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Effects of field capacity based-irrigation levels on physiological and
agronomic characteristics of medicinal pumpkin (Cucurbita pepo L.)
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Table 1. Results of soil analysis at the experimental site prior to planting (0-40 cm depth)
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Loamy 0.81 1.03 4.9 10.6 1.72 445 16.9 0.59 34 7173 2 36.3
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Table 2. Number and volume of irrigation application to each drought stress treatment
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Treatment 25% FC 50% FC 75% FC Control
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Volume of irrigation (m3.ha'!)
Chlorophylla=(19.3 * A663 - 0.86 * A645) Iy wed g0 Dlao

V/100W
Chlorophyll b= (19.3 * A645 - 3.6 * A663)
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- 104(mg chl. b)/227
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Fruit yield (1000 Kg/Ta)
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Fig 1. Mean comparison for the interaction effects between irrigation levels and cultivars on fruit yield of
pumpkin
sl o b (13 gme Dkt (55LT Bload 5170 ezl el 55 s U5 b o la S0l 0 g2 a3

Within a column, mean values followed by different letters are statistically different based on Duncan’s range
test at P =0.05.
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S1= control, S2=irrigation at 75% FC, S3=irrigation at 50% FC, S4= irrigation at 25% FC and S5= rainfed
condition. V1= anonymous cultivar from Khoy, V2= anonymous cultivar from Isfahan V3= anonymous
cultivar from Zanjan and V4= Styriaca cuiltivar.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for the effects of irrigation levels and cultivars on grain, fruit yield and its component traits in pumpkin

Sl o Sils

Mean squares

S e .,N%,‘\ o5, Shes  wlas Shae og 3wl sl Gls Jm 05wt 05y 4l 5O WRSY Gl 5 s das
151
. . Grain number  1000-grain ~ Graindry  Grain fresh ~ Fruit o
S.0.V df  Fruityield Grain yield per fruit weight weight weight weight Seed protein (%)
| <
S 2 18120827 0.968 ** 1659.842 ™ 376.25 ™ 66.08 ™ 3889.39™  4.303" 0.25 s
Block
o 4 622705746 1.487" 112159991 2115.20° 400.47 " 16625.74 " 1.31" 1.175™
Stress
s
8 149875462 0.091 3879.48 438.21 87.26 4012.874 0.18 0.12
Error
1.& 3 18389368™  0.15™ 460.07 ™ 544.44 8.989 s 5109.06™  0.30™ 0.66 "
Cultivar
= Ci 12 44498280 ™  0.12 2620.8 ™ 380.308 ™ 54.04 9003.106 "  0.49™ 0.44™
Stressxcultivar
J5 sl
38 16317808 0.134 5327.73 566.60 107.79 7194.79 29.39 0.149
Total error
(Ao )2) Dl s o o
i 13.87 19.24 23.18 35.12 40.81 32.34 35.48 14.19

CV%

ns: non-significant, ** and * significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparison for the effects of irrigation levels on grain, fruit yield and its component traits in pumpkin

. s ol Oyl oSt oy . .
s 0 gm0 5, Shes als s Shee e > 413 3l sl Wct ; E5Y) A?Nv dls 5 03 u»“ct G5 5y s
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) () (¢ 5) <l (¢S AS)
Fruit yield Grain yield  Grain number 1000-grain Dry grain Grain fresh ~ Fruit weight o
Treatment (kg/ha) (kg/ha) per fruit weight (2)  weight (2)  weight (g) (kg) Seed protein (%)
dals
Control 15430 1.203 @ 165.73 158.33 @ 25.354 ¢ 137.12°® 1.58° 1.02¢
ontro
=l ol b vel b ab a ab a ab ab ab
o b 14833 0.8662 151.75 155.417 23.615 91.41 1.45 1.50
0
ycwe Lo
%MMVM(WM 11263 ° 0.8277 @ 149.35 2 142.50 % 21.922°2 76.40 @ 1.43 @ 237°¢
(1]
C.ng. rn\.uh\v Yol ¢ be ab c a ab ab cd
s bC 6847 0.575 141.85 137.91 19.665 76.40 1.026 2.98
0
N ﬂ ; 2758 ¢ 0.2602 83.66 " 125.83 ¢ 10.607 b 33.46° 0.79° 3.44 4
amie
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Data represent mean values of three replicates. Within a column, mean values followed by different letters are statistically different based on Duncan’s range test
at P =0.05.
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Table 5. Analysis of variance for the effects of irrigation levels and cultivars on some
physiological characteristics of pumpkin
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ns: non-significant, ** and * significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Fig 2. Mean comparison for the interaction effects between irrigation levels and cultivars on seed protein (%)
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Within a column, mean values followed by different letters are statistically different based on Duncan’s range

test at P =0.05.
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S1= control, S2=irrigation at 75% FC, S3=irrigation at 50% FC, S4= irrigation at 25% FC and S5= rainfed
condition. V1= anonymous cultivar from Khoy, V2= anonymous cultivar from Isfahan V3= anonymous

cultivar from Zanjan and V4= Styriaca cuiltivar.
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