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Table 1. Annual rainfall mean and codes or evaluated environments (locations)

obe Joes A5
S b e il Environmental code
) Mean of long term rainfall Jsh p5> Jl
Location oS (mm) Year 1 Year 2
Broujerd S 500.0 El E2
Khomein e 350.0 E3 E4
East Azarbaijan 5 Olml,3T 330.1 E5 E6
Zanjan Ol 313.1 E7 E8
e Ly (S 55 elie 5 pU =Y Ut
Table 2. Name and origin of white bean genotypes
SSH5 N <550k L
Genotype code Genotype name Origin
Gl DANESHKADEH/G11867 Iran
G2 JULES/DANESHKADEH Iran
G3 JULES/DANESHKADEH Iran
G4 JULES/74EMERSON Iran
G5 11805/DANESHKADEH Iran
G6 TAEMERSON /JULES Iran
G7 SEFEN/74EMERSON Iran
G8 KARA/G11867 Iran
G9 KARACASIHIRO CIAT
G10 GOYONOK98 CIAT
Gl1 Dorsa CIAT
G12 Pak CIAT

sl aly e il 5 LS B (gL
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance for white bean genotypes evaluated in eight

environments
35T 4 53 Slas e Nl

S.0.V. Sl e df. MS
Location (L) aibata 3 55595525.3"
Year (Y) JL. 1 42152029.3"
YxL Il X adlate 3 10587600.9"
Error 1 ) gl 16 260772.2"
Genotype (G) g 11 3014636.2°
GxL Jlex o 11 598793.1"
GxL aibate X 3 g5 33 1045042.5™
GxYxL dibate X JluX O g5 33 549606.0"
Error 2 Y sl 176 77700.1
Total Js 287 1222718.1

s Significant at 1%level of probability. ANy LTS -
Ul :LS.’LAJ "‘4 <J‘.SQ\ '*AMMI u\.iu\> C&)\ wj)ul;a\@\ oJﬁ C))ULD)
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Table 4. AMMI analysis of white bean genotypes evaluated in eight environments

REIR=SE Slas o SNl T Y Ao oS ey

o df. MS Explained Cumulative
S.0.V. Sl b percent percent
Environment (E) Lo 7 35226155.8 - o~
Genotype (G) 5 11 3647033.9" - -
GxE L X 5 77 827896.1"
IPCA1 17 1581847.2" 42.18 42.18
IPCA2 15 1222705.5" 28.8 70.95
IPCA3 13 667246.8" 13.61 84.56
IPCA4 11 42800.1° 7.38 91.95
IPCAS 9 272611.5 3.85 95.8
IPCA6 7 284042.1° 3.12 98.91
IPCA7 5 138395.5™ 1.08 100.00

VAl dL.,:;-\cla.»J: BRSO PP i PYELLIPS |

Ns and **: Not significant and significant at 1% level of probability, respectively.
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Table 5. Mean, minimum, maximum of yield and range of performance (kgha™) of white bean genotypes evaluated in eight environments

555 L ke Jolo ST wls
Genotype Environment Mean Minimum Maximum Range
El E2 E3 E4 ES E6 E7 E8
Gl 1436 3385 28184  3179.2 1180.7 18417 2654 2552.0 2381 792 3592.0 2800.0
G2 1957 4303 2598.8  2769.4 1504.0 1839.0 2504 29443 2552 700 4633.0 3933.0
G3 3536 5116 5330.2  4054.2 1458.3 2053.0 2413 25233 3309 963 5538.5 4575.5
G4 2870 4636 4208.2  3300.0 1198.7 2008.7 2738 31843 3018 875 4969.7 4094.7
G5 2316 4789 3257.1 3729.2 1305.3 1886.3 2494 33583 2892 708 4789.0 4081.0
G6 2698 4428 55435  4045.8 1422.3 1818.3 2299 3452.3 3065 954 4711.0 3757.0
G7 2697 4357 3514.6  4558.3 1583.3 1525.0 3131 3237.0 3075 1325 4841.7 3516.7
G8 2680 4883 2675.1 3686.1 1506.7 1871.0 2242 34527 2875 1333 5044.0 3711.0
G9 2337 3384 2117.6  2645.8 533.3 283.3 1969 3349.0 2077 217 3480.0 3263.0
G10 2428 4461 3130.2  2988.9 1469.3 1552.7 1925 4236.0 2774 979 4811.0 3832.0
Gl11 2981 4369 2606.2  3938.9 1415.3 1820.7 2097 3439.7 2833 1129 4878.0 3749.0
G12 2252 3906 2480.2 1429.2 1673.7 1446.0 348 3334.7 2109 1063 4339.0 3276.0
Mean 2515 4335 32577  3360.4 1354.2 1662.2 2235 32553 2747

L Sl ;5 (GSI) (s g5 Ol e Ls JPCAT (slas a5 c;ﬂ‘.& u:ilr" ol plan L st 6 gauas ) —F Jyu
Table 4. Ranking of white bean genotypes by mean performance, [IPCA1 scores and genotype selection index (GSI) across eight

environments
S5 HS
Genotype IPCA1 IPCA2 ASV Mean rank  ASV rank GSI GSI rank

Gl -7.85 -15.45 27.31 10 8 18 6
G2 6.38 -7.64 16.62 9 2 11

G3 -29.69 27.40 69.68 1 11 12 4
G4 -11.15 9.47 25.49 4 6 10 2
G5 -2.30 -5.55 9.30 5 1 6 1
G6 -12.49 7.56 26.36 3 7 10 2
G7 -14.59 -16.66 37.18 2 10 12 4
G8 7.58 -7.18 17.95 6 4 10 2
G9 8.96 -11.82 24.46 12 5 17 5
G10 16.84 2.61 32.40 8 9 17 5
Gl1 5.81 -8.99 17.31 7 3 10 2
Gl12 32.51 26.27 73.23 11 12 23 7
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