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Table 1. Name, pedigree, origin, seed size and day to physiological maturity of faba bean genotypes

i3 PR et . el S5 SAes b5,
No. Genotype Pedigree Seedsize %™ Origin Day to physiological maturity
1  G-Faba-67 DT/B7/7486/0405-HBP/DS0/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 179
2  G-Faba-66 DT/B7/7327/0405-HBP/DS0/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 179
3  G-Faba-75 DT/A11/9032/2005/06 Medium L.z ICARDA 181
4  G-Faba-72  DT/A11/9012/2005/06 Medium L.z ICARDA 179
5 G-Faba-65 DT/B7/7038/0405-HBP/DS0/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 181
6  G-Faba-62  selection from ILB1814 Medium L.gz  ICARDA 181
7  G-Faba-61 DT/B7/7380/0405-HBP/DS0/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 181
8  G-Faba-398 55/08/F8/7349/06-HBP/SOE/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 178
9  G-Faba-411 56/08/F8/7350/06-HBP/SOE/2000 Medium L.z ICARDA 181
10 G-Faba-401 93/08/F8/7711/06-S 97112(ILB4365xBPL2282) Medium L.z ICARDA 177
11  G-Faba-335 S 2007,057 Medium L.z ICARDA 177
12 G-Faba-293 Aquadulce Large <sys Spain 180
13 G-Faba-294 Reiana Blanca Large <, North Africa 179
14  G-Faba-290 Lattakia 2 Medium L.z ICARDA 181
15 G-Faba-292 line 1/46 Medium Loz Syria 181
16 G-Faba-523 Barkat x ILB 4720 Large <355 |ran 182
17  G-Faba-524 Barkat x BPL 465 Large <S5 lran 181
18 G-Faba-525 Barkat x 98 264-1 Large <y ran 181
19 G-Faba-520 Barkat x New momomoth Large < Iran 181
20 G-Faba-296 Hudiba 93 Medium Loz Sudan 179
21  G-Faba-20  Barkat Large <, Control 181
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Table 2. Combined analysis of variance for agronomic characteristics and seed yield of faba bean genotypes

> Sles
>,§L~:— L. oM sy PHER\RPS Jsb O 3 Slas 3 Shas oele
) - i . - T . . . s
B e oMe Eresh S M s Me PHER W PHEY =3 g_..»l;j
o ol Green pod biological Pods per  Seed no. Pod 100 seed Seed Biological Harvest
S.0.V. = df. yield yield Plant per pod lenght weight yield yield index
Year (Y) Ju 1 9888854070.0™ 12814340830 26.94ns  7.69™ 278.29™ 3062.89™  70117837.1" 94235368.0  1605.18™
Moisture regime (MR) sk w5 2 3739775072.0" 10583388319  294.45™ 3.41™ 8.14™ 522777 51271125.2"" 19613870.4™ 395.34™
MR x Y Jlox z5b) 55 2 1282553426.0"  3803237762™ 276.50™ 0.19ns  2.22™ 31.47m 3775557.6" 10674689.9™ 56.95ns
Error 1 Y ols 12 273315354 634206518 47.43 0.15 1.88 161.66 1685933.5 11161349.2 118.04
Genotype (G) oss5 20 181270616™ 354475602™ 84.60™ 2.68™ 84.92™" 4406.74 1518637.2™ 8725458.1™ 125.22™
Y xG essix e 20 40242975™ 98530949 12.87™ 0.16M 2.00m™ 141.93™ 358300.6™ 784689.7™ 34.64"
MR x G S T IS 40 24135361.0"™ 48542551™ 10.85™ 0.09m 1.69™ 109.12™ 795735.4™ 4389416.9" 68.80™
MR xGxY Jlo X 55X by w5 40 27313755™ 56308316 9.33"™ 0.08"™ 2.55™ 94.65"™ 550197.8™ 705378.4"™ 39.46™
Error 2 Y ols 240 30788079 76398477 12.24 0.12 2.81 90.15 431760.9 1982726.0 52.83
C.V. (%) S o ey 2378 25.08 2311 988 1471 7.84 16.52 14.75 15.19

**: Significant at the %1 probability level.

ns: Not- significant.
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Table 3. Mean comparison of year x stress intraction effect on agronomic characteristics, biological yield and

seed yield of faba bean genotypes

5 Shes > Shas oM sl gl s Sles NS
> F sl e SN Gy 53 GBS 3 p SAS)  GESa 3 0 85k
V{; ) Fresh biological Green pod Pods Per Seed yield Biological
\\}; Moisture regime S e yield (kg hath) yield (kg hat) plant (kg ha) yield (kg ha?)
4 2016-2017
'_33 Optimum irrigation cew,T 574920 38352.0 18.86 5760.1 114655

- Waterlogging stress 1~ ) (/b 30699.0 23063.0 13.96 41765 8400.4
\%\ Waterlogging stress 2 Y b 33812.0 23908.0 13.40 4712.2 9848.0
ki LSD 5% 4088.5 2745.5 1.48 290.8 640.48
T 2017-2018
;?. Optimum irrigation i LT 33190.0 20780.5 14.94 4560.8 9816.2

: Waterlogging stress 1~ ) (/b 26150.0 15968.4 14.70 3669.9 7873.2

Waterlogging stress 2 Y otk 27728.0 17885.5 14.97 3834.8 9028.7

LSD 5% 2569.4 1692.5 1.3 222.6 436.8

AN



IFAA Jlo oY o)let o¥-) " 3 9 Jlad (88154 dloxe”

5 s 3,See G O 5 Shes (o ly5 Sls st (S 55 S 5 0be awglie —F Jgd
Wb glacs 55 Sils el
Table 4. Mean comparison of stress effect on some agronomic characteristics, green
pod yield, fresh biological yield and harvest index of faba bean gebotypes

4l slae 5 Shes 5 Shes RIT, el
ke s e e FREE) PHENW Sl
Seed no. Green Fresh biological 100seed  Harvest
per pod  pod yield yield weight index
Moisture regime S 25 (kg ha®) (kg ha) (9) (%)
Optimum irrigation we el 377 29566.3 45341 121.34 48.79
Waterlogging stress 1 Vel 350 19515.5 28425 118.87 48.81
Waterlogging stress 2 Yl 348 20896.9 30770 122.91 45.87
LSD 5% 0.088 1377.1 2169.3 2.35 1.80
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Table 5. Mean comparison of some agronomic characteristics, green pod yield and fresh

biological yield of faba bean genotypes

) CoNME sldas Sl e Jsb e O 3 Shes 5 s 5 Sles &lsde 09
Sy s O s 4l (ol (a3 05 AS) S 3 05 AS) 59
Genotype Pods per  Seed no. Pod length  Green pod yield Fresh biological 100 seed
plant per pod (cm) (kg ha') yield (kg ha'') weight ()
G-Faba-67 14.52 3.44 10.35 21005 31675 131.66
G-Faba-66 16.05 3.29 9.94 21842 32732 118.76
G-Faba-75 18.10 3.30 9.20 18600 28911 103.19
G-Faba-72 14.89 3.38 10.72 22620 35789 104.471
G-Faba-65 15.26 3.43 9.86 20961 29989 108.11
G-Faba-62 15.57 3.65 10.91 23997 35932 108.67
G-Faba-61 16.48 3.18 9.63 21102 32852 110.70
G-Faba-398 15.93 3.33 10.43 21330 32302 116.03
G-Faba-411 17.59 3.17 9.18 20102 30058 101.57
G-Faba-401 17.58 3.36 9.98 21281 32187 102.65
G-Faba-335 15.49 3.50 9.86 20933 31123 113.87
G-Faba-293 15.03 3.67 11.94 2456 36629 124.61
G-Faba-294 14.36 3.62 11.22 22950 33596 124.35
G-Faba-290 17.95 3.29 10.10 23496 34669 118.96
G-Faba-292 15.33 3.45 11.72 24852 37283 129.88
G-Faba-523 13.44 3.85 13.41 28245 40372 138.08
G-Faba-524 11.77 4.12 14.65 27397 41478 140.02
G-Faba-525 12.08 4.14 15.07 27837 40406 142.30
G-Faba-520 12.88 4.10 14.91 27410 38827 145.34
G-Faba-296 17.43 3.31 10.04 19588 29780 106.66
G-Faba-20 9.93 4.66 16.45 29677 45166 152.01
LSD 5% 2.29 0.23 1.10 3643.5 5739.4 6.23
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Table 6. Genotype x stress interaction effect on seed yield and and yield reduction (%)
in comparison to normal irrigation in faba bean genotypes

Seed yield (kg hal)  «is s Slas

% Yield reduction s Sles a8 s

«5)‘:{T

5 V gl i Y ol s V gl i Y oIl s
Genotype Optimum Waterlog%ing Waterlogging Waterlogging Waterlogging
irrigation stress stress 2 stress 1 stress 2
G-Faba-67 4876.7 3658.3 4043.6 24.39 16.82
G-Faba-66 5873.8 4012.2 4159.7 30.70 28.67
G-Faba-75 5072.3 3586.5 3770.7 29.09 25.16
G-Faba-72 4723.2 3888.6 3714.6 17.39 21.25
G-Faba-65 6410.3 3098.7 4242.3 5141 33.14
G-Faba-62 5573.2 4191.5 4293.4 24.68 23.00
G-Faba-61 5011.4 3824.2 4163.9 23.43 16.75
G-Faba-398  5052.0 4114.8 3824.5 18.63 24.30
G-Faba-411 4618.6 3804.0 3320.2 17.37 27.67
G-Faba-401 42514 3883.9 3846.0 8.56 9.47
G-Faba-335 4954.9 3681.0 4499.3 25.58 9.09
G-Faba-293  5057.5 4010.3 4960.0 20.63 1.93
G-Faba-294  5548.6 3745.6 4766.6 31.21 12.55
G-Faba-290 51215 3766.5 4695.9 26.31 8.30
G-Faba-292 5411.6 4234.7 4721.7 21.85 12.67
G-Faba-523  5282.7 4184.6 4697.0 20.49 11.04
G-Faba-524 46475 3974.2 4391.8 14.65 5.55
G-Faba-525 5466.2 4295.4 4685.6 21.45 14.26
G-Faba-520 5176.1 4445.3 4491.9 14.05 13.28
G-Faba-296  4713.7 3515.9 4064.2 25.33 13.76
G-Faba-20 5626.4 4461.7 4533.8 20.47 22.90
LSD 5% 925.08 554.24 997.0 7.42 4.66
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Table 7. Genotype x stress interaction effect on fresh biological yield and harvest index
of faba bean genotypes

()&")’pf)l:f)ﬁ@mij > Ses
Fresh biological yield (kg ha'?)

) awg oot V ol i Y sl i Cils y esla ds s
Genotype Optimum Waterlog%ing Waterlogging Harvest index
irrigation stress stress (%)

G-Faba-67 8338.0 7302.8 11107.0 48.09
G-Faba-66 7920.1 7033.4 11257.0 54.36
G-Faba-75 8755.0 7461.1 10495.7 46.47
G-Faba-72 8358.5 7872.0 9507.0 48.23
G-Faba-65 8148.3 6561.7 12401.0 50.68
G-Faba-62 9201.4 8339.9 10806.0 49.63
G-Faba-61 9291.9 7864.6 11110.0 46.03
G-Faba-398 8635.0. 8830.7 10891.0 46.58
G-Faba-411 9645.0 8277.9 10063.0 42.78
G-Faba-401 8717.0 7653.9 7977.0 50.04
G-Faba-335 8864.2 7726.9 9758.0 49.97
G-Faba-293 10457.6 8006.3 11360.0 48.26
G-Faba-294 10425.9 9072.9 11757.0 44.85
G-Faba-290 10511.6 7382.0 10806.0 47.80
G-Faba-292 10614.7 8810.7 8945.0 51.10
G-Faba-523 10343.7 8411.9 10806.0 47.61
G-Faba-524 11113.7 8696.8 8945.0 4414
G-Faba-525 10673.3 9275.2 11329.0 46.43
G-Faba-520 10103.1 8522.5 11291.0 47.57
G-Faba-296 8373.8 7224.2 9757.0 48.58
G-Faba-20 9713.2 10544.8 11925.6 45.13
LSD 5% 1530.0 2393.1 1994.5 4.77
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