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Evaluation of adaptability and seed yield stability of soybean
(Glycine max L. Merril) promising lines using GGE biplot analysis
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Table 1. Climate parameters of experiment locations
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Parameters o, Karaj Gorgan Moghan  Khorramabad
Altitude (m) bys b Slpl,l 1321 155 45 1155
Latitude bl se  3549°N  36.83°N  39.30°N 33.26 °N
Longitude gLl r J b 51.06 °E 54.48°E  47.20 °E 48.17°E
Total Rainfall (mm) sl St oS 240 700 300 499
Average Temp (°C) (max)  Ls ST 55ks 28 23 34 25.3
Average Temp (°C) (min) s fla= Sl 1 12 -0.7 9.1
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Table 2. Mean grain yield (kg.ha) of soybean pure lines in the experimental environments and total mean

] AT Ol &5
Karaj Khoramabad Moghan Gorgan
AFAY Arar aray  gvay Y WAF YRy ey
Y awlid ot 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 St
Row  Code Pedigree (E1) (E2) (E3) (E4) (E5) (E6) (E7) (E8) Mean

1 Gl L3 (HachestonxL16) 3603 2177 1643 2691 2239 1922 1195 1535 2126

2 G2 L9 (HachestonxL16) 3786 2109 2031 2836 2233 2180 1661 1840 2334

3 G3 L8 (HachestonxL16) 4086 1990 2482 3069 2540 2117 1079 1302 2333

4 G4 L2 (LianaxL32) 5000 2490 2172 2914 2193 1908 1632 2015 2540

5 G5 L13 (HachestonxL16) 4511 2880 2242 2925 1771 2481 1637 2115 2570

6 G6 L16 HachestonxL16) 4844 2822 2099 2839 2224 2010 1571 2121 2566

7 G7 L17 (HachestonxL16) 4571 3363 1745 2627 2266 2198 1644 2167 2573

8 G8 L3 (LianaxL32) 4254 2560 2969 3361 2516 1960 1213 2074 2613

9 G9 L2 (KotamanxKitamishiro) 3513 2821 1862 2728 2327 3172 1012 1820 2407
10 G10 L3 (Stressland x NMSB) 4417 2740 1396 2574 2536 2539 1525 2359 2510
11 G11 L5 (Stressland x NMSB) 4374 2302 2096 2838 1761 2525 1415 1835 2393
12 G12 L6 (Stressland x NMSB) 4599 2278 1947 2733 1590 2570 1329 1730 2347
13 G13 L8 (Stressland x NMSB) 3948 2780 1805 2788 2560 2137 1323 2320 2457
14  Gl4 L1 (Spry xNemaha) 4047 2640 1844 2780 2228 2370 992 2105 2376
15 G15 L13 (ChalestonxMostang) 3981 2531 1776 2802 2586 2588 1217 2360 2480
16 G16 L12 (ChalestonxMostang) 4225 3483 2255 2933 2349 2457 1725 2575 2750
17 G17 L85-3059 (Aline) 4190 3045 2664 3178 2375 2080 1332 2753 2702
18 G18 LS (M50 x Williams) 4161 3036 2151 2996 2403 2657 1103 1785 2536
19 G19 LS (Columbus x Williams) 3912 2407 1794 2688 1617 2328 938 1580 2158
20 G20 Williams (Check) 3891 2626 1940 2994 2037 2332 1426 1555 2350
Mean KL 4196 2654 2046 2865 2217 2488 1348 1997 2456
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Fig. 1. GGE biplot polygon based on the performance of soybean purelines in four experimental environments

58% of GGE variance was explained by PC1 (35%) and PC2 (23%) components
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Evaluation of adaptability and seed yield stability of soybean (Glycine max L.
Merril) promising lines using GGE biplot analysis

Babaei, H. R.., N. Razmi?, S. Raeisi® and H. Sabzi*

ABSTRACT
Babaei, H. R., N. Razmi, S. Raeisi and H. Sabzi. 2020. Evaluation of adaptability and seed yield stability of soybean

(Glycine max L. Merril) promising lines using GGE biplot analysis. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 22(2): 183-197.

(In Persian).

Selection of adapted genotypes with high seed yield and yield stability is the goal of soybean breeding
programs. To evaluate the adaptability and seed yield stability of soybean promising lines, 19 promising lines
and cv. Williams as check were evaluated using randomized complete block design with four replications in four
locations: Karaj, Gorgan, Moghan and Khoramabad in Iran during two growing seasons (2013 and 2014). GGE
biplot analysis was employed to evaluate the adaptability and seed yield stability. Combined analysis of variance
showed thatyear, location, genotype, year x location, year x genotype, location x genotype and genotype x
location x year interaction effects were significant on studied traits. The contribution of year, location and
genotype variance to total variance was 0.01, 0.60 and 0.02, respectively, indicating considerable contribution of
location variance. The first two components of PC1 and PC2 explained overall 58% of total observed variation
of genotype and genotype x environment (G + GE). In this study, three mega-environments were identified. The
first mega-environment included: E2 (Karaj 2014), E5 (Moghan 2013) and E8 (Gorgan 2014) and G16 was the
superior genotype in this mega-environment. The second mega-environment included: E3 (Khorramabad 2013)
and E4 (Khorramabad 2014) and G8 was the superior genotype in this mega-environment. Third mega-
environment consisted: E1 (Karaj 2013) and E7 (Gorgan 2013) and G17 was the superior genotype in this mega-
environment. Biplot analysis showed that genotypes: G17 (L85-3059) with 2702 kg.ha' and G16
(L12/Chaleston x Mustang) with 2750 kg.ha* were highly adapted genotypes with high seed yield and yield
stability. The E7 environment (Gorgan, 2013) was the most desirable environment in respect to its
discriminating ability among soybean genotypes and the best representative of the target environments.

Key words: Desirable environment, Desirable genotype, GGE biplot analysis and Genotype x environment

interaction.
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