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Table 1- Mean of squares for yield and yield components of safflower as affected by different cover crops and mulch

managements.
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ns, * and ** are non-significant and significant at 1 and 5% probability levels, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Influence of different mulch managements on head no. per plant in safflower
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Means with different letter are significantly different based on LSD test (¢=0.05).
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Fig. 2- Influence of different mulch managements on seed yield of safflower
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Means with different letter are significantly different based on LSD test (0=0.05).
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Table 2- Mean of squares for yield and yield components of safflower as affected by different mulch treatments
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