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Study %
ID SMD (95% Cl) Weight
I

1 | -2.88 (-3.58, -2.17) 2.05
2 —— | -15.20 (-17.48, -12.92) 1.58
3 — -4.79 (-5.92, -3.66) 1.96
4 |t -2.70 (-3.83, -1.57) 1.96
5 —— ! -7.88 (-9.26, -6.49) 1.88
6 : <> -2.04 (-2.49, -1.60) 2.10
7 - -4.96 (-5.96, -3.96) 1.99
8 [ ] -3.36 (-3.98, -2.73) 2.07
9 —_— -8.00 (-11.69, -4.32) 1.12
10 Py -5.10 (-5.78, -4.42) 2.06
1" —— : -10.29 (-12.47, -8.11) 1.61
12 | - -2.38 (-2.79, -1.98) 2.10
13 - -5.00 (-5.73, -4.26) 2.05
14 o/ -4.95 (-5.54, -4.36) 2.07
15 —— I -8.59 (-10.23, -6.95) 1.80
16 —— : -8.84 (-10.92, -6.76) 1.65
17 —— | -9.63 (-11.06, -8.19) 1.87
18 | - -0.14 (-0.84, 0.55) 2.06
19 —— | -11.68 (-13.21, -10.15) 1.84
20 ! . 2,50 (-2.79, -2.21) 2.1
21 - -4.28 (-5.21, -3.35) 2.01
22 | P’y -0.61 (-0.97, -0.24) 2.10
23 | ———t -1.38 (-2.97, 0.21) 1.82
24 —— -2.96 (-4.15, -1.78) 1.94
25 . -1.39 (-2.68, -0.11) 1.91
26 «i—o— -2.57 (-4.17,-0.97) 1.81
27 | — -0.17 (-1.30, 0.97) 1.96
28 | —— -2.43 (-3.50, -1.35) 1.97
29 L -2.54 (-3.90, -1.18) 1.89
30 I - -0.21 (-0.78, 0.36) 2.08
31 :-o -3.15 (-3.67, -2.63) 2.08
32 | - -0.98 (-1.67, -0.28) 2.06
33 - | -8.32(-9.29, -7.35) 2.00
34 —— | -13.39 (-15.79, -10.98) 1.53
35 I e 1.49 (-1.75, -1.24) 2.11
36 : —— -1.86 (-3.25, -0.46) 1.88
37 | & -2.79 (-3.32, -2.26) 2.08
38 | - -0.69 (-1.52, 0.14) 2.03
39 | = -2.60 (-3.55, -1.64) 2.00
40 | - -0.99 (-1.69, -0.30) 2.06
41 —— : -10.18 (-12.85, -7.51) 1.44
42 I - -0.42 (-0.92, 0.07) 2.09
43 . -1.60 (-2.17, -1.04) 2.08
44 I - -1.09 (-1.84, -0.35) 2.05
45 I & -1.87 (-2.39, -1.34) 2.08
46 —0:— -4.78 (-6.17, -3.38) 1.88
47 —_— -8.01(-11.13, -4.88) 1.29
48 -+ -3.22 (-4.46, -1.98) 1.92
49 - -4.54 (-5.22, -3.86) 2.06
50 —— ! -6.81 (-8.42, -5.20) 1.81
51 - -3.99 (-4.83, -3.15) 2.03
52 - -3.59 (-4.38, -2.81) 2.04
Overall (I-squared = 96.8%, p = 0.000) 0 -4.07 (-4.64, -3.51) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis :

| |
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Fig 1. Forest plot of drought stress effect on grain yield shows weight of individual studies, SMD of studies with 95%
Confidence Interval, I-squared of all studies and overall significance
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Fig 2. Funnel plot of drought stress effect on grain yield

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) Weight
1 S -1.43 (-1.98, -0.88) 4.98
2 - | -12.13(-13.97,-10.29)  3.92
3 —_— | -22.10 (-28.68,-15.52)  1.04
4 - | -10.42 (-11.79, -9.04) 437
5 L. -0.41 (-0.74, -0.08) 5.07
6 —_— | -21.95 (-26.47,-17.43)  1.80
7 s -1.66 (-2.02, -1.30) 5.06
8 P -2.48 (-2.96, -2.00) 5.02
9 . -2.90 (-3.32, -2.48) 5.04
10 - -3.58 (-4.59, -2.56) 4,69
11 ' - -0.17 (-0.87, 0.52) 4.91
12 ' . -0.40 (-0.76, -0.04) 5.06
13 | - -0.31 (-1.45, 0.83) 458
14 | 1.72 (:3.07, -0.36) 439
15 - -0.79 (-1.47, -0.11) 4.92
16 | -1.34 (-2.62, -0.07) 4.47
17 - -3.62 (-4.27, -2.96) 4.93
18 L. -0.60 (-1.10, -0.10) 5.01
19 | . -1.00 (-1.52, -0.48) 5.00
20 - -0.44 (-1.14, 0.26) 4.90
21 . -2.10 (-2.55, -1.65) 5.03
22 —L -6.05 (-10.54, -1.56) 1.82
23 — -4.03 (-5.81, -2.24) 3.98
Overall (I-squared = 96.7%, p = 0.000) -3.04 (-3.80, -2.29) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
T I T
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Fig 3. Forest plot of drought stress effect on biological yield shows weight of individual studies, SMD of studies
with 95% Confidence Interval, I-squared of all studies and overall significance
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Fig 4. Funnel plot of drought stress effect on biological yield
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Study %
ID SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
1 i = 0.18 (-0.32, 0.67) 4.39
2 —— ! -5.55 (-6.47, -4.63) 3.98
3 - — -3.88 (-5.92, -1.84) 2.62
4 —— | -4.63 (-5.26, -4.00) 4.28
5 —— -1.53 (-2.18, -0.88) 4.26
6 I -1.25(-1.59, -0.91) 4.49
7 - -2.22 (-2.67, -1.76) 4.42
8 g -1.16 (-1.47, -0.84) 4.50
9 - -1.20 (-1.63, -0.76) 4.43
10 —— -1.76 (-2.58, -0.94) 4.09
11 - -2.50 (-2.98, -2.02) 4.40
12 —— -0.56 (-1.99, 0.86) 3.36
13 —— -2.20 (-3.23, -1.17) 3.85
14 —_— -5.07 (-7.57, -2.58) 2.16
15 —— -4.75 (-6.77, -2.74) 2.65
16 e 0.00 (-0.65, 0.65) 4.26
17 | -0.29 (-0.52, -0.07) 4.54
18 | —-— -0.37 (-1.52,0.77) 3.71
19 - | -3.52 (-4.13, -2.92) 4.30
20 | —— -1.08 (-1.51, -0.65) 4.44
21 I . 0.00 (-0.65, 0.65) 4.26
22 —— -0.94 (-1.67,-0.21) 4.18
23 | -0.30 (-1.00, 0.39) 4.22
24 - -2.05 (-2.49, -1.60) 4.43
25 —_— -1.29 (-2.38, -0.20) 3.78
Overall (l-squared = 95.0%, p = 0.000) <> -1.78 (-2.28, -1.27) 100.00

I
NOTE: Weights are from random effects anlysis
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Fig 5. Forest plot of drought stress effect on harvest index shows weight of individual studies, SMD of studies
with 95% Confidence Interval, I-squared of all studies and overall significance
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Fig 6. Funnel plot of drought stress effect on harvest index
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%
SMD (95% Cl) Weight
1.72 (-2.30, -1.14) 3.07
-3.26 (-3.89, -2.62) 3.04
-0.45 (-1.26, 0.36) 293
-1.89 (-2.45, -1.33) 3.08
-1.02 (-2.23, 0.20) 2,62
-0.53 (-0.86, -0.19) 3.17
-3.92 (-4.90, -2.94) 2.81
-1.85 (-2.22, -1.48) 3.16
-3.21(-3.76, -2.67) 3.08
-1.63 (-1.96, -1.29) 3.17
-1.85 (-2.46, -1.24) 3.05
-3.62 (-4.64, -2.60) 2.77
9.61 (-11.04, -8.18) 245
-1.31(-2.08, -0.54) 2.95
-4.01 (-4.63, -3.38) 3.04
-2.06 (-2.33, -1.79) 3.19
228 (-2.93, -1.62) 3.02
2.92 (-3.44, -2.41) 3.10
-0.90 (-2.38, 0.57) 2.41
242 (-3.49, -1.34) 2.74
-2.55 (-4.13, -0.96) 2.32
2.97 (-4.70, -1.25) 2.21
-2.16 (-3.63, -0.68) 2.41
-1.69 (-2.64, -0.75) 2.83
-5.30 (-6.52, -4.08) 2,62
1439 (-16.20,-12.58)  2.14
-1.34 (-2.07, -0.61) 2.98
0.89 (-1.31,-0.47) 3.14
1.87 (-2.32, -1.42) 313
-2.04 (-2.54, -1.55) 3.11
-0.07 (-0.72, 0.58) 3.02
-0.20 (-1.00, 0.60) 2.93
-0.39 (-1.09, 0.31) 3.00
-1.62 (-2.03, -1.20) 3.14
-5.48 (-9.60, -1.36) 0.89
-7.94 (-11.04, -4.84) 1.29
2,53 (-2.99, -2.08) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
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Fig 7. Forest plot of drought stress effect on 1000-grain weight shows weight of individual studies, SMD of studies with
95% Confidence Interval, I-squared of all studies and overall significance
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Fig 8. Funnel plot of drought stress effect on 1000-grain weight

Study %
D SMD (95% Cl) Weight
1 —— | -2.61(-3.28,-1.94) 3.65
2 —— -2.31(-2.84,-1.77) 3.79
3 —_— -2.19(-3.22,-1.16) 3.20
4 ——t -2.06 (-2.63, -1.48) 3.75
5 - -0.76 (-1.94,0.42) 2.99
6 — -1.39 (-1.75,-1.02) 3.93
7 — -1.87 (-2.55,-1.19) 3.63
8 L.~ -0.61(-0.93,-0.30) 3.97
9 —— -2.38 (-2.85,-1.91) 3.85
10 —-r -1.83 (-2.18, -1.49) 3.94
11 —_— ! -3.97 (-4.85,-3.08) 3.39
12 —— -1.29 (-1.98,-0.61) 3.63
13 | —— 0.13 (-0.27,0.53)  3.91
14 | —— -0.48 (-1.18,0.23) 3.61
15 |- -1.06 (-1.44,-0.68) 3.92
16 — -2.47 (-3.15,-1.80) 3.64
17 —— -2.23 (-2.69, -1.77) 3.86
18 —— -1.68 (-3.37,-0.00) 2.35
19 —— -1.24 (-2.12,-0.36) 3.39
20 | —f— 0.18 (-0.95,1.32) 3.06
21 —— -1.53 (-2.45,-0.61) 3.34
22 [ -0.46 (-0.81,-0.11) 3.94
23 —— | -3.50 (-3.99, -3.00) 3.83
25 —— -1.80 (-2.58,-1.02) 3.52
26 —— -1.91 (-2.89, -0.93) 3.26
27 [ 0.00 (-0.69, 0.69) 3.62
28 — | -3.23(-3.78, -2.69) 3.78
29 | —— -0.34(-1.33,0.65) 3.25
Overall (l-squared = 92.7%, p = 0.000) <:> -1.61 (-2.01,-1.22) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects anélysis
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Fig 9. Forest plot of drought stress effect on grain per spike shows weight of individual studies, SMD of
studies with 95% Confidence Interval, I-squared of all studies and overall significance
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Fig 10. Funnel plot of drought stress effect on Grain per spike
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Table 2. Heterogenity of studies using I-squared
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Table 3. Summary of results and meta-analysis indices
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(treatments) Positive Negative Level
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Grain yield
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Harvest index
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