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Table 1- Physical and chemical properties of studied soil
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(cm) K (ppm) P (ppm) OC (%) EC (dS.m™)
0-30 Sai? T:;;m 180 24 0.04 0.41 7.8 1.8
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Table 2- Analysis of variance (mean of square) for plant height, number of secondary branch, number of fertile capitol,
number of seed per plant and thousand seed weight of safflower
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df height branch per plant
)l_/&: . 2 6.9 0.04 2.96 7253.4 0.08
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Slos ox ox ox ox ox
6 80.5 0.63 37.9 25860.8 5.54
Treatment
s
12 1.18 0.03 0.14 4393.5 0.05
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(o) et e 1.24 2.58 2.25 15.67 0.56
C.V (%)
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Table 3- Comparison of means for plant height, number of secondary branch, number of fertile capitol, number of seed per
plant and 1000 seed weight of safflower
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Treatments atas Number of secondary Number of fertile Number seed °
Plant height branch per plant capitol per plant per plant 1000 seed
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el 77.1e* 5.50 9.8f 232.1b 35.2¢
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n
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Fe+Zn
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B+Zn
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* Means in each column one common letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level based on Duncan’s test.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance (mean of square) for seed and biological yield, harvest index and percentages of protein and oil

of safflower
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S.0.V df Biological yield Seed yield  Harvestindex  Protein (%) Oil (%)
JEs
Replication 2 77671.4 6820.2 0.62 0.003 0.26
o - o . - -
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Table 5- Comparison of means of seed and biological yields, harvest index and percentages of protein and oil of safflower
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* Means in each column with one common letter are not significantly different at 5% probability level based on Duncan’s test.
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