989™  0.992™ 0.991 0.914™ 0.908"™ -0.187 0.514™ -0.186
MP 0.998™ 0991 0.874™ 0.884™ -0.256  0.461"  -0.255
GMP 0.998 0.904™ 0913™ -0.196 0.516™ -0.195
HMP 0.929" 0.937"  -0.134  0.569"  -0.134
MSTI 0.992 0212 0812 0212
YI 0.215  0.819" 0216
YSI 0.729* ™
DI 0.730™

i 5:Ske = GMP (5 50,00 Nk = MP (25 oo asls = STI s Lyl s 0 0,8ee = Ys (Jloy byl jo o Slee = Yp
el = DI o Slae g )lly jasli = YST o Slas ol =YT bl ,oss i Jooo sl = MSTT «(Sige o . 55le = HMP (5550 40

St 4y gl el = RDIL Sis Canglin

Yr = Potential Yield, Ys - Stress Yield, STI = Stress Tolerance Index, MP = Mean productivity, GMP = Geometric Mean
Productivity, HMP = Harmonic Mean Productivity, MSTI = Modified Stress Tolerance Index, YI = Yeild Index, YSI = Yeild
Stability Index, DI = Drought Resistance Index, RDI = Relative Drought Index
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Table 5. Continued

aolol b Jgu

REI MRP SSI TOL ATI SSPI SSSI DSI RDY PEV
Yp 0.923" 0933  0.524™ 0.777 0901 0.777" 0524 0.524™ -0.923"" 0.524™
YS 0.908"  0.913* -0.216  0.102 0.341 0.102  -0216 -0.216 -0.908" -0.216
STI ™ 0.991* 0.187  0.488" 0.737"" 0.555™  0.255 0.256  -0.989"  0.256
MP -0.088  0.989" 0.256  0.555™ 0.737** 0.555**  0.255 0.256  0.989**  0.256
GMP 0.992" I 0.196  0.499"  0.691™  0.499" 0.195 0.196  -0.992"  0.196
HMP 0.991"  0.997* 0.134  0.440" 0.642""  0.440° 0.134 0.134  -0.991" 0.134
MSTI 0.914™  0.904™ -0.212  0.096 0.336 0.096  -0.212 -0.212 -0914™ -0.212
YI 0.908™ 0.914™  -0.215  0.102 0.341 0.102  -0216 -0.215 -0.908" -0.215
YSI -0.186  -0.192 -1 -0.928" -0.799 ™ -0.928" -1 -1 0.186 -1
DI 0.515" 0519  -0.730™ -0.477° -0.244 -0477" -0.730™ -0.730"" -0.515"" -0.729"
RDI -0.186  -0.191 -1 -0.928"  -0.799" -0.928" -1 -1 0.186 -1
REI 0.991* 0.186  0.4838" 0.688™  0.488" 0.186 0.186 -1 0.186
MRP 0.192  0.498" 0.691"  0.498" 0.191 0.192  0.991™  0.192
SSI 0.928™  0.799"™  0.928" ™ I -0.186 I
TOL 0.962™ ™ 0.928™ 0.928"™  -0.488" 0.928"
ATI 0.962**  0.799"  0.799" -0.689" 0.799"*
SSPI 0.928" 0.928™  -0.4838" 0.928""
DSI 1 -0.186 1
RDY -0.186

o i Joos el = ATI (o5 Joos = TOL (o5 a5 Cowls asLis = SST oo Slae oo :Kkee = MRP (s oIS (a5Ls = REI
oielS asls = RDY (S 4 Cowlus a3li = DST aplesl oo ool asli= SSSI . s 4y comlus ao s asls = SSPIL. s

oS lad byl = PEV o Slee ous

REI = Relative Efficiency Index, MRP = Mean Relative Performance, SSI = Stress Susceptibility Index, TOL = Tolerance,
ATI = Abiotic Tolerance Index, SSPI = Stress susceptibility percentage index, SSSI = Schneider’s Stress Severity Index, DSI
= Drought Susceptibility Index, RDY = Relative Decrease in Yield, PEV= Press Evaluation

ol ladlie @ a5 5l A5 Ga 9 5 lalys o
L JS ibyly 5las,o QA a5 wis )57l g ais S eolazul
G Jod gloarls flgicds g oulds azgi Jol adlie g0
Ashrafi et al., ) ;) Ken 5 8,80 .od sal Sz
slaalie & aies ) eolatul b oS wsls 5,155 (2013
g oxbalulid 3y slaceisis Jol adlge bl 5 g Lol
Al ateie wles glacaigl sgo dddie ulwl 4
2 & (Farshadfar et al., 2012b) .|,San 4 30l
O Ol g p bl ph cod  Sis 4 e el VY
5,8kee 45 3,5 ol Sl sl a3 5| ol s axisls
5 STI GMP Y1 slomsls b in Lulos o ails

Sl gyl s g e alnyly MSTI

AY OF clacaigs ( US5) olyel oges ool

4 Cuglie sl asls Llis ,o YV o YF YV ) LF
UL o Shoe (A (9o 9 185 Ll 90 50 0 &5 S
Ladiges ol a5 ol ol LSl ilazd 515 sl
Sz 5 Natew e A oS slacSs)
4 4325 5l eolatwl b (Sepahvand and Jafari, 2014)
P95 9 Jol sadlie g0 a5 ws S )15 Lol sleadlse
Jsl 4o c0g0i Az g3 | Ol yoss 5l as ;0 A9 gg0xe )0
Ol jlas 0 FF a5 8 5 6l Sis a4 Cunglin sadlhe
1 ae)s YO a5 pgs gaidlie 9 03,5 canogs |) bl
@ Cowlus adlie 09 ools plais] sgs 4 1) Sl s
Ali and El-Sadek ) SoluJl 5 e ol ool o
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Table 6. Study of drought resistance indices using
principal component analysis

Gmda L0505 ;) sé».u} O 4y oo Plé)‘ Cyees &ly b a5 Ls Jol adlge pgo 4dlge
. ) . Indicies The first The second
X 9 (S9) u,......{)...c Ja.g)m )Q O)S.LQ.C 45 [ WwW) OOLD..;M:‘ component component
YP 0.94 0.29
IR g Y jeome 69y p i e 0 0 Slee g o Ys 0.43 0.89
_ . B . STI 0.80 0.59
Slp 205 e BZ jmma (59, p 50,90 sl sl MP 0.85 0.49
e S5 I A oo S L GMP 0.82 0.56
9 C B) laog )5 500 51 A 09,5 slacuissy (0,5 la HMP 0.75 0.65
_ ) . MSTI 0.45 0.88
B A og5 oz 4 gblite bshas Lwgs X-Y gl (D Y1 0.43 0.89
) . . -0.74 )
)L)}m sé@‘ Lgl.(bcu.]yo:bd))?u LJ“’L““‘)JMMDSC YSI 018 22;
oy GMP 5 STT la asle gl goman Uy sl o 074 067
i RDI -0. :
5 (V JSo) STI asls sowaw Hloged wlul 5 .0us S REI 0.80 0.59
MRP 0.82 0.55
0513 A0 A N+ slacasss (F US3) GMP asls sl 0.74 067
ads Ol A oy )5 slacuissy olaiea TOL 0.92 -0.37
0.95 -0.22
» (Dorostkar et al., 2015) ,Kea o )0 ATl
SSPI 0.92 -0.37
SSI u.ul) w))| 9 GMP sMP sSTI 6UL' )‘..\M uuLw‘ SSSI 0.74 _0.67
5 Gsi 30,8 o g W )S olulid |) canlis slacais; DSI 0.74 -0.67
-0.80 -0.59
aS B, wols 5,155 (Naghavi et al., 2016) -1, Kon RDY
o, wisls )15 (Nag ) ) ol PEV 0.74 067
Gi.o 4 Joxin 6lmuap'-hi, (Cdrdw )L>54.3 u.:L.u‘ 2 eigenvalues 10.87 779
- i . .
olme o Slligly logas Gelul g Wad ools Lmuis o ’:‘° ]
; ercentage o
Si & Joxd sla ety nye 4 bgrye slals variance
’ = il ylg o ys 57.21 41.00
9 91’L"“’)L>L9 "\""5)5 )‘)'.é HM 9 STI .GMP MP o The cumulative
a5 Qidges 45,35 (Qajarspanly et al., 2000) -l,Ken percentage
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Fig. 1. Biplot plot of principal component analysis for drought resistance indices
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Fig. 2. Selection of genotypes based on Fernandez model using GMP. YP = Potential Yield, YS = Stress Yield, GMP =

Geometric Mean Productivity
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Fig. 3. Selection of genotypes based on Fernandez model using STI. YP = Potential Yield, YS = Stress Yield, STI = Stress

Tolerance Index
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