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littodustion latariale and Nathads
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wheat is grown (Acevedo, 1991). exp. |1 200506 exp. Il: 200607

* This implies a belief that bread wheat would be erghelding in relatively good environments, whilst exp. 1) in the Mediterranean
durum wheat would be better adapted to relativelyeleyielding conditions (LopeZast@ieda and | |ocation of Agramunt (Catalonia,

Richards, 1994). NE Spain). In farmers fields
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DW/BW biomass at anthesis DW/BW post-anthesis biomass

(as well as the area under thepoth wheats in NDVI after anthesis
curve of NDVI vs post-anthesis explained a significant proportion

time; not shown here) showed aof the variation in the ratio of post-
similar pattern to those of post- anthesis growth

anthesis growth and yield

Therefore, there was no relationshiph contrast their differences In
between the differences In yielgost-anthesis growth explained a
between these wheats and thelarge proportion of their
differences In biomass at anthesis differences in yield.
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