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Figure 1. Comparison of the average number of
overwintered adults in the studied genotypes



Yvs Q')Ko.mgd..l?.&/ f.\f&mc\gobgfg)ga f&f@)gégu@.\.ﬁn'élﬁ ORY Joo (w0

2/5

o~ a
£
£
£ 2
p=}
=}
©
B
5 1/5
o
£ ) .
g 1 °
o
g
€ 0/5
c
c
3
= 0
29 septemder 02-Oct 05-Oct 08-Oct
Time
ilises b pley 3 (§3le s SRS 5 Kls aglite =Y |G
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Figure 3. Comparison of the average number of damaged
leaves in different genotypes
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Figure 4. Comparison of the average number of leaves
damaged in different times
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Figure 5. Comparison of mean number of damaged buds in
different genotypes
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Figure 6. Comparison of the mean number of buds damaged at
different times

Mean number of damaged buds m2
o - N
o
N - O
o
W -
o
S NN O
o
o
O NN O
o
o
I
o
- O
o
o
- O
o

Mean number of damaged buds m?

180 -

178 - abe gpc abc ab

abcde abe

abcd
176 - abcdeabcde g 2PC0E abcde

abcde
174 | Pede bede or SO
ef €

172 |

170 - f
168 -

166

Mean number of days to spike appearance

164

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Genotypes

g.dbudu %f})}%})& UJ}))‘M#PWL}SA‘VJ&Z
Figure 7. Comparison of the mean number of days to spike
appearance in different genotypes
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Figure 9. Comparison of the average peduncle length in
genotypes
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Figure 10. Comparison of the average 1000 grain weight in
different genotypes under both conditions
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Figure 11. Comparison of average 1000 grain weight in different
genotypes under no sunn pest activity
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Figure 12. Comparison of the average 1000 grain weight in
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Table 1. Mean squares mean number of overwintered adults of E. integriceps per m? in genotypes

S.0.V D.F Number of overwintered adults(m?)
Block 2 0/083
Genotype 19 0/277**
*
Genotype*Block 38 0/282
(Genotype error)
Time 3 26/48**
Genotype* Time 57 0/093
Error 114 0/092
Ccv - 23/14

Al e don Y g0 ch.&)})‘)w%j@**}*
*, **: Significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively

a5 55 0> Sl @il 5 S 3lad Slay o 0 Sils =¥ J gk

Table 2. Mean squares of number of leaves and buds damaged in genotypes
Number of leaves

S.0.V D.F Number of buds damaged
damaged
Block 2 4/097 2/18
Genotype 19 2/57** 4/93**
Genotype*Block 38 1/36 1/65
(Genotype error)
Time 4 7/24** 20/74**
Genotype* Time 76 0/203 0/063
Error 152 0/071 0/049
Ccv - 27142 11/95

Lo o hoy3 ) 50 cla..a).s)bduug._,:\:;q**}*
*, **: Significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively

(a2 53 58) Jases 5 Sle 3] glasles 36 o il 1 (39 ey o :S0ks =Y gl

Table 3. Mean squares weight per 1000 grain weight affected by experimental and environmental treatments (both
conditions)

S.0.V D.F 1000 grain weight(gr)
Environment 1 3417/60**
Block 4 36/53
Treatment 19 73/42%*
Environments: Treatment 19 16/67**
Error 76 652/
cVv 4/08

Lo o oy ) 50 ck.u)))‘)@&a%}@**}*
*, **: Significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively
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Abstract

The Sunn pest, E. integriceps, is the most important pest of wheat fields in Iran. In
order to investigate the lines of Durum wheat in terms of resistance to E. integriceps,
was conducted experimental in 2016, Neyshabour Research Center. The
experimental design was a randomized complete block design with three
replications. The treatments consisted of 20 genotype: 18 lines of durum wheat, two
cultivars of Dena control and Parsi wheat cultivar. According to the results, the
highest number overwintered adults of E. integriceps was located in genotype 1
(Dena wheat) and the lowest in genotypes 12, 2 (Persian wheat) and 16. The highest
number of damaged leaves was in genotype 11 and the lowest number was in
genotypes 16, 10 and 6. Investigating the traits of number of sprouts showed that
genotypes number 1 and 6 had the highest and lowest number of buds respectively.
The days to spike emergence and number of days to physiological treatment were
affected by the treatments. The highest number of days until the emergence of spike
was genotype number 18 and the least of these traits were genotypes number 9, 1,
11 and 14. The maximum length of peduncle was recorded in genotypes Number 11,
9 and 15, and the lowest peduncle length was observed in genotypesl (Dana), 16, 18
and 19. There was no significant difference between the 20 genotypes in terms of
yield, biological yield and harvest index. Genotypes 1, 13 and 18, along with the
important indices of Yp, Ys and GMP in the region with high production potential
and low sensitivity to E. integriceps Genotypes adjacent to SSI and TOL sensitivity
indexes (Genotyp 4) are also low 1000 seeds weight. Weight of 1000 grains in non-
activity of E. integriceps condition (Yp) had a positive and significant correlation
with geometric mean (GMP), stress tolerance index (STI) and yield index (Y1).
Weight of 1000 seeds in terms of activity of E. integriceps (YS), was a positive and
significant correlation with all indices. Accordingly, the mean of productivity (MP),
geometric mean (GMP), stress tolerance index (STI) and yeild index (Y1) were the
only indices that showed a positive and significant correlation with grain yield in
terms of E. integriceps activity and E. integriceps inactivity. Finally, within the scope
of the study, three genotypes 1, 13 and 18 were sunn pest tolerant genotypes in
Neyshabur region and genotypes 4, 7 and 15 were susceptible to sunn pest with
lowest 1000 seeds weight.

Keywords: Eurygaster integriceps, sunn pest, tolerance index, 1000 seeds weight.
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