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Effect of deficit irrigation at reproductive growth stage on remobilization of dry
matter in four sunflower (Helianthus annus L.) cultivars
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Table 1- Analysis of variance for grain yield and dry matter remobilization in different parts in four

sunflower cultivars
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Fig. 1. Correlations between grain yield and water consumption in total (bold line) and separated into the

cultivars (thin lines)
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Fig. 2. Mean comparison of grain yield in different irrigation treatments [full irrigation (I;) and deficit

irrigation at stages of heading (I,), flowering (I5), seed filling (I4), heading + seed filling (I5) and flowering +

seed filling (Ig)] and sunflower cultivars [Azargol (V;), Allstar (V,), Alison (V;) and Euroflor (V,)]; Means

followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level using Duncan’s Multiple Range

Test (The lines on top of means indicated SE).
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Fig. 3. Mean comparison of dry matter remobilization rate from: head (A), stem (B), leaf (C), petiol (D) and

whole plant (E) (comments similar to Fig. 2)
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for dry matter remobilization efficiency in different parts in four sunflower cultivars
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Table 3- Analysis of variance for dry matter remobilization contribution in different parts in four sunflower cultivars
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Fig. 5. Mean comparison of dry matter remobilization contribution from head (A), stem (B), leaf (C), petiol

(D) and whole plant (E) (comments similar to Fig. 2).
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Effect of deficit irrigation at reproductive growth stage on remobilization of dry

matter in four sunflower (Helianthus annus L.) cultivars
Karimi-Kakhaki', M., A. Sepehri2

ABSTRACT

Karimi-Kakhaki, M., A. Sepehri. 2010. Effect of deficit irrigation at reproductive growth stage on remobilization of dry

matter in four sunflower (Helianthus annus L.) cultivars. 12 (4) 422-435 (In Persian)

To study the effect of deficit irrigation at reproductive growth stage on quantity, efficiency and contribution
of dry matter remobilization in four sunflower cultivars; Azargol, Allstar, Alison and Euroflor, a field
experiment was conducted at Experimental Farm of the Faculty of Agriculturale, Bu-Ali Sina University,
Hamedan, Iran, in 2007 growing season. The experiment was arranged as split plot in complete randomized
block design with three replications. The irrigation levels included; full irrigation, deficit irrigation at heading, at
flowering, at grain filing, at heading + grain filling and at flowering + grain filling stages. Results indicated that
the highest grain yield was obtained from Euroflor with full irrigation treatment (75.1 g.plant ). Deficit
irrigation at grain filling stage had the lowest reduction in grain yield. The greatest remobilization was observed
in cv. Alison with deficit irrigation at grain filling stage, cv. Allstar with deficit irrigation at flowering and grain
filling stages followed by Euroflor with deficit irrigation at grain filling stage by 22.6, 22.4 and 22.1 g. plant ™,
respectively. The highest efficiency and contribution of remobilization was observed in cv. Allstar with deficit
irrigation at flowering and grain filling stages by 55.8% and 50.4%, respectively. cv. Azargol with deficit
irrigation at heading stage had the lowest of remobilization and remobilization efficiency. It can be concluded
that when water is limited, deficit irrigation at grain filling stage had the lowest reduction in grain yield due to

remobilization of dry matter.

Key word: Sunflower, Deficit irrigation, Remobilization efficiency and Remobilization contribution
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