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Table 1. Description of environments in the study

W Jle oY oylad (YV=) Ul ")t;\e 9 Jl@; 6\3‘?4{ 41%0"

Environment Lo " Sabol  Temperature “C)’ T - 4>
< Year Ju  Location o Status Candg Rainfall’ Jila A N
Code ) (mm) Min. Max. Ave.
El 2005-06 \WWAF-Ad0  Kermanshah oLzl S Rainfed ms SIS -8.0 38.6 11.7
E2  2005-06 \WAF-A®  Kermanshah szl S Suppl. Irr. eSS T 515450
E3 2006-07 \YAO-A¥  Kermanshah szl S Rainfed ms 5518 -11.6 39.0 10.4
E4  2006-07 \WAS-A?  Kermanshah skl S Suppl. Irr. eSS LT 551.8+50
E5 2008-09 \YAY-AA  Kermanshah szl S Rainfed m> 2883 -11.6 35.6 10.9
E6  2008-09 \WAV-M  Kermanshah sl S Suppl. Irr. eSS LT 288.3+50
E7 2005-06 VWWAF-AS [lam ¢t Rainfed ms 574 - - -
E8  2006-07 \WAS-A# [lam ¢ Rainfed ps 4703 2.8 41.0 13.9
E9  2006-07 WAS-A#  Tlam ¢St Suppl. Irr. ST 470.3+50 -
EI0  2008-09 \WAV-M  [lam ¢! Rainfed w3771 -5.6 39.0 14.1
E11  2008-09 WAV-M - Jlam ¢ Suppl. Irr. eSS kT
EI2  2005-06 \AF-A®  Shirvan U554 Rainfed m> 2083 -16.0 374 11.8
E13  2005-06 \WA-A?  Shirvan Ols+ Rainfed m> 284 -18.2 37.0 9.4
El14  2008-09 \WAV-M  Shirvan 5% Rainfed ps 2386 -13.0 33.0 9.7

* From October to June sl b e 5 E

YAA
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Table 2. Code, name and the origin of durum whet genotypes

Ly

Code  Genotype Origin
Gl Waha B53 ICARDA
G2 Arthur71/Ber//Ch5 ICARDA
G3 Stj3/4/Stn//Hui/Somo/3/Yav/Fg//Roh ICARDA
G4 Gidara-2 ICARDA
G5 Lgt3/4/Bcer/3/Chl//Gta/Stk ICARDA
G6 Aghrass-2 ICARDA
G7 Quadalete//Erp/Mal/3/Unk/4/Mrb3/Mna-1 ICARDA
G8 Stj3//Ber/Lks4 ICARDA
G9 Bicrederaa-1 ICARDA
Gl10 Ossl-1/Stj-5 ICARDA
GIl1 Ber//Memo/Goo/3/Stj7 ICARDA
Gl12 Saji ICARDA
GI13 Zardak Iran

Gl4 Sardari Iran
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Table 3. Additive main effects and multiplicative interaction analysis for grain yield of durum wheat genotypes in fourteen environments

o Sla o § gozes Sl o S T O NN
@137 JS ol SE S5 bl S
Source g df. SS MS %TSS % GE
Genotype S5} 13 2850300 219254° 1.0
Environment L 13 252127000 19394400 92.7
GxE bowX ogs; 169 16989500 100530 6.2
IPC1 bl Slailpe sl 25 8440110 337604 49.7
IPC2 Jlie 5l alse ays 23 2646600 115070 15.6
IPC3 Bl fladlpe g 21 1829300 87109 10.8
IPC4 Jlize it adl po cnsler 19 1564660 82350 9.2
GXE Residual sl 81 2508870 14.8
Total g 195 271967000

* and **: Significant at 5% and 1% levels of probability, repectively.
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Fig.1. AMMI2 biplot derived from first two principal component axes based on durum
wheat genotypes in fourteen environmnets
AT SLAA sbdsir 53 (G) bes s CU}(E) o 4 b g 0 SleMb
For details on environments (E) and genotypes (G) see Tables 1 and 2.
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Table 4. Mean yield of genotypes, principal component scores and statbility measures
for fourteen durum wheat genotypes

ey 38 5K sl e e

e Sl bl LS e

ad] o yn enss g S O30 S 55 Ky Ol s
Genotype Mean yield PC1 PC2 bi S*di W4 CV
Gl 2380abc -0.38 4.38 0.987 2865 37643  49.5
G2 2378abc -11.75 12.14 1.091 149654 62833  54.8
G3 2373abc -1.76 2.37 1.073 96937 34957  53.7
G4 2484ab -5.38 -22.13 1.103 191853 94853  53.5
G5 2451ab -6.03 0.52 1.048 41646 80714  51.6
G6 2457ab 1.69 -12.44 0.961 27162 43876  46.8
G7 2378abc -9.84 13.08 1.083 123474 90831  54.9
G8 2567a -16.54 17.43 1.097 169086 120925  51.9
G9 2457ab -4.88 -6.16 1.094* 158152 40550 529
G10 2450ab -0.01 1.73 0.974 11765 35561  47.4
Gl1 2550a -7.44 -10.28 1.038 26378 54186 48.7
G12 2540a -3.58 -8.58 1.027 13245 51581  48.4
G13 2121c 27.44 2.47 0.797* 741413 196555  47.6
Gl4 2208bc 38.48 10.43 0.625% 2528712 361826  38.1

I e b gl me Dl lia Gy b sla il

Means followed by common letters are not significantly different.
B=D) oy by 0 g S5 b by S 10 Jloz pebas 3 s e 1

*: Significant at 5% level of probability relative to b=1.
For genotype names see Table 2.

Ll P E3 (o s (eSS (LT Ll )
A LT Ll 2) E2 (elisle S 55 e
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El4 5 E13 E12 glab sea by
S Sl 3 (Ol 53 s Ll 5
S 5 VU Syl b cowlin sla oo
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Table 5. Mean yield values and principal component scores for each testing

environment
Lo e s Sas 0L il ol ol s sl
Environment Mean yield of PCl1 PC2
environments

El 3316¢ 9.49 2.90
E2 3680ab -2.54 -17.73
E3 3735ab -39.07 3.26
E4 3560b -7.75 25.29
E5 1322de 22.38 -4.59
E6 2477d 0.93 -18.31
E7 2464d 0.83 -2.61
E8 3282c¢ -14.72 -11.39
E9 3884a -5.55 -0.88
E10 1584de 0.89 1.66
Ell 2001de 0.29 3.85
E12 728e 9.48 10.45
E13 787¢ 18.16 3.69
El4 975¢ 7.17 4.40

B R e DY E P I
Means followed by common letters are not significantly different.
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