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Behrang, the first forage safflower variety suitable for cold and moderate rainfed

conditions of Iran

O g Alus Fodl e dguics T GOLT Lpwod pud PR Unioz (Shgo ¢ 31059y Ywrw
Y 21580 Nl ymus 9" sgule b

(3238 s 5 il (Dlid Oljle «(55)5LST 555 g o ias skl 5 skl co a5 )
Sl S

s 3 s Dl Olejla o) 5iS 03 (65558 Dlhdes dnge (g0 5 Lokl (o 5u -7 5 Y
Ol (o gyl ) olile 57 e (555 5L08

Ol ez S (6508 s 5 rsel «Dlidod Olojl ) 5287 (ol p e Solidosd duas 5o Ll ¥

T35 3 sl eOlidd Olejle ¢ g 8 Ol )3T Ol (ab wlin 5 (65,587 (25 00T 5 Dl S o colial -F
Ol gl et sl esjslas

35 3 sl (Dliied Olejle Ol S Okl b wle 5 5o5lST 2seT 5 Slidsd S e (Giee D
Ol gl ez i «5555le8”

VEo£/oUNA i By Gusb VEE/o TPV icdl s &b

o>

L4

;,.:.\_51 cdi?)e RERY S el &‘51'))90 v\-’j‘u\h,nd 4)9.3:1: ‘.6 ‘éx_}& ‘.é 406'}:1: ¥d ‘GQBTW “of ‘fu\an ..\.3:.» eV ¥ nﬁ'b)x
AYYSVEFVE()) (Bl 3 105 OIS 35 it Sl ole 4 585 55 Jitne 5 3 Gblin 3 Ll b nlin sl sle 255 o5,

Sl drgi 30 T Nl Cadgucm g Bgle ko S9m5” sgub 9 1S g5 S 3O OIS Sgucmo hele (2 e

3 (SR ol po0 Ol 0 JauS” 8 Jblo (Sly (Sldighe T b7 P B o b .ol Hous” 58 (Sladgle Olals
OguslS” 31 250 b330 38 VWA Jlo 18 &5 400 135 5515 010 28I 351 &lp0 5 U0 (95™ 3U5 3390 Sgle
YE Slomi 1FAN-AY a3 Jlo 30 .ol 0 ol £ 1513 063 (ke LAl § iy 3 G2 4k 3 9 (ol &
OFSu0 § Nl (w9 39 gw 98 (S5 9L Dl olTiu ! 5 WLl 18 4w of yoid & ol iy F JB 2 W93
dgle A5 Dlio 15 3 § 0399 owgis (plo 3 FYb uKis g jadghe 3 Khoe Slao 5 i 5y oy & A
5 31 1FR0-AT B ITFAY-AY a3 S Lo 30 oud (i3 I 59 i3l 1 OIS 0 jhos (IS gl Sz
EKiSg Jddgle & Sos puSlo 93y (81918 T 4@ 185 45 31 VLS uld 9wy 9 Bgke & Shos (S HIb 9 (S5 3
3 dos L 31 g IS (v o SGGS (o 90 45 (2 y@ 9 093 JLR 33 £ T ols” M) 9 VATEO b LW ju
S S50 0f) 4 3D Ol 35 (M SL GGE) (315 4 285 (iceon 9 039 igi] (2 Folk s 9 jddgle
il dilaio 93 3 33 £330 S Ll 4 30 K 4@ 1B (b 3T D9 0 Dgumo STo! wigi] Ho5 e Cdo 90

AR


https://rafhc.areeo.ac.ir/article_134802.html

VP Jlo o) oyled OF dlr «( B2 9 (2155 OBLS 50 Jlidsw gladdl ole 4 pli»

PIToS 0TY 5 AYYA (Sl Sl b o §4 &Ko 9 Fddgle O yKhos i 3 18y ool 45 318 OGS (oliilo 57) 59325 9
WAl (S5 U 33 P ok £V g Aol i 54 S Slo b i 54 ol B Ll ) 4 i SR 33
93 29039 11 9 IVY i ja oS he 9 Ol P o8 Sl (RFV) ST1)g5 (i (301 pao (o le (6Sle () 2
47018 UL 09991398 (TO 0 (Solow B I g@ 08y (g g ARSI 51 S Jliow 45y O RFV ol (55 3 o8
Vb ddgle Cuds” § i (f dgle 3 Flos (Sl b K @ wur o8 Egeme 1O 392 PYlie ded od) (pf SIS

Dl 0 s g 23 Bl PSR 395 05l ST 9 3 JNiro 2 Blko 03y CulS” el

Sldigle O U5 eis 9 § ddgle & los ddgle A5 S ol (8 « Soll i suals” (sdelly

CYSYYVN 80 il spourdad@ymail.com :J stus oiws 5

\YY



~~~~~ a5 e gl gle S5 055 51 e

(Jabbari et al,, 2023)31 /LS s 5 5 o
o o 53 S5 o als a8 s S e
oAb G115 o3 Y/ VY p@uuf&b_;
LS 5 I g dalgs s o Ol s
& ,lf &S L5 405 CW‘ (Landau et al,. 2004)
s Bl YU 9 Oljes 0352 Ll e
Lapls (M& o 53 (555 JoSe &5 Ol
P KK 5,8 5 eslial 3550 OST
W o S digle Milosy St a5l
Oler sLay s iS5l (s 53 03,28, b
dn § St dag blia sla 5257 Lo pais
3 S5 L 5 el Lo oS Ll
O s pls e Olseas ¢ o) 7l Al
LY Sl 5e e pls g 5 Olspe 25— o0
23 o3 FY g atu g doly dleST 55 o5V
Sl a gy (ol ol o glie s gy A3 S
S Y pame 5 o (53l lias 5ils
Sl pl b o ys Frb (s K
b 5 S g wle (Glodme ST slapls sl
S 555 5 38 (6l oS ol il bl
o oslizl Lapls L 5 Al & e 0 o |
(Smith,1996) .
K )8 Wy 6l peds oS L Ol
Sl 3yse 5o Ol pl s 95 35d> (gladsle
Arslan ) o1, 5 Myl .l &ils I 5 s
Ol e a8 5 LS 5 aibeis 45 (et al., 2008
Ll Sa s CJ—?)—Lﬁ—{ A Lo
.-U.);obu.:.m‘ﬁb Ll i s abgde Wy ol 5
(Delfani ez al., 2018) ol LSes 5 lals

\YY

.

doio
LAl Commar 0581 595 (Rl 8l 4 4 55 L

I OT il Sl (285 5 e 61,
g o Fhdd e el pls slas
2558 53 15 oly O g VY sltes Sl Jlo-
Joldo CdS Ldagle A5 lde 55505 5
SalS L s ladgle )3 b camiy
Gl 5 O3l a VS5 ) ey le
L3 W bl sl (Anonymous, 2022)
2558 3l el Sl sy se kS Lad e
S oslizal 5 Slssly b 5131 il 5ol g
ol b b iz 5 CoiS o Ssle
e fU L ey SOAS sy
o3l gl 4 lawe (Carthamus tinctorius L.)
(e plae Gl cal 5T OIS
cp! (Pourdad, 2006) c—ul oldé 5 o405
1y sl she oS oS Ol ety i S oS
4S (63ylge 53 BULS 4 i85 55 9 ax ils
b b ool ol 4y G K iS50
Oy gty (A5l ils s 2als oK s
Ll g o LS pl 3y d o o ls  (gladle
3,28 05 pls Gl 350 ik s ) shas
(Smith,1996) Cs! .(Bar-Tal et al., 2008)
S Az ils Hlgh!l (Wichman,1996) o s
il s aolsly 0ds ol Cb oK S wb e
wnip b OV e 5l ey 1, 0T Gladis
s el Calie Sl <S8 digle ol
Aot 0oy 53 By 5 gpsamis 5 Jb o

.(Bergland et al., 2007) >4—& C—ils


http://scialert.net/fulltext/?doi=ajps.2010.299.306&org=11#564645_ja
http://scialert.net/fulltext/?doi=ajps.2010.299.306&org=11#58572_b
http://www.journals.elsevierhealth.com/periodicals/livest/article/S0301-6226%2803%2900327-0/fulltext

VP Jlo o) oyled OF dlr «( B2 9 (2155 OBLS 50 Jlidsw gladdl ole 4 pli»

Lo 1 A o lasT ey 53 5 1SS
g S50 adgle LoiS gla el
i i 3V
5 0belp dal i (5, 93 ol porany Lo 555
Sl 5 8 5l sy 1 shateas sllS
395l Sl oK w3 46 4le 5 Shes
b (e ) e (Jlw ) el o(JLu Y)
53 YFAB-YAF B \FAY- VAT el sladl
NS aw b dolas elS glacS b o~ b JB
sl s Splis s § 15 oLl s e
Js a0 Lol ol 5s ila3T sladl
oIl .l 03 g5 ol Loyl i 5 JLLSC i
Sledis cla bl s —absT slo S
Gl il 03 5 e ¥ sy 5o Jul s
RPN U TSR AL W pL W
Sela ¥ sy alol b b3l 4l s
bosg el Vo sy o) e 5 aols
oLl 2 ¥ Ol Cig S ol am s
2> s g s S o5 I8 Sl
o LK o35 it Sl el sl
Il 53 (ialo3T el g5l 5e 55 Ol 5 dals
9 iy aibis 95 ;5 VP VF0Y el
JJCJJBA\.&EJJo\_&JD;QLﬂl):w
isd B 515 b5 350 Jlad OLul 5 Ol
o015 gl bl T s O S 8 Colis
Ty Aol b e ¥ gl
355 Oler slaileST salod 3 5 e L
50352 No0 Poo gl 2 (2o b 5 055 23
FoSlw Y LY sgde Gas syl ciS

\YY

SO P Y A Ol ey o2 b P
rsjé\ﬁs.u;\wl_;u,&ﬁrﬁ,l;%
3,8 il (gyls cme OOl Ol 3
b5 S 500 Fr 5 Ol dw oy S gle
Sl e CiS (gl 1 il 3 g g LS s
eSS B 5 Ol s Ll 3 3 (35
DL 5 (poom 9 5 god o 5 15 HLSs )3
355 =) > (Wichman ef al., 2001)
Joiley o8 50 Ul &8 @ e (s,
q;dbjs&)f&_:&@jk—aﬁw
53 SO BY/FF o Ul zul s Jles b
] S

S 55 S b re G ) 3 ok
Ll i e s Vb gl ZaSTL gl le
o5 ol 53 Ll 4 (148 4 35 5558 =2
.»J?wu{y,owp%wﬁﬁ;

B w9y 9 3y
9 Flseng Y P PY- T RE AR TR
joj'il.i&_&[f@)u)b&}lf@)u
(553158 Dligions ooyl 3 25 Jaal 5 )
oot WA ol Jl 53 350 e o3
4?;3%(&,@,‘.5,)?91,\;_1,;};55,\;4_;
Y - D | SV P U
S o o5 TP s & Ol glodal i
i ol jonty Sladie a3 jleds 2
iS5 WY el b s Sos 3
s Slio L s s gle s Shee (¢l 05
ul{‘;bl—@“_}#\f&ugﬂc}qw}b


https://www.cabidigitallibrary.org/authored-by/Wichman/D+M

~~~~~ a5 e gl gle S5 055 51 e

BL oala b))ﬂ@jl&&\:-&))‘tsuuﬂj))‘
55557 413 p she Dlidond s go o823 Le3T 5
RV (lqal Yay Jdu s (C;)
oMl slao, LT Sl g bl alows o
(Lin and Binns, (Pi) w5 od 5 5 els
Sy VST gl byl ¢ 1988)
%}—.& LS)“’\—.’,L.’. wkﬁ)‘j L(WI‘ICkC, 1962)
k2 5,&5Le Lasls 5 «(Shukla, 1972)
uﬁj) A eslaul Lég_.',.;";j 4:1§ ‘_gb.a (GAI)
Yan et al.,) o) Sen 5 0L L s &M oL
j%}}jj‘w)jjawjjj)ls(2007
Sl ails Sl ki b e X LS 55
oMl (s 03 55 oo ol slesls sl

A oslizal o 55

o 9 @b
ST 53 G 5500
S FSYE S e Sledie o
Sdd d e ol 3 dd el s Shes U
Lol slaas 555 5 Vsl 22 S
FY sod- Ll 95 B A gladle 5,8
S men s gyl o oS 55 o)
St M5 5 503 a2l K Sl 6l
0ds i 5 Gl g5 plonil 5 el
bl sy S s slaes sl Lues
sls s wals ¢l§)\ ol oy Sl 595 VY
3 VG el 15m 055 i 51 K gy o35 oS

YO

ol
Sl oshie 4 55 eSS sla talesT s
Solan 4 S KIS w5ty (o 55
O ST S EPe I S
Solowy Jolo 708 03T iy 55 K5
leS ob slgsl 5 1l ys 9 oiS™ (Sick plot)
Ol e (YVA 01,5) golow as b Y
206 5 Sl il bl s § oS s
s «(Alipour, 2008) s 4 Fusarium solani
OLts (3,03 56205 (e & plaemalS
w ST L 5l Jame oS tobo3T as il
w3 S 13 ) 13550 Solen Jule 7,8
A w2 ysbisas (Saremi, 1998)
G o o8, able Slgdis 35 Coas
LS Lo pai 0Lal b dals o5, L
L;LAQL‘.'_W‘ ﬁjﬁ-&.ﬁ:ﬁ L;Lhdb_\.n)"v BE
w)jb)}n‘;La_&Ql_w‘Fjol_&JLo;
L 35 ¢l s ) s Al B b S ) 3
L ey el oSt sl o
Shmul oy 55 53 J shoeel U ol (gl
LIl «(ADF U Acid Detergent Fiber)
T"'";oJ'lA i))d)_kguu
ssls «(NDF U Neutral Detergent Fiber)

=55~ (Dry Matter L DM) ¢Sz
EE L jle,lae «(Crude Protein | CP) pl-
5 (Ash) = _.Ss Ol;.s «(Ether Extract)
i 3 ol 4di5 53 e Sdken jolis ioman
S s (5,8 o3l (P) jius 5 (Ca) puudS”



VP Jlo o) oyled OF dlr «( B2 9 (2155 OBLS 50 Jlidsw gladdl ole 4 pli»

16 o g Y i3 5
s gl i ol 51K e 5K o3,
(35 (DMD) 5 ,—as &St o3le Ol s
e ST e 55 oSl d s S
St osle o in CoblB 5035 (p S AS
YL (5 #V/0) 0T (DDM) b e
r e LY LT Sl (55 L s oSl
sl 3 bl 69 S ¢ ;3 DDM luis
b,;ubupa\#;\&,ms,m
YL slie .o als 1 3 wlie g O gllae
Kb REV) 65T, g5 i 55,1 ot
o35 6§12 REV jlde ol b le 5V oS
S YL ST aS 65 W /8 6K e Ll
S5 sy 30sn BB 55 Sl
oilomie (o) 2 gl il O e T
oo p s el (halesT Dlaladl bl 0o s
O A3 OV g pde S o
U s (—ilasT Slalaal Wbl
1P oS e ety o 1 25 5
S Il T Sleas 2§ 5 55
ool Laoe § 55 oy Sliw Sy
(Dl Y 35,0 w5 Sl ¥ 5hals (Jw ¥ 42l ,0)
Jlize 315 Jamen 3518 sl 55 il 5 plovl
23 g Lo LhoV ¢l X S 55
W.)ﬁ)‘}@&éu‘))&gjw‘cb_w
Fasle s 3 Shas (ol Lo 55 o !
G5 Uyl o AU 55,56 555 lies (St
555 6SG bl mla s aldls Sl 05

Ju::-ch.»).s ojse s dls sl Cd o (gl

\Y#

ety 4ls 03,8 53 5059 Lo 65 ke
el 10T adls 5 Slae 5 axls ) 3
5 Glea s pf,.l.; P4V /%) Lo o
Ol 3 5 sl Hlt o dals 93 I puioan
L;;Laﬁ\}v.g.acﬂ.é_.pjﬁ?j\ S YL S
SV s a5 &Sz 5 bl 5 Shes
035 e 55 ke 51 5YL LS 55 5 YA
s Shes hils slac 55 ol o558 ) 5
53 S g jable 5 Shae iy Hl 3L
23 5 YVIA 5OY 5 ja (Aals) DL 3 o3,
ol 03591 b 5k ds lin J k) 3 51,
e CohS g s i i (el
A 5 dada 08, opl a8 sl 0L (Y 5er)
Aoy +/F (Ao 2 V1 /) pls (55 Ol e
V8 4, 5035 b 55 S Sl 5l i omly
Sbe (Alavi, 2000) ¢ le .oosls |
o35S adleia Sl a1y Ay el s
Sl oy pl 5 S o158 A5V P
Lo )3 V¥ g5 oS ol plst 553 O e o
oy s 55 Jgloeall OOUI YU s slas .l
SFomk p—an L6 55151 (ADF) (sl
Joleals O (YL i5lan 5059 45, 95
e 3y amn Ol jpo (NDF) st oy 4 &
(=) 03 AR s FalS el L.
A= 55 (s ¥V/A) NDF &5, ¢
(4o )3 YV/F) ADF 0l e 5 laas 535 ol
S osba p e IS oSl 5l a8
5 d—woys F j\,;ngDFx.sLE.ALawa,;
cmle CiS Kby s )3 Y0 51 28" ADF



~~~~~ al 5 e (sl e S5 055 510K

14y -qY ;,,w‘ﬁuﬂi\,@,;&j@a% Sl 55 5 SKiast 5 5 digde s Shae 5 5k St Slis 5 Kbe dslio -V 5l
Table 1. Mean comparison of the forage quality traits, wet and dry forage yield of advanced safflower genotypes in rainfed
conditions, Sararood 2012-2013.

P (ﬂ:ga);j)jé}\.;sﬁl‘.& (J\:gh):j)dg.&éé}ls;ﬁl&a

Genotype CP(%) NDF(%) ADF(%) DMI(gkg!) DDM (%)  RFV WY (tha”) DY (tha'!)
Islamabad 1/1 12.1 abed 40.1 b 32.3 abe 53¢ 63.74 °f¢ 266.3 * 63.6 3¢ 21.9 defe
Islamabad 4/3 10.6 ¢ 38.7 bed 31.3 abede 3.1 bed 64.5 cdefe 155.2 cde 47.8 21.3 defe
Islamabad 6/2 10.2 d 37.9 bede 2R 6 bedefe 3.2 bed 66.6 dbedef 164.6 bede 7032 32.82
Islamabad 4/4 10.5 cde 38.3 bede 29 3 abodefg 3.2 bed 66.1 bcdefe 6] .7 bede 56.3 abed 245 bedefe
Islamabad 4/2 1392 30.8¢ 255¢ 3.9° 69.0 2 209.1° 65.8 @b 27.3 dbede
Islamabad 5/3 10.6 < 36.0 cdef 29 7 abedefy 3.4 bod 65.9 abedefe 171 7 bede 63.1 2 27.7 #bed
Islamabad 7/3 10.4 ¢ 40.3 be 32.0 ¢ 3.0b«d 63.7 °fe 151.0 cde 56.8 abed 23.9 bedefe
Darabl 11.2 bede 36.2 cdef 30,3 abedef 3.3 bed 65.3 bodefe 167.9 bede 62.4 @b 25.8 bedef
Darab2 10.8 cde 39.3 bed 31.8 abed 3.1 bed 64.2 defe 152.2 cde 52.9 abed 20.0 f2
Darab3 12.7 abed 36.0 cdef 3382 3.3 bed 62.5¢ 161.9 bede 4394 17.6 ¢
Darab4 (Behrang) 10.9 bede 37.9 bede 7 4 cdefe 3.3 bed 67.5 abed 170.6 bede 63.7 @ 29.0 ¢
Darab5 13.1 @ 33.0 °fe 28.2 cdefe 3.7 bed 66.9 abede 189.3 bed 65.8 ab¢ 30.1 %
Darab6 12.5 acde 38.5 bed 29.4 abedefy 3.1 bed 65.9 abedefe 6] 4 bede 63.7 abe 23.6 bodefe
Darab7 11.9abede 36 ] cdef  DQ ¢ abedefe 3.40bed 65.9 abedefe 7] 5 bede 51.0 bed 21.7 defe
Darab8 11.2 bede 38.1bede 29 4 abedefy 3.2 bed 66.0 2bedefe 6] 2 bede 56.2 abed 22.4 odefe
Darab9 12.5 abed 3221 26.5f 3.7 68.3 % 197.8 b¢ 50.5 bed 22.5 cdefe
Darab10 11.62bcde 36 gedel DR ] cdefe 3.3 bed 67.0 abede 171.5 bede 483 21.5 defe
Darabl1 10.1 d 38.5 bed 28.5 cdefe 3.1 bed 66.7 abede 161.5 bede 47.6 < 19.9
Darab12 10.5%e 38.5 bed 31.0 abedef 3.1 bed 64.8 bedefe 157.7 bede 48.8 «d 21.6 defe
Darab13 13.4%® 33.1 °fe 26.9 °fe 3.3 bed 67.9 abe 191.4 bed 55.3 abed 23.6 bodefe
Darab14 1.7 8bede 359 cdef 77 4 defe 3.4 bod 67.6 2bcd 175.3 bede 49.4 20.7 °fe
401 10.7 cde 41.0%¢ 31.9 abed 3.1 bed 64.1 defe 154.0 cde 61.9 abed 27.7 #bed
47 11.38bede  343defe D53 ¢ 3.5 bed 69.22 187.5 bede 59.8 abed 27.6 @
LRVS51/20 Varamin6 93¢ 42.6%® 32.3 abe 2.9 63.7 °fe 142.6 ¢ 60.1 abed 28.0 abed
faraman 11.3 bede 36.9 cdef 28] cdefe 3.3 bed 67.1 abede 170.5 bede 52.0 bed 23.8 bedefe
Goldasht 93¢ 43.0% 31.6 abed 2.9 64.3 defe 143.5 ¢ 52.5 abed 23.3 bedefe
Sina 12.4 abed 46.0° 33.1% 2.74 63.1"% 135.6 ¢ 68.4 % 23.5 bodefe
Mean Sl 113 37.6 29.6 33 65.8 170.5 57.0 24.2

Il pae Dl o3 0 Sl
Means, in each column, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the 5% probability level using Duncans’s multiple range test.
DMI (Dry Matter «gawl o 55 55 J skwsl oUW ADF (Acid Detergent Fiber) ¢z i 52 55 Jslesls U NDF (Neutral Detergent Fiber) ol 55 ,, :CP (Crude Protein)

VYV

53 5313 (gl tals i 8 g 3T ool Ly Bl oo o5 2tie o S5 Pl (5115 &S e Sls O g, 5

STy s 3o RFV (Relative Feed Value) 5 () b s ¢Sist osle 2» <5 DDM (Digestible Dry Matter) « (gkg™) 3 - ¢St o5l 0l e Intake)
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Table 2. Mean, rank and standard deviation of rank for wet forage yield (kgha™') of safflower genotypes in different environments.

395y 35y A s A &l &l &l &l e oSk o .
st i} Y4Y-ay Y40-98 yay_ay YAr-qf Ya¥-48 AYay-ay Yar-ay AY4F-40 Y40-48 ) ‘f"’" ‘ ) “’5” S
‘ Genotype Sar.2013-14 Sar.2016-17 Gam.2013-14 Gam.2014-15 Gam.2015-16 Mar. 2013-14 Mar. 2014-15 Mar. 2015-16 Mar. 2016-17  Rank R:I)ﬂ::D qusjlg :Ji\;oY
W) ® W) R W) R W) R W) R W) R W) ®) W) ®) WY)  R) Mem e

faraman 51950 12 33000 12 6269 5 6196 5 8989 9 12980 2 3267 5 5702 16 2406 1 74 5.08 14995
Darab8 56150 8 36000 8 4824 12 6613 2 7611 15 10160 6 3095 9 10370 1 1489 8 7.7 4.39 15146
Darab14 49410 14 34500 10 5593 8 5116 12 6380 16 8836 8 2290 11 6349 14 1842 2 10.6 422 13369
Islamabad 5/3 63050 5 38000 6 7857 4 6320 3 8788 10 13120 1 1001 1 8695 7 1494 7 6.6 4.39 16481
Islamabad 1/1 63600 4 35000 9 10380 2 4278 15 8056 13 7771 12 4109 2 10320 3 1380 10 7.8 5.09 16099
Behrang 63710 2 48500 2 14730 1 5324 10 11300 1 8869 7 3120 7 8117 8 1438 9 5.2 3.67 18345
Darab10 48310 15 36000 8 6087 6 5511 8 8744 11 6062 15 3658 3 10360 2 774 15 92 5.09 13945
Darab11 47590 16 38000 6 5612 7 4878 13 9162 7 11090 4 5466 1 5952 15 1528 5 8.2 521 14364
Darab7 51010 13 40000 5 4656 13 4627 14 10310 2 6731 13 2253 12 9235 4 776 14 10.0 4.85 14399
Darab2 52890 9 51000 1 10080 3 6231 4 9000 8 6502 14 2303 10 8708 6 1744 3 6.4 4.16 16495
Darab5 65590 1 22800 13 4433 14 5178 11 9456 4 7807 11 3325 4 6435 12 809 13 92 4.84 13981
Darab6 63660 3 34000 11 5631 9 4627 14 8739 12 8781 9 1364 14 7781 9 1495 6 9.7 3.61 15120
Islamabad 7/3 56810 7 40000 5 4331 15 5836 6 8022 14 8143 10 1712 13 7162 10 849 12 10.2 3.60 14763
Goldasht 52450 10 37000 7 4920 11 5560 7 9371 6 4988 16 3119 8 8943 5 760 16 9.6 4.10 14123
LRV51/20 60120 6 46000 3 5456 10 5447 9 9400 5 10980 5 1125 15 6375 13 1609 4 7.8 421 16279
Varamin6
Darab13 52170 11 41500 4 4256 16 6862 1 9756 3 11900 3 3190 6 6476 11 1215 11 7.3 5.07 15258
WY: Wet forageYield (kgha™'), R: rank, Sar.: Sararood, Gam.: Gamloo, Mar.: Maragheh 4,0 :Mar b= Gam o)l . :Sar cas; R (G s p?,l;) S gles Slee (WY
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Table 3. Estimation of some yield stability parameters for wet forage yield of safflower genotypes in 9 environments.

Gin ol v ) Sl s &Sy iVl ST WS 5 (Ml il
b5 Fodes s (S 455 oS 455 o 1 105xPi G B o b R 5 e
Genotypes Average wetyeild Rankmean Standard deviationof rank  Superiority Geometric adaptability 10w 10°ai Sum of rank
index Wricke ecovalance ~ Shukla stability variance
measure
faraman 14995 74 5.08 287.29 8971.0 653.87 79.93 19
Darab8 15146 7.7 4.39 245.07 8527.0 181.81 9.71 9
Darab14 13369 10.6 422 383.17 7484.0 434.54 48.70 21
Islamabad 5/3 16481 6.6 4.39 140.48 8256.9 518.71 53.84 10
Islamabad 1/1 16099 7.8 5.09 182.00 8932.8 805.41 9533 18
Behrang 18345 52 3.67 23.19 9864.7 721.49 79.79 9
Darab10 13945 9.2 5.09 368.00 7658.9 726.24 90.76 27
Darabl11 14364 8.2 5.21 338.36 8572.5 884.95 11343 26
Darab7 14399 10.0 4.85 275.62 7156.8 407.26 42.58 15
Darab2 16495 6.4 4.16 136.44 8890.2 1812.05 239.24 17
Darab5 13981 9.2 4.84 532.42 7064.8 3175.25 433.89 30
Darab6 15120 9.7 3.61 239.03 7425.9 739.59 85.28 19
Islamabad 7/3 14763 10.2 3.60 205.34 6974.6 104.12 3.61 10
Goldasht 14123 9.6 4.10 303.72 7209.5 27648 24.12 16
LRV51/20 Varamin6 16279 7.8 421 103.64 77242 743.60 84.45 14
Darab13 15258 73 5.07 22538 8286.7 470.94 51.18 12
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Figure 1. Average environment coordinate (AEC) biplot to select wet forage yield and

stability simultaneouslyin safflower genotypes.
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Figure 2. Biplot of comparison of the safflower genotypes with the ideal genotype for

wet forage yield.
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Table 4. Mean, rank and standard deviation of rank for dry forage yield (kgha™) of safflower genotypes in different environments.

330 33 Sels Sels Sels @l @l &l P Ol Ol S S
P \yay-ay \Ya0-4# \yay-ay \yay-a¥ \FaF-40 1Yqy-4y \Yay-4¥ \Y4¥-40 \Y40-4% a5, 45y sl &éé“jk‘"
Genotypes Sar.2013-14 Sar.2016-17  Gam.2013-14 Gam.2014-15 Gam.2015-16 Mar. 2013-14 Mar. 2014-15 Mar. 2015-16 Mar. 2016-17  Rank Rank Average DY
dy)y ® ®Y ® @YY ® @OY) ® @OY) ® @OY) ® @OY) ® @OY) ® @OY) (R mean SD

faraman 23790 6 10300 12 1956 2 2142 5 3139 10 4740 1 1021 5 2152 15 798 1 6.3 5.00 5560
Darab8 22360 9 10400 11 1822 3 2199 4 2796 15 3433 5 967 8 4867 1 512 7 7.0 433 5942
Darabl4 20650 13 10100 13 1166 9 1682 12 2484 16 2781 9 716 11 2698 11 593 3 10.8 3.63 5213
Islamabad 5/3 27660 4 11700 1652 5 2907 1 3282 8 4095 313 16 3797 5 483 9 5.7 4.80 6780
Islamabad 1/1 21860 10 11100 5 1767 4 1202 16 2958 14 2364 11 1284 2 4349 2 407 10 8.2 5.17 5691
Behrang 28980 2 11500 2 2561 1 2227 2 4009 1 3071 7 867 3333 8 501 8 4.4 343 6811
Darab10 21480 12 10600 10 1117 11 1828 9 3354 6 2002 14 1143 3 4194 3 230 16 9.3 4.58 5604
Darabl1 19880 16 10700 9 1550 6 1522 14 3300 7 3329 6 1708 2679 12 640 2 8.1 5.13 5470
Darab7 21700 11 10800 8 1378 7 1471 15 3644 3 2010 13 704 12 3871 4 248 15 9.8 4.49 5556
Darab2 19990 15 11200 4 980 13 2223 3 3096 11 1971 15 720 10 3397 7 557 4 9.1 4.78 4904
Darab5 30090 1 9600 14 803 15 2081 3524 4 2188 12 1039 4 2297 14 354 12 9.1 5.33 5775
Darab6 23570 7 11300 3 677 16 1579 13 3202 9 2840 8 426 14 2883 10 522 6 9.6 4.16 5222
Islamabad 7/3 23910 5 10900 7 898 14 1692 11 2973 13 2714 10 535 13 2927 9 307 13 10.6 3.09 5206
Goldasht 23300 8 10800 8 1161 10 2035 7 3364 5 1493 16 975 7 3462 6 255 14 9.0 3.71 5710
LRVS]./ZO 27990 3 11000 6 1261 8 1935 8 3702 2 3726 4 352 15 2136 16 546 5 7.4 5.00 6423
Varamin6

Darab13 20190 14 10800 8 992 12 1825 10 2999 12 3962 3 997 6 2578 13 402 11 9.9 3.59 4972

DY: Dry forage yield (kgha™'), R: rank, Sar.: Sararood, Gam.: Gamloo, Mar.: Maragheh 41, Mar (= Gam ) :Sar ¢ a5, R (s s ij}l;) Sz b yles See DY
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Table 5. Estimation of some yield stability indices for dry forage yield of safflower genotypes in 9 environments.

VPP Jlo o) oyled OF dlr « B 9 (2155 OBLS 18 Jlidsw gladbl ole 45 pii»

WS 55 ol sl

5] ﬁu oSk 55 oo 31 s;xsuéu in e e 55 ;,m;; \ L05+6:2 .
Genotype S able > Jil,..o ) Standard deviation .10. xPi Geometr%c adaptability . 10~xW*i Shukla stability  Sum of rank
Average dry yeild Rank mean of rank Superiority measure index Wricke ecovalance variance

faraman 5560 6.3 5.00 28.45 3104.7 63.73 6.48 10
Darab8 5942 7.0 433 36.83 3030.5 63.52 6.75 12
Darabl14 5213 10.8 3.63 59.45 2454.6 81.35 9.54 26
Islamabad 5/3 6780 5.7 4.80 6.04 2839.3 149.66 17.76 15
Islamabad 1/1 5691 8.2 5.17 43.88 2721.7 68.82 7.50 14
Behrang 6811 44 3.43 4.26 3186.3 80.17 7.53 9
Darab10 5604 9.3 4.58 48.67 2471.9 69.54 7.69 20
Darabl1 5470 8.1 5.13 64.16 2934.4 155.68 20.34 27
Darab7 5556 9.8 4.49 46.97 2368.7 58.16 5.98 16
Darab2 4904 9.1 4.78 64.96 2516.9 135.06 17.27 27
Darab5 5775 9.1 5.33 12.32 2447.0 446.56 59.47 20
Darab6 5222 9.6 4.16 32.17 2279.3 17.23 0.32 9
Islamabad 7/3 5206 10.6 3.09 29.80 2259.7 13.86 0.85 11
Goldasht 5710 9.0 3.71 35.22 2392.4 31.40 1.82 13
LRVSI./ZO 6423 7.4 5.00 10.01 2530.1 204.70 25.47 18
Varamin6

Darab13 4972 9.9 3.59 61.10 2567.7 129.53 16.49 25
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Figure 3. Average environment coordinate (AEC) biplot to select dry forage yield and

stability simultaneously safflower genotypes.
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Figure 4. Biplot of comparison of the safflower genotypes with the ideal genotype
for dry forage yield.
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Table 6. Mean comparison of wet and dry forage and seed yield of Behrang and

Faraman varieties in three farmer’s fields under rainfed condition, 2021-2022.

Behrang K Faraman bl 3
ailaie Gagdes e S b es Skes 455 Slas Gades e St des Shes s 5 Ses
Location  (,ta s (J?}L:{) O 55 (;?}L.S) O 55 (;?}L.S) O 55 (;?}L.S) O 55 (;?}L.S) O 55 rfﬁrﬂ
WY (kgha) DY (kgha) SY (kgha™) WY (kgha) DY (kgha) SY (kgha™)
i
7 11800.0 5270.0 14443 9530.0 4231.7 1260.6
Ravansar
? - 7755.0 4775.0 2014 6478.0 4307.0 130.5
Dinavar
b
S 10045.7 5115.7 410.0 10756.8 5365.3 430.0
Faroj
<W
ok 9866.9 5053.6 685.2 8921.6 4634.7 607.0
Mean

WY: wet forage yield (kgha'), DY: dry forage yield (kgha™'), SY: seed yield (kgha)

(50 4 Glate jaed g edST s o 2l ol
S il 55 sas Ghle 53 O a5 K
oy 5t 53 Jslouali LI a5 53 (sl
oy s b 53 Jsbuals LI 5 (NDF) i

\Y#

G590 oobe (Alavi, 2000) Lo
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Sl J 3 ol S 8 A
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Table 7. Mean of some forage quality traits of Behrang and Faraman varieties in dryland farmer’s fields, 2021-2022.

o8 aalate e
b DM (%) C.P (%) Ca(%) P (%) Ash(%) NDF (%) ADF (%) DMI(gkg) DDM (%) RFV ke

Genotype  Region RFV
St 9517 948 119 012 84 46.148 25.48 2.60 69.05 1392
Shirvan
S 1 9341 1085 148 033 947  39.13 30.60 2.99 6506 1508 159.8
Behrang  Ravansar
il 95.33 962 200 012 1005  36.69 18.34 327 7461 1893
Dinavar
St 9500 1097 18 009 87 42.57 24.43 2.82 6987 1527
Shirvan
oLl 1 93.85 770 166 032 807 3920 29.76 3.06 6572 1559 1723
Faraman Ravansar
o5 9521 1287 188 009 900 3333 18.47 3.60 7451 2082
Dinavar

NDF = .s'1= :Ash « iué Ol 50 :P (palS” 015 Ca il e las B.E (Ether extract)gfu o5, CP (Crude protein) ««S_ts o5k :DM (Dry matter)
o5l 01500 DMI (Dry matter Intake)c gl oy s 55 J ksl U ADF (Acid detergent fiber) « zis oy s 55 Jgloeels oUWl ((Neutral detergent fiber)
STy s 250 RFV (Relative feed value) 5 (%) b mae ¢Cis o3l aa < ks :DDM (Digestible dry matter) « (gkg") b mae oSCist

Aa%
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Table 8. Reaction of safflower genotypes to fusarium wilt under field condition,
Sararood, 2013-14.

S5 Slokidoys Sl ST 4y
Genotype Stand (%)* Scale** Infection reaction
Faraman 90 4 MR
LRV51/20 varamin 85 7 S
Darab 8 90 5 T
Darab 14 87 4 MR
Behrang 90 4 MR
Darab 10 90 4 MR
Darab 11 90 4 MR
Darab 7 85 4 MR
Darab 2 90 5 T
Darab 5 85 4 MR
Darab 6 87 4 MR
Darab 13 87 5 T
Eslam abad 3/5 90 4 MR
Eslam abad 3/7 87 5 T
Eslam abad 1/1 90 4 MR
Goldasht 90 7 S
Zarghan279(check) 85 7 S

*Mean of two replications; **Data were assessed on the basis of 1

to 9 point scale.

Ja:r.‘.n . T:C}Lan Ao, MR: ua\..»S:

S: Susceptible, MR: Moderately Resistant, T: Tolerant

plosil ST O 9T a5 L i 5 1 olie
Neo Poo wlsl (23365 S U g0 5 535 0
e (gl Sils 0l op g Sy s
Eors dlom o (kS 5 CoaST (s L sl ke

Al o (0558 Ol (14aST3) 3 aie
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Behrang, the first forage safflower variety suitable for cold and moderate rainfed
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ABSTRACT

Pourdad, S. S., Jamshid moghaddam, M., Khamis abadi, H., Alizadeh, Kh., Shariati, A., Alipour, S., and
Hadavand Mirzaee, H. 2025. Behrang, the first forage safflower variety suitable for cold and moderate rainfed

conditions of Iran. Research Achievements for Field and Horticulture Crops Journal 14 (1): 121-143. (in Persian).

Forage shortage and severe water lemitation are the most important factors for
livestock and poultry production in the Iran. Releasing a forage safflower variety for
drylands of Iran not only produce forage but also reduce the pressure on pastures. Behrang
a new safflower variety received attention during screening of safflower collection in
2010 and then introduced by selection. Twenty—four selected spinless genotypes
elongwith three check varieties were evaluated in Sararood agricultural research station
in 2013 and it was revealed that Behrang was higher than average for seed, wet and dry
forage yield and forage quality parameters was suitable in Behrang. Fourteen selected
superior genotypes were evaluated during 2015 to 2018 for yield stability and adaptation.
Results showed that Behrang with 18345 and 6811 kgha! had the highest wet and dry
forage yield, respectively, and its rank was the best among all genotypes and results of
some stability parameters revealed that Behrang was a stable genotype for wet and dry
forage yield. GGE Biplot also showed that Behrang was the closest genotype to ideal
genotype with the highest wet and dry forage yield. On-farm trials conducted in Ravansar
and Dinavar regions (Kermanshah province) under rainfed condition revealed that
Behrang’s wet and dry forage mean yield were 9778 and 5022 kgha™!, respectively, that
was higer than Faraman’s wet and dry forage mean yield (8004 and 4269 kgha™,
respectively). Relative feed value (RFV) for Framan and Behrang were 172 and 160,
respectively, so both of them determined as high quality for forage use. Behrang reaction
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against safflower fusarium wilt disease was moderate resistant. Overall, Behrang variety
with high wet and dry forage yield and high forage nutrition quality was suitable for fall
planting in semi-cold and early spring planting in the cold drylands of Iran.

Key words: Stability, Drylands, Forage nutrition quality indices, Wet and dry forage
yield, Forage safflower.
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