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STABILITY OF YIELD IN GROUNDNUT

P.5. PATIL,! 8:5, PATIL," and A. D. DEGKAR®

Six promising varioties of groundnut were evaluated for lavel and stability’ of ?'Inld

over four environments in Wastern Maharashtra.
The variety M-13 had goad stability and was sﬁcnnd

malnly duo to linear regression.

Tho differences in- statulity ware

best in yielding abitity while TMv-10 had givian the highest yield with mnde,r,a!u
stability. Hence, M-13 and TMY-10 were obsecrved to be. idsal gonatypes for yield. »

Groundnut is sn imporiant source
of edible oii in India. The annual pro-
duction fluctuate due to varying en-
vironmental conditions. Hence the
identification of a high yielding stable
genotype is necessary for stabilizing
and increasing production. Finlly and
Wilkinson (1963) suggested linear re-
aression as a measure of adaption,
Eberhart and Russell (1966) empha-
sized that both linear (bi) and non
linear (S°di) components of the geno-
type environment interaction should
be considered while testing the pheno-
typic stability of a genotype, They
have suggested that an ideal genotype
should have high mean, linear regres-
sion and s*di as small as possible (i e.
approaching zero). Joshi et a/ (1972)
reported stability parametzre in bunch
varieties of groundnut while Mohindar
Singh et &/. (1975) repo:ted stability
of pods vield in spreading groundnut,
In the present investigation, an attempt
has been made to eveluate six promi-
sing varisties of grouadnut for their
level and stability cf peiformarce for
yield.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The material comprized of 8 pro-
mising varieties viz. TG-1, TG-17,

“cant.

TG-18 from BARC, Trombay, - Shula.
mith from lsrael, M-13 from' Punjat
and TMV-10_ from Tamil Nadu - were
tested at four different * locations in
Western  Mahareshtra during kharri

1976, 1977, 1878. At each location,

the material was sown in a randomi-
zed block design with four réhiiéa-
tiens. The plot size wes 5.0 % 4.5¢m
with a row to row and plant to plant
spacig of 45 x 15em  The agronomic
proctices and feitilizer doses (20 : 40
NP kglha) were kept the same as’ all
the places and during all 'fears. The

‘data on yield wos recorded on . plot

basis. The stability analysis was. done
by following the medal given by

~ Eberhart and Russell (1966).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The znalysis of variance (Table 1)
showed that environmental differences
were highly significant rndicatmg di-
verse type of environment confronting
the genotype during crop growth, The
mean differences between genotypes
and genotype environmental interac-
tion componenis were highly signifi-
The genotypes x Enwmnmantal
(linear) interaction was significant
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which indigate clear differences among which showed a good stability. The
the regression coefficients pertaining varieties M-13 and TMV-10 could be
to various genotypes on the environ- considered to possess good stability
“mental means, : and least responsiveness to environ-

. ) - mental fluctuations.
The phenotypic stability was mea-

sured by three parameters, viz. mean The groundnut research work pre-
performance over environments, the sented in this article was financed by
linear regreasion and deviation from Indian Cuu_nml of Agricultural Re-
regression furction. The mean per- search, New Delhi.

formance of varieties over environments

(Table 2) showed that TMV-10 was REFERENCES

the best with 21.6 peic:nt vield ovefl EBERHART S. A, & W. A. RUSSELL 1986,
grand mean. All these varieties sho- Stability parameters for comparing varisties
wed regression coefficient around 1.0, Crop, sci, 6 (1) : 36-40,

indicating average stability.  The
. " ; 3t FINLAY K W and G N WILKINSON 1953
range varied from 0.85 for Shulan] th The analysis of adaptation in plant bres.
to 1,21 for 'I“._M‘h.-‘-m. The variety ding Programme, Aust. o April. Res. 4
TMV-10 had high mean performance 742-54,
'with 1.12 which is not significantly
< i . . . i

\different from the unity indicating MD';N.HPE?A;:EEHH% S'Stasﬁ?gw;'- ;'Eg
‘average Stﬂhilji‘f The ‘H'al'iEt'f M-13 yield in groundnut. fad, J, Agpri. Sel, 36
alsu had high mean yield with bi=0.99 (1} 26-28,

Table 1 Analysis of varences

Source of Verstion” D. F. 5.8 M. S.5. E. Cal.
Total 7 635.346
‘ WVarieties I 29624 5938 4 63t

Environment Variety Environment (i3] 606,651

Environment {Linear) 1 571.544

Variety X Environmant | _ 5 7.137 1.427 1.11 N.S.

Poolad -deviatton G0 76,877 1.282

TG 1 10 ' 5.399 0.539

TG-17 ' 10 29.813 2,981

1G-18 . : 10 10,027 1.002

Shulamith 10 12,968 1,296

M-13 10 4,318 0,431

TMY-10 10 32,688 0.151

Pooled e.rnnr 216 32,689 - 0,151

#+Sjaniticant at 1 percent level of probability
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Teble 2: Stability parameters for groundnut

Varioty Mean yiald bi 5% di F.ﬂ-".:émf-ﬁai
Kalha grand.mean.
TG—1 1330 1.0 0 3682 o]
16-17 1223 0,91 2.7097 -
T6-18 1274 1.02 08211 -
Shulamith 1221 0.85 1,1162 -
M—13 1502 0.89 0,2500 9.6
TMV—10 1664 1,12 1,2635 21,
Grand mean 1369 - + |
Table 13 Pod vield of groundnut variaties,
_ Faod yiald {I(g.’l;ai
Environment ~T61  TG17  TG-18  Shulamith  M-15 IMV-10  Gentre.mean
Pune 1988 1703 1858 1412 1782 . 1748 1517
Karad 111§ 1280 1120 17135 1255 1808 1'.2.4{'-:-
Digraj 732 556 757 535 1070 1029 825
Kolhapur 2076 1333 1886, 1743 1894 2185 1:-{'5";'
Verletal Mean 1330 1223 | 1274 1221 1502 1604 1269




