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Table 1- Pedigeree of the studied durum wheat lines

oY oy Pedigree
Lines = 9

1 Dehdasht (control)
SORA/2*PLATA_12/3/SORA/2*PLATA_12//SOMAT_3/4/AJAIA_13/
YAZI//DIPPER_2/BUSHEN_3CDSS02B00849T-0TOPB-0Y -OM-7Y -2M-04Y -0B
NUS/SULA//5*NUS/4/SULA/RBCE_2/3/HUI//CIT7L/CII*2/5/ARMENT//SRN_3
/NIGRIS_4/3/CANELO_9.1CDSS04Y 00888T-0TOPB-26Y -0M-06Y -2M-1Y -0B
Arislahn-8//Bidral/MikilCD03-0318-TA-3AP-0AP-4AP-0AP-3AP-0AP
Quarmal/Ghbch-2//Terbol 97-41CD04-1055-TA-4AP-OAP-1AP-0AP
CM829/Cando cross-H25ICD02-0977-T-2AP-0TR-1AP-0AP-5AP-0AP-3AP-0AP

~ ok W N

TILO_V/LOTUS 4CDSS06Y 00652T-0TOPB-27Y-0M-2Y -4M-0Y

WID22248/10/LD357E/2* TC60//J069/3/FGO/4/GTA/S/SRN_1/6/TOTUS7/ENTE/MEXI_2//HUI/4/YAV_1/3
/LD357E/2* TC60//J069/8/SOMBRA _20/9/JUPARE C 2001/11/PORTO_6/GREEN_38/3/SOMAT _3/PHAX_1//

1A.1D5+106/3* MOJO//RCOL/3/SNITAN/SOMAT_3//FULVOUS_1/MFOWL _13/10/AVILLO_1/3/

8 CANELO_8//SORA/2*PLATA_12/9/USDA595/3/D67.3/RABI/ICRAIAALO/S/HUI/
YAV_1/6/ ARDENTE /7/HUI/YAV 79/8/POD_9CDSS06Y 00568S13Y -0M-1Y -2M-0Y

BICHENA/AKAKI_7/4/LIS_8/FILLO_6/3/FUUT//HORA/JOR/S/YAZI_UAKAKI 4//SOMAT_3/3/AUK/

9 GUIL//GREEN/6/MUSK_1//ACO89/FNFOOT _2/4/MUSK_4/3/PLATA_3//CREX/ALLA/S
/OLUS*2/ILBOR//PATKA_7/YAZI_1CDSS06Y 00389S-0Y -OM-4Y -2M-0Y
AJAIA_12/F3LOCAL(SEL.ETHIO.135.85)//PLATA_13/3/GUANAY/4/SOMAT_3/PHAX_1/

10 TILO_T/LOTUS 4/5/CAMON_5// HUI/Y AV 79CDSS05B00579T-0TOPY -22Y -OM-1Y -AM-0Y
1 GUAYACAN | NIA/POMA_2//SNITAN/4/D86135//—}§\:/|O§2¢P(%RRON _4/3/ SNITAN CDSS02B00562S-0Y -OM-2Y -
CBC 509 CHILE/6/ECO/CMHT76A.722//BIT/3/ALTAR 84/4/AJAIA_ 2/ SIKIJOVE_U7/AJAIA
12 _12/F3LOCAL(SEL.ETHIO.135.85)// PLATA _13/8/SOOTY_9/RASCON_37//WODUCK/CHAM_3 CDSS02B00
5965-0Y -OM-5Y -1M-04Y -0B
MINIMUS/COMB DUCK_2//CHAM_3/3/CANELO_9/9/USDA595/3/ D67.3/ RABI//
13 CRA/4/ ALO/S/HUI/YAV _1/6/ARDENTE/7/HUIT YAV 79/ 8/POD_9 /10/ TARRO_1/2*YUAN_1//AJAIA_13/
YAZI/3/SOMAT _4/ INTER _8/4/ARMENT//SRN_3/NIGRIS_4 /3/CANELO_9.1 CDSS06Y 004165-10Y -OM-TY -3M-
oY
14 TRIDENT/3*KUCUK CDIB02Y 00011T-B-4B-3Y -3B-3Y -2B-1Y -5B-1Y -1B-0Y
15 AVTA/YAZI_1//GREEN/SOMO/6/AJAIA_1/EUDO//PLATA_6/4/BUTO//SCOT/MEXI
_1/3/PLATA_8/5/ISLACDSS05B00584T-0TOPY -26Y -OM-2Y -4M-0Y
16 Icarhani 1CDOT-0946-C-7AP-TR-4AP-0TR-1AP-0AP-4AP-0AP-3AP-0AP
17 Secondroue | CD06-1287-0AP-0AP-6AP-0AP-4AP-0THTD
18 Icambel 1CD06-0279-0AP-2AP-0AP-1AP-0THTD

oS5 55kal 5 mas Ll s )3 pg 90 puiS SlacnY )3 (o) 2390 Slio uilly 4325 -Y Jgaer

Table 2- Analysis of variance for studied traits in durum wheat lines under rainfed and

complementary irrigation conditions

Job 395 dlass > aild A5 0l i
- . 395 Ol 6 ? (5o oas ails wlooySles R
Ol i 29l : l)T . Sy U M ) bﬁ:’ Thousand Grain &l oy
SOW. 635 ISp' ktﬁ Daysto == Gran Agggfén'c kernel yield Greenery
df eng maturity ~ Daysto in weight Ingran
spike spike filling
stage
s Lyl | % o s s = ns s * e
L 1 66.28 4818.67 1116.67 212.6 0.34 1410.62 12858840 1549.07
Conditions
(o)) 1,55
Rep 6 0.09™ 4.10™ 153™ 16.89" 1.37* 29.81% 575826 6.22™
(Conditions)
line >y 17 1.01* 17.22" 17.38* 19.38* 1.54* 22.71* 397567*° 12.60*
bl plix ¥
«line 17 o/o7™ 6.92" 246™ 2621 0.66° 13.89*  133147.24° 14.29"
Conditions
Error  Ws 102 0.07 2.34 131 7.54 0.36 4/52 112965.46 3.50
% CV. Olpsdi ey 3.76 7.86 1.18 13.76 15.46 6.18 12.10 3.27

oy Sy g i Jleizl ok jo jlo s g Mo e e S ey

ns, * and **: non significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

# NS
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Table 2- Continued

Lo  pals
@ylf ‘5Lo.> . ‘50 Q;;
s ol Job al> 50 5 flsy re 70292
. _ al> o 40 by al> w0 RS
ax)y° Zo 3 JSSlay poabsaw oS >* ©
Ol i @alo B &'f“’w’ * ) = sal &l als
SOV o1 Spikeper  Peduncle Canopy Plant =~ POk c _
e df m2 length ~ temperature  height ~ Greenery anopy Grain
depression inspike  temperature  gjjjing
in spike stage depression period
stage ingrain
filling stage
Sl h‘"‘“’ 1 42230.25*  2184.00% 44,66 482.90* 1385.08* 0.96™ 1045.44%
Conditions
(k) 5189 6 10245 081" 101*  4167° 383" 1.01% 1353"™
(Conditions) Rep
Line oY 17 64.11"™ 22.03* 3.93* 55.08* 16.24** 2.07* 21.72¢
.h.‘l,.., X&'y. 17 232.82* 1.07™ 1.41* 49.02* 22.20* 1.55* 26.01*
Conditions<Line
Error s 102 38.81 2.13 0/19 9.04 5.47 0.16 10.35
WCV. Olpuki i 3.04 8.51 6.18 4.09 3.65 7.54 8.22
Aoy Sy g i Jleinl ok 5ol pae 5 IS gire i oS Sy e g % NS
ns, * and **: non significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
Table 3- Mean comparison of durum wheat lines under average of rain fed and
complementary irrigation conditions
oY &ils o ySloe Al Job JSlay Jeb
Lines Grainyidd (kg.ha) Spike length (cm) Peduncle length (cm)
1 2729.12%1 7.25%¢ 17.3274
2 2051.12%® 7.10° 18.17%
3 2390.37° 6.25¢ 15.26
4 3018.252 7.452 16.71°¢
5 2891.88%¢ 7.21%¢ 17.16
6 2546.50 % 7.02P 16.58 %€
7 2455.38% 6.25°¢ 14.03f
8 2578.75"¢ 7.28%¢ 17.26%
9 2821.882¢ 7.2134 17.56
10 2587.50>¢ 6.25°¢ 13.88'
1 2740.1231 7.31® 16.25%
12 2913.62%¢ 6.92¢ 17.36>
13 2564.62 ¢ 6.985 16.90>
14 2938.62%¢ 7.11P 17.07
15 2833.38%¢ 7.27%¢ 20.432
16 3025.122 7.27%¢ 18.35°
17 3067.622 7.16%4 19.96%
18 2995.882 6.97™ 18.06™

5,05 (gl sire gl duoyd iy Jlei e 55 5SSl (ge3] wlal  diiies i By, slls a5 (6 )les zokaw gt 2 00
In each column, there is no significant difference between treatments with common letters according to Duncan
test.
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Table 4 - Comparison of mean traits in durum wheat lines in rainfed and supplementary
irrigation conditions, respectively

2P0 sk ghals (2P0 sbe Sals

oo y8 (S 0 (S b gy Al o 4 al> o 58 Lo als
bepy il oo 5 ok al> 50 Canopy YR i
Lines Greenery - Greenery temperature Canopy Grain in
content in grain content in depr_ onin temperature spike
filling stage spike stage grain filling depression
stage in spike stage

1 54,321 62.92 5.20%9 7.50% 16.25™"

2 57.62" 64.84% 5.57 %€ 8.10%¢ 18.254"

3 51.02™ 57.02" 445" 6.329 18.00¢"
4 54,721 62.65%% 6.30%® 8.45%® 19. 50"¢

5 54,821 61.92™ 572" 7.72P 20.50""

6 5557 58.33'™ 5,75 7.95%4 17.25¢%"

7 53.87™ 58.02™ 4.25' 6.57 M 15.25%"

8 51.22™° 58.02™ 417 .62 17.00%"

20 9 54.201m 62.729% 5.62%¢ 8.60° 20.75""
Rainfed 10 52.45'° 56.57" 4579 6.829" 18.75¢"
1 54,521 62.15%% 5.35% 7.75° 18.25¢"

12 54,17 4m 60.221" 5.40°% 7.87%¢ 19.25%9

13 49.97° 60.751™ 417 6.67 M 21.25%¢

14 53.25K" 50.05¢" 5.10%" 7.92%¢ 19.25%9

15 54.67 62.229% 5.65>¢ 8.15%¢ 21.25%¢

16 53.77%" 61.35/™ 5.45°% 7.95%¢ 16.75°"

17 54.27Hm 61.071™ 577 8.32%¢ 20.25""

18 5457 62.35%% 5.45° 7.65%¢ 19.50"¢
1 56.22™% 62.479% 417" 5.37H 21.507°
2 50.87"9 66.52 1 4559 575K 23.75%¢

3 59.70%¢ 67.05%¢ 4.609" 4.85' 27.002

4 60.75°1 66.90%¢ 472" 5.971k 18.50¢"

5 57.5091 63.90° 4.97°" 6.2791 21.25%¢

6 60.65%9 67.40%¢ 5.27%9 6.57 M 17.754"

7 60.15%9 68.85%¢ 5.40% 5721k 24.25%
oSS (55l 8 59.959 65.92"9 5.15%" 6.4591 23.75%¢
Irrigation 9 58.82%4" 65.37°" 5.10*" 6.409 19.50"¢
condition 10 58.30% 64.77% 5.05%" 5.951k 24.00%¢
supplementary 11 61.47%° 68.30%¢ 5.35% 6.65%" 22.50%
12 63.27°2 70.302 5.520 6.2791 19.25%9

13 62.00%4 68.90%¢ 5.47%% 6.10™ 21.00°"

14 62.40%¢ 69.35% 5.72"¢ 6.95%¢ 22.25>

15 63.10%® 70.12° 6.10%° 7.50% 20.50""

16 60.773 67.52%¢ 6.572 8.05% 14.50"

17 62.22%¢ 68.12%¢ 6.622 8.10%¢ 20.00°9

18 59.979 66.65%" 6.552 7.97%% 19.75%9

I (gl e glds s yd iy Jlek g j0 Sls yge3] bl s st Syt gy gyl 45 (5 ke zakaw g o 50
In each column, there is no significant difference between treatments with common letters according to Duncan
test.
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Table 4 - Continued

SULIST - b 39, ol
Y =)oy oS glasyl " ails 4:; ')i; A 28 dlsew
. Agronomic Plant ousand i Davsto & 50 350
Lines score height (cm) ~ kemel Grain filling mgt{m ty  Spike per
weight Period (day) (day)
(9)

1 4.25%¢ 77.75%¢ 31.379 35.75° 130.00™" 184.75™

2 4.00%¢ 74.00%2 31.45% 34.25¢ 128.75" 193.00"

3 2.75° 73.75" 28.15 36.50% 129.75™" 178.25 '

4 4.25%¢ 70.25%% 30.709 36.50% 128.50" 192.50"

5 4.25%¢ 75.25° 29.451K 37.25% 129.75"" 191.75"

6 4.25%¢ 70.25%% 31.20% 37.00% 129.75" 187.50"

7 4.25%¢ 94.25™" 20.55 Mk 37.75%¢ 132.25% 177.25*

8 3.00% 73.25" 28.701% 35.75"¢ 132.25% 177.25*

e 9 4.00%¢ 69.25 Mk 28.60% 35.25° 129.25% 191.50"
Rainfed 10 3.25%e 7400™"  26.85 37009  131.7599 176.25¢
1 3.75%¢ 70.75" 31.4591 35.25°¢ 128.75" 189.50"

12 3.75%¢ 68.507% 29251 35.00° 128.50" 186.75"

13 3.25% 67.00% 27.801% 38.50%¢ 132.75° 188.00"

14 4.25%¢ 69.00 ™ 31.15% 35.50° 128.75" 189.50"

15 4752 66.004 29.60 ' 34.75° 128.50" 193.50"

16 4752 61.75' 35.15% 36.75%¢ 129,75 192.50"

17 4752 81.002 30.55 M 37.25% 128.75" 192.50"

18 4.25%¢ 69.00 ™ 31359 37.25% 130.00"" 192.75"

1 4.25%¢ 751079 39.05%° 42.50% 142.25™ 219.75°7
2 3.75%¢ 73.37" 37.25%¢ 42.50%° 141.00% 226.00%¢

3 3.25% 75.15"9 35.90¢ 43.25% 146.252 232.25°2
4 350" 73.82" 33.70%" 44,002 140.75% 214.50%9
5 3.75%° 75. 3059 35.95°f 41.50%¢ 139.50* 218.50%9

6 3.25%¢ 71.25° 33.70%" 42.05%¢ 139.50* 21350

7 350" 75.60%9 40.902 43.25%® 143.75™ 22950
oSS 55l 8 4,25%¢ 75.90%" 40.20%® 29.75" 139.75% 227.00%°
Irrigation 9 3.75%¢ 77.30%%  3525% 4250%° 141.50%% 215.75%¢
condition 10 3.50°° 78.20%  34.45%¢ 4350% 144.75% 222.503¢
supplementary 11 4.00%° 78.70%°  3950%° 41.25%¢ 141.25% 226.25%°
12 3.75%¢ 72509 33.95%" 44.00°? 140,504 220.25"f

13 350" 75.65%9 36.65"" 43.00%® 143.75™ 221.50"
14 3.75%¢ 76.50%¢ 35.85°f 41.75%¢ 141.00% 226.75%°

15 3.75%¢ 76.52%¢ 35.75°" 39.00%¢ 140.00% 224.25%¢

16 450 72.70¢ 38.00%¢ 43.00%® 140.75™ 209.259

17 4.25%¢ 74.20%h 32.80" 43752 139.75™ 222.25%"
18 4.752 76.40%° 37.15°¢ 41.50%¢ 139.50% 218.75%¢

5l (gl s glis suoyd iy Jlekarl e j0 5SS yge3] wlel st i gy syl a5 (6 ke Zakaw (g B 50
In each column, there is no significant difference between treatments with common letters according to Duncan
test.
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Table 5- Analysis of variance for Ti indices of the studied traits in durum wheat

Ti Index Mean Squares Slao Ti sl Ol po (uKibe
3 oy 6490
; i o 19y Sl 39° 209
T T e 6 o
Oy 290 o ’ alios ISy al © 3 ooalin  als
SO.V. ¢ df) EXX ghike  Peduncle  Grain Tfllousgnd ) Daysto  Gran
Spike jength  length  yield on Daysto ike  fillin
per m? weight maturity g g
stage period
. lf'cjtf“ 3 0002 574+ 396 111  0065* 001" 500" 0025
eplication
L‘”_"\" 17 9902 go0om o4 0073 0017 0001 00001  *0.002
Ine
12958
g 51 0003 0003 0032 0028 0003 00001 00001  0.001
"';7‘:: “\;”" 660 809 5.41 461 5.70 1.07 1.06 350
0 V.

Aoy S g gy izl zakaw (o s pae g Mo e e o Sy s g % 1S

ns, * and **: Non significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

O Jgus dolsl
Table5 - Continued

Mean SquaresTi Index Slao Ti asls Slry po il

S S _ Lo als
20 (S 15 5 o Slod b

S ails . :
e gt L wehyors BN omiaden el ad
SOV, &3l3! = Agronomic  °%¥ «lo R poakiu
df Grainin score Mant Greenery Green;ar Canopy
spike height  contentin M temperature
e content in N
grain filling ike stage depression in
stage s 4 spike stage
Replication ,I,ss 3 0.019"™ 0.018" 0.069** 0.005* 0.00"™ 1.95*
Line oY 17 0.042" 0.034"™ 0.010™ 0.007** 0.009** 0.012"™
Erorr s 51 0/024 0.024 0.008 0.002 0.003 0.015
Sl e p 17.88 16.00 1052 1252 6.13 17.90
% C.V.

Aoy S g iy Jliol zshaw )0 e pxe gl ge a9 % NS
ns, * and **: Non significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 6- Comparison of mean for Ti indices of studied trait in durum wheat lines and
ranking of lines based on SSIG

5 g

S . sl Sals .
Job °19%5° Al yo 4 3o 4ils e o s 2 gles Shals
N eyl Jsb JEgn » iy 5 alon | o5k
Jssilay wls oy . N L e PO
ey * (P abduw oLE * aliow Al gyl C als
Lines Feduncle  Greenery Greenery . Grain . & Canopy enony ;
length content in : Pl_ant in Spike  spike temperature G_ral n
crain contentin  pejgh ke length  per temperature in spike yield
filing ~ eading spree ne ingran stage
Stage stage filling stage
1 0.73% 0.96 1.00° 082 083 0.68 0.81 1182 0.72® 0.69"¢
2 0.76% 0.96 0.97* 0.82*  0.85° 0.71 0.82 117® 0.71® 0.66%
3 0.64™ 0.85% 0.85% 082 071" 0.69 0.80 0.93% 0.802 0.68°%*
4 0.87% 0.90%¢ 0.93* 082 092° 0.66 0.87 1.232 0.74%® 0.95%
5 0.75%° 0.95%° 0.98% 082 090° 066 0.86 1.05%° 0.67%® 0.84%¢
6 0.95% 0.91%¢ 0.92°¢ 0.94% 091° 065 0.84 100" 0.73® 0.87%¢
7 0.70% 0.89%% 0.85° 0.82%  0.74° 0.66 0.87 0.80° 0.67% 0.57°
8 057° 0.85% 0.88% 087° 076° 066 0.80 0.82°% 0.60%® 0.64%
9 0.94% 0.92%¢ 0.95% 082 092 066 0.83 1.05%¢ 0.68% 0.94%*
10 0.73% 0.89°¢ 0.87%¢ 081 079 0.69 0.81 0.85% 0.63% 0.67°%
11 0.74%° 0.88%¢ 0.88° 080® 088 065 0.84 0.96°% 0.69%® 0.72%¢
12 0.78% 0.85% 0.85% 085  085° 0.66 0.81 0.89 % 0.67% 0.96%
13 0.72% 0.80' 0.88%¢ 077  086° 0.67 0.83 0.80° 0.74%® 0.98°
14 0.81%° 0.85% 0.85% 086® 081° 067 0.81 0.82°% 0.66%® 0.79%¢
15 0.94% 0.87% 0.89% 083  094° 0.72 0.83 0.91 % 0.71® 0.99%
16 0.76™ 0.88%% 0.90>¢ 0.87® 117 0.68 0.85 0.80° 0.63% 0.87%¢
17 0.72%¢ 0.87% 0.89>¢ 094* 096® 071 0.84 0.86% 0.64% 0.89%¢
18 0.65™ 0.91%¢ 0.93* 0.88* 095 070 0.83 0.85% 057" 0.79%¢
T 0.95 0.96 1.00 0.77 117 0.72 0.87 1.23 0.80 0.99
T 057 0.80 0.85 0.94 0.71 0.65 0.80 0.80 0.57 057
7 Jous aslol
Table 6 — Continued
415,138 39 ol»u.» U39, oloss o0 0293 .
oy o (373) . 4l <y o s A
o7 Thousand o 0 el Gran  Agomomic  d° d SIG SR
Lines kernel ) Daysto spike b Ranking
: fillin score
weight Daysto stage Ing
maturity period
1 0.90° 0.93° 0.94% 0.89% 1.02% 042 053 055 5
2 0.89% 0.94° 0.95® 0.88° 1.02%° 044 051 053 6
3 0.89% 0.90° 0.93* 0/89™ 0.91%° 056 035 038 1
4 1.03® 0.94° 0.95% 0.90™ 1.05%¢ 025 069 073 1
5 0.97%¢ 0.94° 0.94* 0.92%¢ 1.07%® 032 054 062 2
6 1.01® 0.94° 0.95% 0.91™ 1.08%® 035 053 060 4
7 0.85' 0.92° 0.93* 0.90™ 1.01%¢ 067 030 031 14
8 0.85' 0.95° 0.93% 0.96° 0.92%¢ 068 025 0.26 16
9 1.00® 0.94° 0.95% 0.88° 0.91%° 034 054 061 3
10 0.86% 0.92° 0.93* 0.89™ 0.91%° 062 025 029 15
11 0.95°¢ 0.92° 0.93% 0.89™ 0.87%¢ 052 033 039 10
12 1.00® 0.95% 0.96% 0.90™ 0.89%° 049 046 048 7
13 0.99%¢ 0.92° 0.93* 0.88° 0.80°¢ 058 051 046 8
14 0.97%¢ 0.92° 0.94%° 0.89™ 0.95%¢ 055 032 037 12
15 1.00® 0.92° 0.91° 0.90™ 1.06%¢ 036 058 062 2
16 1.06° 0.94° 0.95% 0.94% 0.91%° 053 041 043 9
17 1.01® 0.95° 0.95® 0.88° 1.14° 046 052 053 6
18 0.96%¢ 0.95° 0.95% 0.89™ 0.89%° 057 033 036 13
T 1.06 1.06 0.91 0.87 114

T 0.85 0.85 0.96 0.94 0.80
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Figure 1- Dendrogram of cluster analysis based on traits Ti indices

31y ohsy b ladss 4z 5l Lol sloog S sl lao Ti (a3l (:Kiko =V Jgur
Table 7- Ti indices Means of studied traits for groups obtained from cluster analysis based

on Ward method
2 S ° SR
al> o al> yo 595 Slasi i s 0599
. 1o s Saluis G ewsl L e s,
e oY Wl by B s <lyj 003 &l ’
? Lines Greenery &l LU Agronomic  Thousand "
Group content in  Greenery ~ Daysto Plant score kernel Grain
grain contentin  Spike  height weight  filling
filling heading stage period
stage stage
Vog,S 1,2,4,5,6,9,12,
Groupl  13151617,18 0.90 0.93 0.80 0.99 0.87 0.99 0.90
e 3,7,8,10,11,14 0.88 0.87 0.70 0.93 0.81 0.90 0.91
Group2
average J5 oSilee 0.89 0.91 0.77 0.97 0.85 0.96 0.90
Y Jgue aolsl
Table 7 — Continued
@A FA s sles el ,
by al> o 53 o ils Lo
. Db sl ‘ Jsb  gyolas
. oy il sals i e 59 .
el o Canopy S wls Grain i (Soww, b
Group Lines Canopy Grain in & Spike  Daysto
temperature temperature ; ; Spike &S
depressionin p Nl yield spike > length maturity
o lepression in per m
grainfilling ike stage
stage spike stag
Vog,s 1,2,45,6,9,12,
Groupl 13.15.16,17.18 0.99 0.69 0.88 0.92 0.84 0.68 0.94
e 3,7,810,11,14 0.87 0.68 0.68 0.77 0.82 0.67 0.93
Group2
average IS5 eSSl 0.95 0.81 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.68 0.94
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Abstract

Drought tolerance of 18 advanced lines durum wheat were evaluated in a
randomized complete block design with four replications under dryland and
complementary irrigation conditions in Gachsaran Agricultura Research Center at
2016-2017. In this study, traits like days to spike formation, days to maturity, plant
height, peduncle length, spike length, 1000 seed weight, seed yield, spike number, spike
number per m? canopy temperature reduction of two stages of spike and seed filling,
rate of greenness at two stages of spike and grain filling, were measured. Analysis of
variance showed that there were significant differences among lines under study for
days to spike formation, plant height, peduncle length, spike length, 1000 seed weight,
seed yield, crop score, number of seeds per spike, temperature reductions of canopy at
two spike stages seed and greenery content in two stages of spike and grain filling were
significantly different. Mean comparisons showed that lines 4, 9, 13, 15, 16 and 17 were
better than other linesin most traits. Evaluation of sensitive and tolerant lines according
to tolerance index (Ti) showed that lines 1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 15 and 17, had high Ti index in
most traits, were tolerant. Selection for superior lines, based on SIIG and selection of
ideal genotype (SIIG) index, were performed. The results of variance analysis of traits
based on Ti index showed that difference among lines in terms of 1000 seed weight,
reduction of canopy temperature at grain filling stage, seed yield, grain filling period,
chlorophyll content at both clustering and grain filling stage, days to reach and number
of days to clustering were significant at 1% probability level. Lines 4, 5, 9 and 15 were
the highest values of thisindex and were suitable for growing under dryland conditions.
Lines 7, 8, 10 and 14 having lowest value of the SIIG index were sensitive to rainfed
condition. The results of this ranking are similar to the results of cluster decomposition
based on Ti index.
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