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Table 1. Characteristic of alfalfa ecotypes
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Table 2. Combined analysis of variance of alfalfa ecotypes based on fresh and dry yield

&35 a3 (MS) Slay o Siles
S.0V RS . i PR
Dry yield Fresh yield
Year (Y) Ji 6365.95™ 408.07"*
Location (L) o 56611.017  3421.59™
Y xL O x Jl 13589.83  806.86"
Error 1 V gls 40 211.2 15.4
Ecotype (E) s 5S 16 123.89™ 7.07"*
ExY Jlx (5 51 16 451.97" 779"
ExL O x s ST 144 931.01™ 10.56"
ExYXxL Jlx 9 x s 1 144 1311.64™ 6.56"
Error 2 ¥ sls 640 55.48 3.38
C.V (%) (Ao y2) S s o o 13.78 11.2
ns: Non- significant Jl3 gme b NS

* % *

wﬁ&}@dwt,b);)uw%;q: 5

*, **: significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively
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Table 3. Univariate statistics based on analysis of variance for dry yield

e 4 gle _Sjia&
Ecotype S O 2 ) EV CV SH W P PP
Dry yield
(ton.ha™)

Gharegozlo Ao 15.27 40.15 4149 191 3521 289 240
Hokmabad LT oS> 16.04 42.65 4071 177 3284 290 234
Malekkondi xS oSl 16.65 56.63 4520 4.09 7138 276 343
Kozareh 0y 16.31 47.54 4227 236 4277 287 2.6l
Famanein ol 16.07 4425 4139 492 8580 271 3.8l
Galebani SLl 15.91 3448 3691 224  40.68 2.88 256
Rahnani Sl 15.88 4412 4182 384 6753 277 331
Shorkat s 16.27 4536 4139 138 2636 293 216
Chaleshtor eSS 16.23 3416  36.00 2.01 36.87 289 245
Ghareaghaj #eTo 5 16.49 40.77 38773 4.64 80.87 273  3.68
Gharghalogh 356, 15.51 38.16  39.83  3.15 56.04 282 298
Ordobad sbgs,l 16.10 40.05 3929 1.66 31.06 291 229
Sedghiyan RIEXWS 16.02 4122 4006 356 6279 279 3.7
Silvaneh Sl 16.34 4351 4036 3.00 5346 283 291
Sahandava 15T g 15.99 4276 4088 259 4651 285 272
Ghahavand slgs 16.25 4443 4101 285 3422 289 238
Mohajeran Ol e 16.44 3994 3843 326 5782 281 3.04

O 5 iy wibols (PP caady il yls oKl 1P oSGy ¥l STIW oIS 5 g5l il sl ISH ¢ Jaes il 1o s 1C.V ¢ amme uil 15 :EV
EV: environmental variance, CV: environmental coefficient of variation, SH: stability variance, W: Wricke's ecovalance,

P: mean of interaction variance's, PP: interaction variance
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Table 4. Regression parametr for stability evaluation of dry yield

S 4 gle :)go.p
Ecotype i (l’)tfy’;i’efé) FW ER R* Pl Pl MSGE
(ton.ha™)
Gharegozlo 5 15.27 1021™ 4237 0954 194 1085 292
Hokmabad ST oS 16.04 0.956™ 4500 0960 182 82  3.05
Malekkondi a5 oS 16.65 1164™ 5863 0952 284 624 286
Kozareh i 1631 1.084™ 4998 0957 217 587 155
Famanein L 16.07 0.984™ 4671 0898 476 774  2.69
Galebani S 15.91 0.925" 3604 0948 190 821  2.62
Rahnani s, 15.88 0.960™ 4646 0920 375 1051 483
Shorkat o 1627 103" 4776 0972 134 724 281
Chaleshtor e 16.23 0.937" 3568 0953 168 723  2.68
Ghareaghaj AL 16.49 0.960™ 4297 0897 443 598  2.16
Gharghalogh 56 1551 0.926™ 4015 0926 298 908  2.08
Ordobad sysol 16.10 0.973" 4226 0959 172 739  2.43
Sedghiyan S 16.02 0.996™ 4348 0920 347 923  4.03
Silvanch o 16.34 1.027% 4592 0953 296 614 191
Sahandava 1T 15.99 1016 4513 0943 258  9.08  3.78
Ghahavand g 16.25 1.084™ 4684 0961 184 7.05 255
Mohajeran e 16.44 0.955™ 4211 0925 3.16 578  1.84

ASIMSGE 5,5 1 jasLs 1PL ot mommaai g 85 dast o IPT 0500 85 Lot 8 a6 IR 05 B3 Jat 51 ol il (ER 35w 55 Lot o FW

Slagme B NS 5 i e 5 5 55 bl

FW: linear regression of Finlay and Wilkinson, ER: regression model of Eberhart and Russell, R%: coefficient of determination,

PJ: regression model of Freeman and Perkins, PI: superiority index, MSGE: Pairwise genotype environment, ns: Non-significant
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Table 5. Univariate statistics based on analysis of variance for fresh yield

58 de s Ses
Ecotype S %tr%y);e 2 EV  CV  SH W P PP
(ton.ha™)

Gharegozlo e 63.38 1423 59.52 612 10677 3464 479
Hokmabad AT oS 64.11 1037 5025 407 7243 3592 383
Malekkondi S oSl 64.67 1013 4923 252 4632 3689 310
Kozarch s 63.78 827 4511 265 4861  368.1 316
Famanein el 64.58 741 4216 295 5359 3662 330
Galebani Sl 61.85 530 3725 260 4779 3684 314
Rahnani s, 64.98 1027 4933 358 6408 3623 360
Shorkat IS4 66.31 1199 5223 351 6301 3627 357
Chaleshtor il 63.69 545 36.65 282 5145 3669 324
Ghareaghaj LT3 66.28 815 4308 160 3090 3744 267
Gharghalogh 36,6 64.40 1475 59.64 565 9879 3493 457
Ordobad slys, 64.84 912 4659 275 5019 3675 321
Sedghiyan s 63.89 722 4206 319 5757 3647 341
Silvaneh ol 66.75 1055 48.67 430 7618  357.8 394
Sahandava T g 66.36 1199 5219 441 7809  357.1 399
Ghahavand Sl 66.03 1227 5306 476 8397 3549 415
Mohajeran Sl 67.33 1232 5215 398 7077 3598 378

Oy 5ty uibols (PP coady (il yls ke 1P oSGy ¥l STIW oIS 5 g1l il sl ISH ¢ Jams 1o o s 1.V ¢ Jamms uil sl :EV
EV: environmental variance, CV: environmental coefficient of variation, SH: stability variance, W: Wricke's ecovalance, P:
mean of interaction variance's, PP: interaction variance

a . . F
Fohe s Slas bl 1 (Il 25 Sy S S5 sl byl = & st
Table 4. Regression parametr for stability evaluation of fresh yield

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2025-10-26 ]

; tif > S
Ecotype S (f)ry ;;era) FW ER R’ PJ PI MSGE
(tonha™h

Gharegozlo P 63.38 1.199™ 1486 0.616 576 1465.55 354.81
Hokmabad SLT oS 64.11 0.930™ 1095 0.633 402 1444.19 367.16
Malekkondi xS Sle 64.67 1.081™ 1065 0.764 252 1368.49 317.58
Kozareh 0isS 63.78 0.946™ 870 0.694 267 1463.02 370.81
Famanein ol 64.58 0.833™ 766 0.640 281 1527.16 472.17
Galebani Sds 61.85 0.725™ 502 0.629 207 1705.76 521.38
Rahnani Slay 64.98 0.972"™ 1084 0.672 355 1385.97 349.36
Shorkat g 66.31 1.137™ 1248 0.737 332 1255.15 278.24
Chaleshtor il 63.69 0.735™ 516 0.606 226 1593.45 497.28
Ghareaghaj zlTe s 66.28 0.986™ 860 0.801 171 1326.25 347.97
Gharghalogh 36,6 64.40 1.202™ 1521 0.670 513 1439.42 375.93
Ordobad sbasyl 64.84 0.975™ 963 0.711 278 1429.23 386.25
Sedghiyan RN 63.89 0.852"™ 739 0.611 296 1446.37 359.6

Silvaneh PHA 66.75 1.030™ 1113 0.620 423 1355.51 397.86
Sahandava 5T Aign 66.36 111 1259 0.663 427 1328.85 353.98
Ghahavand sl 66.03 1.143™ 1289 0.645 460 1358.08 368.38
Mohajeran Ol rlge 67.33 1.144™ 1285 0.710 376 1206.56 273.99

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1388.11.2.6.8 ]

ASIUMSGE (s, 51 jasLs 1Pl it pmmenai 0 g 85 dast 5 IPY 0500 § 5 bt 6 IR g £ Jat 51 31wl (ER 00500 35 Lo o FW

S3gnn NS 5 S Lasme 5 G355 Jline
FW: linear regression of Finlay and Wilkinson, ER: regression model of Eberhart and Russell, R*: coefficient of
determination, PJ: regression model of Freeman and Perkins, PI: superiority index, MSGE: Pairwise genotype environment,
ns: Non-significant
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Yield stability analysis for superior alfalfa ecotypes from cold regions in Iran- using

univariate methods

Mofidian M. A'., Z, Movahedi’ and H. Dehghani’

ABSTRACT

Mofidian M. A., Z, Movahedi and H. Dehghani. 2009. Yield stability analysis for superior alfalfa ecotypes from cold

regions in Iran-using univariate methods. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 11 (2): 162-173 (In Persian).

In order to determine the yield stability and to study genotype x environment interaction, 17 alfalfa ecotypes
from cold reions in Iran were studied using a randomized complete block design with three replications in 10
agricultural field research stations in 2005 and 2006 growing seasons. Simple and combined analyses of
variances were performed. It was revealed that the year x location and ecotype x location x year interactions
were significant at the 1% probability level, for both fresh forage and dry fodder yield. For determination of
yield stability, different stability parameters were used. Considering dry fodder yield, Shoorkat and Ordoubad
ecotypes had the minimum environmental variance and environmental coefficient of variation while ecotypes
No. 8 and No. 12 had the minimum of Plaisted, Wrikes ecovalance and stability variance. Considering fresh
forage yield ecotypes No. 6 and No. 9 were of higher stability-using environmental variance and environmental
coefficient of variation. However, Plaisted, Wricke's ecovalance and stability variance procedures identified
ecotypes No. 10 and No. 13 as the most stable ecotypes. In conclusion, ecotype No. 8 for dry fodder yield and
ecotype No. 10 for fresh forage yield were identified as the most stable genotypes-using all of the stability

parameters .

Keywords: Alfalfa, Genotype x environment interaction, Stability analysis and Stability parameters.
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