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Analysis of ecotype x location interaction in cold-region alfalfa ecotypes

Tedie e 5 Obkde e s

ol

(V)10 .00yl (15 pode Adomo (g s jov GbLis azmi gy Slas S 55 O (i ST Jliza S| o 5 45 520 ITFAY pAE0 . £ 9.8 .0 - cOb M0
RYSEARY-

133 1WAL-AY Sl Jlu (b habo3T i 5Khos (S5l ot 9 (S yauid g 3blo 46599 5 3 S 9T iy 5 sobain &
3800l 8 [l &) 515G A b (BOL ol S gl & ob LB 35 doxigy i g8 1 1Y 3l o8kl b (8 559Les”™ Dilhdons ol
SLd 1 oy 25 (Sl (0 =0 Bliite Sl 1 9 2y qamr (131 S 1 plgd 4 325) (AMMID) (ol 395 31 93y ool
O yShos wlwl g W89 I (Jxo OlCo x i 981 Jlie (S 1 ool Cawd 4 S yolwl .ol olikul OlCo xui g8 Jolito
Blio §1 Ole o Eoazmo 3 o33 WYY Jol Lol 4ifae 90 obs™ L5 51 wlul 9 w033 0/1 ol Lol ddlbo 98 (eKis 4dgle
AMMI (5510al slocio dmwlbxe Cymicxod 9 95 Lol 4il5e Plio 30 Jol Lol dilgo maw 5 b . 57 cymaid 1) Olox i 9571
Wit ddale 8 mKlos (uSlae wlul 9 9 039 Il (B g8l (i Bgle & Khos wlul &5 A _askie (ASV)
G 25210l TLET 0.8 CuigF 1 35 g S 5 iablo 1) U5 3,Khes (3 5V Ol 2 lgog G s Slb oS!
9 FYL 5 Shor Ly Sl g8 1 .omb1S 15 4 gy ELE 51 cpSiln o33 sy SLAT 9571 3 lo3T 3590 SO plod (51
(G QLB (S5 3 8 Pl 0 Ul lge g | (AT sgb 4 NS F (el SO & diliio & ST oIl
Ao § T (595 ¢ Olghol Gbbo )0 (SLAIS uigsl g i ddgle O o (1Slo (2 b Olen § OIQLLT 7
ARSI [y G99 £ g3 5V

Axigs 9 ddgle & Whos AMMI 4 155 > Ko (Slnly gy EL 1 1 g™ (SdoSlg

Ll o s 5 U g 5 ol Dlidon Ao e V4 =V Y-ANAY o)l Sl - b 51 7 petens dlis o WAYNNA s )b WWRVANVIZIL 55 )b
(04S” 43180) (01 DB Mol 5 Sl ke pazl 52) )y 5 U s 5 ol Doliions s o i3 (250 =)
(alimofidian@yahoo.com :¢ 5 S c)

)-’l{)JL@J‘\:@J}Cyw\ Olddss w}a)\{:\;wl—"

YA


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-66-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-01-02 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7 ]

IWAY Ol oY ojled s 5l o 01zl (ol p ke alans”

S 85 auarb ¢l (Pattern analysis) .5 g5
ol 0 o3lital 5 Ladarsws U T flize 31 ki
sla i3T5l o> sLa osls g5 (Tai, 1979)
ol 51 gl ol b (65531 eSG 51 Jaes ki
ol 8 6 S obile Sl &S 5 Lomax (3 555
Lo sl gla Sl os LS5 (Noise)
seops ladas jo Lo ) peds JoB 2S5 4
JB 25 Feotn BB 2 el (Noise) odile SL
e |

NN SPURISES P W TSN
Sl el laad jo am g 2 5 byl 4 2
5 ke glab e 53 pLs ) &85 sl
Jolize 15 Lo 5 95 ol sla il 5,557
S 0 g S5 s 25 gy e 4yl LT
s podsle (o Gla 5551 6, LS 55
OS 55" 5 5 L 5 48 035 DL a2 2
O gmiSds g 5 Aud (Yates and Cochran, 1956)
J—1y 5 & Ls il 5 (Finlay and Wilkinson,1963)
oS5 5 5 % (Eberhart and Russell, 1966)
S 3l 5 ol 3 Jlm ol b el 0> S
O el S S s Bl gy ol eell OLs b
b g b b STy e Ol s e
G55 el Sl Jlae e j1 Lo e Loos
o La U i e Sels o 2V 5 o
3,5 o) Lal (s 55 oS0ke) atly oiin 4 Jaoms
.(Basford and Cooper, 1998)
ok 53 (3555 Shee uillg 4 2 o
ol Sl i e 65LT Jute oSG 51 Calibes
s ol o3 e Sl s s o oslitel Lame 5 L5 55
585 Julae PS030l ae b 03 Hls S
05037 ool a5 3,8 o 513 03057 5550 Las
ol 33 sl e BLST s Gl el S
Aol b lbacss) gobbe Sd by,

o el Sl se 4 a2 1o 58 el sy Jolie

YAY

4oNao

3 ALS Sl b o Spe Sl a5 L
S35 Ll Gl 0LalS 55 o sae (58510
B 55 e 1 551l o
g 85 pU ) el (sl By p 5 e
Kempton, 1984; Basford and Cooper, ) 535 s
SLn 53 o s Lo X 3 55 i 311998
035 falS sl g wlS ) 553 5 o 055
¢S 55 !, .(Chapman et al, 1997) JJJ?LSA u‘“i)f
(x5 85 Julite Sl Caliee glaai 4
(el (699 0 0 puiin L LS)LaTLSLAU'Z)))" o3l
Spsmo o Lakoos b 55 28Ty 5 ey 15
Aske o it ST ()LT (sla By 55 Sl 6 it L
i g 5 o(Lin et al., 1986) Laoes il s
Francis and Kannenberg, ) <$ Sl S 5 sl 3
o-lols «(Wrick, 1962) ¢S, V155511978
35S 5 Ogmm 8 5 <o b 5 (Shukla, 1972) WS 45
el sl s e ((Perkins and Jinks, 1968) S
Gl e L 6 alne 3 b 51 2S5 ol
):%jsjé.i_ic,_w\ﬁwoﬁ_:&)suﬁnbow
e iy ;05 o) 53 5 M0l Olye & oy oS5
Sl 425 55 g sbse (pl 4 555 wtla HIALL
S5 Sla sy el iy slas 515 Shes

.(Mofidian et al., 2009) ol sl odalins o ke
55 B S hs 0 e i Slaw 2
L las ¢S5 3 Jaes dig 53 0T 3 Sas dlax |
.(Finlay and Wilkinson,1963) >33 . (oo 55 (Sehns
23 Py g 53 0 —ie A sl )
e Il Ol g an Ll 0l oslanl UL C}Mé‘
oy, S (gl glai = 4 o I (Lin, 1982)
S pseial e ek s lacis)
ssbie 4 ol add 3o 4 4 > 5l (Perkins, 1972)
o e X 85 Juline Sl Cale cal s

PS5 55 a2 5 s Jole 4 4 i S bless 8


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-66-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-01-02 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7 ]

O % ST e o 5 "

e ol lalasws o olastl )8 5L
SoLSSl (Zobel et al, 1988) 35,8 s
LAMMI 55, s lin 6l (Annicchiarico, 1997)
PV s 53 G515 sty 5 O g S5 Sla b
el OV 5 slac 55 50 baoax 55 bl
3,5 o3l W AMMI Jus 53 el 95 51 oy3 5 0L
Aol Kby aSsy D[ TG Jsl il
Gin 5 ¢! N ad je 05y Jldie hy OT 53 5 Sl ol )
GHas 5o (e pos ol 5 ol B30k ol
Lb patia Culg 53 Jlie ST ol ad 3e sl
oS 33 O g S 5 Jdis 4 s AMMI Jis 457
3 et el ikde O 55 olie sl |
S 24| S5 D AMMI e sl 55 s
25=3Y 9 JeS 513 QL IPCH amy o (6 iy
Ladlu sluss u;"i‘}é‘ (Campbell and Lafever, 1977)
o S S 55 ilols (Bl el a8 s 1,
bl e 3 diadls 55 b OGS sl il 3
455 5" oLy (Liang and Walter, 1966) =15 5 <SGL
Slesoiss dlw dw Ode sl S 95 Sl &
DAL e il o il 58l La 0L sl oS
St oo laS $5 lioly (Bl sl o g
ol 51 o 5 Soa U b iasy
FLis ) 5 oS abyle s Shas gl 086 x5 ST
3,8hee oSS 30 Sl o e Ol 4 4
D30 S o3 o GoLs ami gy Sla5 ST b e

s g

b 95 9 3lge
bl 5y I S el s lasT ol
SlacS b 7 b B 55 48 3 a6 e
b Sk oS W3 5185w b B3l JulS
bl 5105 SU5ol s, 50 ZWAF-AY gladle
o315 0L ST U 5 LT 3550 slacs ST
2 e (Y i) Sl claolaus! .ol o

YAY

o3l wl b e g 585 Jolane 51 ool s
Lol =1 gy ol edas JS S .l ol
Al s 95 pdy e Aol gla
el b e X5 53 b i
(Kempton, 1984) { 52.S” .(Zobel and Gauch,1996)
1 — (Zobel and Gauch,1996) =+ § 5 |55 5
5 (Glsls 4 2) s par Joe 93,2 51 (5,5 0 4
bl ol syl o (ol slaad 50) 1dy o2
[Additive Main Effects and Multiplicative @i 23]
el sl ji CBJ Jds U Interaction (AMMI)]
D S L gy o b i Sl e
oSl e Jue 1 B B, il 5 iy
pLosil J e w35l 4 5 (AMMIO 5LS 1) 555
i po i U oSS Oles o0 3050 ple 53l ok
s ol 534S 3 sad 6l Jis s |y o
03 355 a odliwl AMMIL, .., AMMIN (glasls
b 5 55 e ol sl S AMMI S
N Hs s on 5557 il s 4 gl ealizal |
b SO Gl a5 Sogline 2871y oS T
325 pidy ot ol 1Ll s e
s Lo 5 ol o a3l (Wl sl 4 2
Jmlies 1o ool glaadd o o eslinal Ly
AlodiS aer g ol glaad jo 4 Lomex 3 55
33,8 o ¢SS5 (Noise) odsladly luie 5 Joline
Sl sl 1 a5 Jis (Crossa, et al, 1990)
SR AMMD oo s Jolie 515 2 A aesr
S 5 SLa s s el 5 4 25 53 (S 55 sl
slacs) okl L) mnl e i 55
5 eslizal L 0l 5 oo (Biplot) Oy sl 535 s Ladams
G i h Lag 85 o e ( Fla slds
el 2 35 5n ladae 4 i 5 K0S
bloul 5 b sl 4o (Yan and Rajcan, 2002) 5 S
b e X5 e STy 53 s

\_!&l_ﬁg:,_;y)u\_«wﬁljb‘,_&wrﬁ‘ﬂ


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7
http://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-66-fa.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2026-01-02 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1392.15.2.7.7 ]

IWAY Ol oY ojled s 5l o 01zl (ol p ke alans”

23 0t Sty (gla o S sk ¢ saree 5
FLs el s ol 3T Jlo o (612 OSG
FLi ) oSile o) gus o A bl Ole 3 6
Ao S S S e s (el Bl 2y
S, B ) Al aw S e il )l 4 I
Joole Olse 4 dle (58,8 i 53 L 0l 53 0d s 5
5 dle ol e Ol e 4 G ST A a2 3
L S 15 Jde )3 (3ol e &) ey O
sl —lia T Ol s a4
S 2 6l Vb ol 55 s b o ST s
L (o s 5)8500) ala3T 5550 SO
Sl 3l (gt gmas (58 5L Gl S 51
X ST o il LB js adlets o (glaesls dlu 4w

A ol 1S

L o g 535S S 53 BbLe s 0
L:&S.:ﬁ@,ruwu:iuﬂ%j,ac}w
S slacde s SBT Lo ke fud 5l bl Slkes
b 8 Oy g aibie a s SlilesT O e pilas
R 03 3 5m 48 e 3t )l e gl
AN sl byl slgsl sl 5l e oS Ol b
5, Ses s g0 oDl 5 Cosls 4 e (adl>
QLS 53 o5) s Al a0 & ST s 5 dbsle
Ls 55 3l p e e S0 I iapad S 0313 e
Sl b s 5 e el S O ST pp L
Q:\dedl_wa\_q-)a\/bLgLa:L;C);T);}C,.&bJ.:
ol St 4 gad b o il el VY ol
s e 3 Shoe 0T jloslial b 5 035 055
ol s alos (LSS 5 5) e s )

il 25 s Glacd ST Lie 5 ol dS -V gt

Tablel. Code, name and the origin of alfalfa ecotypes
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Table 2. Description and meteorological information of experimental sites during 2005-2008 (http://www.weather.ir)

A o s
Geoghraphical position

eolsl g Sledb!

Meteorological data

Ui db Ll e sl s Sl bs Sl LR o gy

code &« Location R Longitude Latitude Height (m) Max. Tem."C Min. Tem.’C Rainfall (mm) RH (%)

L.1 Arak S, 49°46° E 34° 06 N 1708 20.7 7.0 342 46

L2 Esfahan Olael  51°40°E 32°37'N 1550 234 9.1 123 40

L3 Tabriz s 46° 17 E 38°05'N 1361 18.0 6.9 289 54

L4 Khoramabad WTe= 4817 E 33°26°N 1148 25.2 9.1 509 46

| Khoy s  44°S8°E 38°33"N 1103 18.5 5.4 293 59

L.6 Zanjan oy  48°29°E 36°41'N 1663 18.0 4.0 313 54

L.7 Sanandaj s 47°01'E 35°20°'N 1373 21.4 5.5 458 47

L8 Shahrekord sS ¢s 50°51°E 32°17°'N 2049 20.2 34 322 46

L9 Karaj S  50°54"E 35°55'N 1312 21.2 8.7 244 47

L.10 Golpaigan o0& 50°17°E 33°28"N 1870 20.5 7.9 273.7 38

L.11 Mashad deie  S59°38E 36° 16" N 999 21.1 7.1 255 55

L.12 Neishabour selis S58°48°E 36° 16" N 1213 21.8 6.7 240 49

L.13 Hamedan Sdes  51°51°E 32°31'N 1550 19.2 33 318 53

w gy oS SV 65 gl sl 5 St ke 5 Shas 6l AMMI Jube i)l 4 525 s Y dsder
Table 3. Analysis of variance for dry forage yield and plant height by AMMI model in 17 alfalfa ecotypes.
Slas o g poze Sla o SSLe IS Sl e fgomn 0 i A S W flie 14 Sl o
S.0.V ek molie o3 a5 (SS) (MS) P. Value TSS(%) (LocationxEcotype) (%)
d.f St 4 le Sy $lis ) S 4 le Sy #lis) St 4 le &y gl S &b gle Sy plis ) St 4 le Sy plis)
Dry forage Plant height Dry forage Plant height Dry forage Plant height Dry forage Plant height Dry forage Plant height

Ecotype ST 16 37.20 281.55 2.32 17.60 0.369 0.068 0.6 1.2
Location o 12 5125.23 20579.3 427.1 1714.9 0.000 0.000 89 89.1
Interactions Jlize sl 50 192 594.82 2229.77 3.10 11.61 0.001 0.002 10.3 9.6
IPCA1 Jsl s 4l o 27 263.68 1142.88 9.77 42.33 0.000 0.000 443 51.2
IPCA2 P35 sz adlje 25 126.99 369.32 5.08 14.77 0.000 0.000 21.3 16.5
IPCA3 py s 4l 3o 23 55.63 214.18 242 9.31 0.014 0.004 9.3 9.6
IPCA4 ol o 4ilse 21 39.92 192.37 1.90 9.16 0.047 0.000 6.7 8.6
Residuals o bilasl, 96 108.60 311.03
Total s 220 5757.25 23090.6
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Table 4. Mean, principal components, AMMI stability value, C.V. and superiority measure of dry forage yield and plant height for 17 alfalfa ecotypes.
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Dry forage yield «Sis 4 le 5 Shae Plant height <, ¢ls )l
Sl Hlde Sl e
<5 oSl el epadils AMML s e ke oSl Dladpe e e, AMMIE D Cisce o Ginobe
Ecotype Mean IPCA1 IPCA2 ASV CVien Superiority Mean IPCA1 IPCA2 ASV CVi Superiority

1 16.97 -0.103 0.423- 0.475 31.8 11.01 69.81 1.485- 0.341- 4.611 17.4 23.45
2 17.21 0.122 0.818- 0.857 27.5 11.02 69.95 0.603- 0.294- 1.891 16.8 20.83
3 18.03 -3.643 0.302 7.572 51.7 4.37 70.59 0.630- 0.315- 1.975 16.4 15.93
4 17.15 0.351 0.299- 0.789 29.9 11.21 70.35 0.898 0.260- 2.794 15.0 16.56
5 17.18 -0.182 0.845- 0.927 28.9 9.7 70.86 0.244- 1.678- 1.841 14.6 13.61
6 17.32 -0.006 0.761 0.761 32.1 10.03 73.26 0.227- 0.982- 1.208 15.9 6.32
7 16.7 0.881 1.787 2.558 353 14.75 69.78 1.329 1.758 4.473 15.6 23.56
8 17.34 0.358 0.238- 0.781 28.8 11.28 70.48 0.651- 0.858 2.192 15.0 17.61
9 17.35 0.491 0.942- 1.388 29.0 11.47 68.29 1.647 1.612 5.346 16.5 35.75
10 16.96 -0.490 0.695 1.234 29.4 10.07 70.29 0.194 0.149- 0.621 14.9 16.67
11 16.76 0.721 0.564- 1.601 30.1 13.57 68.53 2.256- 1.124 7.071 17.7 34.9
12 17.31 0.390 0.687- 1.063 27.4 11.64 69.62 0.397- 0.578- 1.359 14.2 21.51
13 16.75 -0.195 0.19 0.449 28.9 11.6 69.04 1.529- 0.437- 4.754 16.5 25.26
14 17.67 0.444 1.332 1.621 36.6 9.96 71.03 0.461- 1.197 1.863 15.7 15.16
15 16.97 0.424 0.132 0.891 30.5 12.57 71.1 0.577- 1.698- 2.466 15.1 13.57
16 17.9 0.538 0.710 1.326 34.7 9.75 70.79 0.423 1.208 1.783 15.6 15.97
17 18.01 -0.101 1.093- 1.114 30.1 8.07 71.38 4.082 1.021- 12.673 18.5 25.14
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Table 5. Four superior alfalfa ecotypes in each tested location by AMMI model for dry forage yield and plant height

Dry forage yield S @ le s Shae Plant height <, sy )
o o N L S T LY TEIS= S L B SV oo Bl oSl pmodS) ey oS
Location Score 1" Eco. Eco. 2th Eco. 3th Eco. 4" Score Ist Eco. Eco. 2th Eco. 3th Eco. 4"
L1 -3.7716 3 10 17 5 -2.0907 17 6 5 4
L2 0.9901 7 14 16 6 0.0952 6 14 16 8
L3 0.3025 17 9 12 2 0.626 6 14 8 16
L4 0.2406 14 7 16 6 -0.8062 7 16 14 9
L5 0.2179 17 9 12 2 0.4775 6 15 14 3
L6 0.1768 17 9 2 12 4.8361 11 1 13 15
L7 0.1291 17 16 14 3 -0.4663 17 6 5 15
L8 0.4242 17 9 16 12 -0.8747 17 6 5 15
L9 -0.1612 3 16 14 17 -0.0247 6 15 17 5
L10 0.2161 17 9 12 2 -1.9088 17 6 5 4
L1l 0.4528 14 16 7 6 0.2376 6 14 16 8
L12 0.2825 14 16 7 6 0.1509 14 16 7 6
L13 0.5003 17 9 16 12 -0.2518 14 16 7 6
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Analysis of ecotype x location interaction in cold-region alfalfa ecotypes
Mofidian S. M. A.'and A. Moghaddam’

ABSTRACT

Mofidian S. M. A. and A. Moghaddam. 2013. Analysis of ecotype X location interaction in cold-region alfalfa ecotypes.

Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 15(2):181 - 195. (In Persian).

To study the yield stability and to select superior cold-region alfalfa ecotypes, this study was conducted with
17 ecotypes at 13 research stations in 2005-2008 growing seasons. For each location, a randomized complete
block design with three replications was used. For further analysis and undesrtanding an AMMI analysis
(additive main effects and the multiplicative interaction effects) was employed. The ecotype Xlocation
interaction was significant. Based on dry forage yield (65.6%) and plant height (67.7%) of the sum of squares of
ecotypexlocation interaction were explained by the first two interaction principal components. Biplot of the two
first principal components and AMMI stability value on 17 ecotypes and 13 locations showed that Sadaghian
ecotype was the most stable ecotype and Malekandi and Mohajeran had the highest dry forage yield. For plant
height, Gharehaghaj ecotype was the most stable and Galebani had the tallest plant height. Ecotypes with high

and stable dry forage yield were identified in each location.

Key Words: Alfalfa, AMMI analysis, Forage yield, Forage yield stability and Plant height.
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