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AMMI u GGE biplot a"Hanms B3amMOgeiCTBUS
reHOTUII-Cpeia IVMHU SUMeHS IPpOBOTr0

IT.H. CoAroHeuHbIn

WHcTuTyT pacteHmeBoacTtBa um. B.A. lOpbeBa HaumoHanbHOM akagemnmy arpapHbix Hayk YKpanHbl, XapbKoB, YKpanHa

CTabnnbHOCTb YPOXKaNHOCTI 3aBUCUT OT YCTOMYMBOCTU COPTOB U
rmépuaoB K CTpeccoBbiM dpakTopam oKpy»KatoLen cpefbl. OLueHKa
cTeneHn B3aMMOAENCTBUA reHOTUN-Ccpefja MOMOraeT ceeKLMoHe-
pam BblbpaTb Nyyllne reHOTUMbI AA nepefaun B locyaapcTBeHHOE
copToucnbiTaHue. B ctaTbe npepctaBneHbl pesynstatel AMMI (additive
main effect and multiplicative interaction) n GGE (genotype plus geno-
type-environment interaction) biplot aHanu3a ypo<aiiHocT1 BoCbMu
nepcneKkTUBHbIX IMHUA AYMEHA APOBOro cenekumnmn NHcTuTyTa pacte-
HuesopacTtea nM. B.A. lOpbeBa HAAH YKkpauHbl 1 AByX COpTOB-CTaHAAp-
ToB B 2012-2015 rr. Llenbio nccnenoBaHui 66110 onpeaenuTb CTeneHb
BAIVAHNA reHOTMNA, CPeAbl U VX B3aUMOAENCTBMA Ha YPOXKaNHOCTb 1
BblAeNNTb CTabubHbIe U NPOAYKTVBHbIE FEHOTUMbI. ONbIT 6bIN 3a510-
KeH paHAOMU3MPOBAHHO B YeTbIpex MOBTOPeHUAX. JNCnepCnoHHbIN
aHan13 JaHHbIX YPOXaHOCTY NO3BOMWA OLEHUTb BANAHME 3bPeKToB
cpepbl (85.8 %), reHoTuna (8.1 %) 1 B3aMMOZEeNCTBUA reHOTUN—-Cpeaa
(6.1 %) Ha BaprabenbHOCTb YPOXKANHOCTW. [1NA OLEHKN BAUAHUA 3¢-
deKTa reHOTUN-CPeAOBOro B3aIMOAENCTBUA Ha YPOBEHb YPOXKaHO-
CTV laHHble OblIV NPOoaHann3rpoBaHbl ¢ nomoLbio AMMI n GGE biplot
aHanu3za. Mogenb AMMI oka3anacb 6onee 3¢ HeKTUBHON, COXpaHAA
60nblUyo YacTb BapmaL MK B NEPBbLIX ABYX FMaBHbIX KOMMOHEHTaX —
95.7 %, B TO Bpemsa Kak GGE biplot — 82.9 %. O6e mogenu ykasanu Ha
nuHum 09-837 (G8) 1 08-1385 (G9) Kak Hanbonee ypoxkalHble 1 CTa-
6UnbHble. 3TV NMHUK NepeaaHbl B focyfapCcTBEHHOE UCTbITaHKe Noj
Ha3BaHueM «ABryp» n «Benec». Pesynbratbl nccnenosaHmi nokasanm
MHPOPMATMBHOCTb McMNonb3oBaHNUA meTogos AMMI 1 GGE biplot gna
OLeHKM CTabUNbHOCTM 1 afanTUBHOCTY FEHOTUMOB B MPAKTNYECKON
cenekummn n pekomeHaaLmmn coptos Ansa flocyaapcTBEHHOro COpTO-
NCnblTaHNA.

Kntoueble cnosa: AMMI; GGE biplot; AumeHb; ypoxaliHOCTb;
afanTUBHOCTb; CTaBUNBbHOCTb; METOS, IMaBHbIX KOMMOHEHT.
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AMMI and GGE biplot analyses
of genotype-environment
interaction in spring barley lines

PN. Solonechnyi

Plant Production Institute nd. a V.Ya. Yuryev, NAAS of Ukraine,
Kharkov, Ukraine

Yield stability depends on the resistance of varieties
and hybrids to stressful environmental factors. Assess-
ment of genotype-environment interaction helps
breeders select the best genotypes for submission to
the state variety trials. The article presents results of
AMMI (Additive Main effects and Multiplicative Interac-
tion) and GGE (Genotype plus Genotype-Environment
interaction) biplot analyses of the grain yield data in
eight promising spring barley lines bred at the Plant
Production Institute nd. a V.Ya. Yuryev of NAAS and
two standard varieties in 2012-2015. The objective of
this study was to determine the effect of genotype,
environment and their interaction for grain yield and
identify stable and performance genotypes. The
experimental layout was randomized complete block
design with four replications. The analysis of variance
on grain yield data showed that the mean squares of
environments, genotypes and genotype-environment
interaction (GEIl) accounted for 85.8, 8.1 and 6.1 % of
treatment combination sum of squares, respectively.
To find out the effects of GEl on grain yield, the data
were subjected to AMMI and GGE biplot analysis. The
AMMI model presented greater efficiency by retaining
most of the variation in the first two main components,
95.7 %, followed by the GGE biplot model, 82.9 %. Lines
09-837 (G8) and 08-1385 (G9) presented an elevated
grain yield and stability as determined by the AMMI
and GGE biplot methodologies. These lines named as
“Avgur” and “Veles” were submitted to the state variety
trial. The results finally indicated that AMMI and GGE
biplot are informative methods to explore stability
and adaptation pattern of genotypes in practical plant
breeding and in subsequent variety recommendations.

Key words: AMMI; GGE biplot; barley; yield; adaptabil-
ity; stability; principal component analysis.



an4ue cTabMIbHOW yPOXKaHHOCTH U HIKOHOMHUYECKOH
PEHTa0EeTFHOCTH — 3TO BaKHEUTIIas mpobiema JIIst ce-
JICKIIMOHEPOB U (hepMepOB. YCHENIHbIE COPTa JT0JKHBI
OBITh a/1aNITUPOBAHBI K ITUPOKOMY JMAINa30HY yCIOBHH OKpY-
JKaroIei cpeabl s CTaOMIIBHON pean3aIiiil CBOETo TeHe-
TUYECKOTO TMOTeHINaNa U 3()(HEKTUBHOTO NCIOIH30BAHUS
TEXHOJIOIW BbIpamuBaHus. PasHuna B peakuuu cOpToOB Ha
M3MEHEHHE [TOYBEHHO-KIIMMAaTH4eCKUX yCIoBUil 00ycioBIe-
Ha B3aUMOJICHCTBHEM T'€HOTHIIA U cpenbl. B3anmoneiicTBue
reHotun—cpena (genotype-environment interaction — GEI)
YCIIOXKHSET MPOLiecC 0TOOPa JIyUIIINX TEHOTHUIIOB, TO3TOMY Ce-
JIEKIIMOHEepaM BaKHO OCTOSIHHO BECTH CKPUHUHT HCXOAHOTO
1 CEJICKIIMOHHOTO MaTepuasa Juisl BbIACICHUsI U BHEIPEHHSI B
MIPOU3BOCTBO COPTOB, 3AANTHPOBAHHBIX K PA3INIHBIM yCII0-
BUsIM cpeipl. CrieioBarenbHO, HHPOPMAIHS O TeHOTHIT-CPe/Io-
BOM B3aUMOJICHCTBUH MIEPCIIEKTUBHOTO CEJICKIIMOHHOTO MaTe-
pHana IMeeT IIePBOCTENICHHOE 3HAUYCHNE IS CEIEKIIOHEPOB.

Cy1mecTByeT HECKOJIBKO CTaTHCTHIECKUX METO/IOB, C TIOMO-
IIbI0 KOTOPBIX ompesessoT crenens BiusHus GEI Ha ypo-
KaWHOCTD M BBIACIAIOT TEHOTHITBI, B KOTOPBIX 3TO BIIHSIHUE
MHUHAMAaJIBHO M BO3MOYKHO IPOTHO3MPOBATh MX (PEHOTHIIN-
YECKYI0 PEaKIMI0 Ha U3MEHEHHE YCJIOBHUU OKpY)Karolei
cpenel. K Hanbomee pacpocTpaHeHHBIM METOAAM OTHOCSTCS
JIUHEWHBIN PEerpecCUOHHBIN aHaIU3, HEIMHEIHBIN perpec-
CHUOHHBIM aHaJIU3, MHOTOMEPHBII aHalIU3 U HelapaMeTpu-
geckas craructuka (Cornelius et al., 1996; Annicchiarico,
1997; Moreno-Gonzalez et al., 2004). Onnum u3 Hanbosee
s¢pexTrBHBIX MeTO0B KBaHTHuKamu GEI u onenku cra-
OommpHOCTH ypokaitHocTH sBisitoTest Mmonenmn AMMI nu GGE
biplot, 6azupyrommuecs Ha Meroze raBHbIX komroneHT (Kilig,
2014; Mirosavljevi¢ et al., 2014; Mortazavian et al., 2014;
Solonechnyi et al., 2015).

Hucniepcronnsrnii anami3 (ANOVA) — anmuTrBHAS MOJICITB,
B KoTopoit GEI ciyuT HCTOUHMKOM BapHaIiy, HO €ro BHY-
TpeHHHE YPPEKTH He aHATM3UPYIOTCA. B oTinmume ot Hero,
METOJI IVTaBHBIX KOMITOHEHT (principal component analysis —
PCA) aBnsieTcs MyabTUIUIMKaTUBHOM MOJENbBIO U, ClIe0Ba-
TEJILHO, HE MPE/ICTABISET aJINTHBHBIC OCHOBHBIE 3(D(hEeKThI
HU OKpy>Karomiei cpeabl, Hu reHotuna (Oliveira et al., 2014).
Monens AMMI (agmutruBHBIE OCHOBHBIE AP(EKTH U MYIIb-
THTTUKATUBHOE B3aUMOJICHCTBHE), 00beanHsronmas ANOVA
n PCA B eanHOM 1O/1X071€, MOKET IPUMEHSITHCS ISl OLICHKH
aJanTUBHOCTH TeHoTUIoB (Zobel et al., 1988; Crossa et al.,
1990; Gauch, Zobel, 1996). AMMI ucnionszyer ANOVA mist
MIPOBEPKH OCHOBHBIX 3(p(hexToB renorumna u cpenpl, a PCA —
JUIsl aHAJIM3a OCTATOYHOTO MYJIBTUILIMKATUBHOTO B3aUMOJIeH-
CTBHUSI MEXAY T€HOTUIIAMU U OKPY>KAIOILEH CPEON ¢ LENbIO
omnpezeneHust cymmbl kBagparos GEI ¢ MUHMManbHBIM KO-
nn4yecTBOM creneneit cBooossl. [Tockombky ANOVA u PCA
SIBJIAIOTCS KOMIToHeHTaMHu monaenu AMMI, ona nHamnboiee
s¢dexruBna s xapakrepuctuku GEI (Zobel et al., 1988).

W. Yan ¢ xoyuteramu (2000) npeyioxuian Moau(UKainio
obsrgHOTO ananmm3za AMMI non nazBanmem GGE biplot (re-
norur (G) miroc rerorur-cpenosoe (GE) B3anmoneiictaue),
KoTopas Obi1a pekomenoBana i1t ananuza GEI. GGE biplot
OpLTa TpU3HaHA MHHOBAIIMOHHON METOIONIOT e rpadrdecKo-
TO aHaJIN3a JAHHBIX U CTaja aKTUBHO MIPUMEHSTHCS B CEJIEK-
uu pactenuii (Balestre et al., 2009). B omiuune ot Monenu
AMMI, GGE biplot momoraer B orpeaeneHnr OTHOCHTEITHHON
MIPOAYKTHBHOCTH T€HOTUIIOB B KOHKPETHBIX SKOJIOTHYECKUX
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ycioBusiX (crieruduyeckast a1anTHBHOCTb TeHOTHIIA), a TAKKE
UACHTU(UKALUY TEHOTUTIOB, HOAXOASIINX AJIS TPYTIITBI CPET
(mmpoxkast aganTuBHOCTS). [ist mocrpoenns rpaguxkoB GGE
biplot MOXHO BOCIOJNIB30BATHCS CIEIHAIN3UPOBAHHBIMHU
(GYHKIMAME MHOTHX CTaTHCTHYECKUX ITAKETOB MM CICIH-
AIBHO CO3/IaHHBIMH JuIs 3TOoro mporpammamu (Yan, 2001;
Yan, Kang, 2003).

Lenpro JTaHHOTO MCClIeIOBaHMUs ObLIa OIIEHKA TeHOTHUII-Cpe-
JIOBOTO B3aNMOJICHCTBHS JIMHUH STMMEHSI SIPOBOTO C MCTIONB30-
BanreM AMMI u GGE biplot aHani3a 1 BcrioMorareabHbIX
HeTapaMeTPUIeCKUX CTATUCTHK ISl 0TOOpa TeHOTHIIOB C BBI-
COKOH ypOXalHOCTBIO U (PEHOTHITHUECKOH CTAOMIBHOCTBIO.

MaTepmanbl n metogbl
Hccnenoanus nposeneHs! B 2012-2015 rr. B maboparopuu
CEJISKIIMU ¥ TEeHETUKH sfdMeHs VIHCTUTyTa pacTeHHEeBOACTBa
num. B A1, FOpseBa HAAH VYkpannsr. VicxogHbIM MaTepHagoMm
JUISl UCCIIEI0BAHUH CITY>KUITH BOCEMb MEPCTIEKTUBHBIX JIMHUH
STYMEHS SIPOBOTO U IBa copTa-cTa"aapta B3upen u Komannop.
[Tnomans yaetHol nensaku 10 M2, TOBTOPHOCTH YETHIPEX-
KkparHasi. [IpeamecTBeHHUK — TOpoX Ha 3epHO. Pe3ynbrarsl
HKOJIOT'MYECKOTO MCHBITAHUS ObUIM MTPOAHAIN3UPOBAHBI C
nmomontsio GGE biplot 1 AMMI ananmu3a.

Bazosas monens GGE biplot:

Yi—u—=PB, =& m; + MEm, +ey (1

e Yij — CpeHssl YpOXKANHOCTh F€HOTHUIIA | B OKpY’Kalolen
cpeze j; - obiee cpeiree; 3, — CpeiHsis ypoxaiHOCTh Beex
I€HOTHIIOB B OKPY)Karollei cpese j; A, U A, — CHHIYJIApHbIE
3HaueHUs (singular value (SV) mepBBIX ABYyX ITIaBHBIX KOM-
nonenT — PC1 u PC2); £, u &, — cOOCTBEHHbIE CKaAPbI
reroruma i juist PCl u PC2 cooTBETCTBEHHO; 1)) H 15 — COO-
CTBEHHBIC CKaJsApHI OKpykatomieir cpems! j it PCl u PC2
COOTBETCTBEHHO; &; — OCTATOK, CBA3AHHbIl C FCHOTHIIOM i B
OKpY’KaroIel cpeze j.

st mocTpoeHust Oumuora BBIIEIPUBECHHAS (opMyIia
(1) nomxHa OBITH ITPE/ICTABICHA KaK

V=B =gue;t gney t ey )
TIE g;1€y; U g€y, — MHICKCHI PCl u PC2 nns renotuna i u
OKPY’KalOIIeH CPesIbl j COOTBETCTBEHHO.
Ha 6uniote reHotu i n300paxaeTcst Kak TOUKa, OIpese-
JICHHAs BCEMU 3HAYEHHUAMH g;,  OKPYKalollas cpesa j — Kak
TOYKA, ONPEIEIECHHAs BCEMHU 3HAYEHUAMH €;.

AMMI anamm3 nposommuta o (Zobel et al., 1988), ncrons-
3yl CIEAYIOUIYI0 CTATUCTHYECKYIO MOJEIb!

Yij =u+tg+ e + ZZ:I kk“,-ijk + &js 3)

rie Y,; — cpennnit ekt renotua i B cpezie j; i — odiee
cpezHee 3HaUCHNE; g, — YpdeKT reHoTHIa I ¢, — 3pdeKT cpe-
b1 j; A, — CUHTYJIAPHOE 3HAaYeHME k-1 OCH IIaBHOTO KOMIIO-
HenTa B3aumoneiicteus (IPCA); o, — CHHTyIspHOE 3HAYCHUE
quist i reHoTHna k [PCA; Y} — CHHTYJIAPHOE 3HAYCHHE j CPEIIbI
k IPCA; €, — CpeaHss omrbKa HKCIIEPUMEHTA.

YpoBeHb (PEHOTHITHYECKON CTAOMITEHOCTH TE€HOTHITOB OIIpe-
nerstu o mokaszaremo ASV (AMMI stability value), pac-
cunutanHomy 1o ¢opmyse u3 (Purchase et al., 2000):

_.|[SSIPC1 2 2
ASV_\/[SSIP C 2(IPClscore) +({PC2score)’,  (4)
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AMMI n GGE biplot aHanu3 BanmopencTemns
reHoTUN—Ccpeaa IMHUIA SUMEHS SPOBOTO

rae SSIPC1 u SSIPC2 — cymMa KBaJipaToB MEPBBIX IBYX ITIaB-
HBIX KOMIOHEHT B3auMozeinctsus;, [PClscore u IPC2score —
3HAYEHMS TIEPBBIX JIBYX IVIABHBIX KOMITOHEHT B3aNMOJICHCTBHUS
TeHOTHIIA.

Wnpnexc crabunpHOCTH ypokaitHocTH (Y SI) paccunran mo

thopmyie

YSI = RASV + RY, (5)

rae RASV — panr reHotumna o yposHto ASV; RY — panr no
ypoxkaitaocTH (Y).

Maremarn4eckyo 00pabOTKy JaHHBIX YPOKAHHOCTH U
noctpoenue rpaduxoB GGE biplot ocyriecTBisiiiu ¢ HCIOb-
30BaHKeM mporpamMmel Genstat 12.

PesynbTaTbl n 06CyxaeHne

KonTpacTable rHAPOTEpPMIYECKUE YCIOBHS JIET UCCIIET0BA-
HUH IO3BOJIIITH JIOCTOBEPHO OIICHUTH TCHOTHITBI ITO CTAOHITH-
HOCTH U aanTUBHOCTU. CpenHsisl ypOXKaiHOCTh U3yUSHHBIX
COpPTOB M TMHUH Kojebanach ot 2.79 T/raB 2013 . 10 6.55 T/Ta
B 2014 1. (Tabmn. 1). /1111 OlleHKH BIHSTHAS TEHOTUTI-CPEIOBOTO
B3aUMOJICHCTBHS Ha ypOKail 3epHa, JaHHbIe ObUIH MOJBEpPr-
HyTel AMMI 1 GGE biplot ananmsy.

GGE biplot siBisieTcss KOMIUICKCHOW CHCTEMOM aHaIN3a,
COIIACHO KOTOPOil OOJIBIIIMHCTBO aCIIEKTOB B3aMMO/ICHCTBUS
TeHOTHII—CpPEe/a, MPEICTaBICHHBIC B BUIC TAOIHIIBI, MOTYT
ObITH 0TOOpaxeHs! rpaduyecku (Yan et al., 2000; Yan, 2001;
Yan, Kang, 2003; Yan, Tinker, 2006). [Ipx 3ToM pe3ynbrarsl
9KOJIOTHYECKOTO HCIBITAHUS OTOOPaKAIOTCSA TaKUM 00pa-
30M, YTO BU3yaJibHAsl OI[CHKA TCHOTHIIOB U MICHTH()HUKALIUS
«Mera-cpe» 3HaduTenbHO ynpomarTes (Yan, 2002, 2014;
Yan et al., 2007). GGE biplot aranu3 moxasai, 4To TIepBbIC
JIB€ TJIaBHBIE KOMIIOHEHTHI 00BACHSIIOT 82.9 % ot obuiei
n3MeHunBocTH, Bei3BaHHOM GEI. B mMozenu coxpansroTcs
TOJBKO 1Be raBHBIC KoMoHEeHTHI (PC1 u PC2), motomy uTto
TaKasi MOJICITb SIBJISICTCS JIYHIICH TS BBIICTICHHUS 3aKOHOMEP-
HOCTeH 1 HUBENHUPYeT HeHykHble faHHble. Kpome Toro, PC1
n PC2 MOXHO JTerko M300pa3nuTh HA IBYXMEPHOM TpaduKe,
TaK YTO B3aNMOJICHUCTBHE MEKIY KaXKIBIM TCHOTUTIOM H OTIpE-
JICJICHHOW OKpY KaroIlield cpenoil OyneT BU3yalu3UpPOBAHO.
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PC2-27.17 %

@E2
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Fig. 1. Polygon views of the GGE biplot for the “which-won where” pattern
and their related “mega-environments”.

GGE biplot B Buae mHoroyroisuuka «which-won-where»
(xakoif TEHOTHUII TJe BBIUTPBIBACT) — ATO JYUIIHH CIIOcO0
BU3yaJIM3alUl 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH B3aUMOICHCTBHS MEKITY
TEHOTHIIOM U OKpY»Karollen cpeoi 1 3pPpEeKTUBHOM HHTEP-
nperaryu ourmiota (puc. 1).

BepiunHaMu MHOTOYTOJIEHHKA SIBIISFOTCSL MapKephbl TeHO-
THUIIOB, MAaKCUMAJILHO YJAJICHHBIX OT LIEHTpa OWIUIOTa Tak,
YTO MapKepbl BCEX OCTAIBHBIX TCHOTHIIOB IIOIIAIAI0T B MHO-
royroyiHuK. JInHuUM, Jnernsipe OUIUIOT Ha CeKTopa, mpel-
CTaBJISIIOT c000if HAOOP TMIIOTETHYECKHUX cpea. [eHoru,
00pasyromuil yroi MHOTOYTOJIBHHKA JUIs KaXKIOTO CeKTopa,
Pa3AeNSIOIEro OUILIOT, — 9TO TOT, KOTOPBIN JaeT MaKCHMaJlb-
HYIO YPOJKaifHOCTB B OKPYIKAIOLIMX CPeAax, MOIaarolHX B
9TOT CEKTOp. BepmmHaMy yIiiOB MHOIOYrOJIbHUKA B HAILIHMX
uccnenoBanusx obun rerotuitel G3, G7, G2, G5 u G9 (GS).

Table 1. Grain yield (metric tons/ha) from spring barley in 2012-2015

Genotype Variety, line 2012 2013 2014 2015 Averaged

E1 £ £3 Ea over genotype
G1Vz|ret5460 ......................... 2 23 ......................... 6 71473457 .......................
Gz ..................................... K Omandor460 ......................... 2 10 ......................... 6 24442434 ......................

G3 ..................................... 0 5_393431 .......................... 3 81 .......................... 6 58436477 .......................

G4 ..................................... 0 6_652448 ......................... 2 65 ......................... 6 73 ......................... 5 20477 .......................

G5 ..................................... 0 8_2455 ............................. 5 12 ......................... 2 59 ......................... 6 40 ......................... 5 06479 .......................

G6 ..................................... 0 9_791a ............................. 3 43 ......................... 2 60 ......................... 6 52447426 .......................

G7 ..................................... 0 9_2162 ............................. 3 69 ......................... 2 78 ......................... 5 89 ......................... 3 43395 .......................

Gs ..................................... 0 9_837475 ......................... 3 16 ......................... 7 16 ......................... 5 04503 .......................

G9 ..................................... 0 8_1385 ............................. 5 08 ......................... 3 27 ......................... 6 90 ......................... 5 185” .......................

G10 ................................... 0 9_409463 ......................... 2 70 ......................... 6 34437437 .......................
Averagedoverem,,ronmem447 ......................... 2 79 ......................... 6 55463461 .......................
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AMMI and GGE biplot analyses of genotype-
environment interaction in spring barley lines

Table 2. AMMI analysis of grain yield in spring wheat genotypes

Source of variation df SS
overau .............................................. 159 ............................... 3 3120 .............
GenOtype(G) ....................................... 92487 ..............
Env"onment(E) ................................... 3 ............................... 2 6310 .............
|nteract|on(GE) ................................. 27 ................................. 1 866 ..............
|PCA1 .................................................. 11 .................................. 1 198 ..............
|PCA2 .................................................... 9 .................................. 587 ..............
|PCA3 ........................................................................................ 081 ...............
|pCA4 .................................................... 5 .................................. ooo ..............
Error .................................................. 108 ................................. 1 695 ..............

P.N. Solonechnyi

ms Contribution to variability, %

y|e|d ............................. i ntera ct|on ................
2083 ..................................................................................................
276331 .................................................................
............. 8 7701858
06916] .................................................................
............... 1 090642
0652315 ............................
0116 ................................................................ 43 ............................
0000 ................................................................ oo ............................
0157 ..................................................................................................

Table 3. Grain yield and statistical indices of the stability of spring barley genotypes

Y, tons/ha

Genotype

Variety, line

IPCA1

IPCA2 ASV

Y, mean grain yield; IPCA1 and IPCA2, axes of the first and second principal components of the interaction; ASV, AMMI stability; YSI, yield stability index.

CootsetctBeHHO reHoTUNB G8 1 GY OBIH TydIMHA B Cpeiax
El, E3 u E4 (o6pa3ytomux «mera-cpeny»), a renotun G3 — B
HU3KOIIPOIYKTUBHOM (cTpeccoBoil) cpene E2.

C HOMOIIIBIO TUCTIEPCHOHHOTO aHAJIN3a CyMMa KBa/IpaToB
ypoxxaifHOCTH OblTa pa3ziesieHa Ha 3 EeKThl TeHOTHIIA, OKPY-
JKAFOIILICH CpeIbl ¥ B3aUMOICHCTBHUS TeHOTHIT—cpena (Tao. 2).
CaMbIif BRICOKHH BKJIJ] B ©3MEHYNBOCTH YPO)KaifHOCTH BHO-
cut 3pdexT okpysxkaromei cpeasl (85.8 %), 3HAYUTENBHO
MeHbINN BHOcunM rerotun (8.1 %) u B3aumopeiicTBue
resorun—cpena (6.1 %). bonbmoit Bkiag daxropa «cpena»
B OOIIYIO TUCIIEPCHIO YPOXKAHHOCTH CBSI3aH CO 3HAYMTEIb-
HOW M3MEHYMBOCTBIO THAPOTEPMUYECKUX YCIOBUI B TOBI
mpoBeneHus nccrenoBannid. Bzaumoneiictsue GE 65110 110-
TIOJIHUTEIILHO Pa3JelIeHO C HCIOJIb30BaHNEM METO/1a INIaBHBIX
komroHeHT. [lepsbie e ocu IPCA oObsicHsitoT 95.7 % Bapua-
0eTHPHOCTH B3aMMOJICHCTBYS, YTO JIETAET TOCTOBEPHOI OICH-
Ky CTaOMJILHOCTH T€HOTHUIIOB 110 3THM JIBYM KOMITOHEHTaM.

Mogens AMMI He npegycMaTpuUBaeT KOJIWYECTBEHHOM
OLIEHKH CTETIEHH! CTA0UIBHOCTH, TIO3TOMY JIJIsl KOJINYECTBEH-
HOH OIEHKH M PaHXMPOBAHUS TCHOTUIIOB TI0 CTA0MIBHOCTH
ypoxkaitHocTu B padore (Purchase et al., 2000) npenioxeHO
ucmonp3oBath nmokasarends ASV (AMMI stability value).
ASV npencrasisier co00l paccTosiHAE OT IIeHTpa (HyJs) B
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nIByxMepHoii ckarteporpamme ¢ [IPCA1 (ockio mepBoro rias-
HOTO KOMIOHeHTa B3anmoueicTus) U IPCA2 (ockro BToporo
IIABHOTO KOMITOHEHTa B3auMojeiicTBus). Ilockonbky moxa-
3arens [PCA1 BHOCHT OOMNBIIHMIT BKIAX B CyMMY KBaJIpaToB
B3aUMOJICHCTBHSI TCHOTUII—cpeaa (cM. Tadi. 2), OH JO0IKEH
MUMETh MPONOPLUOHAILHO OOJBINHMN BKJIAJ] 10 CPABHEHHUIO C
IPCA2, 4T00OBI KOMITEHCHPOBATH YaCTh OTHOCHTEIIFHOTO BKJTa-
naIPCA1 uIPCAZ2 B o0mee B3aumoetictsue GE. B monenn
ASV reHOTHIBI ¢ HAUMEHBIIUM ypoBHEM ASV sBisioTCA
HanOosee cTabmIbHBIMUA. COOTBETCTBEHHO, CPEAN M3ydIaeMbIX
reHotunoB jguauA G9, G8 m G10 ObuIM HanboJiee cTaOWITb-
HbIMH, a TUHUKM G3 1 G7 XapakTepu30BaINCh 3HAYUTEIBHBIM
BapbUPOBAaHUEM ypokaiHOCTH (Tabm. 3).

GGE biplot 1aeT BO3MOXHOCTb BH3yaJbHO PaHXHPOBAaTh
TEHOTHIIBI 110 UX TPOAYKTUBHOCTH U CTaOMILHOCTU B Psijie
cpexn. Ha puc. 2 och x, Wim TMHUS TPOTYKTUBHOCTH, CPEAHEH
TecTepHOU KoopawHATHI (average tester coordinate — ATC)
MIPOXOJMT Yepe3 Havyajo KOOPAMHAT OWIUIOTa CO CTPENIKOH,
o0o3Havaromen moJaokuTensHbIH KoHer ocu. Ock y ATC (och
CTaOMILHOCTHN) TIPOXO/IUT Yepe3 Hadallo KOOpAMHAT OuIoTa
MEePHEeHANKYISIPHO OcH X. TakuM 00pazoM, cpeHsis ypoxKan-
HOCTb FT€HOTHIIOB OL[EHUBAETCS MO TIPOEKIMU NX MAPKEPOB Ha
0Cb X, @ CTa0MIIBHOCTD — IO TIPOEKIMN Ha OCh .
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AMMI n GGE biplot aHanu3 BanmopencTemns
reHoTUN—Ccpeaa IMHUIA SUMEHS SPOBOTO

PC2-24.17 %

PC1-58.74%

Fig. 2. GGE biplot for the mean performance and stability of genotypes.

Jlunuu 08-1385 (G9) u 09-837 (G8) umenu camyro BbICO-
KYyTO CPEHIOIO0 YPOXKaifHOCTB, a TiHusA 09-2162 (G7) — camyto
HU3Ky10. Ypoxaitnocts remotunoB 05-393 (G3), Koman-
mop (G2) u 09-2162 (G7) 6buta Haubosee BapHaOCIBbHOM,
torma kak muHuH 08-1385 (G9), 09-837 (G8) m 09-409 (G10)
OTJINYAJINCH BBICOKOH CTAOMIIBHOCTBIO.

CTaOWIbHOCTb, OJTHAKO, HE €IMHCTBEHHBIN MapaMeTp npu
OLIEHKE T€HOTUIIOB, TaK KaK CTaOWIIbHBIE TCHOTHUIIBI HEpel-
KO ObIBalOT HM3KONpoxyKTuBHBI (Mohammadi et al., 2007;
Mohammadi, Amri, 2008). Takum oOpa3zom, HEOOXOTUMBI
TMIO/IXOIbI, BKJTIOYAIOIINE HHTETPATBbHYIO OLIEHKY TI0 CPEaHEH
YPOXXaHOCTH M CTaOWJIBHOCTH B €MHBIH MHJIEKC, YTO I0-
OyAMJIO Pa3HBIX UCCIENOBATENEH MPEIUIOKUTh Pa3InYHbIC
KPUTEPHUH JUIsl OTHOBPEMEHHOTO 0TOOpa MO ypOXKaitHOCTH U
crabunpHOCTH (Eskridge, 1990; Kang, 1993; Dashiell et al.,
1994; Bajpai, Prabhakaran, 2000; Rao, Prabhakaran, 2005;
Farshadfar, 2008). ITockonsky ASV yuutsiBaer IPCA1 n
IPCA2, xoTopble BKJIIOYAIOT OOJIBIIYIO YacTh BapHaIlUU
GEI, panr ASV cinyuT JOCTOBEpPHOIl OLEHKOH CTa0MIIb-
HocTh TeHoTunoB. Cymma panroB ASV u ypoxaiinoctu (Y)
JlaeT KOMITJICKCHYIO OLICHKY T€HOTHIIOB 110 CTa0MIBHOCTH U
YPOXKaHOCTH — TaK Ha3bIBaeMbIi HHIEKC CTaOMIILHOCTH YPO-
*kaitHocTH (yield stability index — YSI). 'enoTHI ¢ HanMeHB-
mmM Y SI cunraercs Hanbosee CTaOMIBLHBIM U YPOXKAHHBIM
(cm. Tabm. 3). B Hammx vccie0BaHusIX TAKUMU TeHOTUITIAMU
ontmn muaur 08-1385 (G9) n 09-837 (GS).

[Tyrem rpaduueckoro anamuza GGE biplot mo3Bonser
TAKKE BBIICJIUTH TEHOTHUIIBI, 00BEIUHSIONINE BEICOKYIO YPO-
JKaWHOCTb ¥ CTaOMIIBHOCT. LIeHTp KOHIIEHTPUYIECKUX KPYTOB
(puc. 3) mpeacTaBIseT MOJIOKEHNE KUACATBHOT0» TEHOTHIIA,
KOTOPBIN ONpeielisieTCsl HPOEKLUEH Ha 0Ch CPEIHEOKPYIKat0-
el cpebl, PaBHOH caMOMy JTMHHOMY BEKTOPY F'€HOTHIIOB
C YPOXKalHOCTBIO BBIIIE CPEHETO, U 110 HYJIEBOW MPOCKIIUH
Ha NepHeHANKYISPHYIO JTMHUIO (HyJIeBasi BApHaOeIbHOCTb BO
BCEX OKPYKAIOIINX cpefax). [ eHoTHIT 6oree sxenmaTeseH, ecim
OH OJIVIKE K «HACATBHOMY» TeHOTHITY. XOTSI TAKOH H/ICaTbHBIH
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Fig. 3. GGE biplot based on genotype-focused scaling for comparing the
genotypes with the “ideal” genotype.

TEHOTHI MOYKET U HE CYILIECTBOBATH B PEAIbHOCTH, €r0 MOYKHO
UCTIONb30BaTh B Ka4eCTBE ATAJIOHA JUIS OLEHKU T€HOTHUIIOB.
CnenoBarenbHO, B HameM ciydae jquHan 09-837 (G8) u
08-1385 (G9), MakcuMabHO MPUOIMIKEHHBIE K LIEHTPY KOH-
HEHTPUUYECKUX KPYIoB, OBUIM MAEATBHBIMU T'€HOTHIIAMH C
TOYKH 3PCHUS] BEIMUUHBI 1 BApHaOEIbHOCTH yPOXKAaHHOCTH 110
CPaBHEHUIO C OCTAJbHBIMU T€HOTHUIIAMH, YTO TIOJITBEPIKAAIOT
pe3yabTaThl, NOdy4YeHHbIE ¢ ToMolbi0 AMMI ananu3sa.

[To pesynpraram nccnenoBanuii ¢ nomompio GGE biplot
u AMMMU ananu3sa Obutn BeigeneHs! tuau 08-1385 (G9) u
09-837 (G8) xak HamboIIee IEPCTIEKTUBHBIN CEIEKIIMOHHBIN
Marepuai. DTH JMHUM Nepeaansl B [ocyapcTBeHHOE COpTO-
UCTIbITAaHWE YKpauHbI 07 Ha3BaHHEM «Benec» u «ABrypy».
IIpoBenennsie nccnenoanus mokaszann, uto AMMI u GGE
biplot ananu3 siBIsIFOTCSt MHOOPMATHBHBIMHA METOJJAMU OLICH-
KU aJIalITUBHBIX OCOOGHHOCTEW MEPCIEKTUBHOIO CEJIEKILH-
OHHOTO MaTepHaja Ha 3aBEPIIAIOIIEM ITAIE CEIEKIINOHHOTO
nporecca.

Conflict of interest
The author declares no conflict of interest.

References

Annicchiarico P. Joint regression vs AMMI analysis of genotype-envi-
ronment interactions for cereals in Italy. Euphytica. 1997;94:53-62.
DOI 10.1023/A:1002954824178.

Bajpai P.K., Prabhakaran V.T. A new procedure of simultaneous selec-
tion for high yielding and stable crop genotypes. Indian J. Genet. P1.
Br. 2000;60:141-146.

Balestre M., Von Pinho R.G., Souza J.C., Oliveira R.L. Genotypic
stability and adaptability in tropical maize based on AMMI and
GGE biplot analysis. Genet. Mol. Res. 2009;8(4):1311-1322. DOI
10.4238/vol8-4gmro658.

Cornelius P.L., Crossa J., Seyedsadr M.S. Statistical tests and estima-
tors of multiplicative models for genotype-by-environment interac-
tion. In: M.S. Kang, H.G. Gauch (Eds.). Genotype-by-Environment
Interaction. FL, USA: CRC Press, Boca Raton, 1996;199-234.

BaBuNOBCKNI XKYpHan reHeTUKN n cenekuyum « 2017 <216

661



AMMI and GGE biplot analyses of genotype-
environment interaction in spring barley lines

Crossa J., Gauch H.G., Zobel R.W. Additive main effects and multipli-
cative analysis of two international maize cultivar trials. Crop Sci.
1990;30:493-500.

Dashiell K.E., Ariyo O.J., Bello L. Genotype x environment interaction
and simultaneous selection for high yield and stability in soybeans
(Glycine max (L.) Merr.). Ann. Appl. Biol. 1994;124:133-139.

Eskridge K.M. Selection of stable cultivars using a safety-first rule.
Crop Sci. 1990;30:369-374.

Farshadfar E. Incorporation of AMMI stability value and grain yield in
a single non-parametric index (GSI) in bread wheat. Pak. J. Biol. Sci.
2008;11(14):1791-1796.

Gauch H.G., Zobel R.W. AMMI analysis of yield trials. Ch. 4. In:
M.S. Kang, H.G. Gauch (Eds.). Genotype-by-Environment Interac-
tion. FL, USA: CRC Press, Boca Raton, 1996:85-122.

Kang M.S. Simultaneous selection for yield and stability in crop per-
formance trials: Consequences for growers. Agron. J. 1993;85:754-
757. DOI 10.2134/agronj1993.00021962008500030042x.

Kili¢ H. Additive main effects and multiplicative interactions (AMMI)
analysis of grain yield in barley genotypes across environments.
Tarim Bilimleri Dergisi = J. Agric. Sci. 2014;20:337-344.

Mirosavljevi¢ M., Przulj N., Canak P. Analysis of new experimental
barley genotype performance for grain yield using AMMI biplots.
Selekcija i Semenarstvo. 2014;XX(1):27-36.

Mohammadi R., Abdulahi A., Haghparast R., Armion M. Interpreting
genotype-environment interactions for durum wheat grain yields
using non-parametric methods. Euphytica. 2007;57:239-251. DOI
10.1007/s10681-007-9417-3.

Mohammadi R., Amri A. Comparison of parametric and non-paramet-
ric methods for selecting stable and adapted durum wheat geno-
types in variable environments. Euphytica. 2008;159:419-432. DOI
10.1007/s10681-007-9600-6.

Moreno-Gonzalez J., Crossa J., Cornelius P.L. Genotype x environment
interaction in multi-environment trials using shrinkage factors for
AMMI models. Euphytica. 2004;137:119-127.

Mortazavian S.M.M., Nikkhah H.R., Hassani F.A., Sharif-al-Hossei-
ni M., Taheri M., Mahlooji M. GGE biplot and AMMI analysis of

662 VavilovJournal of Genetics and Breeding - 2017 - 21+ 6

P.N. Solonechnyi

yield performance of barley genotypes across different environ-
ments in Iran. J. Agr. Sci. Tech. 2014;16:609-622.

Oliveira E.J., Freitas J.P.X., Jesus O.N. AMMI analysis of the adapt-
ability and yield stability of yellow passion fruit varieties. Sci. Agric.
2014;71(2):139-145.

Purchase J.L., Hatting H., van Deventer C.S. Genotype x environment
interaction of winter wheat (7riticum aestivum L.) in South Africa:
Stability analysis of yield performance. South Afric. J. Plant Soil.
2000;17:101-107. DOI 10.1080/02571862.2000.10634878.

Rao A.R., Prabhakaran V.T. Use of AMMI in simultaneous selection
of genotypes for yield and stability. Ind. Soc. Agric. Statist. 2005;
59(1):76-82.

Solonechnyi P., Vasko N., Naumov O., Solonechnaya O., Vazhenina O.,
Bondareva O., Logvinenko Yu. GGE biplot analysis of genotype by
environment interaction of spring barley varieties. Zemdirbyste-Ag-
riculture. 2015;102(4):431-436. DOI 10.13080/z-2.2015.102.055.

Yan W. GGEbiplot — a Windows application for graphical analysis
of multienvironment trial data and other types of two-way data.
Agron. J. 2001;93:1111-1118. DOI 10.2134/agronj2001.9351111x.

Yan W. Singular-value partitioning in biplot analysis of multi-envi-
ronment trial data. Agron. J. 2002;94:990-996. DOI 10.2134/agronj
2002.9900.

Yan W. Crop Variety Trials: Data Management and Analysis. John
Wiley and Sons, 2014. DOI 10.1002/9781118688571.

Yan W., Hunt L.A., Sheny Q., Szlavnics Z. Cultivar evaluation and
mega-environment investigation based on the GGE biplot. Crop Sci.
2000;40:597-605. DOI: 10.2135/cropsci2000.403597x.

Yan W., Kang M.S. GGE Biplot Analysis: A Graphical Tool for Breed-
ers, Geneticists and Agronomists. Boca Raton, USA: CRC Press, 2003.

Yan W., Kang M.S., Ma B., Woods S., Cornelius P.L. GGE biplot vs.
AMMI analysis of genotype-by-environment data. Crop Sci. 2007;
47:643-655. DOI 10.2135/cropsci2006.06.0374.

Yan W., Tinker N.A. Biplot analysis of multi-environment trial data:
principles and applications. Can. J. Plant Sci. 2006;86:623-645. DOI
10.4141/P05-169.

Zobel R.W., Wright A.J., Gauch H.G. Statistical analysis of a yield trial.
Agron. J. 1988;80:388-393.

Plant genetics and breeding


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02571862.2000.10634878
http://10.13080/z-a.2015.102.055

