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Table 1. Entry number and code at bread wheat genotypes.

995 0)los 985 oS Lice 955 03l i oS (FX%

Genotype No. Genotype code Origin Genotype No. Genotype code Origin
Gl1 Wc-4924 Iran Gl14 Wc-4994 Iran
G2 Wc-4582 Iran Gl15 Pishgam (check?) Iran
G3 Wc-4592 Iran Gl6 Wc-47583 Iran
G4 Wc-47341 Iran G17 Wc-47522 Iran
G5 Wc-4965 Iran G18 Wc-47569 Iran
G6 Wc-4840 Iran G19 Wc-47399 Iran
G7 Wc-4958 Iran G20 Wc-47638 Iran
G8 Pishtaz (checkl) Iran G21 Wc-47640 Iran
G9 Wc-4600 Iran G22 Wc-47467 Iran
G10 Wc-4987 Iran G23 Wc-4553 Iran
Gl11 Wc-47615 Iran G24 Wc-4583 Iran
G12 Wc-4612 Iran G25 Wc-4554 Iran

G13 We-5001 Iran
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Table2.Geographic and meteorological location of the test site

Longitude il Jsb 47°, 9’
Latitude wldlx oy 34°,21°
Height (m) Lo o 5l lis | 1319 (m)
Mean Rainfall S¥,b lawgie 450-480 (mm)
Average temperature of test years oinlesT sl sl Jlo &)l 4o lawgie 14.8° (C)
Rainfall in the years of the experiment ialesl ! slaJls jo (Sw)l ol 330.25 (mm)
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance in for grain yield performance of the 25 wheat genotypes in

the 6 testing environments

S.0.V Lo el Sl e ’
Ol i 2alo df Mean of Square

Year Jlw 2 3586508.5 952.1%**
Environment ol 1 7854210.2 2085.2%%*
Environment xYear obwx Jlw 743832.1 197.4**
Errorl ) sl 6184.4 1.64
Genotype G 93 24 49170.5 13.05%*
Genotype xYear Jloxcuigil 48 38316.7 10.17%*
Genotypex Environment OB oX uigi 24 22290.4 5.9%%*
Genotype xYearx Environment  KoX JlwX i 48 17454.3 4.6%*
Error2 Y slks 304 3766.6 -
Total Js 462 - -

**: Significant at 1% probability level
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Table 4. Mean comparison of grain yield for wheat genotypes across locations and years

i 95 0 locdd i gi) oS 8 Sdos i 95 0locdd G gi) oS S Slos

Genotype No. Genotype Code. Yield Genotype No. Genotype Code. Yield
Gl We-4924 3.5735%d Gl4 Wc-4994 4.0133%
G2 We-4582 4.2822¢°° G15 Pishgam 4.3280%
G3 Wc-4592 3.0206% Gl6 Wc-47583 3.7816*¢
G4 We-47341 3.3966*4 G17 Wc-47522 4.2399 b=
G5 We-4965 3.5086 >4 G18 Wc-47569 3.9951%¢
Go6 Wc-4840 4.2002 b G19 Wc-47399 3.8882%°
G7 We-4958 4.1612% G20 Wc-47638 4.0403%¢
G8 pishtaz 3.8949 & G21 Wc-47640 4.0681%¢
G9 Wc-4600 3.9061%¢ G22 Wc-47467 3.1068 &
G10 Wc-4987 4.7866 ¢ G23 Wc-4553 3.2844 *d
Gl1 Wc-47615 3.7048 &< G24 Wc-4583 3.17813b¢
G12 We-4612 3.4126%4 G25 Wc-4554 4.1133 2
G13 We-5001 4.4063 % - - -

sz oge3l pelwl 270 Jleisl mhaw )0 g5l pme BB alte (2 Silis ailie By y b o Shoe sla o Sils

A, oSSl glacals

Yield means with the same letters are not significantly at 5% level of probability (Duncan's multiple

range test)
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Table 5. Non parametric Stability in promising bread wheat genotypes

Ogp 9 Hlwli (5wl e, bl

Non- Parametric statistics Nasser and Huhn

931355 (g ol )yl sloo Lol
Non- Parametric Statistics

Thennarasu
Genotype Si) Si® Si® Si® NP NP;® NP;® NP
G1 6.60 29.90 13.00 2.26 5.00 0.39 0.49 0.57
G2 7.07 35.07 9.92 1.70 7.67 0.39 0.46 0.40
G3 4.27 12.67 11.88 3.38 4.17 1.70 1.04 0.80
G4 7.00 40.97 23.19 3.02 6.00 0.83 0.77 0.79
G5 6.53 33.47 15.69 2.75 5.83 0.73 0.60 0.61
G6 5.80 25.77 7.50 1.32 4.50 0.23 0.34 0.34
G7 5.80 22.70 6.88 1.27 5.17 0.31 0.39 0.35
G8 4.53 15.07 5.26 1.26 4.17 0.22 0.35 0.32
G9 8.67 53.07 17.30 2.17 5.83 0.30 0.44 0.57
G10 9.93 91.37 24.26 2.62 7.83 0.30 0.55 0.53
Gl11 7.78 56.67 34.00 3.68 6.00 0.83 0.84 0.94
G12 7.33 41.20 25.75 4.00 3.83 1.27 0.58 0.92
G13 5.00 16.57 4.56 1.05 5.67 0.50 0.39 0.28
G14 6.00 26.27 9.61 1.85 5.00 0.32 0.45 0.44
G15 5.07 17.47 4.52 1.03 3.67 0.23 0.25 0.26
Gl16 11.40 97.77 37.13 3.70 7.00 0.42 0.70 0.87
G17 6.27 28.00 7.78 1.33 433 0.31 0.31 0.35
G18 8.73 58.17 21.02 2.80 7.33 0.57 0.62 0.63
G19 11.27 94.97 40.13 448 10.00 0.77 0.85 0.95
G20 6.93 35.60 10.47 1.76 7.00 0.97 0.57 041
G21 10.00 65.20 27.17 3.17 7.17 0.56 0.69 0.83
G22 593 24.70 22.45 4.55 4.83 1.89 1.09 1.08
G23 6.07 24.97 15.94 2.89 3.33 1.31 0.72 0.77
G24 6.13 27.07 21.37 3.89 433 1.33 0.93 0.97
G25 5.33 19.47 6.21 1.28 3.83 0.42 0.31 0.34
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Fig. 2. Biplot of the average- environment coordination
(AEC) for simultaneously, selection of yield and stability
of bread wheat promising lines in 6 environments. (**,*
and ns: significant at 1 and S percent and non-
significant, respectively)
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Fig. 3. Biplot of bread wheat lines comparison with ideal
genotypes based on yield and stability
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