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Table 1. Combined analysis of variance of experimental traits for 32 studied greengage genotypes
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Table 2. Experts’ scores based on the purpose of selection for the studied traits of 32 experimental greengage genotypes

i ol b8 Sl (A ot sl Sa ot Skl ol sl Sl s _/+
Treatment First expert score  Second expert score  Third expert score  Final score  Score ratio
o 10 10 10 10 0.057 +
Start of Blooming
A e I 9 8 7 8 0.046 +
Blooming Duration
ey Ol 2 2 2 2 0011 -
Ripening Time
;;.:1,,; 10 10 10 10 0.057 +
Yield
> Sbos 26 10 10 10 10 0.057 -
Yield efficiency
230 (S 8 7 6 7 0040  +
Spur density
& sl 8 7 6 7 0040  +
Flower density
(Dol ) 00 035 10 10 10 10 0057  +
Fruit weight (first stage)
@_f' 4 el J 10 6 8 8 0.046 +
Fruit length (first stage)
(ol el ) o 22 9 7 8 8 0046  +
Fruit width (first stage)
(ol el ) e b 9 6 9 8 0.046 +
Fruit diameter (first stage)
(sl o) TSS 7 7 7 7 0040 +
TSS (first stage)
(dsl a2 pH 6 6 6 6 0034  +
pH (first stage)
(sl ) TA 5 5 5 5 0.029 +
TA (first stage)
(g3 =) TA 5 5 5 5 0.029 +
TA (second stage)
(r)} A.L:-f) 0 ga0 uﬁf 4 4 4 4 0.023 +
Fruit weight (second stage)
((ajJ A.l;-f) 0 ga0 J}b 4 4 4 4 0.023 +
Fruit length (second stage)
(g2 ) o e S 4 4 4 4 0023  +
Fruit diameter (second stage)
(o353 A= 10) 50 15 2 4 4 4 4 0.023 +
Fruit width (second stage)
° j':‘ ti LJ }lﬂ 4 4 4 4 0.023 +
Fruit peduncle
o3 oS s 10 10 10 10 0057  +
Fruit flesh diameter
ot 0 8 8 8 8 0.046 -
Kernel weight
wen Jsb 6 6 6 6 0.034 -
Kernel length
It 6 6 6 6 0.034 -
Kernel width
s B 6 6 6 6 0.034 -
Kernel diameter
St esle o 6 9 9 8 0046  +
Dry mater%
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Table 3. Ranking results and scores obtained from 32 experimental greengage based on ASIIG method

NPy Jlesl 5 alsls Jlesl s 31 dols ASIIG i

Genotype Distance from Ideal Distance from anti-ideal Rank
Alileh 0.025 0.013 0.334 28
AlooZardMahaliSepidan 0.024 0.012 0.329 30
ASiahMahaliSepidan 0.023 0.015 0.397 18
AzarShahr 0.020 0.016 0.443 13
Baraghan 0.025 0.013 0.343 25
Cod100 0.014 0.024 0.630 2
Cod98 0.017 0.022 0.570 5
Cod99 0.017 0.020 0.536 6
CodR 0.013 0.026 0.655 1
GhBaghiGhasrDasht 0.018 0.018 0.502 7
GHPaeezeGhasrDasht 0.023 0.014 0.371 20
GhTabestaneGh 0.022 0.016 0.421 16
GojeFars 0.026 0.012 0.311 31
GFars215 0.024 0.012 0.330 29
GojeGhermez 0.024 0.013 0.351 23
GojeGhAlocheh 0.024 0.012 0.336 27
GojeGhomi 0.018 0.018 0.497 8
GojeHolandiGH 0.019 0.019 0.493 9
GojeMalayer 0.014 0.022 0.612 3
GojePaeezeSefid 0.025 0.013 0.339 26
GojeSiah 0.016 0.021 0.575 4
GSzBahareGh 0.021 0.015 0.411 17
GSzZemestaneGh 0.018 0.017 0.481 11
Kashan 0.024 0.011 0.309 32
MashahdNoh 0.024 0.014 0.366 21
MashahdSeh 0.020 0.016 0.434 15
Oromse20 0.023 0.012 0.347 24
Oromse30 0.020 0.017 0.456 12
SeifDirResGhatreTala 0.021 0.016 0.443 14
Shahriar 0.019 0.018 0.485 10
SoltaniRezaeeyeh 0.022 0.013 0.372 19
Tabriz 0.027 0.015 0.357 22
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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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