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Table 1. Code and name of the studied genotypes

0 yLos 'ob 0 ylos '313
Code Name Code Name
1 WC-4823 11 WC-4566
2 WC-4780 12 WC-4584
3 WC-5047 13 WC-47456
4 WC-4530 14 WC-47628
5 WC-5053 15 WC-47360
6 WC-47341 16 Pishtaz
7 WC-47619 17 WC-47367
8 WC-4640 18 WC-47636
9 WC-47381 19 WC-46697-11
10 WC-4931

plo 50 i slal b Wl oo (g eonlnogdle 09 oo
Se g (JeSgyne slaiSosl, sl
Szabados and Savouré, ) oS Jee 5 Cilos| sl
2010
2 sy den s o Shae (Sila ults ol
2 eSS VVY 9 VP0) ply iy 4 o 5 ol Ll
A1y ails o ,Slee a5 Canl xe oy el s 4 LS
ol ol s il il s YYAS Sas i
Ald j0 aS 5 ds o YY s Joles caddiwlxe i
Blum, ) 5 .5 o )18 ((malS ao,0 Fr BV +) podle nls
ol e e ple Slilllas b gl ol 2011
csllae pdle oot b Sis (5 51 s pouS ails 5,SLos
Amiri et al,, 2013; Abdoli et al., 2013;) o,ls
eSils dunlie gl .(Roohi and Siosemardeh, 2008
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S o Ol 4 Gdan iz Gl cge (oge y0
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S ol cdale il (Sadegzadeh et al., 2014)
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for some agro-physiological traits under normal irrigated and rainfed conditions

(Mean Squares) csla yo o55be

a0 -
gsé‘}T ailo o ySlos J).g <l (e Sleixo u.J’)J Sleixo
Ol o’ o df Kernel Yield Relative Water Content Proline Concentration
S.0.v Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed
o A 2 510764 97357 0.046** 0.015* 423.6 76.56
Replication
Satg 18 599733* 538715%* 0.005%* 0.003 5333%%* 18915**
Genotype
bl 6B 30 oea674 233280 0.001 0.004 170.8 482.07
Error
Oyt g - 31.16 37.92 5.19 10.08 19.66 9.34
CV%
Y Jgus aolol
Table 2. Continued
(Mean Squares) ol po ik
. . i laijey <ol
az,o a Judg,ls b Judg 5 Sigid g8 ¢ ;; ’n)q ;;I“
Ol s @i g3 Chlorophyll a Chlorophyll b Carotenoid Conductance
S.0.v df Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed
o A 2 2.94 1.36 0.245 0.057 0.172 0.013 0.003 0.001
Replication
e8] 18 2.31 6.08** 0.233 0.548**  0.124  0.338** 0.008**  0.000
Genotype
halojl sl 36 2.24 1.11 0.198 0.201 0.105 0.068 0.002 0.0005
Error
Syl .2 1488 839 1408 1125 1468 988 2970  25.77
CV%
Y Jgos ool
Table 2. Continued
(Mean Squares) wle yo m&ileo
Loowiigid oI, Lo
ks a TR ¥t 015 S lgo cdile e e Sy s lod
R E i 1 poams 93 o can FRgid ke g i
sov ¢ ’ 395 25 SSU! Photosynthetic rate Leaf surface
df ghlorophyll Sub-stomatal CO» temperature
uorescence
Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed Irrigated Rainfed
o A 2 0.002 0.019*% 4348.67 9300.01** 183.34%* 89.48** 69.19 74.69**
Replication
w8 18 0.003 0.010 1567.69 1128.26 22.33 9.10 30.44 3.26
Genotype
halojl sl 36 0.004 0.006 2454.65 1375.30 18.11 7.2 32.19 4.24
Error
Oy o pd - 8.75 11.29 24.45 24.84 32.28 26.94 16.95 5.50
CV%

P

oy ) g ae 0 0 Jlisl maw jo e pxe o S -’ P

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Gregersen and Holm, 2007; Aghaee-Sarbarzeh )
Sa 4 o oplpls «et al., 2008; Amiri et al., 2013
5 9l Slyime (owin nl @l @ arg b s
b el Slpreas Wi ood Galojl nl 55 93558

a J:d9)15 Slgime (5:Sle jsboar (S22 ST 0

Aoy VP Gliee 40D Judg IS glioms 5 00,0 YO ol &
2 oSl aslie s (V) Jgaz) wisls plas alisl
Jedg S e (e85 o iten o5 Sls LA s Ll
50 VE 5 1) oyl slocaipsy 4 bgsye wip b g2
adlae doxjl Sldlae EESVRN a5l (F Jsa)
s (Sadegzadeh et al., 2014) | Ken 5 ool 50lo

paiS ;o b ga Lo ks clale ol o (Sis jles

w20 9 ol Ll 53 puiS slacaisi 5 anlllans g0 Gl Ol ki w0 yd g (Sl ¥ Joua

Table 3. Means and the variations percentage of studied traits in wheat genotypes normal irrigated and rainfed

conditions
’ < Py (1) &) yuais

Trait =2 jrrigated rainfed Variations (%)
Kernel Yield (Kg.ha) Wl o ySlos  1651.1 1273.6 22.86
Relative Water Content (%) Sy ol o Slgio 74.0 67.5 8.84
Proline Concentration (mg g* fw) RNTY 66.46 235.05 -253.69
Chlorophyll a (mg g fw) a Judg,ls 10.06 12.61 -25.34
Chlorophyll b (mg g fw) b Judq ls 3.16 3.99 -26.10
Carotenoid (mg g* fw) ddgid g, 2.21 2.64 -19.88
Stomatal Conductance (mol m2 s?) $lazey colan 0.165 0.091 44 .96
Chlorophyll Fluorescence (Fv/Fm) I g gid o bouiigid o, 0.718 0.703 2.04
Sub-stomatal CO2 (mol m2 s1) W39y SEUT ()8 dST oo cdale  202.63 149.31 26.31
Photosynthetic Rate (umol m2s?) i gD S g 13.18 10.0 24.48
Leaf Surface Temperature (°C) Sy s gloo 33.48 37.44 -11.83

22,0 MY e a0 5:Slee joboay asdllans 90 slacassss
(Slgione G5 Ll )0 oS olaasipss Ygone il 2alS
oo liee aolen 5 ol atsls oYL Ol s
Vb gl o 1) os gd o] Jlis 4 5 gl
Lyl ol 1o 50 oYL o ,Sles cudly ainlss (5 )loass
(Alavi Sini et al., 2013) a5 oy
g5 sl Sube e I oYels
ais saslive Lol i 90 0 50 oS gs oo laka>dle LB
Las e 00l axdllas SOlaw  colod asdlas ol jo (Y Jga2)

Ao loaiss Sy ol (e Slyime (tals (Sl

Ot (¥ Jgo2) 090 doyo MAY Jolew (Sis
g WY AP Y o )led slacuse 5l cas opl rals ol
somlice caoyd VE/+ g VEIY VB0 YVA L o5 a0 VO
WIY 9V F o)l slacas oy (ailoais i)158 aosls) wis
Pl Sp ol o Glfizme (iS5 (s
adllas jo (F Jaaz) ol plais! 0gs a4 o lalb
o5 Jlesl b 55 (Abdoli et al., 2013) o, SKen 5 Joue
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S Sl 2alS Wiy, 0l ks (Koc et al., 2003)
G 9y Bl 4 S (S 5 Lyl 0 it
Roohi and ) ceul oais 5,155 55 olid=e ple lawg
_els” (Siosemardeh, 2008; Alavi Sini et al., 2013
e glo jiis jo slaisg, 5 SBUI S aSTes clale

Cowl puwgd e eSS Jol Ly Ses
.(Mafakheri et al., 2010)

GalS b ol bl 4 Cond oo Laalyd 50 5518 @Yol b
a0 FO sgux b slasg, colan aS 5 gbds cial d>lge
S lg e e cnll (V) Jsaz) cudls 1y als oy i
SS90 B,k sl les yioldl g B b SG5l  Sis il G945
chle fals axays o gl ol iels g
Friwgid Ly 1ol g aisg; 5 SSBT S aenSTgo
u‘)lio.b 9 ‘;55)0 ,&a...wﬁ) G»Lu L| as w‘ o sj)J
oK 5 S5S  (Roshanfekr dezfuli et al., 2012)

S5 judg ST wlino 5 2 (RS) 4y g0 9 (SDR) 4y jlze 1yl (R 4y 5uSils J(R) 4y e aSlis dmylio ¥ Jgur

S oo

Table 4. Mean comparision, ranks (R), ranks mean (R), standard deviation of ranks (SDR) and rank sum (RS) of some

agro-physiological indicators of drought tolerance

Lolod o ailo s S ails o 7 . ..
AD ] g,‘, )ﬂw J N b)lj‘:"c 9‘ ‘:».; ‘_g"m u_.J’), ésl-“ SLas gS)l'-‘-.’.l{.
555 Y'p - Ys" . » Proline (mg gt Cell Memt?r.ane
elative Water fw) (%) Stability
Genotype (Kg.ha'l) (Kg.ha't) Content (%)
Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank
1 764.7 19 740.2 18 66.9 10 183.10 13 64.99 17
2 2044 .4 4 1368.2 8 65.6 11 313.49 5 140.07 9
3 1472.0 13 1054.7 14 65.3 13 195.61 11 191.53 5
4 2504.5 1 1590.0 4 63.2 17 176.65 14 69.62 16
5 2120.6 2 1351.8 9 65.2 14 325.57 4 125.67 10
6 1435.2 15 1153.9 12 64.1 16 188.65 12 230.64 3
7 1599.4 12 1193.0 10 70.1 5 242.74 8 80.40 14
8 770.6 18 453.7 19 71.6 4 211.32 10 70.14 15
9 1905.9 7 1139.4 13 69.9 6 252.95 7 54.07 18
10 1442.2 14 766.8 17 65.5 12 380.70 1 167.49 6
11 1111.4 17 884.1 16 72.9 2 326.28 3 156.04 8
12 1970.3 6 1498.2 6 68.5 8 153.74 18 156.62 7
13 1671.6 10 1000.5 15 62.5 19 290.78 6 252.50 2
14 2055.8 3 1185.7 11 73.0 1 235.82 9 199.53 4
15 1774 .4 8 1555.4 5 64.9 15 171.36 15 113.63 11
16 1695.8 9 1667.1 3 63.1 18 162.82 16 45.85 19
17 1970.6 5 2001.5 2 67.9 9 155.95 17 85.97 13
18 1392.3 16 1466.1 7 69.1 7 378.03 2 106.96 12
19 1669.5 11 2128.7 1 72.6 3 120.32 19 265.45 1
o 1651.1 1273.6 67.5 235.05 135.64
Mean
i 2504.5 2128.7 73.0 380.70 265.45
Max.
Sl 764.7 4537 62.5 120.32 45.85
Min.
LSD 1% 1142.3 1072.5 1.51 48.75 103.34
LSD 5% 851.92 799.8 1.13 36.36 77.07
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i 53 ChE: SS9 D Jedsts M’H”L.{ Stomatal et diygy py S3EGI
- oroghyll a Chloro;_)lhyll b Carotngd Conductance  Chlorophyll Sub-stormatal CO
Genotype  (mg g+ fw) (mg g* fw) (mg g* fw) (molm2st)  Fluorescence (mol m? s9) 2
(Fv/Fm)
Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank
1 1195 13 359 15 244 14 0107 4 0778 1 1525 8
> 1415 3 428 5 320 1 0097 6 0658 16 1150 19
3 1043 18 347 17 214 19 0128 1 068 12 1195 18
4 1405 4 439 3 305 3 0070 18 0675 13 1268 16
5 1421 2 448 2 300 4 0118 2 0546 19 1450 13
6 1210 12 374 13 261 10 0077 16 0725 9 1497 10
7 1175 14 397 10 246 13 0085 11 0778 2 1838 1
8 1239 10 389 11 252 11 0088 10 0716 10 1493 11
O 1384 5 428 6 292 6 0062 19 0674 15 1238 17
10 1167 15 372 14 252 12 0080 14 0646 17 1740 2
11 1525 1 488 1 313 2 008 13 0640 18 1733 3
12 1074 17 387 12 219 17 009 8 0741 7 1485 12
13 1126 16 353 16 234 16 008 15 0711 11 1623 6
14 1016 19 326 19 215 18 0117 3 073 8 1513 9
15 1380 6 428 7 276 8 008 12 0750 4 1343 15
16 1280 9 419 9 272 9 0105 5 0675 14 1535 7
17 1300 8 420 8 277 7 0073 17 0748 5 1400 14
18 1356 7 434 4 295 5 089 9 0767 3 1690 4
19 1230 11 344 18 237 15 0097 7 0743 6 1652 5
oSl 61 3.99 2.64 0.091 0.703 149.3
Mean
Al 505 4388 3.20 0.128 0.778 183.8
Max.
Sl 016 3.6 2.14 0.062 0.546 115.0
Min.
IEE/OD 235 1.00 058 0.052 0.176 82.4
LSD
P LTS 074 0.43 0.039 0.132 61.4

5 CO2 2555 L Ll oo 5 o0 Sy Of (205 s (S5
Roohi and ) ceul ol jen i odg 5 jiwgd laa>
(Siosemardeh, 2008
ol Il gicngd (oloordigd Q)8 calllas (nl 5
Soy3 ¥ odgax olie 4y Ladd g 095 (SaS 5l Sk
AT Jgaz) ol plas pals A5 e bulyd 4 cad
Y/A uelS 50 (Abdoli et al., 2013) )l Sen 5 Joue
Ao pasd o K pegwsid olanded o5 gao)o
OhlSes 5 IS (rizmen (a5 (A)1S (Sas s
LS &S Woged pdlel 5 (Shangguan et al., 2000)

S sad o] pas o 1T

Ol co miald 0szg ols dsllas o yoores

Ol & bawgie jobay S slos Sl 4 e Ll
(Y Jgaz) el 00308 meo Lulyd 0 ao o VY sgus
o 5l b 8 oYols el 4 el sad )18
CO2 Glyme alS 5 Sy slos (38, YU & yoie o St
los aljlazi o g ol S ol a2 5l 655 sl 9 305
seboles (nlpls «Reynolds et al., 2005) s 5 o S 5
wsls 5yl Blum et al., 1981) o Kaa 5 a5l aS
Gkl (Sas 1l ol &5 288 s s
leo rolidl Lo a4 dadijs, ayads 0,5 K5 L g oy
el Cogllasl (yiwsid 5 slasyy, Coloa als WSy
G5 s o ey, (ralaSs Gl az ST Seo Leay
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Table 4. Continued
Faghd Cus poo S g gloo ISI sl nSilo e Sl il Lol
AT Photosynthetic Leaf Surface ISI Index ) s, 4
TP Rate (umol m?s?)  Temperature (°C) hob) RS
Genotype ranks standard (rank
Value Rank Value Rank Value Rank  mean (R) deviation of sum)
ranks (SDR)
1 10.45 7 36.38 3 -1.90 14 11.14 5.75 16.89
2 11.77 4 37.48 10 1.82 7 7.71 5.01 12.73
3 12.82 2 35.20 1 -7.64 19 11.64 6.74 18.39
4 8.85 13 38.67 17 6.74 1 10.00 6.79 16.76
5 10.66 6 36.83 7 2.09 6 7.14 5.27 12.42
6 12.39 3 36.75 6 -2.40 16 10.93 4.45 15.37
7 8.59 14 36.93 8 -1.91 15 9.79 451 14.30
8 10.27 8 38.23 14 -0.65 11 11.57 3.88 15.45
9 8.26 18 38.75 18 4.50 2 11.21 6.14 17.36
10 8.41 17 38.22 13 -0.02 9 11.64 5.27 16.91
11 8.55 15 36.70 5 3.44 4 7.71 6.58 14.29
12 10.88 5 37.00 9 -3.95 17 10.64 4.78 15.42
13 9.29 10 38.47 16 -1.47 13 12.21 4.90 17.12
14 10.23 9 39.05 19 -1.15 12 10.29 6.40 16.69
15 9.00 12 36.43 4 1.02 8 9.29 4.03 13.31
16 13.77 1 38.12 12 -0.13 10 10.07 5.33 15.40
17 8.42 16 37.52 11 2.76 5 9.79 493 14.72
18 7.50 19 38.28 15 4.18 3 8.07 5.41 13.48
19 9.07 11 36.30 2 -5.33 18 9.14 6.51 15.66
oSbs g g6 37.44
Mean
A 37 39.05
Max.
Sl a5 35.20
Min.
LSD 1% 5.96 4.57
LSD 5% 4.44 341

oolol g g asle (RS) 4, gemme g 4, Jlne Syl
A b aial lelld Jexie glaceiss Loyl ol
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Loaisss (eiomle Olsieas RS ladie o i LV g
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bt 9 QTL a8 izmen § b d :Slee 43520
Hgd oo anogi MAS) Sl S8 4 Ol 55
S & Zuaglie (oS s aSll JUye lp g,
et al, 2011) pa5 o
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Fig. 1. Biplot analysis of some agro-physiological indicators of drought tolerance
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Fig. 2. Biplot analysis of studied traits based on agro-physiological indicators of drought tolerance.
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