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Promising Lines of Dual Purpose Sorghum

)DM Lﬂﬁlﬁ-\:.w cfwté o) cvu;.‘j? S gRus cYL;J:f» L.b).\a:u c’éb’.ﬁ- r:.la_o
9:\.3Tf,aj ng.STdLo

.Q\xuc;céj),us@,;,u:;yT‘oLafaz: Olojle oy 5 Il ags 5 Dol Dl A go Lokl =Y )
sl cOlgio! Ol ok e 5 (555518 25081 5 Do 38 m (Bl 5 (o) pgle Dlidos 2w Lokl ¥
Olpl eOlghol «s5,0UiS s 5 5 55T (Dl

Ol (o) Sl (e wlin 5 (5555187 5 50T 5 Dlados S5 (2L 5 (10 p ok Dliio Jidw skl -F
Olpl e bl es555WS s 5 hiseT clades

(§ 35 Ol g Ol (neb wlin 5 (5551887 i) sl 5 Sl 55 j0 (Sl 5 (1) psbe Dliios id Li1> -0
Olpl edgin (53188 g5 5 o 50T el Olojle

(o Ol 5 Ol (cneb wlin 5 (65,5LEST 25501 5 Dladiods S 5m (25 (o) ol Dlido idw skl -7
Ol iz o 65038 s 5 5 B 50T el Olejl

IR/ YN 2 b 0y g sl VAV VITY (b 58 gu sb

oUN>

3

54 5, Sles (Il 5 ke X L g 2Sen I TFAR E ‘blgT)d L) E o (g ol (ol e (NP Gy P uS e E (S
Y=V P 50 9 JIg Aomo o) platass 05 ) s Sduidasl slagyY 45ke

9 09-L00 33 P95 ygmw pSAel (¥ )+ (ddgle 9 4510 3 Khos y Lo x 933 Bl ST S99 b 12
9 O (e w0 cag=io @ 5 (S0l Olidiod olul il 58 51,0 slex b (Aol b slasgh b J6
WO (Jlaw (31818 GLG Lo 0818 05 g0 (il 519 4y 3585 .kl Sl (1FAF9ITAT) (elh) had 90 Do 4 Ulgdo!
WDgms 318 me I 33 Sy Jlaiir el 30 X Selgm 3 loe 9 Adgle S ;hos (i1 3 ;Khoe p T plio 519 igis
D9 41D 3 ;o g gt (11D JUSD 33 (37 AIY 415 & Khoe b (KDFGS9) 1 0 5lels 0¥ 318 Oli5 B 3uKilo dug o
G118 SR 33 4 YEIY g YPIY eis adgle & Shos b i j 4 (KDFGS26) 4 9 (KDFGS4) ) o)l sl pY
L oy 43 (KDFGS26) 4 3 (KDFGS6) ¥« (KDFGS4) | okl by ¥ . Nidgy cXis ddghe & hos (93 yidis
A R a0 g G lodT el 38 cwyy 3580 SBCRY KO 4 Cumd 5 T g S o SLKR 33 o FY/O 9 YT /Y
ol 4ilge 93 310 S Lyt x g Ui ST 4 Lol SBadEe 31 9 AMMI g 31 oaliiul b 5 5lsk
oo 0 PYIA ol 4dtan 98 4518 & yhos (ST g .893 1 %o 0 Sglgw & Shos 9 XIS ddgle o ylos (4ild O Shos (Sl
LY (ASV) ol (53100 o3l sielols s AMMI oo 40 4o g5 b 6818 geudgi (5 olike 51 Sl yo Egoeo
94518 gl o glal b o gk 83 wslio S Y Wb 413 3 ,Khos 551wk b (KDFGS9 ) v 9 (KDFGS6) Yo sles
Sl dgle wgi Cuglal b oyatun 98 cwlbio S pY Ulgisd (KDFGS4) 1 § (KDFGS26) 4 o5k sy pY
EtEW)

! Gl il (ol Joo i 3o g & Kot (il digle O o (gT sgm (SIS (Slo3lg

CYSYPVYVAS 1 oals az42095@yah00.com :J yius o5,

o)



WA Jle o) o led OFF Al " 5 9 Jlgh dloxe”

4S5 50 oLl 5 535 b ol by !
Ol i a2 STy 5o 1y ol o 2eS
Sy pde Dol 535 Sl 0315 QLS Jaoes
e G135 A0l s e DL
(Lin et al., 1986) >34 o oLl 5 Shas

3 s SNBI 8 5l bl 4 IS, jboa
ils e dlada s 3l (glaals 34 S
Moo 3, See (65l YL 5 Slhas
eSS 53 ps 85 L pls sl
T3 il b g Lo sze 5 Slas b oses
(o plbae Loyl b s amie s boay ST G|
Ll s s aijls, s oYL s Slas
Ol st 5 Az a3 Shas glyls delusl
xﬁwc;uw}&@@;m{(\s,l
(Lin and Binns, 1991)

J=le Sl as 2 sl m 60l sl s
La oy oml oCml 0dd 1)) o X 3 635
o oia i 5 (5 el s eyl 055 a4y
51 (Gauch, 1992) 45 Lguug‘..“_ﬁjs
G304 Ol o 0 piie Lz Sla g dher
e 81 il ol 5o
(Additive Main Effects and 4, o -2
o,LxI Multiplicative Interaction = AMMI)
oSlls 4 s Ml AMMI S5y 53 05 5
sossiad b s glaeslrgs, o Jyene
G a5l e 5 250 ol Lo
(PCA= Principal Component (glaad ;s
S y—b o dwbes | olie 5| Analysis)
.(Gauch, 1988)

oY

ANdo

G 52 2 Ses ol Lacoi 55 Sl
Lo 55 onlnls el (owlie las aos
N Ese 5 pmg aals )3 OLSGYI o> L
(Cadibes gladlv 5 LaplSe) Lo Sl s
Jeol Sl L b k5,8 515 bl 5y se
Sbme (LadT 5, Shas 5100 5 6,8 L
rn g 5 LACS g5 4oy Gl 2 55 e
3 LT Cdh ol S Ol Sde s 0T s
Lacsisil (o 55y 03 38 gblS
[(Farshadfar, 1998) .l l33!

= 9 aalllas gsl55an slaasl s
Lyl sy i el 0Ll (6,8 5L
2555 5 Slojm s Cmaitl Sl cCadiies o
Ll g Sl (e S aS T 5ol
5 Cain Ul o 3blis 4y 8 5l 5 s
Jelize 515,57 oo yls g Lol Colutal
J=lis Sl (655 b s X S5 55
S5 pple Sledils (g1 Lasma X 5 555
St Sl (11 13 #3sl 5 UL 5!
(Allard and Bradshaw, 1964) &

Lo x g5 Jolime 5151 aLST
LA e oSS Ol S slsa 4
J—s it cB L Lac 85 o))
S Oty 5 slac s 905 ,S
O ) g D ﬁ;b 4> (Purchase, 1997)
A5l b B olsa o lize 3103 5l ne
Frl ¢ (S5 Gl sy o sdle
Sosline i Cadites lakesws 4 Lo 55



ol s e X 5 55 S

55 e S sl e DS
5 Shes 4 lie sla isla;T 55 o s x
31(Zobel and Gauch, 1988) Gl_?) J=ss
23 dds sl ds S el W AMMI G
b aS s pm (b 4Bl i ol
3 ezl p e 53 (Gollob, 1968) o JuLY
Dy a8 4 el el
Jubs 45 51 0L L (Gauch, 1990) £
1y 5l slal U (sLsosls -l AMMI
s Lag 55 e Sibe e ls r dior alw s
ol slaadfo sl 5 jd polie 55 5 L
S gty e S 5 slal &y flise
0L Layles Sl bl o STy oladie
;.,_uw@,_w‘{.uau@ylfjuu Lsd oo
laosls 3148 Sladie & b3 sl
o3l anloen )3 5l S X Jar s X i
S L on odal (22l (gladude chyles o0
el Sde il ol s a1 S
La by ol 03 45 Sl ool la By ool O3
Slaaiy) amys 5 Aol glaad s plos
3 g s oslitul b g 0 daieine
Osbs isle3T Bz b o bt ol
62581 35 gt | s Sen LSS
ES 58T Sy Ol g5 ed Las (6l 1
s bg o DL sl (6 e o
Lo liladl oy 45 ol ol bilize 31
S Sy ol ol e SIS ol
(S.V.D = Singular Value > ,4x »slis
o sad 30 4 4 ;20 L Decomposition)

oY

M)j)))gcxihv\.lg-&u‘ﬁ})j\é
D8 el 0l oslanul OT I Slsl 3 4

(Hongyu et al, 2014; <_.lAMMI

31 iy ol - Rodrigues er al., 2014)
Slallas Lo 5 4 e (6l ol gla S5
3 omlls a5 5 (S 5 5 Sl 6,85
L oo oml oo el (ol gload 3o 4 4 o
9 =585 ol S mloly 4 Sl eslaal
2 S esliial Uy e 50 3557 Jaoes
Lo x i 55 Joline Sl Lol slaad 5 4
3,8 0 A oS 5 425 250

sdes Coda e L AMMI o5, Y ool
AMMI i, N5 28 o 515 eslizul 5 40
iy (Goad s 3 Sl e Julo &5
slailail o3 La i) b b acuwlis s
BT PP PR PR N OV
R RPN i p ey S P R P B
s o=s5 Jlae Jl Caale jasis ¢l s
LaLaows 5 o5l Sl 539500 ) Lo
S o Syl ST 5 Ao Sy s
3, Shas 3557 5 85 55 Sl bsy ol B
(Crossa, 1990) 5,5 & | 5 oslizul 3 40

LS S Sled b b me sLa Sy,
Calises 01 S ta gy Jaw 5 Y 02 pas
Lol Cmal 43 8 1,5 aalllas 5 a3 90
NP FER USRS Y U Y I LR G P9
La iy 5l Se 01 Kaas3 5les 8 58 cnl
555 Olallas )31, La Ss, 5l (S 5 Lo s
ol YL Sas U slag ) 5L S



WA Jle o) o led OFF Al " 5 9 Jlgh dloxe”

awslie ysbte oy (Adugna, 2008)LS 5T
o it S5 60k 4 o gl By (2
23 0 miie Ao 5 sl 8 s L
055 s Il 5 lin Slac 55 Lol
&S ilasTos, S 55 osil bl 1 6l o
5 b Cota 5 (39510 1 JSize 0y 8
(Lmen W 3 o 5 W 51 020 505 8
o eita iz 3,5 5, b 8 a5 5l el
bl sS85 5 S sine s AMMI
Al e
sl 545 0l 35— AMMI iy, L
3 ga Sy Cadides (Lo dorsue 5l L
S GhlS e sl
s s gluls )3 AMMI g bl 4 20
ladlow 5o o) ol iy 5 5 oIl
EXES SN Y P
PR O Ve VS
o> (Khazaei et al., 2019) o, LSen

SEEPRUNENP Y SPSIGES 33 A4
OHLSer 5 i L Ol ol adbaie jlga 3
= 5510 5 > (Basafa et al., 2014)
Ol aibate iy 53 Il dw Soe 4 08 5
53 (Rono et al., 2016) ol,LKen 5 i,
3 Q"—“‘-B(‘}fJ)-“‘ G 5 Cmid ()
03,35 eopa 5 S adlate =y 3 1)) Jod
s 555 VW o) » > (Worede et al., 2020)
i 3 o) Jead S5 Sl p S s

el o oslinul g 451 ailate

g

ool slaail jo jasis shied 5 4h eslizal
231y ol slaad 3 AMMI 4 PCA s
(IPCA=Interaction &) swoas AMMI 5 5,
oL Principal Component Analysis)
(Gauch, 1992) was
ol adlpe b SIAMMI 4 2 s
i s ol by 5 ad Sl e
c:_.,éj:balngsmﬁk S e dgl e
ol dse 55 Sy AMMIL Jis sl
.u;bcz,,é}:\) Oyl o y3 80 5l i
Crmah sy 93 55 a0l | = AMMI2 Jus
3 5 g 0315 O (Gday slaadl jo (6l o5 5
A paze Ly s ol Sma  S1L>
Joe A Hls e ool (slaa il g 51
Slay e J3b 45 555 e 0kl = AMMIO
slls 4o e Jie Olaa 3w [PCA
Jola= slyls aS AMMI |8 Jus .ol
Sl AMMIF? U [y Conl ) gee (E-1 G-1)
(Gauch, 1992) was .
&M=\ (Farshadfar, 2008) 2sL_s 3
NNy NUE- S ) ) QU v
eSS LT 5 (T s Ll 5 55 5o
Sl ool eyl Slesli i Ly
)~ (ASV=AMMI Stability Value) !
P u,a,'.[ "
4wl>s (GSI = Genotype Stability Index)

Sl —s 3,

osled Lo 55 4 ol L s 5 g
S Sn by B LIV 8

S W YRS N Wy >J_<L..a shyls s Shas




ol s e X 5 55 S

3, S0e m Y Sicd sl 0L b Kk 4 s
059988 sln) ¢St 5,5 ¢S5 5
S A s AL (s L UL
(Fouman, 2012)
O MR ol el Sl s
0505 St Gla Y o
5 Shes b5 51005l 53 ol A 5 o shatags

2 T SOl 5 &ls 5w le

B9 9 3lge

o) 5itass 08 ) 5 idud il oY e
J= slaeS s b B s (1)
oKl i s ), S5 g Ly sl
(Jol g ST el (65,58 Dl
b 93 Sds 40 Olgiwsl 5 0lie LS S
Ls iSRS AT ey

230 S AS YO g gl Slid 555 0o
QL‘})’°))‘)\J§A)’(’J?}-1:§\"))L§A
Olsieas sl HLSa 55 0 S STV ee 5 2l
05T bl o S8 - Al o y5S
L Ladiiy 69y o CmblS s O ae S
SRV (ST,5 L) e Blafoxts fol
)\J_QJ_M;J_Y,A.MCL?J(JL&A,;&}{
ol g 8 oS eV Jpba L ¥ s
N i e 70 ool g (2 D)y 50
b 8 Pl A LS s oSess o
i a6l s Calibes bl w45 L)
CTBTTARNY

PSS glasaS Sljla ¥ o

0o

s Sle opshie 9308 ) slas s My
Ol ks dials o Llid (g ki (glasils
32 0 o o #05 pr Slio 5 (SC5
i S T 5588 w5103, VF (0 8 ) 5
5 adbaie iy 55 Ol g lia 5 O 5
s i 8 58 s 35 g Ol g
e 205 Do der ¢l o LaOT (S5
pLo,l 55 I3 e Aoy ¢SS Jlaz| e 52
> as do b pd 5l e 85 o
Sl el s gasly s, Shas abgle
gt 33 5 s s e gl Kas
s ol LaoT ol o—55 ¥ sl
.Rattunde, 2006)

oauu\éljﬁr.a,)wd@;@w
Ol 55 je 53 adls gadsle o)y taie 5o
O 655 1 ey lie 590 Olke (55,5587
Sols pidlash Slaw gl gz 3550 3150
it Sl 3y g I3 ime (VS 0 s
oS VL LB s 4 o sl > Shs
Ly asls 5, Shee o i 5 od 8 s
A5 LS s S VY L S 5 PN 5
(Ghasemi et al., 2004) > S

Sl 8 oo oy 0dzen sz 50
IS o 355 0y s Bain g3 o)) g Ll
5301 o8, \Y OL@?@&"%@-}W}@;
A 0305 e il glasls 5 gl e o s late
=YY 25 > (Resende er al., 2003)
3550 Sl —slad gle o) s late 53 0 855
23818 Sledde 5 Shas wslin 5 o



WA Jle o) o led OFF Al " 5 9 Jlgh dloxe”

T il 5 o) shin 55 08 5 g 5w dal (sl Y N g

Tablel. Promising lines of dual purpose sorghum and their parentage

oVoled Sl Y

Line no. Promising line

o KUR
Parentage

1 KDFGS4*
2 KDFGS6

3 KDFGS9

4 KDFGS10
5 KDFGS12
6 KDFGS13
7 KDFGS16
8 KDFGS20
9 KDFGS26
10 KDFGS30

ICSV758 x K30
PARC7 x Kimiy
PV120 x K35
KGS10 x LFS21
Uthang x KFS2
KGS9 x KFS3
Suph 60 x K30
ICSV112 x KFS3
KFS1 x LFS6
K37 x KGS9

# KDFGS: K= Karaj, D = Dual purpose, F = Forage, G = Grain and S = Sorghum
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Table 2. Combined analysis of variance for grain yield, dry forage yield and

biological yield of promising lines of dual purpose sorghum

MS Sl e s
3157 4 53 wls 5 Slhes Sist 4 gle 3 Shae S5 g 5 Shas

S.0.V. JUECPRS df Grain yield Dry forage yield Biological yield
Year (Y) Jbe 1 34.32%* 55.46%* 73.07**
Location (L) e 3 230.72%* 926.16** 764.64**

Y xL O x b 3 2.22 70.01%* 27.45%*
Errora l glas 24 2.11 24.13 29.23
Cultivars (C) Iy 9 14.09** 90.81%* 82.50**
CxY Jlx o3, 9 8.20%* 37.23%%* 57.43%%*
CxL O x 05, 27 8.11%* 11.77** 27.07**
Y*xCxL O x Jlu X o35 27 4.43%* 26.07** 41.06**
Errorb o slbs 216 2.02 14.52 20.55

**: Significant at the 1% probability level.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of year, location and year x location interaction effects on grain

yield, dry forage yield and biological yield of promising lines of dual purpose sorghum

O 53 ) wils 5 Shas GESs 53 ) oSl diglo 5 Slas G 55 9 K550 5, Shas
Grain yield (tha™!) Dry forage yield (tha™!) Biological yield (tha™!)
Year Ju
2014 Jsl Jlw 7.60b 19.10b 26.70b
2015 P33 Jlu 8.30a 28.50a 36.70a
Location o
Isfahan Olgia! 7.21c 11.49d 18.70d
Birjand L 9.9a 19.91b 29.87b
Moghan Olie 6.05d 16.77¢ 22.81c
Karaj s 8.62b 46.85a 55.47a
Year x Location o xJL
Isfahan 6.97d 9.35f 16.32f
2014 Birjand 7.45d 13.64¢ 21.09¢
Moghan 9.38b 18.13d 27.51d
Karaj st 2070 224
Isfahan 5.8le 14.23¢ 20.04e
2015 Birjand 6.29¢ 19.30d 25.59d
Moghan 8.37c 34.54b 42.90b
Karaj 8.88bc 59.16a 68.04a

o Jiw o 55 (S5 0 g05T ool il 0 S 2 O OS5 Bl 5115 47 ol (5l 5 O 2 53 (Sl

LI s pae Dol Ao >

Means, in each column and for each factor, followed by at least one letter in common are not
significantly different the at 5% probability level-using Tukey test.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of grain yield, dry forage yield and biological yield

of promising lines of dual purpose sorghum

s ails s Shee K500 6Kt aigle s Shae K54 5m 5550 3 Shas

OSs ys o) (S 53 o) (e 53 o)
oyleds Grain yield Dry forage yield Biological yield
No. Line ¥ (tha™) (tha!) (tha')

1  KDFGS4 8.16a-c 26.15a 3431a

2 KDFGS6 8.42ab 24.57ab 32.99ab
3 KDFGS9 8.71a 23.17b-d 31.87a-c
4  KDFGSI10 8.47ab 24.02b 32.48ab
5  KDFGSI12 8.08a-c 24.62ab 32.70ab
6  KDFGSI13 7.91a-c 22.75b-d 30.66b-d
7  KDFGS16 8.23ab 21.46¢d 29.69cd
8  KDFGS20 7.83bc 21.30d 29.12d

9  KDFGS26 6.38d 26.11a 32.48ab
10 KDFGS30 7.43c 23.42bc 30.84b-d

A3 gy Jlwiml o 3 (S o5 0 a5 by A5l o 85 e 3 0SBl (103 o760 g2 5 53 ¢ gl Kibe

A s an sl

Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly
different at the 5% probability level-using Tukey test.
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Table 5. Mean comparison of year x line interaction effect on grain yield, dry forage

yield and biological yield of promising lines of dual purpose sorghum

oled OGS 5 o) wls s Shae (LS 5 ) ¢St disle s Shae (e 3 59) K550 g0 5 Shes
No. Line ¥ Grainyield (tha!)  Dry forage yield (tha))  Biological yield (tha™")
2014

1 KDFGS4 8.321a-d 21.62¢ 29.94c

2 KDFGS6 8.727a 19.34e-g 28.07cd
3 KDFGS9 8.826a 18.51f-h 27.34cd
4 KDFGS10 8.494a-c 20.07e-g 28.56¢cd
5 KDFGS12 7.434b-e 20.80ef 28.24cd
6 KDFGSI13 7.392c-e 18.32f-h 25.71cde
7 KDFGS16 8.226a-d 17.19gh 25.41de
8 KDFGS20 6.733e 15.97h 22.71e

9 KDFGS26 5.488f 20.50ef 25.99¢c-e
10 KDFGS30 6.689¢ 18.27f-h 24.96de

2015

1 KDFGS4 7.999a-d 30.68ab 38.68a

2 KDFGS6 8.113a-d 29.79a-c 37.90ab
3 KDFGS9 8.585ab 27.82b-d 36.41ab
4 KDFGS10 8.442a-d 27.97b-d 36.41ab
5 KDFGS12 8.719a 28.44b-d 37.16ab
6 KDFGSI13 8.429a-d 27.18cd 35.61ab
7 KDFGS16 8.238a-d 25.73d 33.97b

8 KDFGS20 8.926a 26.62d 35.54ab
9 KDFGS26 7.267de 31.72a 38.98a
10  KDFGS30 8.161a-d 28.56b-d 36.72ab

e D3l A s ey Jlai| e 53 (S5 G g05T ool il 0 0 e O3 OGSl 5115 470 g 2 53 6 tla o Sobe

LIl

Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the

5% probability level-using Tukey test.
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Table 6. Analysis of variance using (AMMI) model for promising lines

of dual purpose sorghum

MS Sl o S0

5T a5 4l 5 Shes @ 5de s Slee 5w s Shas
S.0.V. kS pe df Grain yield  Dry forage yield Biological yield
Total x5 319 5.52 249 2717
Treatments Hles 79 16.12%%* 958%* 1052**
Genotypes <5 9 14.1%* 91** g2k
Environment Lo 7 104.73** 10435%* 11350%*
Block oS b 24 2.11 24 29
Interaction Jotaze 31 63 6.57%* 20 46%+*
IPCAL1 Jsl ool ad) 3o 15 11.06%* 51%* 85%*
IPCA2 P35 ol ad) 3a 13 8.81%* 35%* 59%*
Residual okilesly 35 3.81%* 17 25
Error [ 216 2.02 15 21

**: Significant at the 1 % probability level.
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Table 7. First and second main components and ASV parameter for grain yield and dry forage yield of promising

lines of dual purpose sorghum

Grain 4l Forage 4 gle

oyleds 4ls _sjgl.u« oS 4 gle ngla&

No. Line »Y  Grainyield (tha!) IPCA1 IPCA2 ASV Dry forage yield (tha’) IPCA1 IPCA2 ASV
1 KDFGS4 8.16 -0.88  -0.12 1.29 26.15 2.23 0.46 2.97
2 KDFGS6 8.42 -0.37 0.96 1.24 24.57 0.14 0.79 1.04
3 KDFGS9 8.71 0.05 1.23 1.48 23.17 0.55 0.74 0.98
4 KDFGS10 8.47 -0.72  -0.02 0.86 24.02 1.09 -0.83 1.78
5 KDFGS12 8.08 -0.53  -1.09 1.46 24.62 0.62 -1.56 2.18
6 KDFGSI13 791 -0.48  -0.79 1.11 22.75 -0.48 0.41 0.82
7 KDFGS16 8.23 0.30 0.81 1.04 21.46 -1.16 0.92 1.93
8 KDFGS20 7.83 1.94 -0.30 2.36 21.30 -2.17 -0.02 2.82
9 KDFGS26 6.38 -0.10  -0.11 0.18 26.11 -0.02 1.08 1.40
10 KDFGS30 743 0.79  -0.57 1.17 23.42 -0.79  -1.98 3.62

S WP B 4010 67.80 B - 41.87  66.61 -

Cumulative percentage

ASV: AMMI Stability Value.
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Table 8. Top four Lines, in the order of priority, in each environment

(combination of year and location) selected by AMMI model

Grain 413 Forage 4 5le
Q o

g &£ & & £ 2 &5 & £

—~ > B 2_\ .o < > B E_\ -

Z 3% 32 »E %z 98 38 22 1E %%

g ':)g‘in 3% X8 18 5 —§§D 3% X8 15

43 33 2% B3 RT 4% g3 3E B3 a4l

2% g ¥B ¥3 33 g g ¥E ¥y 33

Tt ode 12 3% 32 35 4% 1% 1z 37

5 z 98§ B wE 9% Pz YE vz NE

= S = ] 2 = 3 g= 2

=3 3 [ 2 [a) =2 3 [ 2

2014
Isfahan 697 4 1 2 3 935 9 1 2 5
Birjand 745 5 4 6 1 13.64 9 1 2 5
Moghan 938 3 2 7 4 18.13 1 9 2 5
Karaj 1054 5 6 8 10 2170 10 5 9 2
2015

Isfahan 5.81 3 8 7 2 1423 9 2 8 7
Birjand 629 8 3 7 2 1930 9 8 10 2
Moghan 837 3 2 7 4 3454 5 1 4 10
Karaj 8.88 3 2 7 4 59.16 1 9 2 3

L oy o Jlite 51 (50508 ) o 5 5180
== (IPCAT) J_oladfe o dgl ol as
Labsee s Lo 55 Gl = e ol ol -2
33555 dee TNl 53 sl o 4B 1 sbay
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3, 8kee o Sile 4 by o S sl Lol
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33 5 (83508 ) 32me) i 55 o Lo
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n ol il 3o gl ol 5 (3Bl pme)
A3 o0 (83508 5 5ee) Laes
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Plot of Gen & Env IPCA 1 scores versus means
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Fig. 1. Biplot of mean of genotypes and environments and the values of the

first principal components (Grain yield)
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Plot of Gen & Env IPCA 2 scores versus means
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Fig. 2. Biplot of mean of genotypes and environments and the values of the principal

components (Dry forage yield)
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Fig. 3. The dendrogram of genotypes grouping based on the first principal components

of interaction (Grain yield)
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Fig. 4. The dendrogram of genotypes grouping based on the principal components of

interaction (Dry forage yield)
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