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Table 2. Mean of grain yield in control and drought stress conditions and also drought tolerance indices in different
wheat genotypes.

RRT
T iy G e G S begessens Gt oS Jo
Genotype YP (kg/ha)  Ys (kg/ha) SSI TOL (kg/ha)  MP (kg/ha) GMP (kg/ha) STI
1 732.9 319.2 0.92 413.7 526.1 483.7 0.540
2 614.1 206.6 1.08 407.4 410.4 356.2 0.293
3 734.5 216.0 1.15 518.5 475.3 398.4 0.366
4 602.9 167.4 1.17 435.4 385.1 317.7 0.233
5 615.5 289.7 0.86 325.9 452.6 422.3 0.412
6 443.1 225.8 0.80 217.3 3345 316.3 0.231
7 711.4 253.3 1.05 458.0 482.4 424.5 0.416
8 588.4 175.3 1.14 413.1 381.9 321.2 0.238
9 666.7 290.1 0.92 376.7 478.4 439.8 0.447
10 663.4 206.0 1.12 457.4 434.7 369.7 0.316
11 449.9 202.2 0.89 247.7 326.1 301.6 0.210
12 815.4 442.7 0.74 372.7 629.1 600.8 0.833
13 726.9 247.3 1.07 479.6 487.1 423.9 0.415
14 502.6 215.1 0.93 287.5 358.8 328.8 0.250
15 669.1 308.0 0.88 361.1 488.6 454.0 0.476
16 822.1 267.5 1.10 554.6 544.8 468.9 0.508
17 737.8 269.8 1.03 468.0 503.8 446.1 0.460
18 688.9 278.2 0.97 410.8 483.5 437.8 0.442
19 757.1 254.2 1.08 502.9 505.6 438.7 0.444
20 619.4 225.7 1.03 393.7 422.6 373.9 0.323

Aolol Y Jgus
Table 2. Continued

Golul els (ke Cwglie wld wFwl @Sl Jed w3l Jod el

K) >L
coys Tt Sk s S bl s 5 Al e
Genotype YI YSI HAM (kg/ha) DI RDI KiSTI K>STI
1 1.262 0.436 444,72 0.550 1.13 0.670 0.860
2 0.817 0.337 309.22 0.275 0.88 0.255 0.195
3 0.854 0.294 333.89 0.251 0.77 0.456 0.267
4 0.662 0.278 262.05 0.184 0.72 0.196 0.102
5 1.145 0.471 393.95 0.539 1.22 0.360 0.540
6 0.892 0.510 299.16 0.455 1.33 0.105 0.184
7 1.001 0.356 373.63 0.357 0.93 0.486 0.417
8 0.693 0.298 270.13 0.206 0.77 0.190 0.114
9 1.147 0.435 404.29 0.499 1.13 0.458 0.587
10 0.814 0.311 314.38 0.253 0.81 0.321 0.209
11 0.799 0.449 279.04 0.359 1.17 0.098 0.134
12 1.750 0.543 573.87 0.950 1.41 1.279 2.552
13 0.977 0.340 368.99 0.332 0.88 0.506 0.396
14 0.850 0.428 301.23 0.364 1.11 0.146 0.180
15 1.217 0.460 421.84 0.560 1.20 0.492 0.705
16 1.057 0.325 403.61 0.344 0.85 0.792 0.567
17 1.066 0.366 395.09 0.390 0.95 0.578 0.523
18 1.099 0.404 396.31 0.444 1.05 0.485 0.535
19 1.005 0.336 380.59 0.337 0.87 0.588 0.448
20 0.892 0.364 330.86 0.325 0.95 0.286 0.257
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients among drought tolerance.

YP Ys SSI TOL MP  GMP STI Yl YSI HAM Dl RDI KiSTI
Ys 0.570™
SSI 0.222 -0.665™
TOL 0.817™ -0.008 0.737™
MP 0.942" 0.813™ -0.115  0.575™
GMP  0.836™ 0.927™ -0.344 0367 0.972"
STI 0.797" 0.946™ -0.394 0306  0.952" 0.993"
Yl 0.570™ 1.000™ -0.664™ -0.007 0.814™ 0.927™ 0.946™
YSI -0.217  0.667™ -1.000™ -0.733™ 0.120 0.348 0.397 0.667™
HAM  0.714™ 0.982™ -0.517* 0.180  0.908" 0.981" 0.985™ 0.982™ 0.520"
DI 0.281  0.945™ -0.854™ -0.322 0.586™ 0.757" 0.801™ 0.945™ 0.854™ 0.865™
RDI -0.218 0.665™ -0.999™ -0.733™ 0.118 0.346 0.395 0.665™ 1.000™ 0.518" 0.853™
KiSTI 0.859™ 0.865™ -0.246  0.439  0.963" 0.965™ 0.976™ 0.865™ 0.248  0.927" 0.691™ 0.246
K>STI 0.554" 0.933" -0.568™ 0.020  0.775" 0.867"" 0.920™ 0.933™ 0.567™" 0.909™ 0.900™ 0.564™  0.886™
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KiSTI, KoSTI =il figes Joms _asls RDI= 25 4 gl asls Dl= St Cunglin (asls HAM=Sige b
YP and YS= grain yield in control and drought stress conditions, stress susceptibility index (SSlI), tolerance index

(TOL), mean productivity (MP) , geometric mean productivity (GMP), stress tolerance index (STI), yield index ( Y1),
yield stability index (YSI), Harmonic mean (HAM), drought resistance index (DI), relative drought index (RDI),

modified stress tolerance index (MSTI).
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Table 4. Eigen value and Eigen vector from prinicipal components for drought tolerate indices.

PCA Sum Per_cent Cumulati_ve Sum Per_cent Cumulatiye
Variance Percent Variance Variance Percent Variance

ailjo g gono (D) ilsly (1) omom ilsly ggeme (1) guilbyly () orad uilyly

1 8258 63521 63521 8258 63521 63521

2 4536 34891 98412 4536 34891 98412

3 0.168 1291 99.703

4 0033 0257 99.959

5 0004 0.033 99.992

6 0001 0.005 99.997

7 0.000 0.003 99.999

8 5701x10% 0.000 100.000

9 2369x10° 0.000 100.000

10 1950%10 1500%10° 100.000

11 1297x10° 9.979x10 100.000

12 1467x107 1.128x10® 100.000

13 4705x108 3619x107 100.000
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Table 5. Selection index of ideal genotype, distance of ideal genotype (d*), distance of no ideal genotype (d’)
and ranking of genotypes.

d* d
i (JTonl gyl abold)  (JTomlué cuigi 5l abold) SIG =
Genotypes Distance from ideal Distance from non-ideal Rank
genotype genotype
1 0.69 0.70 0.501 5
2 1.07 1.04 0.493 11
3 1.02 0.98 0.489 19
4 1.16 1.12 0.491 16
5 0.85 0.86 0.503 3
6 1.06 1.08 0.502 4
7 0.92 0.90 0.493 12
8 1.14 1.11 0.492 14
9 0.83 0.83 0.500 6
10 1.06 1.03 0.491 15
11 111 1.11 0.499 7
12 0.11 0.31 0.727 1
13 0.94 0.90 0.491 17
14 1.07 1.07 0.499 8
15 0.77 0.78 0.503 2
16 0.85 0.81 0.487 20
17 0.86 0.84 0.493 13
18 0.85 0.84 0.497 9
19 0.91 0.87 0.490 18
20 1.02 1.005 0.495 10
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Fig. 1. Biplot analysis demonstration of drought tolerance indices of 20 wheat genotypes based on first and second
priniciple component.
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