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Table 1. Geographical coordinates and meteorological information of agricultural research stations in 2020 and 2021

U3 o 31 | (31,5 o a2 53) Los 4 GIE Gl by ais G o) SLb
Jl () sl o,e Ul Jg  Minimum temperature  Maximum temperature  Precipitation &S sal
Location o Year Altitude (m) Latitude Longitude (°C) (°C) (mm) Soil texture
. 2020 017 o 12.3 25.7 214.9 .
Toroq Sk 2021 998 35°12°N 60°48 E 132 274 627 Silty-loam
2020 11.1 28.9 207.3
z 56,5 1598 29°46" N 52°42 E Clay-1
argan %55 2021 13.0 305 28.2 gy-loam
2020 , 10.8 28.5 319.2 .
Kermanshah olisle S 2021 1362 34°15" N 46°48 E 107 28,9 713 Silty-clay
2020 9.0 25.3 166.8
Miandoab T 1294 36°57" N 46°06 E Silty-1
tandoa 2 o021 10.7 26.3 107.3 y-loam
2020 11.0 24.9 240.2
Kh : 1147 °22° N 44°56 E ilty-I
oy S 2021 38 %6 117 25.9 154.4 Silty-loam
. 2020 10.4 26.5 252.3
0| 7 0 -
Karaj s 2021 1244 35°50" N 50°52 E 121 279 516 Clay-loam
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Table 2. Combined analysis of variance for root and white sugar yield of sugar
beet genotypes in six locations in 2020 and 2021

Do o o Silee
Mean squares
@iTamys atyys Slee die S5 Shee

S.0.V. Sl X aste d.f. Root yield  White sugar yield
Location (L) o 5 16629** 688.4**
Genotype (G) o5 13 1081.6** 20.9**
GxL oex 55 65 272.9 7.2
Year (Y) Jl 1 154 3.2
Environment (E) Lo 5 1219.1** 16.4*
Block/E bow/esS, 36 242.4 6.3
Y xG wwsixJw 13 189.1** 5.3*
ExG S P S ) 245.1%* 6.2**
Error L= 468 86.7 2.6
C.V. (%) S ks o b oy 11.6 12.6

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively. ..s,s < 5 4o 53 my ol dleat mam s ls dre 5 4™ 57
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Table 3. Mean root yield and estimated yield stability parameters and ranks of stability
parameters for sugar beet genotypes

Yield stability parameter s Shee o)l L

ahy s Shes Silee
T3] O 55 o9)
Genotype  Mean root yield (ton ha?)  b; S%d; R?i o W2 Pi CVi
GB-1 86.6hbc 0.97 9.5 0.8 34.5 160.0 64.0 16.1
GB-2 81.8hbc 0.74 19.6 0.6 55.2 249.0 55.8 13.5
GB-3 79.9cd 1.3 57.4 0.7 97.3 429.2 104.4 22.7
GB-4 81.5bc 0.9 94 0.8 34.6 160.7 50.0 15.8
GB-5 80.9bc 0.9 2.0 0.8 28.0 132.3 63.9 155
GB-6 80.8bc 11 27.5- 0.9 4.9 33.3 53.9 17.7
GB-7 78.5cde 1.0 14.2- 0.9 12.6 66.5 88.5 16.9
GB-8 75.4e 0.9 11.0- 0.8 16.4 82.8 123.3 15.6
GB-9 76.5de 1.2 2.9 0.8 35.9 166.0 125.8 20.4
GB-10 85.1b 0.7 12.0- 0.8 26.6 126.3 22.0 11.4
GB-11 84.8b 0.9 0.7 0.8 26.1 124.3 24.7 154
Beta310 89.0a 1.1 8.5- 0.9 21.8 105.8 8.5 16.5
Denzel 75.6e 1.1 29.1- 0.9 0.1 12.9 117.0 17.8
Macumba 70.0f 0.7 46.8 0.5 83.0 368.3 258.9 16.7
Stability parameter rank  ¢,lub el 45,
] ) oSole

Genotype Mean rank bi S2d; R?i o W3 Pi CVi
GB-1 10 7 11 55 9 9 8 7
GB-2 11 3 12 2 12 12 6 2
GB-3 6 14 14 3 14 14 10 14
GB-4 9 6 10 55 10 10 4 6
GB-5 8 5 8 7 8 8 7 3
GB-6 7 12 2 13 2 2 5 11
GB-7 5 9 3 12 3 3 9 10
GB-8 2 4 5 4 4 4 12 5
GB-9 4 13 9 10 11 11 13 13
GB-10 13 2 4 8 7 7 2 1
GB-11 12 8 7 9 6 6 3 4
Beta310 14 11 6 11 5 5 1 8
Denzel 3 10 1 14 1 1 11 12
Macumba 1 1 13 1 13 13 14 9

Il e g5 ey gy Sl a3 S35 (gl atals o O gn5T il Al gn 25 2 O3 S il o1l o ol oS0
Means followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5% probability
levels-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.
bl Pieesy iV s STWA OISy 2 1 )1 0% ¢ o R 0 g 85 51 Ol il 820 0500 S5 a5 D

e o o OV SIS 0550
bi: regression coefficient, S?di: deviation from regression, R%: coefficient of determination, ¢%: Shukla’s
stability variance, W?;: ecovalence, Pi: superiority measure, CVi: coefficient of variation.
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Table 4. Mean white sugar yield and estimated yield stability parameters and ranks
of stability parameters for sugar beet genotypes

dhe S5 Sles Kl
(S s ) Yield stability parameter s Shee (o b sl l,b
G55 Mean white sugar yield
Genotype (ton ha'h) bi Sdi R4 A WA P CVi
GB-1 13.1abcd 08 070 07 16 71 17 182
GB-2 13.5ab 07 050 07 15 69 09 164
GB-3 13.6ab 12 11 08 21 95 12 241
GB-4 13.5ab 1.0 009 09 08 38 09 204
GB-5 12.5cde 1.0 020 08 09 42 28 217
GB-6 13.0abcde 1.0 040- 09 02 16 14 207
GB-7 12.7cde 09 020- 09 04 24 23 195
GB-8 12.4de 08 040- 09 04 23 27 175
GB-9 12.2e 1.1 0.01- 09 09 43 35 247
GB-10 13.2abc 08 020 08 12 56 16 16.6
GB-11 13.1abcd 11 030- 09 04 22 15 214
Beta310 13.7a 1.1 0.09- 09 07 33 0.7 207
Denzel 12.9bcde 1.0 0.60- 09 01 09 16 204
Macumba 11.2f 08 010 08 09 43 62 211
Stability parameter rank Il zel,b 45,
] ) o Sole

Genotype Mean rank bi S2di R% o4 Wi P CQV
GB-1 8.5 35 13 15 13 13 9 4
GB-2 11.5 10 12 15 12 12 3 1
GB-3 13.0 140 14 45 14 14 4 13
GB-4 11.5 9.5 8 7 7 7 2 6
GB-5 4.0 70 10 6 8 8 12 12
GB-6 7.0 9.5 2 13 2 2 5 9
GB-7 5.0 6.0 5 9 5 5 10 5
GB-8 3.0 35 3 11 4 4 11 3
GB-9 2.0 130 7 9 9 9 13 14
GB-10 10.0 20 11 3 11 11 7.5 2
GB-11 8.5 12.0 4 12 3 3 6 11
Beta310 14.0 110 6 9 6 6 1 8
Denzel 6.0 8.0 1 14 1 1 7.5 7
Macumba 1.0 5.0 9 45 10 0 14 10

Il dre gl A3 oty Jlez| 23 S0 gl s iz O 503T bl LBl 0 S5 20 5 S fil Shis S ol (Kl
Means followed by at Ieast one Tetter in common are not significantly dlfferent at the 5% probability
levels-using Duncan’s Multiple Range Test.

bl Pieesy iV s STWA OISy 2 1 )1 0% ¢ o R g 85 51 Ol it 8% 0500 55 o 5 D

u‘jmw g_,.:_).p CV| L&&Fg)}).}
bi: regressmn coefficient, S?di: deviation from regression, R?: coefficient of determination, ¢%: Shukla’s
stability variance, W?;: ecovalence, P;: superiority measure, CVi: coefficient of variation.

dali 1 da eyl 93 opl (g3de Hldde oy S VIS g NS g8 mSan y wibyls (gls

AAns



VP Jle Y o les A W7 5 § g dloxa”

ol o 3 Shee ks &5 8 4 55 S oslizal
25 e s Shes 5l sla lil L
Al gm0l SBT sl plB) g loles
A S8 3 Sles (sl b 555 ok 45
55652 S T el G 55 ol
353 GB-2 5 55 ol ,on 45 GB-11 ;GB-10
(Hasani et al., 01l 5 e (Y JSC5)
SN b GGE l aslizal L g asllas 43 2018)
5o )3 PY/A Jgl 4 ge 9345 L5 S 5,18
Sl e X s 35 S o Dl
T andlas 3.3 S a5 LAl i Shes
o o DIl G5 55 Ol e o G 55 A

REHE Ls;“l..,ul.:..i Calides #.au" Jai\j&

S0 i Sas Shes of a4 Denzel
SLa G55 (F Jsd) 55 Ll 1 S 8oL
LislajT dals LS ,5GB-3 ;GB-2 GB-4
Gy SSe 0953 Wb yls o2 %S (Beta310)
L sla o 55 O e 4 5 Lals olasl 5
(F o) s s les YU 5, Shee (65100
L) S o o Ol (2208 GB-2 5 555
GB-10 sla s g5 9505 olasls s 4
A S 50T 5 de o 5 4 GB-1 ;GB-8
AV i S5 Slas ) Se 555 ler A
S F ) sy s |y |5 5 Kika
Sl Calisee sla g, 5l (Tabrizi, 2012)
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Ranking entries based on both Mean and Instability
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Fig. 2. Ranking sugar beet genotypes for white sugar yield based on ideal genotype
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