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Effect of planting pattern on grain yield and its components in

spring safflower in Isfahan
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for grain yield , number of head per plant, number of grain per head
and 1000 grain wieght

MS ol o Sl
PRGN s Ses 038 sldx 0538 > wls 3l 03 sk 43 ails sl 358
sal3T <l g0 kel P als l5m
S.0. V. S e df Grainyield  No. of head per  No. of grain  No. of grain per 1000 grain
plant per main head auxiliary- head wieght
Replication I3 3232362.0 ™ 3.8™ 0.2™ 127" 0.5™
Inter row spacing sy o alols 2 3511734 ™ 102.1* 0.2™ 29™ 3.2%*
Error (a) (@) sk= 6 295522.9 194 0.07 48.9 0.3
Intra row spacing oy Gy deol 2 2091333.9 406.7** 205.8** 48.1* 49.1**
Inter rowxIntrarow (ab) — Cas,csy xasy gmalols 4 460822.2™ 33.4™ 0.6™ 35.9* 1.2%*
Error (b) (b) el 18  496549.2 21.4 0.5 8.7 0.3
CV% O - 18.80 19.00 10.20 9.70 1.72
Aoy ) 50 el sk 43 5ls me 5 4t FF 5
Dl gae £ 1NS

*and **: Significant at 5 % and 1% probability levels, respectively.

ns: Non-significant
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Table 2. Mean comparison for grain yield, number of head per plant, number of grain per head
and 1000 grain weight

Mean - Si.
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Grain/yield No. of head  No of grain per No of grain per 1000 grain
(kg/ha) per plant main head auxiliary-head weight (g)
(8) s, o ol
Inter row spacing (a)

al (30 cm) 3566 a 32.43b 34.83a 30.81a 32.39a

a2 (40 cm) 3908 a 24.27 ab 35.03a 29.85a 31.51b

a3 (50 cm) 3722 a 27.27 a 34.8la 30.56 a 31.48b

(b) Cess 55, dole
Intra row spacing (b)

bl (5cm) 4196 a 18.11c 30.65¢ 28.10b 33.79a

b2 (10 cm) 3616 ab 25.21b 35.09b 31.39a 31.85h

b3 (15 cm) 3385 b 29.65 a 38.93a 31.73 a 29.74 ¢

a3 55 dholix sy o dhoti(ab)
Inter row x Intra row (a x b)

albl 4189 ab 17.50 de 3042c 30.08a 34.24a
alb2 3454 ab 22.15 cde 34.88b 29.94 a 32.32b
alb3 3056 b 24.65 bcd 39.22a 32.39a 30.61 cd
a2bl 3953 ab 1550 e 31.00¢c 23.75b 33.43a
a2b2 3860 ab 24.15 bed 34.97b 33.19a 31.01¢c
a2b3 3911 ab 33.15a 39.10a 32.60a 30.09d
a3bl 4445 a 21.33de 30.54 ¢ 30.47a 33.70a
a3b2 3532 ab 29.33 abc 35.42b 31.02a 32.21b
a3b3 3189 b 31.15ab 38.46 a 30.20 a 28.52 e
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Means, each column and for each treatment followed by similar letter(s), are not significantly different at 5% probability

level-using Duncan Multiple Range Test (DMRT).
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Effect of planting pattern on grain yield and its components in
spring safflower in Isfahan

Firozehl, F., A. H. Shirani Radz, A. Razaie3, M. R. Naderi® and S. A. Bani Taba’

ABSTRACT

Firozeh, F., A. H. Shirani Rad, A. Rezaie, M. R. Naderi and S. A. Bani Taba. 2006. Effect of planting pattern on grain
yield and its components in spring safflower in Isfahan. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. Vol. 8, No. 3, pp 259-267.

This experiment was conducted to study effects of inter and intra row spacing on yield and yield components
of sering safflower line (Isfahan-24) in summer sowing in Isfahan at the Agriculture Research Station of
Khorasgan Islamic Azad University, during 2002 cropping season. Three inter-spacing row (30, 40 and 50 cm)
were assigned to the main plots and three intra-spacing row (5, 10 and 15 cm) were arranged in the sub-plots
using a randomized complete block design with four replications. In this research traits as: number of heads per
plant, number of grains in main and axiuary-heads, 1000 kernel weight, grain yield were measured and recorded.
Results showed that the effect of inter-spacing row on traits such as number of heads in plant and 1000 kernel
weight were significant. The effect of the inter-row spacing on the grain yield was not significant. The effect of
intra-row spacing on the most of the measured traits were significant. Interaction of inter and intra row spacing
on the most of meausured traits was not significant. It can be concluded that 30 cm inter row spacing with 5 cm
intra row spacing between plants on the row is the best planting pattern for safflower under the conditions of this

study.

Key word: Safflower, Grain yield, 1000 grain weight, Head
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