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Table 2. Meteorological data of 2010 and 2011year in site of perform experiment.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of the effect of optimal irrigation and drought stress on studied traits of safflower
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In each column, there is no significant difference between treatments with common letters according to Duncan test.
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Abstract

Drought is the most important stress and decreases the yield of plants. Safflower is resistant to stress
and is one of the most important oil seed plants. In order to evaluate of yield and yield components of
two safflower under optimal irrigation and drought stress conditions an split factorial experiment was
conducted based on randomized complete block design with four replications at the research farm of
Agriculture Faculty, the University of Zanjan in spring 2010 and 2011 years. Experimental treatments
included optimal irrigation (-0.5 MPa) and drought stress (-2 MPa) and two safflower cultivars
(Zendehrood and Goldasht). The effect of irrigation treatments, cultivar and year not significant on
diameter capitul, number of main and lateral capitul in plant. The highest of thousand weight seed (35.5
g), grain yield (214.42 kg/ha), biological yield (9600.1 kg/ha), harvest index (25.6%) and oil yield (634.6
kg/ha) obtained in optimal irrigation, and in other traits, was not difference between optimal irrigation
and drought stress. The maximumof number of seed in capitul, biological yield, oil percent and oil yield
were obtained in zendehrood cultivar, and in other traits there was not difference between Zendehrood
and Goldasht. Grain yield and oil yield reduced under drought stress amount 51 and 65 percent,
respectively. Oil percentage in optimal irrigation was 8 percent more than drought stress condition.
Grain yield, oil percentage and oil yield of Goldasht cultivar 7, 8 and 26 percent were higher than
Zendehrood cultivar, respectively. The results showed that Goldasht was superior to Zendehrood
cultivar, and is more tolerant to stress condition, therefore suggested that cultivate Goldasht cultivar in
deficit condition.
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