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Table 1. Number, origin, pedigree and code of faba bean genotypes

G el o el ol slate Py NLY
Genotype no. Name/Pedigree Origin  Genotype code
Gl Giza Blanca ICARDA G-Faba -10
G2 ILB 3626 ICARDA G-Faba -12
G3 FLIP03-61FB (F6/1767/03/HBP/C.Spot x Ascot x Oro/776-3) ICARDA G-Faba -57
G4 line F6 latt/440/08 ICARDA G-Faba -145
G5 FLIP06-23FB(HBPES0/2000-fam7690-1) ICARDA G-Faba-161
G6 F8/7093/06 - A ICARDA  G-Faba -180
G7 Barkat x ILB 1270 Gorgan G-Faba -517
G8 Barkat x Giant Gorgan G-Faba -519
G9 Barkat x New Mammoth Gorgan G-Faba -520
G10 Barkat x BPL 465 Gorgan G-Faba -524
Gl11 Barkat x 98 264-1 Gorgan G-Faba -525
Gl12 S 2008,033(WRB2-7 x Giza Blanca) ICARDA G-Faba -256
G13 S 2008,034(WRB1-3 x Giza Blanca) ICARDA G-Faba -257
Gl4 FLIP03-069FB ICARDA G-Faba -288
G15 ILB1266 x ILB1814 ICARDA G-Faba -332
Gl6 Barekat Check G-Faba -20
G17 Zereshki Check G-Faba -19
G18 Saraziri Check G-Faba -5
G19 Baloochi Check G-Faba -334
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Table 2. Average annual rainfall, altitude above sea level and environment codes

o) St S
gl Average rainfall (mm) Laoa S
() SF Jdsb &Yl glos Sk Environment code
Altitude Ul RS \¥AF-40 ¥ap-4%  Averageannual  \Yaf-4d  \yas-4f
Location o5 (m) Latitude  Longitude  2015-16  2016-17 temperature 2015-16  2016-17
Gorgan Ry 5 36°54'N  54°25°E 495.0 338.0 19.00 El E5
Dezful Jgéss 83 32°20'N  48°30°E 2447 2104 23.17 E2 E6
Broujerd 545, 1520 33°89'N  48°76'E 435.6 405.3 14.60 E3 E7
Iranshahr ¢zl 591 27°15’N  60°40'E 121.0 104.0 26.50 E4 E8
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Table 3. Combined analysis of variance for seed yield of faba bean genotypes

MS o+ Kile

L eTes AU, 4y gl ol 53 e sl e s 4l sl @ls Lo O 6ls s Shes
S.0.V. ke df. Day to flowering  Plant height  Pod no. plant! Seed no. pod! 100 seed weight Seed yield
Location (L) Rl ¢ 3 46161.82™ 55054.52"" 5837.50™ 12.64™ 11845.49™ 168594962.10™
Year (Y) Jl 1 28.00™ 529.18™ 39.89" 0.27 71.64 185380.90"
LxY O x Lo 3 43.78™ 6639.22™ 92.84™ 1.64™ 525.74™ 1992755.20™
Error 1 Y sl 16 5.08 35.43 8.14 0.11 122.29 60543.80
Genotype (G) i 85 18 59.09™ 437.36™ 231.25™ 2.80™ 2885.23™ 2349975.00™
LxG O x s g5 54 46.78™ 276.42™ 69.72" 0.44™ 1276.84™ 1967024.40™
Y xG Jlx g 18 5.40™ 91.81™ 19.57™ 0.21 149.39" 132062.30™
LxYxG O x Jlo X g5 54 7.03™ 108.96™ 17.88™ 0.19™ 134.36" 127687.40™
Error 2 Y ols 288 1.03 31.55 5.10 0.20 82.30 29642.00

*and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of some agronomic characteristics, seed yield and its components for faba bean genotypes

S 55 e sled AU 5, Crele) 65 gyl G50 SMeolis OB 3 4l sl <¢,f)4;u.wo;} ()&ch;_,l;)b)gh&
Genotype no. Day to flowering  Plant height (cm) Pod no. plant!' Seeds no. pod”’ 100 seed weight (g)  Grain yield (kg ha™")
Gl 98.58 71.93 10.04 3.30 119.77 2684.5
G2 98.25 69.85 11.33 3.22 117.72 2575.5
G3 99.41 74.87 19.19 3.26 99.49 2936.3
G4 99.54 74.03 15.33 3.29 102.79 2801.7
G5 99.83 69.02 16.96 2.68 94.95 2846.0
G6 99.16 74.25 14.33 3.26 106.11 3262.6
G7 97.95 77.83 12.77 3.6 110.52 3128.8
G8 98.87 74.98 10.50 3.4 129.22 2849.0
G9 99.95 79.31 11.17 3.92 129.64 3117.9
G10 100.08 73.65 10.37 3.62 115.95 2844.3
G11 100.04 73.87 10.29 3.36 134.48 3121.6
G12 98.25 80.35 14.17 3.10 113.13 3288.6
G13 96.54 74.41 13.14 3.16 112.29 3095.0
G14 96.41 81.72 13.52 3.05 117.86 3478.0
G15 95.79 75.54 12.30 3.18 119.65 34394
Gl6 96.16 82.81 9.51 4.01 118.76 3195.0
G17 96.79 81.65 15.42 3.20 85.63 2611.3
G18 96.70 78.33 10.94 3.33 112.09 2910.8
G19 95.79 83.52 7.31 2.81 106.45 2250.9

LSD5% 0.57 3.19 1.09 0.22 5.06 305.59
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Table 5. AMMI analysis for seed yield of faba bean genotypes

S 5 b X 3 55 SKen

GT ey Sl e o Kike I by a5 do o Lows X o5 55 Jilie 1 il sly a5 o s
S.0. V. Sl df Mean square  Total variation explained (%) Genotype x environment variance explained (%)
Environment (E) Lo 7 73135519.00™ 76.43
Genotype (G) o 85 18 2349974.00™ 6.31
Error 1 Y sl 16 60543.80™ -
Interaction (G x E) bl it 126 916599.80™ 17.00 100.00
IPCAL Jsl ad 3e 24 2289367.00™ 47.57
IPCA2 P33 ad g 22 1759371.00™ 33.51
IPCA3 Py 4l o 20 665495.50™ 11.52
IPCA4 poler 4l g 18 207898.80™ 3.24
IPCAS oy 4l e 16 190958.20™ 2.64
IPCA6 JEEPHEN 14 98785.98™ 1.19
Residuals IR 12 2918088.00
Error2 Y ols 288 31268.41
Total Js 455

* * *

and ™*: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively. o3 88 5 oy gy Szl gl 53 Sl me i
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Table 6. Mean seed yield, the values of the main components and the rank of faba bean genotypes

als s Shee
A ESLI (ESs Js pf)l:f) wls 5> Shee 43,

Genotypeno.  Seed yield (kg ha!) Seed yieldrank IPCA1 IPCAlrank IPCA2 IPCA2rank IPCA3 IPCA3rank °ASV  ASVrank PASR
Gl 2684.51 16 -0.46 16 0.33 15 -0.28 12 0.74 15 14.80
G2 2575.54 18 -0.05 2 -0.05 6 -0.40 19 0.16 2 9.40
G3 2944.63 10 0.21 13 -0.48 18 -0.07 4 0.21 6 10.20
G4 2802.97 15 0.14 10 -0.24 13 0.24 10 0.30 9 11.40
G5 2846.05 13 0.24 15 -0.06 8 0.24 11 0.21 5 10.40
Go6 3262.60 4 0.14 9 0.02 2 0.37 18 0.31 10 8.60
G7 3128.85 6 -0.76 18 -0.14 10 0.00 1 0.81 16 10.20
G8 2848.97 12 -0.10 5 0.40 17 -0.01 2 0.23 7 8.60
G9 3117.86 8 -0.05 1 0.22 12 0.14 6 1.36 19 9.20
G10 2844.94 14 -0.11 8 -0.02 3 -0.13 5 0.16 3 6.60
G11 3121.64 7 -0.15 12 -0.01 1 -0.28 14 1.01 17 10.20
G12 3288.65 3 0.07 3 -0.28 14 0.20 8 0.09 1 5.80
G13 3094.96 9 0.07 4 -0.18 11 0.22 9 0.56 14 9.40
Gl14 3478.00 1 0.22 14 0.02 4 0.28 13 0.31 11 8.60
Gl15 3439.39 2 -0.51 17 -0.36 16 0.29 15 0.35 12 12.40
Gl6 3195.28 5 0.14 11 -0.12 9 -0.32 16 0.20 4 9.00
G17 2611.43 17 0.96 19 -0.02 5 -0.19 7 1.08 18 13.20
G18 2910.80 11 -0.11 6 -0.05 7 -0.33 17 0.42 13 10.80
G19 2250.89 19 0.11 7 1.00 19 0.04 3 0.23 8 11.20

2ASV: AMMI stability salue.

PASR: Average of sum of ranks.
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Table 7. Mean seed yield, the values of the main components and the rank of experimental environments

&ls >J§L.>c
L ()&A)}rf}l:f) 45\:>J§L»c4..5)
Enviroment  Seed yield (kg ha') Seed yieldrank IPCA1 IPCA1 rank IPCA2 IPCA2rank IPCA3 IPCA3rank *ASV ~ ASVrank PASR
Gorl6 4263.98 1 -0.88 7 -0.37 4 -0.21 2 1.31 7 4.2
Dezl6 2123.86 6 0.04 1 0.03 1 -0.34 6 0.07 1 3.0
Brjd16 3709.94 4 0.71 6 -0.55 5 0.71 7 1.16 6 5.6
Irshr16 1705.34 8 0.16 3 0.87 8 0.71 8 0.90 4 6.2
Gorl7 3987.14 3 -1.00 8 -0.20 3 -0.29 5 1.43 8 54
Dez17 2159.35 5 0.12 2 -0.04 2 -0.08 1 0.18 2 2.4
Brjd17 4080.54 2 0.67 5 -0.61 6 -0.24 3 1.13 5 4.2
Irshrl7 1737.40 7 0.17 4 0.86 7 -0.27 4 0.90 3 5.0

2ASV: AMMI stability value.
YASR: Average of sum of ranks
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Fig. 1. Biplot of mean seed yield and the first main component of genotype X

environment interaction for 19 faba bean genotypes in eight environments
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Fig. 2. Biplot of the two first and second main components of genotype X environment

interaction for 19 faba bean genotypes in eight environments
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