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Table 1. Geographical and climatic characteristics of experimental locations
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Table 2. List of spring canola genotypes used in this experiment

sy polas S 5 Pl Y
Gl SAN-1 (Dez 01182) )
G2 SAN-2 (Rameh 6) Y
G3 SAN-3 (Fanaei 6) Y
G4 SAN-4 (Dez 7169) ¥
G5” SAN-5 (RGS003) o
G6 SAN-6 (Fanaei 9) 5
G7 SAN-7 (Dez 19169) v
G8 SAN-8 (Rameh 3) A
G9 SAN-9 (Dez 06182) a
G10 SAN-10 (Kho-Be-2) \
Gl1 SAN-11(Dez 01182) AN
G12 SAN-12 (Zabol 0) \Y
Gl13 SAN-13 (Fanaei 15) \\a
Gl4 SAN-14 (OGH-14) V'
Gl15 SAN-15 (Dez 02169) 0
Gl6 SAN-16 (Kho-Va-3) \$
G17 SAN-17 (Zafar) Y
G18 SAN-18 (Dez 03169) YA

als o8,

Sly &SS9 el S 4 bgye ohg )by oS dl l as esalio Sygo ) 1) ohed b
(F=0) ol 5l 3590 s pias (385 dunolio Ouse 0 ) ws) onBled pld Setans
slen alie claisly 4 lbodly sy sy Jio oyl 2 ) ) sl g (ESe 5 1) () S ptalis
s 3,Slae ile sin Syl Loes 33 355 gt o Cadliyt s St oty (ol 4 osli (S
Gl i (YO) cwl ke W)ls (gudss ol g o Bl b Sl b3 g0 5l aily 5 Slas dwsbro (gl o8,
e Sl GBE l8le s 5l odlatwl b (S, gy A5 plosl ks ya glal g Ll 5l e

k-«d)fu)yo;’/\y l.: O dL&m.)l.) Lssl.wlmu Cwso d)Loi 4.:)—70 S
Pedly w85 ©)ge0 el ogesl 5l eolazl
Coy g s Bl el Slgmg s (g0l wg aild 5)Slas (laodls

Il lalkes ubyly BleSs eel R
Lodls <Sye yjod il ol clijl 9 o9 lagiges]
Sl caa il plul /) asws SAS ey bawg
ol Grynier oS Ml (KBS @ cule Jue

15 oalil 15 sl el 31 (YY) e 4z g Ty laools

(VYO™) g ciges] s daosly 8 po 4350 51 L
sblas 5168y 5 pluabl oy (VVOY™) eyl
A ol plis Lilesl 0yge sla Ko g a o (> (ulej]
g ol Jhy Bl ilejl glales uilly o
Sy by wjps A pbsl 1) CShe wps Glgie
e s Jlo g3 3 151 clacwiss ab oSlee slaosls e has peh b bas g o)
(No transformation)

glis o olel p ¥ Jae s pelie g5 Y

2 &b xe AU Cgif g e o &S 0b s 41K
9 e x Jo bl Il o 5 oy 0 Jois] pdaw

[ Downloaded from jcb.sanru.ac.ir on 2026-01-03 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/jch.11.31.42 ]

YV sl maw 50 (gl bz M IS0 X Jlo X Cuel}
alrdw Jlite Sl (9l ine (I J9i2) 315 3929 2oy
&l b)ﬂo.c wi;lm &S ol ULM; Olia X JL“: X Caighy
b ilel dlise glaboe 11 lacws;
blid sy lhl wps jl Glye 5 0o S

e oy 5l Gl b csls

(LSD 5%) oS (9051 by Hl5 sime

s bl oy el bedh mowal g Y

oleMbl - ggs Mgl 5 (Tester-centered)
G+GE

s bl g g polidie 2)dke plie 4 o0 gy Y
4 Jol5 jobay dyaie Hlade 4l > a5 (Tester-focused)


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/jcb.11.31.42
http://jcb.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1009-fa.html

[ Downloaded from jcb.sanru.ac.ir on 2026-01-03 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/jch.11.31.42 ]

¥

bz sl (0 1S slacuis; el 5 Slas 8 po 4355 =Y Joio
Table 3. Combined analysis of seed yield in canola genotypes across different environments
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Table 4. Relative mag_nitude' of the genotype, environment and their interaction based on two first components of
biplot analysis
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Table 5. Statistics of test environments of canola genotypes based on two first components of biplot analysis
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Figure 1. GGE Biplot analysis and display of which-won-where pattern based on seed yield of
canola genotypes in different test environments
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Figure 2. Ranking of all genotypes and determination of specific
adaptability in the Behbahan test environment
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Figure 3. Ranking of all genotypes and determination of specific
adaptability in the Borazjan test environment
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Figure 5. Ranking of all genotypes and determination of specific
adaptability in the Dezful test environment
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Abstract

Investigation of Compatibility and stability assessment of plant cultivars under various
environments are of particular interests in crop breeding programs. In this study, stability of 17
spring oilseed rape promising lines was evaluated using GGE biplot analysis. The experiments
were carried out in warm southern regions (four locations) of Iran in a randomized complete
block design with three replications and in two arowing seasons. The results of GGE biplot
analysis indicated G12 is the most stable genotype in two locations where the G14 is stable in
other two locations. However, according to average tester coordinate criteria G12 is the most
stable genotype across average test environment representing the highest vielding genotype
among all investigated genotypes and environments. Based on the mean vield and Shukla
Stability Index, as well as Superiority Index, G12, G14 and G18 genotypes are recommended
for all warm regions of the country.
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