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Table 2. Combined Analysis of variance of the studied traits of bitter vetch ecotypes
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Figure 1. Means comparisons for stem height of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime
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Table 3. Means comparisons of irrigation regimes and bitter vetch ecotypes for the studied traits
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Figure 2. Means comparisons for root length of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime
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Figure 3. Means comparisons for pod number per plant of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime
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Figure 4. Means comparisons for seed number per pod of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime
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Figure 5. Means comparisons for seed number per plant of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime

Bl oSy Jold 2lsn (slaplil i3 55 695 2 )l
o lulyd g &S gysbay wuiliS 5l olS S
Sid jg 0 b Gl sald & Cuws o
059 )].)‘_rm Lials (Y Jods) b sdalin slea slaplul
Judoa NN (R b il Bl L oles slaplil Sis
53 Fwgid yhalS asyd g bdijyy hddieg 5 o dgeS
US\U.») J)uf;m Cduo O"‘ 4>)5| ;,St;o LJ)}«.& DLS
;> u‘ﬁl“’ o> MK 9 uwu)—\f:‘m ‘u5~“° oM
2Bl ol cou 1 bbby i basls
039 9 d9dse o> ol bhady) & (il (siwgd
Iy 095 il i olS b o LialS Lloa slaslyl
g M) domiyd g WS o A5 Lalpd o g bés Sy
Ggin i o (i 53 5 05 | 95 Joho de
sor b 3 (V0) e Byl g Nspew (F) WS
Uaybby\\cd‘ﬁﬁl.cuﬁ.oﬁsﬁ.))g@;féuow
ol e pbcoy adgle 3 Sles oS Wil ailglE
o sy gl WS 15 Gl 5w
oinlejl ls il dgng (g)b me wgley dalllas )40
G S Sidae 3Sles kS pogas 3 ol
2 0) ghles 5 (2l bwg old B)l5 @ls b (Suis
Ghonlod gyl o olo )3 (YY) o)) Ked g Lasls coluwdgsos

Oyl silles dg50 1 (F) o)) o

) 3,152 )39

ul).s‘ 9 4\.3].)9lf LsL&swsfl ‘LS)L‘-’1 usuuo dLﬁer)) ).sl
(Y Jsiz) 240 )].)Ls.uuo Qg b ol p o] Jlése
3 O g 5l cow albylim i 45ty Hlaiey
3 (V) ohlSan g blos ol b Slinlie ol .l 45,55
L (8) JSen 5 sl g s s ile ol
b ol Lt colpusds56 (el y1 Sl LA 51 Lowoy e
Cuol a8l ialS wbylia i il ol Lilel
Ll b (F) ohlen 5 aenled el (pivpen
Wbao s GEb (S 4 Cuglie gl 3555 g
o8l pols adlls sloasl, | gls oyl 03,8 )l |,
e bld pgduolis BB ye o wlg o a8 o)l
b abl gy 3y90 olS g5 oomglite b g lagilol
Ol o> duw dgas s ol pols 55T )D D939y
S0y g 3ga> g e AT (ylel 0 dald 4 s
My Gl 1y was w5 bl sels 4 cuws ials
ool ) it sl > 5Sike jobay (¥ Jsie)
sl Pl cossl 5 ude Wb gl o]
(7 Jgaz) w39 > Yl ()5 (3508
el el S 5

g byl slacuss! (bl dilie lags, Jloe!
S iy 2 (Pe14Y) olisime b gl lize
O e IV Jgie) il by olea el


http://dx.doi.org/10.29252/jcb.11.32.144
http://jcb.sanru.ac.ir/article-1-1019-en.html

[ Downloaded from jcb.sanru.ac.ir on 2026-06-21 ]

[ DOI: 10.29252/jch.11.32.144 ]

LSt a esg bl ailsglS lacaigST b))l

b ials s yd YAV o YY/Y dgis i piay
Al lacwst wad G5 klyd s 5 sbe
SIS iy onpder Gl g e ol @glS Ll )3
bl ulyd )3 50385l jlenis S g 1) alen slapll
S gjg Mg Sl 5 cblof shauiss] suls
aogl 11 {5 Jlage) 13l ol |y oYL olop (slapl
Py dbgle lyicds 4oyl oS eslitel olSel 4
b lewss] cpyiee olpieds Ssil g zlelo ) (slacusss]
s aslis (S 4 Jascio s YU abgle 5 Shae il
4 Ceglie ly yoie lacadsST o > LGS oSl 4

2,0 29y (Suis
d

N
'
o

a
==

o
-
N}
o

d

=
® o
S o

IS
o

(9/m2) (o2lg @Il SWid (439
3 3

ﬂm

o

EMGh sboas] mMo G55 lel blpd

sl o2l 4 ) Colus o tde ol -
i byl elayl 5 ol L sald lase 4 Caws
Gy il Lials s YA 4 YOIV X/ dg0e
ol @ ) Conlus (S all 5 aaglS clacsS]
Laadi o claplul Sis i 9 wdb lis d)l#g]
w2y o0 il el sy VYV 5 VY dgis e
5 ol oMbl eala )T clacwss] Las (iS5 o)l
@ S slol palS 4 1) Canlus i ED3
Glep slaplul s i g Lol Gl sals b
cdl ials aoyd FVD g FY SOIY A dgd> g
Gl 4 |y Comlus (38 gl 5wl sbacussS] Jg
bl u.;"}b slplul i 59 9 b ol bl

ih

OJdey bl Dlawge s B yas i

ab b-d

-f
Jc ‘ . d-f
I Pa -d b
) f f
S P 7
N
P

-f -f
f
| _d rﬁe h
f

bc
b
-f
N
h}

N, ]

e df
of b - df  ef
b b b b B¢ b d b
| | e e ) $
f . N

b
Y o7 s
. N & »
g v 7\,\_1 1\,9 3

&)L:.J olises (_slm[y“j) 5 dd|.39lf db%}f] 6319&7 Pl.&.}l Sais 7) wi)h.a duslio —F wa:

(.\S)Lb' d)b@’w WSl +/+0 CJ"“’ P Oﬁjb O?A).’l U»L»Iﬁ J)M ;.73)> S5 J§|_\> dl)b dl.m‘_riha cd)L:.gT o2y o ).))
Figure 6. Means comparisons for biomass of bitter vetch ecotypes in each irrigation regime
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Abstract

The aim of this research was to assessment of drought tolerance in bitter vetch (Vicia ervilia L.)
ecotypes. For this purpose, 16 ecotypes collected from four provinces (East Azerbaijan, West Azerbaijan,
Ardabil and Zanjan) of Iran, were evaluated using randomized complete block design with four
replications in three separate experiments (60, 90 and 120 mm water evaporation from A pan) during
2017-2018 growing season in the Research Field of Faculty of Agriculture at Vali-e-Asr University of
Rafsanjan. The result of combined analysis of variance showed there were significant differences at 1%
level between the ecotypes for all traits except thousand kernel weight in their reaction to drought stress.
Drought stress caused decrease in stem height, root length, pod number per plant, seed number per pod,
seed number per plant, biomass and grain yield, significantly. Ecotype Byghout Produced the most
biomass (by an average of 82.345 g/m?) and grain yield (by an average of 35.038 g/m?) over all irrigation
levels. Means comparisons showed that ecotypes Ghareaghaj and Byghout (respectively) was more stable
in biomass production as well as ecotypes Byghout and Saghazchi (respectively) was more stable in grain
yield production across all irrigation levels. In general, these ecotypes that were less affected by drought
stress can be used as promising genotypes in future breeding programs with the objective of enhanced
drought resistance.
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