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1- MP: Mean productivity

2- STI: Stress tolerance index

3- GMP: Geometric mean productivity
4- HARM: Harmonic mean index
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Table 3- Mean comparison of treatments
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Table 4- Eigen value, percent of variance and cumulative percentage of extracted factors in normal condition
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Fig. 1- Cluster analysis of 30 lines and six wheat cultivars in normal condition
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Fig. 2- Cluster analysis of 30 lines and six wheat cultivars in drought condition
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Table 6- Analysis of factors for the studied treatments by using principle component and varimax rotation in drought
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Bush weight
5 alcow 43
0.309 0.185 0.202 0.879 -1.70E-02 0.142 -0.207 0.938 S5 e O
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0.234 0.547 0.226 0.755 -0.259 0.172 9.808E-02 0.932 ddb. S
Grain yield
0.209 7.798E-02 0.239 0.925 -2.14E-02 3.117E-02 -0.318 0.928 .&i}’l’:ﬁ > .
Biological yield
0.100 0.927 5.577E-02 -0.113 -0.458 0.263 0.742 0.238 Cuibyy gadld

Harvest index
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Table 7- Eigen value, percent of variance and cumulative percentage of extracted factors in drought condition

Sod 39 i by Ui e

(ole o) id 2 gy S baeo

Drought condition with varimax rotation Drought condition without rotation 9 é
oS Moy uililgaes e e e eillgaes e g
. 9 . ¥9) w
Cumulative Percent of . Cumulative Percen of r
. Eigen value : Eigen value
percentage variance percentage variance
34.366 34.366 4811 46.190 46.190 6.467 1
51.840 17.475 2.446 60.752 14.563 2.039 2
66.399 14.559 2.038 71.583 10.831 1.516 3
79.624 13.225 1.851 79.624 8.041 1.126 4
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Table 8- Cluster analysis of 30 lines and six wheat cultivars in normal condition

89,5 dlaxi 31 s o gg00%0 35 503 ol lwgio 35 05 deold o il
Cluster Number of observations  Within cluster sum of squares  Average distance from center Maximum distance from center
Je_‘ 12 93.641 2.692 4.350
The first
©9° 6 28.079 2.033 3.108
The second
o 11 85.162 2.704 3.688
The third
plee 7 58.181 2.840 3.606
The fourth
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Table 9- Cluster analysis of 30 lines and 6 wheat cultivars in drought condition

89,5 aasy JEESERPTY VIR IO 55 051 dold awgio 35 5050 dlold oy yinins
Cluster Number of observations ~ Within cluster sum of squares ~ Average distance from center ~ Maximum distance from center
J?‘ 12 57.012 2.139 2.846
The first
©9° 13 133.518 2.909 3.923
The second
e 8 93.255 3.402 3.695
The third
pilke 3 20.813 2.589 3.270
The fourth
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Table 10- The amount of the least and the most amounts of drought tolerance indices
Jilas Pl
ol g4 Min Max
Index type VY oosloms oY YR o,led oY
Line No. 13 Line No. 29

35Skes T/IL; ok 4.9625 9.7775

w‘t)ééaﬁ o= 0416225033 1.630669461

odin 5:Ske
GMP 4.939473656 9.776852766
SgeylacpSile
HARM

4916554156  9.776205574
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Table 11- Analysis of phonotype correlation coefficient between drought tolerance indices and
their yield in normal and drought conditions

Y, Ys MP STI GMP
Y, 0.823"
MP 0.957*" 0.953**
STI 0.943* 0.958* 0.996*
GMP 0.957* 0.953* 1.000% 0.995%
HARM 0.957* 0.952* 1.000** 0.995* 1.000**

o5 baylps )3 0,Slee 1YS 5 Jloy baylyds 13 3, Shas YD chioys G Jlain] o )3 jlo iz s
**: is significant at %1 level of probability, Yp is Yield in normal condition and Ys is Yield in drought condition
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Table 12- The results of drought tolerance indices

oY o led Clee Joos U»Lw Wb Sl ol

LineNo. > utles j¥US GMP Soga o

MP STI HARM
1 8.06 1.1061528630 052369217.80 8.05
2 9.6 567944023.10 586970324.90 9.57
3 8.02 095826286.10  014694317.80 8.01
4 8.35 189435069.10 35.80 8.35
5 7.47 951938719.00 47.70 7.47
6 7.50 956974701.00 489732973.70 7.48
7 6.35 680731828.00 316901931.60 6.29
8 8.97 372627432.10 97.80 8.97
9 7.24 884019499.00 198583194.70 7.16
10 6.36 684454224.00  334149509.6 6.32
11 7.01 829829384.00  97445876.60 6.94
12 8.00 091259015.10  997974744.70 8.00
13 4.96 416225933.00  939473656.40 4.92
14 6.16 644254227.00 145323425.60 6.14
15 7.313 906725771.00  290445803.70 7.27
16 8.03 09075789110  99613813.70 7.97
17 7.29 905505586.00  285538758.70 7.28
18 8.59 25703911410 584015669.80 8.58
19 6.08 630342157.00 078610038.60 6.08
20 6.96 825205391.00 955.60 6.955
21 6.183 651622251.00 180364067.60 6.18
22 8.35 189435069.10 35.80 8.35
23 9.68 589632693.10 653048741.90 9.63
24 9.62 577125904.10 615.90 9.615
25 8.94 361936633.10 935.80 8.935
26 8.41 205104273.10 8.40 8.40
27 7.30 909103873.00 7.3 7.30
28 7.74 021997208.10 7.74 7.74
29 9.78 630669461.10 9.78 9.78
30 7.13 865947455.00 7.12 7.12
31 5.68 5424479.00 5.64 5.60
32 8.68 285308082.10 8.68 8.68
33 7.61 987933961.00 7.61 761
34 7.33 912902611.00 7.32 7.30
35 8.10 119277634.10 8.10 8.10
36 6.59 739631234.00 6.58 6.584
Mean 7.65 018815.10 7.64 7.63
Std 1.18 30724176.00 1.18 1.18
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