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Tablel- Climatic and soil characteristics of soil profile

annual

Height average Ann. Mean Soil P Organic
from sea rainfall temp. texture K (mg.kg-1) (mg.kg- N% Matter EC PH
level (m) (c)° 1
(mm)
1500 216 17.1 Loam 170 7.6 0.05 0.57 1.2 771
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Table 2- Table of ANOVA for deferent characters sawflower

Source df ms F
Stress effect 2 540.52 27.49%*
percentage of infested boll Cultivar effect 2 279.33 14.20%*

Interaction effect 4 323.21 16.44%**

Stress effect 2 107.04 17.48%*
Cultivar effect 2 184.32 30.09%*

healthy 1000-seed weight in infested boll
Interaction effect 4 58.21 9.50%*

Stress effect 2 236.43 55.05%*

Cultivar effect 2 34.57 8.05%*
infested 1000-seed weight in infested boll

Interaction effect 4 47.04 10.95%*

Stress effect 2 272.88 34.91**
healthy 1000-seed weight in healthy boll Cultivar effect 2 494.93 63.31%*
Interaction effect 25.84 3.33*

~

**Significant at 1% probability level
*Significant at 5% probability level

(K 5,1) (2 slasless 5&Kils umlis Y J g

Table 3- Comparison of cultivars means (+SE) with Duncan test

percentage of healthy 1000-seed weightin  infested 1000-seed weight  healthy 1000-seed weight

Cultivars infested boll infested boll in infested boll in healthy boll
Goldasht 50.09+1.91° 33.69+1.00° 22.88+0.70° 31.9920.90°
Padideh 68.05+2.00° 41.31£1.30° 25.67+1.00° 44.77+1.60°
C44 66.6626.60° 35.93+1.40 25.96+12.10° 37.35+1.80°

* Means within column followed by the same letter not found significantly different
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Table 4- ANOVA for diferent characters

percentage of infested healthy 1000-seed infested 1000-seed healthy 1000-seed weight
boll weight in infested boll  weight in infested boll in healthy boll
Treatments Mean of Mean of Mean of Mean of
F-Value F-Value F-Value F-Value
Square Square Square Square
Control 707.91 38.22%%* 5.95 2.19ns 24.81 3.37%* 105.97 14.04%*
50% irrigation 144.36 12.48%* 96.39 27.45%* 97.91 44.25%%* 266.70 30.22:%
Without irrigation 75.22 3.90 ns 198.77 13.70%* 5.93 0.81 ns 173.95 12.38%*

**Significant at 1% probability level
™ Non significant

(izses gl 25) ool (slasled (Kl oy lis —0J ot
Table 5- Comparison of the stress means (+SE) with LSD test

Treatments percentage of infest- healthy 1000-seed infested 1000- healthy 1000-seed
ed boll weight in infested seed weight in weight in healthy
boll infested boll boll
Control 67.42+3.40° 36.86+0.50" 25.00£0.90° 32.71£1.40°
50% irrigation 56.94+1.70° 40.02+1.30° 29.20+£1.20° 41.91+2.10*
Without irrigation 69.44+1.50° 34.05£1.90° 20.32+0.70° 39.48+1.80°

* Means within column followed by the same letter not found significantly different
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Table 6- Comparison of cultivar means (+SE) with LSD test in each the stress

percentage infested 1000-seed

healthy 1000-seed weight healthy 1000-seed

Treatments Cultivar  of lrl:t(;(;?ted in infested boll weight ;)l:) ]:nfested weight in healthy boll
Goldasht 52.20+2.20° 35.85+0.90° 22.90+1.00° 29.45+1.40°
Control Padideh  72.91+2.00° 36.85+0.30" 27.50%1.20° 38.65+0.80°
C44 77.08+2.00° 38.16+0.90" 24.35%1.60 30.05+1.60°
Goldasht  60.41+2.00° 35.40+1.40 24.88+1.00° 33.07+1.90°
50% irrigation Padideh  60.41+2.00° 45.17+0.60° 28.11+0.50° 49.16+1.20°
C44 50.00+0.00° 39.49+0.30° 34.60+0.40° 43.52+1.10°
Without irri Goldasht 64.58+0.60° 29.81+2.00° 20.88+0.80" 33.45+1.00°
PHOUtIrT padideh  70.832.40° 42.19+2.30° 20.16+0.60° 46.52:42.90°
i
gation C44 72.912.00° 30.15+2.10° 18.93+2.00" 38.48+1.30"

* Means within column followed by the same letter not found significantly different
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Abstract

The effect of drought stress on damage of safflower fly, Acanthophilus helianthi Rossi (Dip.,
Tephritidae) was compared on three cultivars of safflower, Carthamus tinctorius L. by an
experiment in split plot arrangement in completely randomized design in 2011. Where levels of
irrigation including complete irrigation during whole growing season (S1), cutting irrigation at
flowering stage (S2) and cease irrigation at heading stage (S3) as main plot, and safflower cultivars
including Goldasht, Padideh and C44 as sub-plot. Percentage of infested boll and seed weight were
sampled in the experimental plots. Results indicated a significant difference at 1% level in
percentage of infested bolls among drought stresses. Also, percentage of infested boll and 1000-
seed weight in healthy boll had significant difference among cultivars. The highest and lowest
percentage of infested boll belonged to S3 (69.44%) and S2 (65.94), respectively. The highest and
lowest percentage of infested boll belonged to Padideh cultivar (68.05%) and Goldasht cultivar
(50.09%). Results showed that in non-stress conditions, Goldasht has the best growth and
resistance to safflower fly, while in drought stress conditions, Padideh is the best alternative but
overall Goldasht was cultivar recognized as the most resistant in among of three cultivars. In this
cultivar, damage of some seeds in a boll increased 1000-seed weight in healthy seed of the boll
because 1000-seed weight in infested boll is more than healthy 1000-seed weight in infested boll. It
is probable that compensation phenomenon in Goldasht cultivar appears against safflower fly
damage.
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