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Table 1. Combined analysis of variance of experimental traits for 32 studied greengage genotypes
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Figure 1. Diagrams obtained from ASIIG method based on the amount of desirability and purpose of selection in 32
experimental greengage genotypes
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Abstract

To determine the ideal genotypes in terms of the quantity and quality of fruit, 32 genotypes of
greengage were evaluated in a randomized complete block design with three replications at the
research station of Horticultural Research Institute in Karaj during two cropping seasons 2018 and
2019. To evaluate the genotypes and to determine the ideal genotype, 26 traits related to fruit, fruiting
and yield were used. Combined variance analysis of data showed that the genotype source of variation
was significant for all studied traits at the level of 0.01 probability level. ASIIG index showed that the
genotypes CodR, Cod100, Malayer, and Gojeh Siah are the best and most desirable genotypes with an
index higher than 55%, respectively. Also, Cod98, Cod99, Gojeh Baghi Qasr Dasht, Gojeh Qomi, and
Gojeh Holandi with ASIIG index higher than 49% were ranked next. The grouping of genotypes
using ASIIG method diagrams, the genotypes CodR, Cod100, Cod98, Cod99, Gojeh Malayer, Gojeh
Siah, and Gojeh Baghi Qasr Dasht were located in the ideal quartile. Using cluster analysis, the
genotypes CodR, Cod100, black, and Malayer as well as completely ideal hypothetical genotype (+)
were placed in a group at a distance line of 0.018. According to the results of this study, seven
genotypes CodR, Cod100, Cod98, Cod99, Gojeh Malayer, Gojeh Siah, and Gojeh Baghi Qasr Dasht
were selected as the ideal genotypes in terms of fruit quantity and quality. Finally, due to the high
benefits of the ASIIG index, it was suggested that this index can be used in other horticultural
products to determine the ideal genotype.
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