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Abstract

The field experiment was carried out in the area of the village of Dropla
(North-East Bulgaria) during the period 2012-2014. The test was performed by
means of a block method with four replications; experimental field area — 25 m?
after wheat as winter predecessor. The following sunflower hybrids were tested;
Kondi, Neoma, Adajhio, Alego and PR64F50. The aim of the investigation was to
determine the production potential of the tested sunflower hybrids in the region of
North-East Bulgaria. The analysis of the results showed that the the highest values
of the productivity elements were reported for the Neoma hybrid and the lowest —
for the PR64F50 hybrid. The Neoma hybrid was most suitable for growing under
the conditions of North-East Bulgaria; it gave maximum average seed vyield (3,523
kg/ha) and oil yield (1,742 kg/ha) during the three years of testing. It proved to be
the hybrid of the highest average crude fat percentage — 49.3%. The lowest seed
and crude fat seed yields were obtained from the Alego hybrid (3,160 and 1,456
kg/ha).

Key words: sunflower, hybrids, seed yield, crude fat seed yield.

BBbBEOEHUE

BaxHa ponsi 3a peanuampaHe Ha NoTeHUuanHuTe Bb3MOXHOCTU Ha OajdeH
COpPT Wnu xubpug MmaTt KakTo FeHeTUYHUTE My 3arox0u, Taka U panoHbT CbC
cneumuyHMTE TMOYBEHM U KIMMATUYHW YCINOBMS, B KOWUTO Cce OTrnexaa
cnbHyornensT (Georgiev et al., 2009; lliev, 2004; Safahani et al., 2014; Krizmanic
et al., 2003; Ribeiro and Raiher, 2013).

Y Hac HenpekbCHaTO Ce U3NUTBaT HOBU XMOPUOW C BUCOKM MPOOYKTUBHU
Bb3MOXHOCTM M LEHHU CTOMAHCKU KayecTBa, Nopaau KOeTo MpOoyyYBaHETO UM B
pasnuMyHUTE paoHU Ha CTpaHaTa npeacTaBnsBa ronsm nHtepec. ETo 3awpo, 3a ga
Ce 13Mnon3Ba Han-NbfHO NPOAYKTUBHMAT NOTeHUMan Ha xubpuga kato daktop 3a
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nonyyaBaHe Ha BUCOK A0OMB, BaXHO 3HA4YeHWEe Mma MpaBUNHUAT u3bop Ha Hawn-
noaxo4sawnTe 3a BCekn oTaeneH arpoekonorudeH pavioH (Nenova et al., 2005;
Penchev et al., 2006; Saldjiev, 2004). ToBa nopaxaga HeobxoaumocTTa OT
CUCTEMHU MpOY4YBaHWA Ha XMOpuauTe CAbHYOrNed B pasnuMYHMTE pPanoHWM Ha
ctpaHaTa (Nenova et al., 2007; Tahsin and Yankov, 2006; Tahsin, 2012; Yankov et
al., 2009). Llenta Ha npoy4yBaHeTO e Aa ce YCTaHOBU NPOAYKTUBHUAT MOTEHUMan
Ha HSKOIKO Xnbpuaa crnbHYornes B parioHa Ha CeBepouatoyHa benrapusi.

MATEPUAJIU U METOOMU

B nepvopa 2012-2014 r. 6elwe n3BeaeH NONCKA ONUT B 3eMNULLETO Ha C.
Oponna, obwwuHa bBbanuuk — CesepousToyHa bbnrapua. 3a cpaBHUTENHO
n3nuTBaHe 6sxa BKMOYEHW MacrnoganHute xubpugn cnbHYornen ,KoHaw”,
.Heoma”, ,Agaxno”, ,Anero” n ,PR64F50”.

EkcnepnmeHTHLT Belle 3anoxeH no 6110KOB METOA B YETUPU NOBTOPEHUS C
roneMWHa Ha pekonTHaTa napuenka 25 m’ crieg NpeaLecTBEeHUK MLueHuua.
CnbHyorneasT Gelwe oTrneaaH Npy HEMOMMBHU YCIOBKSA MO Bb3NpueTa 3a panoHa
TexHonorus. 3a peanuanpaHe Ha LienTa Ha Npoy4YyBaHeTo Bsixa OTYETEHM CnegHUTe
nokasaTenu: BUCOYMHA Ha pacTeHusiTa, AMaMeTbp Ha nuTarta, b6pon cemeHa B
efHa nuTa, Maca Ha cemeHaTa B efHa nuTta, maca Ha 1000 cemeHa, nobus oOT
CEMEHa, CbAbpXaHWe Ha CYpOBUM MasHUHM W [OOMB Ha CYpOBM MasHUHMW.
EkcnepvmeHTanHute gaHHM Gsixa obpaboTeHM MO MeToga Ha AMCMNEePCUOHHUS
aHanm3 (Anova), a pasnukuTe Mexagy BapMaHTUTe — Ype3 MHOrOpPaHroBusi TECT Ha
Dunkan (1995).

W3acnegsaHnatr  nepuog  (2012-2014) ob6xBawa  roguHW,  YMUTO
CPeOHOOEHOHOLHN TeMnepaTypHU CTOMHOCTW Mpe3 Beretauusata Ha crnbH4Yornena
ca MHoro 6nmM3ku nomexagy Cu M Manko Mo-BMCOKM OT OTYEeTEHMTE npes
MHOrOroAULLHMSA Nepuog, HO pa3fnnyHK No OTHOLLEHME Ha BanexHaTa obe3nevyeHocT,
KOETO ce 0Tpa3u BbpXy pacTexa u pa3BUTUETO Ha pacTeHusaTa (cwur. 1).
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Que. 1. CpedHomeceyYHU memrepamypHU CmoUHOCMU U pa3snpedernieHUe Ha ganexume
npe3s nepuoda 2012-2014
Fig. 1. Temperature and rainfall distribution during the period 2012-2014
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KonnyectBoTO Ha nagHanuMTe Banexm MO BpeMe Ha Beretaumdara Ha
cnbHYorneaa ca, kakto cnegsa: 2012 r. — 171,2 mm, 2013 r. — 190,0 mm, n 2014
r.—532,4 mm, npu mHororoamiHa Hopma 304 mm.

CymaTta Ha BanexuTe npe3 KpUTUYHUTE 3a pacTeHusitTa ¢asn okasea
CbLUECTBEHO BIMSIHME BbPXY NMPOAYKTUBHOCTTA Ha M3NUTBaHUTe xubpugn. B ToBa
OTHOLLUEHMe Hawn-6naronpustHa 6Gewe 2014 r., KoraTo npe3 nepuoauTe
OyTOHM3auusl, UbMTEX WU HanMBaHe Ha CemMeHaTa KONMYeCTBOTO Ha MagHanute
Banexun bewe 297 mm u nonydeHute A0OMBM OT BCUYKM Xmbpuan OGsixa Hamn-
BUCOKM B CpaBHEHME C npeaxogHuTe roanHn. MNpes ctonaHckata 2012 r. cymata Ha
BanexmuTe Npes KpUTUYHUTE 3a pasBMTUETO Ha CribHYOrnena ¢dasu Gewe 43,6 mm,
T.€. HEOOCTaTbYHO 3a peanusvpaHe Ha NPOAYKTUBHMSA MOTEHLMan Ha U3NUTBaHUTE
Xnbpuamn n nonyvyaBaHe Ha HUCKM SOOMBMU.

PE3YJNITATU U OBCBXOAHE

MonyyeHnTe cpegoHU CTOMHOCTM 3a BUCOYMHATA Ha pacTeHuaTa wu
CTPYKTypHUTE enemeHTM Ha gobuBa ca npegctaBeHn B Tabnuua 1. JaHHuTte
nokasear, Ye M3NUTBaHuTe XMOpuaM CnbHYOrnes ce pasnuyaBaTt CbLLUECTBEHO MO
npusHaka eucoqyuHa Ha pacmeHusima. CTaTUCTUYeCKM AOoKa3aHo, C Hanl-Marka
BMCOYMHA Ca pacTeHusaTa Ha xmbpuga Agaxwvo (180,3 cm), a ¢ Han-ronsma — Tesu
Ha xnbpuaga KoHgm — 196,7 cm. Mo T03m nokasaten xnbpuante Anero n PR64F50
oTCTbNBaT Ha Heoma cpeaHo ¢ 2,9%.

AHanu3bT Ha nuTata nokasea, 4Ye xubpuabT Heoma maTemaTU4decku
[OKa3aHO MO BCWMYKM CTOMHOCTM Ha CTPYKTYPHUTE €eneMeHTM Ha [obusa
npesuwasa xnbpugute KoHan, Agaxumo, Anero u PR64F50. Xubpuagbt Heoma e ¢
anametbp Ha nutata 19,0 cm u npeBb3xoxaa ¢ 8,6% Konau. Xnbpuaute
PR64F50, Anero n Aga>xmo nmaT Han-HUCKMU CTOMHOCTU Ha TO3M NnokasaTer, KouTo
ca TBbpAe O6NU3KM 1 pasnuKNTe Mexay TAX ca HefJoKasaHMu.

Ta6nuua 1. BucouynHa Ha pacTeHusiTa n CTPYKTYPHU eneMeHTn Ha Jobusa
cpenHo 3a nepuoga 2012-2014 r.
Table 1. Height of plants and structural elements of the yield,
average during the period 2012—-2014

BucoumHa | [Juametbp Bpon Maca Ha Maca Ha
Ha Ha nutaTta | cCeMeHa | cemeHaTa B 1000

Xubpuawn/ pacTeHusTa (cm)/ B nuTa/ nuta (g)/ cemeHa
Hibrids (cm)/ Head Number Weight of (9)/
Height of diameter of seed seed 1000
plants (cm) (cm) perhead | perhead (g) seed

weght (g)
Konau/Kondi 196,7¢ 17,5° 1108° 68,7° 62,0°
Heoma/Neoma 190,3° 19,0° 1257° 77,0 68,0°
Anaxuo/Adazhio 180,3 ® 16,0° 1134° 69,2° 61,0°
Anero/Alego 186,0° 16,32 1158°¢ 72,5°¢ 58,02
PR64F50 184,0b 16,52 10852 61,8° 57,0°
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MokasaTensar 6poli cemeHa 68 eOHa numa NpW W3NUTBaHWUTE XMOpuau
Bapupa ot 1085 6pos npu PR64F50 pgo 1257 6pos npu Heoma. Xubpuaute
Apaxuo n Anero npesb3xoxaaT KoHam cboTBeTHO € 26 1 50 6pos. Ctatuctmyeckn
AokasaHo, xmbpugbT Heoma npeBb3xoxga xmbpuante Anero; Agaxuo; KoHaou n
PR64F50 c 8,5; 10,8; 13,4 n 15,8%.

Haln-Huckn CTOMHOCTM Ha MokasaTensi Maca Ha ceMeHaTa B eHa nuTa ca
oTyeTeHu npu xubpuga PR64F50 — 61,8 g, u otctbnBa Ha KoHau, Agaxuo, Anero
c 11,2; 13,1 n 17,3%, a Ha Heoma — ¢ 24,6% cbOTBETHO.

Macama Ha 1000 cemeHa npv nanuTBaHUTe XnMbpmamn cnbHYornes sapvpa
ot 57,0 po 68,0 g. Xubpnabst Heoma npesbaxoxaa KoHaum n Agaxuo cpegHo ¢ 6,5
g, a Anero n PR64F50 — ¢ 10,5 g.

BnaronpuaTHOTO cbyeTaHWe Ha MeTeoporiornyHuTe ycrosus npes 2014 r.
ca npegnocTaBka 3a MONy4yaBaHETO Ha MNO-BUCOKM Oobusu oOm cemeHa B
cpaBHeHue ¢ 2012 n 2013 r. (tabn. 2). Nony4eHnte ctonHoctn Bapupat oT 3610
kg/ha npn xnbpunga PR64F50 go 3980 kg/ha npu Heoma. To3n xnbpug gokasaHo
npeeuvwasa no gobus ot cemeHa xnbpmnante Kongn n Agaxumo cbotBeTHO ¢ 180 u
190 kg/ha, a Anero n PR64F50 — ¢ 320 1 370 kg/ha.

Mpe3 BTOpaTa ekcnepumMmeHTanHa rogvHa (2013) nonyyenute Oobueu OT
n3nuTBaHuTe xmbpuam ca ot 13,5 pgo 17,7% no-Huckm oT ctonaHckata 2014 r.
MaTemaTtnyeckaTa obpaboTka Ha JaHHWTE MOKa3Ba, Ye PasnMKUTe MeXAy BCUYKK
npoyyBaHun xmbpmam ca 3Hauymmmn. XmbpuawsT Anero otcTbnea no 4o6MB OT ceMeHa
Ha PR64F50 ¢ 5,3%, a Ha Heoma — ¢ 11,9%.

Hai-Huckn gobmem OT cemMeHa OT CITbHYOrNes ca OTYETEHM npes mbpBaTta
ekcnepumeHTanHa roguHa (2012) un ca B rpaHuumTte oT 2800 kg/ha npu xubpuaa
Anero go 3210 kg/ha npu Heoma. XubpuabT Agaxuo npesBb3xoxga no [obus
KoHngu ¢ 2,0%, Ho oTcTbnBa Ha PR64F50 ¢ 5,3%.

Tabnuua 2. [lo6us ot cemeHa — kg/ha
Table 2. Seed yield — kg/ha

FoauHM Ha npoyysaHe/ CpegaHo 3a nepuogal
Xubpnan/ Years of study pAeera e forp the;l
Hibrids 2012 2013 2014 periog (kg/ha)
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (kg/ha)
Kongu/ b b b
Kondi 2940 3100 3800 3280
Heoma/
Neoma 3210° 3380° 3980 ° 3523
axwuo/ ¢
AA‘?jazhio 3000° 5159 3790 3918
Anero/
Alego 2800° 3020° 36602 3160
PR64F50 31601 3180° 3610° 3317
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CpenHo 3a nepuoga Ha npoydysaHe (2012-2014 r.) xubpugbt Heoma c
pobus ot 3523 kg/ha npeBb3xoxga ¢ oT 6,2 go 11,5% Bcuukm npoyyBaHu

xnbpuau.

Haii-Hncvk pobue e otdeteH npu xubpuga Anero — 3160 kg/ha, kovito
oTcTbNBa Ha octaHanute ¢ oT 120 go 363 kg/ha.

Table 3. Analysis of variance or seed yield

Tabnuua 3. [JucnepcrMoHeH aHann3 Ha 4obMB OT ceMeHa

M3TOYHWMK Ha Cyma Ha Crenen Ha Coentn , CreneH
BapupaHe/ KBagpaTHUTE BoGona/ KBap ﬂam / Sig Ha
Source of OTKIOHeHus/ DFﬂ Meanﬂg Uare of F | srnsnuel
Variation Sum of Square q % n 2
Xnbpunawn/
Hibrids 819 899,77 4 204 974,94 ,000 82
Floanuun/
Years 6292 471,03 2 3146 235,5 | ,000 97
Bsanmo-
Jencrteune
2 - Way 224 007,63 8 28 000,95 ,000 55
Interactions
Ocrarsk/ 186 581,50 45 4146,26
Residual ' '
Tabnuua 4. [lo6vs Ha cypoBn Ma3HunHM B cemeHaTa (kg/ha)
Table 4. Crude fat seed yield (kg/ha)
CbaobpxaHue
Xu6DUan Ha CypoBMU "oavHKM Ha npoyyBaHe/ Cnp;eﬂ:o ;/a
opva Ma3HuHu, %/ Years of stady broa
Hibrids Average for
Content of .
crude fat, % 2012 2013 2014 the period
(2012-2014) | (kg/ha) | (kgiha) | (kg/ha) (kg/ha)
Konau/ b b c
Kondi 47,3 1396 1457 1824 1559
Heoma/ e e d
Neoma 49,4 1541 1656 2030 1742
Anaxvol 47,2 1410° | 1496° | 1781° 1562
Adazhio
Anero/ a a a
Alego 46,1 1296 1389 1684 1456
PR64F50 46,4 1454 ¢ 1469 © 1698 2 1540
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Pesyntatute OT HanpaBeHus gucnepcuoHeH aHanus3 (tabn. 3) nokasear,
Yye BapupaHeTO Ha O0OMBUTE OT CeMeHa OT CnbHYornesn ce obycrnaBsa KakTo OT
MeTeoponornyHuTe ycnosus npe3 roguHute (97,0%), Taka u OT xubpugute
(82,0%). Hanvue e pobpe p[okasaHO B3aUMOLEWCTBME MeXOy MW3NUTBaHUTE
dakTopm (xubpug x rogmHa) — 55,0%.

[oOMBBT Ha CypOBWM Ma3HMHU MPWU U3NUTBAHWUTE XMOpPMOU CrbHYOrnesn
Bapupa KakTo npes oTAeNHNTE roavHu, Taka U CpefHo 3a nepuoda Ha oTrnexaaHe
n cnegBa TeHAEHUUSATa, oyepTaBalla ce npu gobmea ot ceMeHa (Tabn. 4).

Hain-BMCcokn CTOMHOCTWM Ha TO3W nokasaTen ce nonydvasat npe3 2014 r.,
cnegsaHa o1 2013 r., a Han-HUCBK — npe3 2012 .

Mpe3 Ham-OnaronpuATHaTa 3a CrbHYornega, T.e. TpeTata CTonaHcka
roguHa, CTOMHOCTUTE Ha TO3U MokasaTen npu npoyyBaHuTe xubpuan ca B
rpanuunte ot 1684 npu Anero go 2030 kg/ha npu Heoma. Pasnuknte mexay
BapuaHTMTe ca MaTemMaTUyYeCKM 3HAYUMMN.

Mpe3 crtonaHckuTe 2012 n 2013 r. gOOMBBLT OT CYpOBM MasHWHU NpuU
n3nuTBaHuTe xmbpmam cnbvHyorneg e cpegHo ¢ 30,9 n 22,0% nNO-HUCHLK B
cpaBHeHue ¢ 2014 r.

CpenHo 3a TpuTe FOAMHU Ha MpoyYBaHe C Hal-BMCOK AOOMB OT CypOBM
Mas3HUHKU ce oTkposiBa xMbpuabT Heoma — 1742 kg/ha, cnegea Apgaxuno — 1562
kg/ha, a c Har-HMCBK e xnbpuabT Anero — 1456 kg/ha.

Pesyntatute OT OMCMNEPCUMOHHUA aHanu3 rnokaseaT AOCTOBEPHO BMUsIHUE
Ha agBaTa daktopa (xmbpwua v roavHa) BbpXy nonydeHuss AobuB OT CypoBM
Ma3HWHU OT xekTap (Tabn. 5).

Ta6nuua 5. ,D,MCFIepCI/IOHeH aHanua Ha gobus oT CypOBU Ma3HNHN B CEMEHaTa

Table 5. Analysis of variance for crude fat seed yield

MN3TOYHUK Ha Cyma Ha CrteneH CpegHu Siq of CrteneH
BapupaHe/ KBagpaTHUTe Ha kBagpatu/ ?: Ha
Source of OTKITOHEeHus/ cBobopa/ Mean BINSIHNE
Variation Sum of Square DF Square % n 2
Xubpuan/

Hibrids 1618 629,59 4 809 314,79 ,000 99

rgﬂ”””/ 524 768,34 2 131 192,08 | ,000 99
ears

Baanmo-

pgencteue 2 -

Way 76 709,87 8 9588,73 ,000 98

Interactions
OcTtatbk/

Residual 1562,17 45 33,50
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n3soau

1. CTpykTypHMTE enemMeHTM Ha p[obusa npu umsnuTBaHUTEe Xxmbpuam
CrbHYOrNe ] ca ¢ Han-BUCOKM CTOMHOCTM Npu xmbpuaa Heowma.

2. Han-nogxopswy 3a ycrnoeusTta Ha CeBepounstoyHa Bwnrapus e xmbpugbT
Heoma, kovTo AaBa mMakcumarneH cpegeH gobus ot cemeHa (3523 kg/ha) n pobws
OT cypoBu MasHuHM (1742 kg/ha) n nNpes TpuTe roguHy rogMHN Ha Mpoy4YBaHETO.
Ton e n XnbpnabT C Ha-BMCOKO CbAbpXKaHNe Ha CypoBM MasHUHU — 49,3%.

3. Haw-Hncek gobuB oT cemMeHa M [OOGMB OT Macro ca MnofyyYyeHu oT
xubpuga Anezo (3160 n 1456 kg/ha).
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