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Abstract

In IPGR — Sadovo are studied 26 two-row barley cultivars with different geographic origin. The results were processed with
statistical package SPSS modules with a single factor variance and cluster analysis.

It was found that explore the varieties of two-row barley show different values for crude protein content and yield. Some
of them Targhee, Vodka, Cameo, Alize, Camelia can be used to improve grain quality in different breeding programs. Klages
and Biser, which have the highest crude protein content are suitable for establishment of varieties in the breeding of barley for
feed. In combining selection for improving quantitative traits can be successfully included cultivars Alexis, Camelia, Vanesa,

Aster and Potok.
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M3xogHuaT maTtepuan e oT ocobeHa BaXKHOCT 3a
Hanpedbka B pactutenHata cenekuusd. He et al. (1989)
npoy4yBaT CbAbPXKAHWETO HA MPOTEWH N yCTaHOBSABAT
MO-BUCOKO CbabpKaHue npu obpasumTe, oTrexaaHm
B CeBepeH Kutam B cpaBHeHVE C Te3n, OTrHeXaaHun
Ha tor. Atanassov et al. (1999) oueHsiBaT pas3nuyHm
XapaKTepUCTUKKN, CBbP3aHM C Ka4eCTBOTO Ha 3bPHOTO
npu 49 ronocemeHHn 0b6pasuy oT evemuk. MNpoyyeHo e
Bb3OENCTBMETO Ha KNMMATUYHUTE (DaKTOpKM BbpXY pas-
NINYHMTE KOMMOHEHTN Ha KayecTBOTO, KaTo ce oTynTa
Bb3AENCTBMETO Ha roguHute. Obpasumte C BUCOKO
CbObpXXaHWe Ha NPOTenH ca Gy n3nons3eaHu B pas-
NNYHKU cenekumMoHHn nporpamu. Sun & Wang (1999)
n3yyaeat o6wo 6026 obpa3um rorno3bPHECT e4eMUK
C Mo-Marnka obBMBKa Ha 3bPHOTO B reHdoHAa OT eve-
MUK 3a FreHETMYHOTO pa3Hoobpaane Ha npoTerHa. Fan
et al. (2002) cvobLiaBar 3a 8 copTa e4eMUK CbC Chb-
ObpXaHue Ha NpoTenH, No-Bucoko ot 12%. CyposuaTt
NPOTENH TEXHOSMOMMYHO € OT 3HadYeHune npu obpaboT-
KaTa Ha OBYpPeLoHWs e4eMUK OO Many B npoueca Ha
depmMeHTaums, npyu obpasyBaHETO Ha MNsiHA, BKYCbT U
cTabunHocTtTa Ha bupara. lNpuema ce, Ye CbabpKaHU-
€TO Ha CypOB MPOTEUH B MMBOBAPHUSA e4eMUK TpsibBa
Aa 6vae okono 9 — 11%. Cnopep LiSkova et al. (2011)
MO-BMCOKOTO CbhAbpXKaHWe Ha CypOB MPOTEUH Hamarns-
Ba CbObpXaHWETO Ha ckopbsnara u ekcTpakTta, a oT
Apyra cTpaHa MHOTO HUCKOTO CbAbpXaHWe Ha CypoB
NpOTEeVH BOLLIABA BKyCOBUTE KavyecTBa Ha bupara.
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Llenta Ha u3cnepaHeTo Gelle Oa ce Hanpasu
OLIEHKa Ha reHeTMYHOTO pasHoobpasune npu 26 copTa
[ABYPELEH e4eMVK MO CbAbPXKaHNETO Ha CypoB NpoTe-
MH B 3bpHOTO 1 aobue (kg/da) c ornea 6vaewa yno-
Tpeba B pasnuyHn CerneKkuMoHHN nporpamMu.

MATEPWAN U METOOU

Mpe3 nepuoga 2008 — 2010 r. B8 PP — Capgoso
Osixa npoy4veHn 26 copTa ABYpeOeH e4eMUK C pasnu-
YyeH reorpadpckm npomaxog. Konekuusita ce cbCtou: ot
9 copta ¢ npousxod oT bvnrapus, 5 ot Nepmanus, 4
oT ®paHums, 3 oT BennkobputaHus, 2 ot XonaHaus
n 3 ot CALL. OTtyeTeH e AOOMBLT NO MOBTOPEHUS, a
3a onpegensiHe CbAbpXKaHNETO Ha NPOTENHA B 3bPHO-
TO € u3nonasaH metoga Ha Kenpgan. Pesyntatute ot
HanpaBeHOTO Npoy4YBaHe ca 06paboTeHn CbC cTaTuc-
Tudeckmsa naket SPSS ¢ mogynute 3a eaHogakTopeH
OVCMEPCUOHEH M KITbCTEPEH aHanms.

OndepeHumMpaHeTo Ha COPTOBETE B CbOTBETCTBME
C reorpadyckuTe panoHn Bb3 OCHOBa Ha arpomopdo-
NorM4yHUTE N BUOXMMUYHUTE OCOBEHOCTN € OT Chb-
LLIECTBEHO 3Ha4YeHne He camo 3a M3MNon3BaHe, HO 1 3a
Bb3MOXHO pa3bupaHe Ha panoHunTe Ha pasHoobpasme
(Vavilov, 1997). CbobwiaBa ce, 4e obpasuute oT pas-
NMYHUTE reorpadpckn obnactn Ha BUOOBETE KynTypu
nmomMaraT 3a CUrypHOCTTa Ha onasBaHe Ha ajanTupaHu
reHkomnnekcn (Brown, 1978; Frankel, 1984; Frankel
et al., 1995).



Tabnuua 1. CpaBHUTENHA OUEHKa No MeToda Ha Duncan Ha cbabpXXaHNETO Ha CcypoB npoTeunH (%) n gobuea (kg/da)

(2008 — 20101.)

Table 1. Comparative evaluation of the method of Duncan crude protein content (%) and yield (kg/da) (2008 — 2010)

Mpynu Mpouaxon Ne CoptoBe Hobus, kg/da CypoB npoTeuH, %
Bbnrapus 1 O63op 584,00 abed 11,94 abede
Bbnrapus 2 EmoH 583,33 abed 12,52 abcde
Bbnrapus 4 KopTeH 586,33 abed 12,37 abcde

: lepmaHus 10 | Fink 577,00 2bcd 13,51 abc
BenukobputaHus 19 | Cameo 606,00 2> 10,13 d
CALL 24 | Klages 595,33 abd 13,952
Bwnrapus 3 | Actep 665,33 @ 11,99 abode
Bvnrapus 7 | MNotok 670,00 @ 11,17 abode
®paHums 18 | Clarine 654,66 2°° 10,55 cde
! lepmaHus 11 | Vanesa 681,33 & 11,76 abcde
DdpaHums 14 | Camelia 685,66 9,98 ¢
lepmaHus 13 | Alexis 697,00 2 11,99 abode
Bwnrapus 5 | MepyH 633,00 @ 10,92 bode
XonaHansa 22 | Osaka 634,66 2 10,84 bode
i Bwnrapus 9 | Kpamu 629,66 2 13,02 abed
®paHums 16 | Flika 631,00 abed 11,89 abed
BenvkobputaHus 20 | Parfum 619,33 abed 11,50 abede
Bbnrapus 6 Kackagbop 540,33 bed 11,22 bode
v dpaHuus 15 | Alize 538,66 b<d 10,27 d
Bwnrapus 8 | Bucep 535,00 bed 13,722
lepmaHus 12 | Cervieres 563,33 @b 11,34 abcde
XonaHaus 23 | Ragtime 565,33 abcd 11,47 abede
v ®paHuus 17 | Vodka 570,00 3bcd 9,98 ¢
BenvkobputaHus 21 | Cork 555,66 abed 11,41 abede
CALL 25 | Centennial 495,00 ¢ 11,92 abcde
v CALL 26 | Targhee 503,33 9,68 ¢
(o = 0,05).

PE3YNTATU U OBCBHXXOAHE

B Tabn. 1 ca npegcraBeHu pesynTtaTuTe 3a Cbabp-
XaHneTo Ha cypoB npoTeunH (%) n gobusa oT gekap.
OT HanpaBeHust aHanu3 no metoga Ha Duncan, cpen-
HO 3a Mpoy4BaHUSA MepPUoAd, Ce BWKAA, Ye [OoKa3aHo
C Han-HUCKO CbAbpXKaHWe Ha CypoB MPOTEWH ca Cop-
ToBeTe Targhee (CALL), Vodka (PpaHuuga), Camelia
(PpaHums), Cameo (Benukobputanus), Alize (Ppan-
ums). C Ham BUCOKO CbAbpXaHuWe Ha CypoB MPOTEVH

ce otnnyasart Klages (CALL) n Bucep (Bbnrapus), Fink
(Ffepmanus) n Kpamu (Bbnrapus). C Hali-BUCOK foOUB
C HepokasaHu pasnuku ca coptoseTe Alexis (lepma-
Hus), Camelia (PpaHums), Vanesa (Ffepmanus), MNMoTok
(Bwvnrapwus), Actep (Bwnrapus) u Clarine (®PpaHuus).
Ot genporpamara (cur. 1) nony4eHa ot KnbCTep-
HWS aHanus, SICHO Nn4u, Ye uscnegBaHuTe copToBe
evyeMuk popmMmumpart neT knbcrepa. B Tabn. 1 coptoBeTe
eyeMuK ca NMpPeacTaBeHu Mo rpynu, NofyYeHn oT Kibe-



Dendrograem using Average Linkage

[Between Groups)

Fescaled Distance Cluster Combine
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Label Num 4--——————- - - ——————— = +
OBsop 1 —
Emon —
Kopren 4 —
Fink 10
Cameo 19 —
Klages 4 —
Kacragreop ] —
1 ilize 15 1
Emcep ] —
Cerwvieres 1z —
Ragt ime 23 —
Wodka 17
Cork 21 —
Centennial Z5
Targhee Zh J
MepvH 5 —
Ozaka 2z —
KEparm =]
Flika 1le —
Parfum 20 —
Aorep 3 —
MoTor 7
Clarine 13 —
Vanesa 11 —
Camelia 14
hlexi=s 13 —

Que. 1. [JeHdoepama Ha pe3ynmamume om KITbCMEPHUS aHau3

Fig. 1. Dendograma the results of cluster analysis

TepHust aHanun3. OCHOBHUSIT Noka3aTern, No KONTOo € 13-
BbpLUEHa KbCcTepusauusita Ha uscnegsaHuTe copTo-
BE eyeMuK, e [obuebT. CopTOBETE C HaM-BMCOK JOOUB
ce obeguHsaeat B eauH knbeTep (Il), B kKOMTO ca BKIto-
YeHu OBa mecTHu copta (Actep u lNoTok), ABa dpeH-
cku copta (Clarine n Camelia) n asa Hemcku (Vanesa n
Alexis). CopToBeTe e4eMuK OT Ta3u rpyna ca ¢ Hanm-Hu-
CKOTO CbAbpXaHue Ha cypoB npoTevH. Cnegpallata
rpyna coptoge (lll) ¢ Har-BMCOK AOOMB 1 HUCKO CbObp-
XaHune Ha npoteuH, obegnHaBa ABa MecTHu — [epyH
n Kpamu, xonanackus — Osaka, dpeHckust — Flika un
copta Parfum ot BenukobpuTtaHus.

3AKINOYEHUE

MpoyyeHuTe copToBe ABYPEOEH €4eMVK MoKassar
Pa3nnYHN CTOMHOCTY 3a CbAbpXKaHWe Ha CypOB NPOTEUH
n gobus. Yact ot Tax — Targhee, Vodka, Cameo, Alize,
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Camelia morat ga 6baar n3nonseaHu 3a nogobpsisaHe
Ka4yeCTBOTO Ha 3bpPHOTO B Pa3NUYHN CEMEKLMOHHM Mpo-
rpamun. Klages n bucep, Kouto ca ¢ Ha-BUCOKO Cbabp-
XKaHve Ha CypoB MPOTEWH, Ca NOOXOAsLM 3a Cb3faBa-
HETO Ha COPTOBE B Cenekumsata Ha edyeMuK 3a dpypax.
B kombuHatuBHa cenekumst 3a nogobpsiBaHe Ha Komu-
YECTBEHM NPU3HALM YCMELLHO MoraT Aa 6baaT BKIYeH
coptoBeTe Alexis, Camelia, Vanesa, Actep u NoTok.
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