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Evaluation of Durum Wheat Genotypes for Yield and Yield Stability in
Warm and Dry Areas of Iran
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Table 1. Name/pedigree of durum wheat genotypes used in the experiment

Genotype Name/Pedigree

no.

1 Karkhe(Check1)

2 Bread wheat (Check 2)

3 AVILLO_ 1/SNITAN

4 GUANAY/SNITAN

5 SULA/AAZ_5//CHEN/ALTARS4/3/AJATA 12/F3LOCAL(SEL.ETHIO.135.85).
6 DIPPER 2/BUSHEN 3//SNITAN

7 URA/4/CHEN_1/TEZ/3/GUIL//CIT71/CIl/5/CHEN/ALTAR 84//ALTAR 84/A0..

8 SNITAN/3/STOT//ALTAR 84/ALD

9 TRN//21563/AA/3/BD2080/4/KHIAR/5/SKEST//HUI/TUB/3/SILVER

10 SRN_2/BISU/4/KHP/D31708//KHP/3/CORM/5/SNITAN/6/STOT//ALTAR..
11 SOMO/CROC _4//LOTUS_1/3/KITTI/4/STOT//ALTAR 84/ALD

12 BCRIS/BICUM//LLARETA INIA/3/DUKEM_12/2*RASCON_21

13 BCRIS/BICUM//LLARETA INIA/3/DUKEM_12/2*RASCON_21

14 GUAYACAN INIA/YEBAS 8/3/TOPDY_18/FOCHA 1//ALTAR..

15 DUKEM_12/2*RASCON_21//SNITAN

16 HAI-OU 17//PLATA 2/LIRO 3

17 LABUD_1/SHAG_23//SNITAN/3/CNDO/VEE//7*SILVER 2

18 MALMUK 1/LOTUS_5/F3LOCAL(SEL.ETHIO.135.85)

19 PLATA_6/GREEN _17//SNITAN

20 RASCON_21/3/MQUE/ALO//FOJA

aibate (2 5 o 5355 09593 p S (sla 5 5 il 3 Shee S n bl 2 =Y U
Table 6. Combined analysis of variance for grain yield in two yeas and six locations

s
&337

S.0.V. Sl abe g MS Sl Sk
Year (Y) e 3183455"
Location (L) o s 56423166
YxL S8l 5 21294520"
R(LY) Vel g 462581
Genotype (G) w55 19 491545
YxG e g 307497
LxG A8 g5 393203°
YXLxG OBl g5 249941"
Error Yol 456 163795

.'/.\,'/.aJu’@w,;,u@g,u&uﬂa%;@:**,*‘ns

ns, * and **: Not significant significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, respectively.
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Table 3. AMMI analysis for grain yield of durum wheat genotyps

@31 453 Sl o ¢ gocres Slas o 5 SKile 4 2SS o
(/) J4 SS

df. ss MS SS/SSmodel
S.0.V. et e (%)
Genotype (G) <5 19 9339030.9 491527.9" 3
Environment (Env) Lo 11 391754993.7 35614090.0° 85
GxEnv Le X 555 ol 51 209 66940884.3 320291.3" 14
IPCA, Jsl ol add 5o 29 19922170.0 686971.4" 30
IPCA, £33 ol ail 5 27 12094848.4 447957.3" 18
IPCA; po ol e 25 10852193.2 434087.7" 16
IPCA, poler (shol ol so 23 7190187.2 312616.8" 11
Noise (Residual) sbile 3, 105 16881485.0 160776.1 25
Error HKE] 456 74690520.0 163795.0

WAl JW\&)})'}&”})‘}&N}%;A{:**}HS

ns and **: Not significant and significant at 1% level of probability, respectively.
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Fig. 1. Biplot presentation of first component vs. grain yield of durum wheat genotypes
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Table 7. Mean yield, yield performance over the checks, and grain quality of durum

wheat genotypes
Genotype Yield (kgha')  YIR(%) %O0Over %Over bread YB PROT ZEL HI SDS S%
No. durum wheat Check
check

1 3538 98 100 94 0.17 1250 34.00 5850 4350 53.00
2 3745 103 106 100 0.00 12.35 34.00 59.00 4150 5150
3 3777 104 107 101 8,50 12.03 32.67 59.67 44.67 50.33
4 3460 95 98 92 20.17 1187 29.67 57.33 42.67 49.67
5 3526 97 100 94 2350 11.73 30.33 57.33 41.00 51.67
6 3606 99 102 96 250 1187 3233 5800 4333 5133
7 3534 97 100 94 2.67 1183 31.67 60.33 46.67 51.67
8 3570 98 101 95 850 11.80 31.67 58.67 42.00 52.00
9 3630 100 103 97 150 12.00 32.00 5867 4233 50.33
10 3561 98 101 95 3.33 12.17 32.67 5867 43.67 5233
11 3683 102 104 98 6.83 11.73 30.67 58.00 42.67 51.00
12 3814 105 108 102 11.83 11.73 30.67 57.00 4233 49.33
13 3747 103 106 100 20.00 12.10 33.00 58.00 43.67 47.00
14 3697 102 104 99 183 1210 33.00 5833 47.67 48.33
15 3572 98 101 95 183 1217 32.67 58.67 4567 49.67
16 3564 98 101 95 0.83 1220 32.33 5500 4533 5133
17 3478 96 98 93 6.83 1197 31.67 57.33 40.67 49.33
18 3588 99 101 96 250 11.73 31.00 56.67 47.00 48.33
19 3892 107 110 104 5.00 11.80 30.67 56.67 44.00 48.67
20 3580 99 101 96 167 1220 32.67 56.67 4333 52.00

¢ g m Loy PROT ¢l s (glazaliss diw glaa SO 0l s (YB a5 55 S S0l & w95 2 5 Shae 5 0ke o (YIR

L.;J}M do s :S% [ ] %iﬂ SDS ¢als G'L’uu :HI ‘6'.&) sdae ZEL

YIR: Yield Index Retio; YB: Yellow Berry content; PROT: Protein content; ZEL: Zelinii value; HI: Hardness Index;

SDS: Sedimentation ratio; S%: Semolina %.
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