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Table 1. Variance analysis of different characteristics of tobacco cultivars under

irrigation levels
MS Sl o Sl
S pilie o ST il e LS o3 O e > Shes > Ses
6:\)‘T ;.;T LS = dfj_ oS
S.0.V. df. Relative Water use Sugar Nicotine Fresh yield Dry yield
water content  efficiency percent percent (g/plant) (g/plant)
(%) (g/litre)
Cultivar (C) TR 3356597 54.8007  25.678™  0.211° 12483240  225.924™
Irigation (I) )bl phe | 229.202% 8303 ™ 174.2317 5.096°° 87241.4007  6641.343"
Cx1 kT, 5 87.343 ™ 14230 ™ 2.839™ 0.034™ 649.570 ™ 49.630 ™
Error sxl 36 61.043 ™ 8.069™  12.157"™ 0.068™ 1224550 ™ 109.202 ™
CV. (%) Oluki s 7.940 5.360 27.860 22.440 7.950 11.090

.'/.\,'/.oJw\dﬁ.ﬂ,;,t;&”‘,u@”ﬁ;%;«{:**,* «ns

ns, * and ** : Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

Table 1. Continued Y J gl aals
MS Sl Sl
Sl s RN slie oy i NI A 5, £ dsb S slas gl
e ey g e £, g S
S.0.V. df. Demolishof  Potassium Days to Leaf Leafwidth ~ Leaves Plant
cell percent flowering length (cm) number height
membrane (cm) (cm)
(umhos/cm)
Cultivar (C) 5 2259 ™ 0.024™  54.8" 10.668 9.983™ 30.300" 335.659"
Irrigation (I) 547wl 1 1614.7" 0.252°°  833™  2.755™ 13.021™ 70.083" 229.202"
Cx1 ST S 5 150.8 ™ 0.014™ 1423™ 6993 ™ 4.158™ 1.333™ 87.343™
Error slsl 36 164.2 0.021™ 8.069™  5.099 4854™  3.194™ 61.043™
CV. (%) olww o 10.26 10.03 5.36 5.140 10.500 7.57 7.94

.'/.\,'/.oJ»\éﬁdﬁ,u&”‘,u@”ﬁ;%p:**}* «ns

ns, * and ** : Not significant, significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 2. Mean comprison of different characteristics of tobacco cultivars

0 s S s O pan ST Aoys Ao > Slos s Shee
<7 <7 A3 PSS Jrpu g S
Cultivar Relative Water use Sugar Nicotine Fresh yield Dry yield
water efficiency percent percent (g/plant) (g/plant)
content(%) (g/litre)

C176 76.750 a 1.835 ab 14.90 a 1.268 ab 476.73 a 94.66 a
C347 77.880 a 1.694 b 12.70 a 1.364 a 381.23 ¢ 87.95a
C258 76.130 a 1.707 b 11.80 a 1.084 abc 42521 be 88.18 a
C319 77.630 a 1.868 ab 12.90 a 1.265 ab 41343 ¢ 96.41 a
K326F 79.250 a 1.965 a 13.30 a 0.958 ¢ 474.64 ab 101.55a
MN944F 81.750 a 1.874 ab 9.50.a 1.015 be 469.57 ab 96.83 a

a0 o 53 (Sils 0 g0 5T ol gy (6HLeT S35 B O g2 a3 i 3y b o Sile
Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level (DMRT).

Table 2. Continued Y Jgd> aalsl
o sl o v el doys (AUEG S, £ dsb Ko K pslas 5 i
Cultivar Demolish Potassium  Days to Leaf Leaf Leaves Plant
of cell percent flowering length width number height
membrane (cm) (cm) (cm)
(umhos/cm)
C176 124.13 a 1.397 a 57.00 a 42.80 a 20.80 a 26.00 a 91.30b
C347 11895 a 1.391 a 51.60bc 4390 a 2120 a 22.40bc  105.20 a
C258 133.05a 1.478 a 49.10 c 45.10 a 21.60 a 20.50 ¢ 106.40 a
C319 119.89 a 1.396 a 5330 abc 45.60 a 21.60 a 2430ab 97.70 ab
K326F 125.03 a 1.420 a 5290 abc 43.30a 18.90 a 2490ab 91.40b
MN944F 128.58 a 1.52a 54.10ab 43.00a 21.80 a 23.80ab  98.50 ab

a0 o 53 (Sils 0 g 3T ol gy (6HLT S35 B O g2 a3 i 3y b aSile
Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level (DMRT).
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Table 3. Mean comparison of different characteristics of tobacco cultivars in different
irrigation levels

law oo (S g o pan ST,8 WS Ao 5 Shes &5 s Shes
kT T T A S S5, S
Irrigation Relative Water use Sugar Nicotine Fresh yield Dry yield
level water efficiency percent percent (g/plant) (g/plant)
content(%) (g/litre)
75%AW 81.68 a 1.89a 14.42a 0.833b 482.77 a 106.026a
25%AW 74.79 b 1.76 b 10.61b 1.485a 397.50b 82.500b

..L;:.ws'/.éClawﬁ&gsl:Q}»ijLﬂ\J{é)LATQ}LLTJéléoj;ﬂja):qmg}fl{u;ﬁisl:»

Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level (DMRT).

Table 3. Continued ¥ J sl 4l
car slie oy b ol doys ALy, Sadk S e sl 65 gl
kT oy e

Irrigation Demolish Potassium  Days to Leaf Leaf Leaves Plant
level of cell percent flowering length width number height
membrane (cm) (cm) (cm)
(umhos/cm)
T5%AW 119.14 b 115.50 a 24.80 a 20.50 a 44.20 a 52.58a 1.362b
25%AW 130.74 a 81.30b 22.40b 21.50a 4370 a 53.42a 1.507a

a0 o 53 (Sils 0 g03T ol gy (65T S35 B O g2 a3 i 3y b aSile

Means with similar letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% probability level (DMRT).

$103 7S 5 (S 50 Gty s (s a5
w55 S S e S
b Ay Il Sl slae Sl
GlacS Ol a3 g el s AL
Aol Rl s s s Sdls 6
4.— s (Layten and Nielsen, 1998)
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Fig. 1. Mean dry leaf yield of tobacco cultivars
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Fig. 2. Mean dry leaf yield of tobacco in different irrigation levels
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Table 4. Estimates of susceptibility or tolerance rates of tobacco cultivars based on

tolerance indices in non-stress and stress conditions

3 O 4 e oS s Jo oSl 20 Shes 23 Sles
(i o4 b o Lyl Jl i Ll 2
Cultivar STI GMP SSI TOL MP Ys (Kgha)  Yp (Kgha™)
C176 0.788 8283  0.864 1749 8330 7455 9204
C347 0.665 7607  1.414 2847 7740 6316 9163
C258 0.685 7720 0.845 1588 7761 6967 8555
C319 0.816 8427  0.945 1969 8485 7500 9469
K326F 0.904 8871  0.986 2174 8937 7850 10024
MNO944F  0.821 8456  0.995 2096 8521 7473 9569

Yp : Yield in non-stress condition
MP : Mean Productivity

SSI : Stress Susceptibility Index
TOL : Tolerance

335 o e 093 Al a Lo 7 573,80
Oy adse 93 Ol s Oy e 1 (WS
454.9.‘}9‘}.})‘ .b‘b&\.«iﬁﬁb}a&&)y
33,5 OlulyLaesls |85 ol ks 517.24/VF
MP Yp (Ys L oYU 5 ote Siuan
3 el 4l 30 Cl_;d._fc,_ﬁal:STI sGMP
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M L s opl ol (sl O gllas bn o Ls
adlge onl YL 5 ote olin & S alol>
JJ_Q.‘.&‘_;U:A_{@U)‘Q\jS@oﬁ%}:
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174

Ys : Yield in drought stress condition
GMP : Geometric Mean Productivity
STI : Stress Tolerance Index
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Table 5. Correlation coefficients between tolerance indices and Yp and Y's in non-stress
and drought stress conditions

20, Shes 2 0y Sles ek Jozs PRGNS Ok 4 Joos
Jop bl s lls e i s e
Yp Ys MP TOL SSI GMP STI

Yp -

Ys 0.643 -

MP 0.896" 0.916™ -

TOL 0.318 -0.521 -0.134 -

SSI 0.097 -0.700 -0.354 0.974" -

GMP 0.866° 0.940™ 0.998" -0.199 -0.414 -

STI 0.871" 0.936" 0.998" -0.187 -0.404 0.995" -

Kk ok

deoyd) g oo, 0 Jlasl v jo s Jse o4 9

* and ** : Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

Yp : Yield in non-stress condition
MP : Mean Productivity

SSI : Stress Susceptibility Index
TOL : Tolerance

Ys : Yield in drought stress condition
GMP : Geometric Mean Productivity
STI : Stress Tolerance Index
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Table 6. Vectors and eigenvalues for six tolerance indices in six cultivars of tobacco

adlse polie P Gl o OeSileo gre Oeiles S Slos S Slos
°39 oS 4 4 (gL el Rl e kil e

L s SN

Compilation Eigenvalues Cumulative  gg s;t  GMP TOL MP Ys Yp
1 4.881 69.725 -0.245 0447 0448 -0.153 0.443 0.441 0.355

2 2.115 99.939 0.578 0.108 0.010 0.647 0.144 -0.152 0.427
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Fig. 3. Graph of biplot for five tolerance indices in six cultivars of tobacco on the

basis of first and second compilations
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