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ABSTRACT

The present study was led on the experimental site of ITGC station of Setif,
Key words: Algeria during two cropping seasons (2010/2011 and 2011/2012). This study aims
Durum wheat, Leaf to evaluate the efficiency of using Mesurim Pro (Version 3.3) software in the
reflectance, Senescence, measure of the reflectance at Red (654 nm) and Blue (450 nm) (RB) wavelengths,
Chlorophyll content. and to investigate the spectral behavior of the relationship between reflectance

at RB, Grain yield, Senescence parameters and Chlorophyll content in set of
durum wheat genotypes and evaluate the relationships between drought
resistance indices and reflectance at Red and Blue. The reflectance is measured
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using the numerical image analyses (NIA). The results of the present study
indicated that the two different conditions of growth (stress and irrigated
conditions) had different considerable effects on all traits tested during the two
cropping seasons. The best negative and significant correlation between flag leaf
reflectance at Red, Blue, Grain yield and drought resistance indices suggest the
efficiency of using the reflectance for the predicting of grain yield and screen
tolerant genotypes in durum wheat. In addition, the best correlation between
leaf reflectance and senescence parameters suggest that the genotypes with slow
senescence have low values of leaf reflectance. All this results prove the
efficiency of using Flag leaf reflectance at Red and Blue as suitable tool for
screening in durum wheat cultivars for high grain yield and under drought
condition.
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Cropping Season 2010/2011 Cropping Season 2011/2012

Genotype GYi GYs Genotype GYi GYs
Oued Zenati 57,45d 52,20d Oued Zenati 26,62 c 21,45 b
Altar 69,14abc 55,94bcd Altar 43,04 abc 24,86 ab
Sooty 75,55a 63,14abc Sooty 44,08 abc 27,33 ab
Polonucum 60,18cd 56,47abcd  Polonucum 44,82 abc 32,68 ab
Waha 65,94abcd 64,63a Waha 49,11 ab 35,24 a
Dukem 72,70ab 63,94ab Dukem 33,67 bc 29,75 ab
Mexicali 63,44bcd 59,64abcd  Mexicali 45,80 abc 32,90 ab
Kucuk 73,53a 53,96d Kucuk 47,08 ab 36,87 a
Hoggar 62,36¢cd 60,05abcd  Hoggar 58,56 a 30,23 ab
Bousselem 67,75abc 55,01cd Bousselem 46,66 ab 36,87 a
Mean 66,8 58,502 Mean 43,944 30,818
Min 57,45 52,2 Min 26,62 21,45
Max 75,55 64,63 Max 58,56 36,87
LSD 0,05 9,779 8,154 LSD 0,05 19,65 13,6
Genotype effect HEk *kx Genotype effect *EK *E
Irrigation effect *x Irrigation effect *x

Interaction effect ns Interaction effect ns

% Differences 12,42% % Differences 29,88%

Means followed by the same latter are not significantly different at p<0.05,
*k k%% Significant at 1 and 0.1% respectively, ns: non significant.
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Bkt 8 2ll BLsSl 2l (2012/2011 5 2011/2010) eyt cntsbt Jo Blibt o Sl pia od Spis 3 Jadl

Cropping Season 2010/2011 Cropping Season 2011/2012
Traits Traits

Genotype HM STI GMP MP Genotype HM STI GMP MP
Oued Zenati 56,008¢f 0,671 54,668 54,831e Oued Zenati  23,65b 0,315b 23,83 b 24,03 ¢
Altar 61,523cd  0,87bcd 62,027bcd 62,54bcd Altar 31,39 ab 0,619 ab 32,64 ab 33,95 abc
Sooty 68,269a 1,065a 68,805a 69,352a Sooty 32,53 ab 0,623 ab 34,05 ab 35,71 abc
Polonucum 55,103f 0,758de 57,926de 58,333de Polonucum 37,71a 0,794 a 38,23 a 38,75 ab
Waha 66,705abc 0,955abc 65,227abc 65,291abc Waha 40,03 a 0,957 a 41,08 a 42,17 ab
Dukem 67,476ab  1,039ab 68,081ab 68,322ab Dukem 31,52 ab 0,551 ab 31,60 ab 31,71 bc
Mexicali 62,702bcd 0,849cd 61,477cd 61,546cd Mexicali 37,80 a 0,873 a 38,56 a 39,35 ab
Kucuk 62,094bc  0,891abcd 62,915abcd  63,749abcd  Kucuk 41,07 a 0,972 a 41,52 a 41,98 ab
Hoggar 59,392def 0,828cde 60,582cde 61,208cde Hoggar 37,78 a 0,902 a 40,81 a 44,40 a
Bousselem 60,685de  0,833cde 60,995cd 61,382cd Bousselem 40,59 a 0,922 a 41,17 a 41,77 ab
Mean 61,9957 0,8759 62,2703 62,6554 Mean 35,407 0,7528 36,349 37,382
Min 55,103 0,671 54,668 54,831 Min 23,65 0,315 23,83 24,03
Max 68,269 1,065 68,805 69,352 Max 41,07 0,972 41,52 44,4
LSD 0,05 5,495 0,175 6,323 6,511 LSD 0,05 12,25 0,45 11,77 11,89

Means followed by the same latter are not significantly different at p<0.05



Guendouz et al. / Revue Agriculture vol. 8 n°1 (2017) 74 — 87

Bled) el Olige Olos w5 Ll cxdl %2711 & oslexr Yl sas <505 (2012/2011) o) ol owsht s
35 (GMP) il 2 sY) Lo ((MP) 2l logte 12 350 e S (01 ol s Slo1 of Lol
(GMP) sl ¥l Jocgie ((MP) 5rls¥) Jogi o IS 05 oy (3 Jyodt) il St (STI) Sty Jod
Lwsie (MP) 2 ls¥) Lowsis e 5707 bl e el il 44-23 oy b (HM of HMP) st 2 lsY) Lot
Aplall gl e Ll gl ols Bl 8 g ade S onasl s (STI) Cldl Ld 25 s (GMP) waidl iy

5 e Clinl) dhesne Oliof Olsanl 3 LW agl (STI) ol Wf sge o (Talebi et al., 2009) s
505 & 5 Casgedl 3 B assasd) Sliol o Gplall WS (3 Sl sga i 13 A degadl Sliol 12 0 Ko psglh s e slazeVL

.(Fernandez, 1992) Jisdl s sle=yl a3 s o> 3530 5 oS ) B9b 3 Ul (o> 295

(FLR) &yt sl oSai¥) 50 -3-3

oS () By b e (gl 450) s 5 (agl 654 ) ehpodt darll Jsbo e 0055 & Byl Ssal) SOV Al ods JDs
sl Gl OF (bl ) LW 06 4 Jgud) amiog LS .(2012/2011 5 2011/2010 ) cruslyy cnvse JN5 5 3kl g lall

A S el st (2l ] el Byl g sedd dsll Jsb s S0 sl ASeV 03 & b e T (M 5 2 kl)

el sl I g Bg M g bl OB bl o Sl gl SV B (8 Lsee UIST

Sl Sl SOV 18 ey LS g Byl od 5 (%12.72 = slexY 54s) (2011/2010) Jo¥1 el psh) I3
2 8 JS by o HOQOAr Cavall e % 36.35 5 Bousselem cuall e % 9.46 oo b sl angll b s
el s % 10.81 cobe elpadl B gll Jsb e 3l el SOV o8 ol bl Gyl o e 3<% 21,22
Gafall (3 ok amgll Job e Syl Sl SV (i o 330, .0ued Zenati ciall e % 46.92 5 Waha
Jgasrt) (L olex)) bl g el IV o shadl Bl Job i 3l Joiall S (o3 58T 5 €% 19.35 2 iy b1 5 2l
cole gl SV 05 0 Lt JoY1 sl IV g ol g ol ey o3l sl Jsb e 3 Seiall SV ek L (4
PV o gl b 3 M Oy )l o4 LT cOued Zenati el 1t % 42.39 5 Kucuk ciall 2t % 11.05
5 = .Oued Zenati sl e % 31.32 5 Polonicum sl e % 8.75  cole cB)) amsll Jsb die sl
(Sl oler]) dplll Byl el 25,0 Bl sk s 31 Jpial) S

80



Guendouz et al. / Revue Agriculture vol. 8 n°1 (2017) 74 — 87

Gy b 2l By il f 5 (2012/2011 5 2011/2010) cyusty 1 cassht I 5By 31 5 5101 domght g wie Syl Jpal) oS o3 il .4 b

Cropping Season 2010/2011 Cropping Season 2011/2012

Traits Traits
Genotype RRed i RRed s R Blue i R Blue s Genotype R Red i RRed s R Blue i R Blue s
Oued Zenati 35,27b 46,92a 31,32a 42,39a Oued Zenati 24,1 a 22,3 bc 32,33 a 30,29 b
Altar 16,82f 32,21c 16,57d 28,79¢ Altar 21,7 bc 22,62 ab 30,58 b 28,89 b
Sooty 14,21g 27,52e 15,01e 29,34bc Sooty 13,67 g 18,4 fg 22,37 f 25,5d
Polonucum 10,21h 34,63b 8,57h 30,24b Polonucum 14,49 fg 21,03 cd 22,37 f 30,36 b
Waha 19,25e 10,81h 16,79d 13,20g Waha 15,95 e 17,6 22,83 f 26,69 c
Dukem 17,28f 17,68 11,52f 18,85f Dukem 14,96 ef 23,86 a 20,67 g 26,53 ¢
Mexicali 25,42d 26,46e 20,76¢ 21,64e Mexicali 22,53 b 19,39 ef 28,31 c 23,98 e
Kucuk 27,98c 20,47 22,15b 11,05h Kucuk 18,24 d 17,72 g 24,54 e 24,42 e
Hoggar 36,35a 29,5d 30,93a 29,41bc Hoggar 14,08 fg 20,54 de 21,16 g 30,13 b
Bousselem 9,46i 29,3d 10,03g 24,01d Bousselem 20,88 c 21,28 bcd 26,95d 31,49 a
Mean 21,22 27,54 18,36 24,99 Mean 18,06 20,47 25,21 27,93
Min 9,46 10,81 8,57 11,05 Min 13,67 17,6 20,67 23,98
Max 36,35 46,92 31,32 42,39 Max 24,10 23,86 32,33 31,49
LSD 0,05 0,697 1,096 0,705 1,004 LSD 0,05 1,14 1,54 0,73 0,92
Genotype effect %k %k k % %k %k %%k %k 3k %k %k Genotype effect %k %k k %k %k % %k %k %k %k %k %k
Irrigation effect Rk Hkk Irrigation effect Rk Rk
Interaction effect ok Hokx Interaction effect kK ok
% Differences -29,78% -36,11% % Differences -11,77% -9,73%

Means followed by the same latter are not significantly different at p<0.05, ***: Significant at 0.1%.
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.(Bacci et al., 1998) wules 5 wlas dr a3 b i 31, a5 5l ol padl

(S) iyl il o -4-3

LA ol s (S8%) w8, asssetdl lawgie e SO0 BT e W (2012/2011 5 2011/2010) cosly ) caesht J5s
U3 ) aol (D dgidrt) (gl 5 all) sadl Syl Lyins s 36 (3508) 2yl a0 %050 gk aslly ausTAl
SWsler Y g ) Ca b of Al gl Sl sge & Lyt Ll T Sl Laad)

il %56.51 ool il apsl busie o3 ol LS () b o 5 (2011/2010 ) S ol sk ID
I ag bl g ikl O bl e 434 as sl g on G4 L6 Oued Zenati caal il %40.24 5 Kucuk ewal
563.51 (ol acd comgly Sl der 2aSTAL B4 Sl wie el 5 )l Al Gl S 506 .%8.04 4 JoV1 ol
@ gl 0 %50 Spud 311 aSTA 34 ey o G il Gyl o % 54214 5 LS g Oy b e O
9%3.84 . ju5 bl 5yl g k)l

5 Oued Zenati il il %44.06  onle 23,0 a5 gseptd) lasia o3 oyl (2012/2011 ) W) ol sl IS5
e Byl B g al) bt o8 Comgl3 B bl g lall 0 Ly gl O bl 4 ells , Dukem il 3t %64.04
Gy bl 3 At e Gy B L0 G 3 Waha el el %67.76 5 Oued Zenati cavell iy %48.56
577.88 cobe and comgls JLap¥) dos STl L4 oy e el 5 3dall gl Gl gt 56 . %04.335 2 1) 5 3l
isgitd) 0 Y000 osad U ASTA B wlys G Gl )8 bl gl o % 54248 5 LS () Bk o %
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g M &y all Byl o 5 (2012/2011 5 2011/2010) cpesly 1 pesh! I &89l a5 gienddl Sl pioo b Silps .5 Judr!

Cropping Season 2010/2011

Cropping Season 2011/2012

Traits Traits

Sa % >50s Sa % >50s
Genotype Irri Sec Irri Sec Genotype Irri Sec Irri Sec
Oued Zenati 40,24d 44,51d 373,08f 356,78f Oued Zenati 44,96e 48,56e 390,08f 350,01g
Altar 51,79c¢ 58,94ab 615,05ab 593,49cb Altar 55,57c¢ 63,26ab 622,05b 596,72bc
Sooty 52,37a 55,5bc 610,63ab 594,93cb Sooty 59,28bc 56,69cd 617,63b 598,16b
Polonucum 43,19b 51,53c 524,58d 479,54e Polonucum 46,97e 55,85cd 531,58d 489,44e
Waha 51,1a 63,44a 640,59a 578,72c Waha 54,88d 67,76a 687,25a 584,29c
Dukem 53,32a 60,26ab 555,44c 515,37d Dukem 64,04a 57,64cd 562,44c 518,60d
Mexicali 51,31a 54,18bc 629,94ab 612,43ab Mexicali 57,96¢ 55,63d 636,94b 615,66a
Kucuk 56,51a 54,12bc 611,19ab 625,25a Kucuk 57,90c 60,83bcd 634,66b 628,48a
Hoggar 55,8a 57,53bc 604,97b 594,25cb Hoggar 61,31b 60,12bcd 611,97b 597,48 bc
Bousselem 56,39a 56,79bc 472,63e 470,64e Bousselem 60,17bc 61,11bc 483,96e 445,87f
Mean 51,2 55,68 563,81 542,14 Mean 56,3 58,74 577,88 542,47
Min 40,24 44,51 373,08 356,78 Min 44,96 48,56 390,08 350,01
Max 56,51 63,44 640,59 625,25 Max 64,04 67,76 687,25 628,48
LSD 0,05 3,98 4,12 21,37 16,23 LSD 0,05 2,32 5,28 25,7 13,33
Genotype Effect 3k k ok 3k k ok 3k k% 3k k ok Genotype Effect k¥ %k ok %k ok 3k k ok
Irrigation Effect Rk Rk Irrigation Effect rkx ok
% Differences 8,04% 3,84% % Differences 4,33% 6,12%

Means followed by the same latter are not significantly different at p<0.05, *** Significant at 0.1%.
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Cropping Season 2010/2011

GYi GY s CCi CCs Sai Sas >50i >50s HM STI GMP MP
R Red i -0,38 -0,21 0,19 -0,04 -0,08 -0,35 -0,08 0,00 -0,26 -0,38 -0,38 -0,37
R Red s -0,58* -0,70* -0,48* -0,77% -0,63* -0,84* -0,71* -0,63* -0,77* -0,75* -0,77* -0,76*
R Bluei -0,40 -0,27 0,19 -0,11 -0,12 -0,40 -0,13 -0,03 -0,29 -0,42 -0,42 -0,42
R Blue s -0,56* -0,40 -0,32 -0,66* -0,66* -0,67* -0,65* -0,63* -0,58* -0,56* -0,59* -0,59*

Cropping Season 2011/2012

GYi GYs CCi CCs Sai Sas >50i >50s HM STI GMP MP
RRedi -0,54* -0,52* -0,29 0,03 -0,05 -0,36 -0,60* -0,56* -0,59* -0,63* -0,60* -0,60*
RReds -0,29 -0,11 -0,46* -0,23 -0,20 -0,14 -0,26 -0,21 -0,15 -0,11 -0,20 -0,25
R Bluei -0,04 -0,26 -0,39 -0,46* -0,36 -0,08 -0,62* -0,64* -0,21 -0,21 -0,18 -0,14
R Blue s -0,46* -0,45* -0,46* -0,14 -0,48* -0,33 -0,44 -0,39 -0,46* -0,40 -0,49* -0,51*

* Significant correlation at 0.2 %

ool sl I3 B0y ekl sl s e Bl Sl SV e e Bk s Bagine DL B3 (5l 55t
iz 1) a8l a5t B e el ad) Bl @ Al Sl Liges ans (6 Jgdd)  ap bl g 2l Gl o F SIS,
(Grant, Bl Lo sl el (S5teme o lpid SIS 5 jpiasidl Jad Lgt opn A ada I3 3800 (3 Al Bl i)
sk ol Al Sl 5 55ke BYe U Bl el SV ol i ge Jleazal 5)aill (555l (g5l s OF o . 1987)
(7ot 700-400 ) a5l 2ea1 Ji2 oo Byl S9al WSV Liges . (Carter and Knapp, 2001) Lesgses of )4
Fast 700 5 7agt 550 amgli Job e IS san 35F 302 (Kmipling, 1970) 31,31 3 psasd) sl (a3l wo Ll
Fischer oi &3 ) (ol (Gitelson et al., 1994) w3 aspetd) 2t ao gzl sl aild bl S Ol
s eV Ul e o ¢ o @l S (Radiation-use efficiency)  aesi Jlossl 1l asls of ¢l (1983)

s b Aope PV e be (3 22U Bgiaall 83U e Y050-30 Ll 12 BlsYI Sstn Jo Sl ST s a3 A gt
O 3 e 1sly a3l as il Bl 5 0LV CIE 3 oelw b ¢ s als s (Sylvester-Bradley et al., 1990) 4
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(Zhang et al., 2006) sl 4
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