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Table 1. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for corm traits of saffron ecotypes in the survey

study (per one square meter)

Jole e JS 039 o 9 (&2 yo Sl 5l o515
Factor Total corm weight Tunic weight Corm density (No.m?)
A o5 3854665™ 539551"" 15228"

Ecotype (A)
B) ac 50 o 990503 227604" 20288™
Field age (B)

Aoy ) 0 Jiol ol (o ) e o 5 4y s g%

*and **: are significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.

235 035 Gl el glie e Gl &S aisyS
83,8 oo

ghw o ols Bl I pliae; sleodgs il (339
Om g Sble (ghle pae WS vy S s
Sl gre S| adhaio ;o y0 lidw i b g)l5e
O Jsox) ol ssline woe S Jlis! maw o
S5 () g 1) Waoan (339 51 Slodes (i
sl Sy b deailyg cpl 45w oo
Sl an ol jos a5 ail oo 50k sloasy g 42038
035 039 4z ,» (Kafi et al., 2002) s 5 » 7,5
Gim 53s el Sl S A il Gl e
Oy &S (65 ebds (Bl walgs moli8l 5 S Laas
> Jl cide i bias)he 4 bgyye i uld e
Cewdy Ao 0058 b duslie ;o 4y 00> Cu S 009l
W]

Fo 55 5k ohaas B sl igaye yhe 50 kg @15
ao s gy Jio!l mhaw jo @l sloosss (o aoye
Cao (pl G9y ¢ 0088 g bl Ogzg o Sre gl
ol lad 1y lo gme Oglay wo o S Jloso | mhas o
Jole g0 1y 0515 5 5ke 39 Qlidoe (0 () J9u)
=iy el yo aS ails oo 0,Slee ol 3l s caes
Qg 0398 )3 @pe e ;0 slo @515 Oliee Cn i
20,5 odmliv Jlo cuto g can i b oglie o
L (Tempperini et al., 2009) |,Kan 5 o yuod
oS bl gldes sl it slapSTs S om)

5 5ke JS s Slio 3 005 Jele S bt 3.
(P<e1+V) sy K Jlisl ghw 4o ols o5

ghe ;0 ey 5o kg olasl g9, p g o
olad 1y ols g Sglas (P</+0) wwo po o Jloio|
Elye O oo 2yg0 Dlhe (Sled ) iz
6)|o S u_:jLo; A_)BLLA 6&0093 I s * yaioad L>
08 sanlie (PS/+)) oy 5 Jlazs! gl o

O Jgo=)
Om Gyldsme ST Gl o5y Bl Sl ke 039
Wy dgzg oy K il mhaw jo eoogs
2 it i b gl sl U5 03 oeie
doye S Jleisl maw jo g)ls g Dglas oo

0395 ly sle 0j e () Jgaz) wisls plas
A oanline Jl can YU i )0 40 Cup
Hassanzade Aval etal., ) ., Ke2 5 Jol o0l)
o 550k 5la (359 Ll 4 wis ST )15 2013
oRlBl g gl w3 5l IS 0jg 9 Slaw a8l
A S g 5 e 9 J5SAS g 5 0y olas
S5 b aalS ags g sl sl ;o plaw o
L slasle culs a5 asls oL (Koocheki, 2013)
Mg pas 4 e Jol Jlo j0 )5 Sl 5l S 03
S5 olass gyole slasly i GlB L g 0l S
FB sk 4 5 6550 slajly o Ses 5 S5 5 Slee
ool (Tammaro, 1999) ¢,Lb .cdl ssgs >



b‘\...)ksi;gb\,_.p}.a}je:jjL;;:Laj\.:;ojjcr:\s\cw)}aw;l:oblio.mjb\)w

Wy Sy 0098 ) ke (Fis SNl P9 Slal®
ouslico ra)f \F LY 09 cst)j GLQOQB;.\JLA 5o ).....M...u
B Y o B Sly (s (Sal wgrts 0355 50 i
»y sl olaws (Ve Jgaz) ol edalie p)5 V-
Qg s 00yl piid g pad gl Jle o 6,5 Clin
olass 51 Slgly3 1 YL Slosgs Slgl 3 o e ylo
dlo cta g g gl 0 28 VB A G slasly
OmzeR 9 o5 Cuie p) sleily slawr il cnalis
adlu i gcan gl 055 2 VLA 0
sajle i Jlo as)pe 0 05 YF BVF lasly
Coy ooy o all b acjie 0 08 YY UOYF
Oty Wilodgy (Si9 (Slold oYL Gyl jae
Pl s e 5 Vb a0 STV Glajly Sl
A oddlie 4y ,dus Sy 0dg)
el (Do 5:Ske) bl 52 @l
S8k 3l 035 5 0058yl oS ke IS 5 U5

el 00 4.;:‘)1 Y Jj..\.> 3o

515 bawgie gy e )0 jley AF 5 8) VP L) o515
L o515 2 s (@reste 53 5k M5 NT AN L)
aS aaaly Glo (mpeyie jo 3l YV 5 VFY AYA

oS5 9 (e 5o 5k MR 9 W)Yzl 95 )9)
(poyoyo 50 3k WVA 5 VEY AV o 4w o)
o155 50 5 NS SLaS ()3 yieS g el s,
oS o8 slyled g I mpeye o 5k AT
35 5k 09 b8 Gl L 3l 03 4 S o
Cop o395 50 slo b Il Wy, 8l Sl
5 e (Y Joaz) b csslie piuy wyyue
as wis,S s, (Munshi et al., 1989) . Kea
Giosilo Hloz 5l jins Hlad) 25,5 60k slajly
YIVO B YYD Lhd) 65, s sbely
53k Ll duygo a0 & 0,5 g (e Bl
alanly YL ole plbd og Lls L 25,5

WS adg i kB L bl

039 3l o glyie) sredsi J5 5 Sles Sluogas (e ye (b)) uili,ly 4525 bs ¥ Jsuo

S0k by

Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for flower yield criteria of saffron ecotypes

affected as mother corm weight

5 asbie JS slas J5 5 o5 A i 39 aols+ IS iS5
S o V Number of Fresh weight Dry weight of Dry weight of stigma +
T flower of flower stigma style
B o5 35" 0.0399" 0.000244™ 0.0002795"
Ecotype (A)
B) ol ske 03
Mother corm 18.57™ 0.333" 0.000827** 0.000997™
weight (B)
AxB 0.25™ 0.004ns 0.000000126"s 1.36210%™
e 0.464 0.0081 2.79x10° 2.884x10°
Error

oy ) 90 Jloixl zolaw jo o s g ()l sire pis Gy 4y ik g NS
ns, * and **: are non-significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance (mean of squares) for vegetative yield criteria (such as corm and leaf)
of saffron ecotypes affected as mother corm weight

Y8 ao 00 Sy 0095 40 (kS 090 Job aiils
Aol gl ol cdnlin 59, VT 49,2y j0 4 5,

o slusi il olaxi 1Ly L splal J5 39 "”. LS sluss
S qolio polam dle olaxi 5Ly ks 0395 Can e A il ol olass
Number  Number of Corm ; - Harvest Number of
S.0.V. i Biomass Total shoot
of leaves buds diameter : index of plants
weight stigma
A 0355 18.29" 1786"  8.6429  0.02431™ 0.1094" 00001717  0.071"
Ecotype (A)
%k ke 0
® 80.99™ 29.23™ 288.85™ 0.1303™ 0.5285™ 0.00097*" 2.863™
Mother corm
weight (B)
AxB 3.244rs 1.536m 20.685™  0.00211™ 0.00274m 0.0000065" 0.613m™
Eur:r 3.726 2.69 13.262 0.00746 0.008606 0.0000067 0.637
ao 0 ) 50 Jliol shaw (o o se g (5,0 dxe pas ol 5 4y i g3 NS
ns, * and **: are non-significant and significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
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Table 4. Mean comparisons for the effect of mother corm weigh on flower and stigma criteria of
saffron ecotypes

ol 5k 09 5 Sl KA ol “lst AN SlS 3y AW SlS 3
Mother corm weight Number of Fresh weight of Dry weight of Dry weight of
(@) flower (No.m?) flower (g.m?) stigma+ style (g.m?) stigma (g.m2)
<2 0.000¢ 0.000¢ 0.000¢ 0.000¢

2-4 0.375¢ 0.0487¢ 0.0045f 0.003725¢

4-6 1.000°¢ 0.13404 0.01698¢ 0.006250°

6-8 2.50019 0.3189° 0.03238¢ 0.01525P

8-10 2.875° 0.384h° 0.03601°¢ 0.01875°

10-12 2.875° 0.3945° 0.04750¢ 0.02125%

12-14 4.1252 0.55182 0.061122 0.027632

5,105 oy gy Jletl o 50 5851 yge3T bl 1 (gl e DM et ja 40 alie gy sl (slaySiloe
* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.
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Table 5. Mean comparisons for flower, stigma and style criteria of saffron ecotypes affected as

mother corm weights

Jole S5 olaxi F 5o AW s 039 Wb+ W Sl (459
Factor Number of Fresh weight of Dry weight of Dry weight of stigma+
flowers (No.m) flower (g.m?) stigma (g.m?) style (g.m?)
= 22142 0.2892 0.015% 0.0172
Ecotype
b by 039
Mother corm 1.7140 0.235° 0.011° 0.012°
weight

15 ao 0 ety Jloio el 53 (Sils gl ulul 1 (gl sime BB g o o alis By > (Il (slaSile
* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan'’s test at 5% probability

level.
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o)l oS ol (golatdl o Shoe 381 5 (5550
Molina et al., ) ;,La g Ldge (5,155 plo o)l
OF JWs a5 (Jsbos e 1255 slojly 5> (2005
75995 oS S SzsS il 4 S S 0

widl o las!
Jloirl gl 15 IS 5 039 0 0058 iS5 F (339
Jbetl o 33 155 059 59 5k 09 9 %2y &=
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g axly ;o dls g AW 5 Shae 5 IS olaws o
20,5 oo
gl 5o 5ha 039 9 0395 51 1 adW Sas (339
J=liie S1Y Jgo) 009 jlo e o jo S >
osaline o cre NS SES (59 50 5la 09 5 0395
0095 5l A St ()39 it (V Jgoz) 9
o 9 S WWIF Glasly @ bgyye a0 o5
5 paie Sy, axlllee gl b sanlise a,5 VY-
(Rezvani Moghaddam et al., 2013) I, Sen
=5k w81 5 () B Gy, 1 (2l s,
35k 051 «0jg ool A as ols Glas plyae; o Shee
720 Ol oy 990 Dlogas SIS S,
oS5 5 0 ol L g ylogime et Jlo g
Ol 28l ognge 0 Shes g (i) Sleogas Gl
039 el Yoo ek 5o 5l Ve a0 5l 5l slass
oIV L ol i 4 ped 5 Jol slaJlo jo 1, NS
N NRIWIRWICR

co e (gagy Slao ke annlie s
oas il 7 gz 55 (g,0b 5Ly il slagyyg 53U

ol e SV 5l i slosls o S5 o
Jhw pled 10 o5 VF lajly g aily 6, Kot
0 Sia 3 ol a0 Se LS YO L calys
Pandey et ) ., g so0b ol o dg \LiSa
5 S3lsz 5k 039 3B oy p 5o @l 1979
A s glosly &S ad S ax 5 lyke ) aalS
ISy Josd ol s JS 0 Shoe 5l S V-
gy olmiey 5o, See Gly 0j9 8l L g 0o
@ lize slayjg 9 0055 Sl idols +AINS SLis (39
g ;o 4l 5 S SiS 59 659, 2 ok Sl
Oy (¥ Jgaz) 09 Lo gxe do 0 S Jlois |
Ay Coyi 0095 jlasals g 4 DS i o5
dliie 5t aacd oanlie o SVYNYF 50 L slasly
A SiS Gj9 Cio ) 5 ke (059 5 009 O
Lo )5 (A Jguz) ol lias (gl cxe OIS aul>
as aisls 5,135 (Gresta et al., 2008) LS 4
2 (e ;0 A VO YL (ST, 5 L ol hey csls
Ol Eels (o0 50 )0 459 OO) oS o515 b aslis

6ol 3y iliso sogyjg il con lyie) (g Glio (il dmylio # Jga
Table 6. Mean comparison for vegetative traits of saffron affected as different mother corm weights

I 009 _ . s . wolas! AL =il L
eoke S g olaws slgz ol Sy ylad M) sbplal Sl 59wl : o> oL slass
Mother NL:Q;?/ZE of Number of buds Corm B_“” Tot I‘:“’b ht H 3:5 q Number of
i . (No.corm®) diameter (mm) 1omass otal dry weig arvest Inaex lant
corm(g\;\;elght (No.corm™®) (g.hat) of shoot of stigma P
<2 3.125™ 1.875¢ 14.13¢ 0.2103¢ 0.2103f 0.00002 0.21032
2-4 5.000% 2.750% 18.25¢ 0.3627°¢ 0.3914¢ 0.0068232 0.36272
4-6 4.375% 3.500¢ 21.00 0.3416° 0.4623¢ 0.014892 0.34162
6-8 6.000¢ 4.000¢d 23.75¢ 0.4719° 0.6994°¢ 0.021932 0.47912
8-10 7.500°¢ 5.125% 27.38° 0.5148% 0.7829° 0.023662 0.5148?2
10-12 9.500° 6.3752 27.50° 0.5359% 0.7955° 0.026642 0.53592
12-14 12.252 7.125% 31.502 0.55772 0.91782 0.030132 0.55772

3,5 a0 iy Jleisl mhaw jo 5SSl ael bl Ly (gl e NS et 1a y0 alie gy gl sla il s
* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.
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Table 7. Mean comparison for the simple effects of mother corm weight and ecotype on vegetative
traits of saffron

Sloss J5 iS5 g™
ailg Slawy b yhad 005 o AN euils ol oluxs
Jole J).g ) K @Q‘,b pladl >
Factor Number of Corm Biomass . Harvest Number
Number buds diameter(mm)  (g.hal)  Total dry weight index of of plant
of leaves of shoot stigma
> 7.3932* 45712 23.750? 0.450? 0.653? 0.0192 0.0912
Ecotype
%k ke 09
Mother corm 6.250° 4.2145 22.964° 0.408P 0.564° 0.016° 0.016°
weight

35,105 oy iy Jletl han 50 (5S5Is ygel bl 1 (gl e NS gt 1o y0 alie gy sl sla Sl *

5 S VY lasly 4 bgype Sy dlaad o iy
4o bgye S dlasd (n a8 9 )5 VYE ) ¢ s
sanlive o, S ¥ S V-F s T oY slajly
gl 55,5 slajly cosS 5l Jols Glals as
3 ol (LalS L anlio ;o (s 5 Jae
SLaJS oliss S o a5 5SS lasley i
3,5 3l am) ead cdilo o slaily jo cud adgs
odd Cdilo gy slasly b anglie o (LS ol
Ao VW (LS, o Hab o5 5l J—8 ole )
o=l ede (Molina et al., 2004) o 5,155 s
deo,s FIV cils 095 Lol o9 45 sl
30 el 009 oul cbilo s lajly 5l S
5y ol JLs a5 (s s 2o oy
LBl 5395 (o5 5755 lajly & S oS
LSl oS iy jdn Jobo g 15095 9 il
Sloe (talidl 5 (o anmme bl 5l ey coli
30 g A5l ol e 4 ly ool Sl (g uwgnid
J=ad ol 5o 65,5 slasly slml carge cle

(Molina et al., 2004) 54 oo o,
= b sl it lagys il sladilgar dlaas
e Jleiml gl 5o oliie; by glaalsr slass o,
o=l 69y posg Jy b (LS 1) gl gme Sl s
Jlete ,51(Y Jgaz) cuslad (gl cae gl o
Sle glaadlsr slass Cao 59, 2 5ke )5 9 008
A9 Y loJguz) olas las |y (gl cmme Ooglis
IV bl @ ba e by Gladls olass o i
St (0S5 0,5 WY slajly G 5 05 )

* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.
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0395 Jg oV Jgaz) cubls Hlo sme Sglas o)lyaey 5by
Sl ol 595 5bet 05 5 0955 et i Sl
L olS olass oA Jgoz) oo plas |y g )lo omine
WYE lagig 5o 5 <8l GRali8l 53 5k (s Gl
il 1y 353 jlade 0 3VL )5 VWY G 9 05
s (p y a8 0,5 V=Y g g0 5l 1 eS slagyg 50 9
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el ;55 )5 slajly po a5 o ST 8155 (2005
Lol 4 Comd LaS 0 o Jlio 4y 5 Jshoo
OLSel oSy 5ogy ab, bl oo 3Ll o) 5 S sS
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pr5 Ve b slayy 5o ooty o Sles (i
Slajly ;0 0095 o Shoe e (e 9 YU &
gl 50l 5l (5s SRl L Al cselin 0,5 V-
ol oy Jad Job )0 plyhe 0058 Cany 5 S
Renau-) o olsi 6 yiien 6550 slajly 5 <dl
oLS as el =k (Morata et al., 2012
9 Ll Byo ) i 551 Jsl Jlo ol
3t e sl ;3 9 0 o0 laroe L libal
=ly 9y g edg s Rl a1y 395 (6551
(Koocheki et al., 2008) v_as o _olais!

S35 2k 039 5 0095 i 2led Wplal i (459
Jlml w3 2lge slaplail JS Sis (59 o
s (F Jgaz) aiils gyl gme Jil doyo S
039 Gt (7 Jgo) 0t g o gime o i
A S 03g5 50 lye lapladl 5 S
@y pladl |5 Sas (59 0o it 0 5 svalie
bsiye 039 reS 505 VYWY (sp0ke 5ka 39 50
Sl 5T g0 b gy ol 090 058 =Y slojly &
et J1 Ll 5 @it slagio b alajly &5
Sadeghi, ) as)ls ol e cialy 5 (igy 0y
(2004

Jlel mhw 55 650k jly (s 1eebld g a5 Ls
Hlolsey cblspy asld 69, 2 0ms)s S
Sdo (il 59y ees Sl (Hy s g)lo e
0395 9 5k 039 Jlite ST Jguaz) 9505 (6)lo shxe
A Jgoz) aid jlo mme cllo py 23l (595
s VEIY 5l ()9 bomaye Sl (a3l 0 i
-V oslajly jo el patll (neS g )5 IY-)
@@laclys 50k b walie o5 V-F s 505
(Naderi Darbaghshahi et al., 2009) ., 4
A s g9 5l cBlS @ST,5 aalilas wis ST (8,18 5
(amrore 2 Sk YWYIZ G FYIF) 45 52 50 5l o
95 2 S (s RlBl A e gl e ok @
il el 5 4 5, Slas o lya clapl]

o olyde;

V¥ s 05 NV slajly & by e baails
Sz il slajly adg o el cansy o5
Ay e 48 Coul il sladlsr sl slaw sezg
sl et i el 00l SooS il slajly g
Sl Laalezr o SolB) S92y 4z gi b a5 o
Gl yo 0l 0525 Slge Bras 5 i jolie D
g Ladilem o Cold, juals Cige dilgx oluss  talS
Mgyt (e b Ll S (ol slajly aoms o
(Molina et al., 2004b) sss o

S35 2 vy S Jleial mhw 5o 5l (59 5l kS
HlHy edls gl cme ST olyie jly Hhd i
50995 yam Jlise ST Jgao) ais lo gixs 00y
b Sl B8 5y 2 s oine U Sy s
VF slails 5o sl B Gt (F Jae) Sl
P AN g VWY lajly e g SYL ST
O g 0le 5L (59 99 ol o Lol cael s
Olie) o, Slee 1 5l (59w eaaline (g)lo Sxe
Fele FLV/O b ay obojly <ilS 5 05 5
(Alonso et al., 1998) cwl oo oy CislS >
ez g ae 5l50 5l sl aned ecenlin Hla8 aiile else
S5 gpuidols g cutS lame canlio Lyl i calls
Sle lde; 0y Shes 55 @Y L A B
oS 5 S5 (Alvarezorti et al., 2004)
5l ks a8 ausls bl (Koocheki et al., 2015)
o g e o Sbys 60k slajly o S0
Vol G b lajle yo 250 5Ly Hhad &S (s sl
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.(Moghaddam et al., 2013
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Table 8. Mean comparisons for the interaction effect of ecotype and mother corm weight on
flower yield indices of saffron

Jole
Factor JS olass IS ¥ o9 S S (59 al+ s Sis )9
vou USRS Number of Fresh weight of ~ Dry weightof  Dry weight of stigma+
¥ (-, flowers flower (g.m?) stigma (g.m™) style (g.m?)
Ecotype £r
Corm weight (g)
<2 0.00000%* 0.000008 0.0004 0.000°
2-4 0.00000¢ 0.00000¢ 0.0000¢ 0.000°
4-6 0.75d¢ 0.1225d° 0.00475¢ 0.00552
9 6-8 2.5° 0.3192° 0.01325bc 0.01458%
Boshruyeh
8-10 2.5¢ 0.3405°¢ 0.015252¢ 0.016672
10-12 2.5¢ 0.3345¢ 0.019253b¢ 0.021128b
12-14 3.75% 0.530020 0.02575% 0.0282
<2 0.0000¢ 0.000¢ 0.00¢ 0.000°
2-4 0.75¢% 0.0975¢% 0.0074¢d 0.00792
. 4-6 1.254 0.1465¢ 0.0077¢ 0.0085%
A yds> Cop
Torbat-e 6-8 2.5¢ 0.3185¢ 0.017258b° 0.01852
Heydarieh 8-10 3.250¢ 0.4293bc 0.022252 0.0232
10-12 3.25abe 0.4545b¢ 0.02325% 0.02562°
12-14 3.252 0.57352 0.029502 0.0332b

35,105 oy iy Jletil adan 48 5851 fyge3] bl (6l e S gt 1o 40 alie gy (sl (slan Silee
* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.

OlAie) gy s sl 1 g0k 3Ly (139 9 0998 Jiliie 1 (1Sl dmnlin A Jguzr
Table 9. Mean comparisons for the interaction effect of ecotype and mother corm weight on
vegetative growth indices of saffron

Jole
. Zlo >Lo "
Factor ) i ailg ol S plad Sl gbplal S e S NS o Sluss
(PI{ 9] Sl Number of Corm kYY) lg nded Ls
&b sk ()9 00y 3 ol
i ITEIF O3 Number of leave buds diameter ) o Harvest
RTY (%) (No.corm™) Biomass Total shoot . Number
i (No.corm) (mm) (g.m?) weight (g.m?) index of of plant
Ecotype  Mother corm ' ' stigma
weight (g)
<2 3.00™ 2.00¢ 15.75f 0.1922¢ 0.1922¢9 0.002 1.75%¢
2-4 5.009%f 3.250de 19.75¢f 0.327¢ 0.3271 0.0002 1.250¢
4-6 4.25¢ 3.25¢de 20.5%f 0.292¢de 0.3945¢f 0.01682 1.25b¢
9 6-8 5.250%f 4.00¢d 23 .5cde 0.4622 0.6598¢% 0.01992 1.000°¢
Boshruyeh
8-10 7.250de 5.5a0¢ 24.75b¢ 0.5128a 0.75545 0.01992 2.252¢
10-12 8.5%¢ 7.258bc 29.02bc 0.5255% 0.7671b¢ 0.0252 2.5%
12-14 10.50¢ 6.752¢ 23.02¢ 0.22822 0.86372 0.032 2.252¢
<2 3.25f 1.75%¢ 12.59 0.3985¢% 0.2282¢9 0.002 1.75b¢
2-4 5.00f 2.250% 16.75' 0.3913¢¢ 0.4557¢f 0.02362 1.00¢
<2 4-6 4 5¢f 3.75¢d 21.5¢ 0.4935b¢ 0.5300¢% 0.01292 1.75b¢
49> 6-8 6.750de 4.00¢d 24,Qcde 0.51672 0.789¢ 0.02392 1.250¢
Torbat-e 8-10 7,755 4,750 30.0%  0.5462% 0.8203° 0.0274 1.750
Heydarieh
10-12 10.5P 5.5abe 26.0°cd 0.57352 0.8239P 0.02822 2.00%¢
12-14 14.002 7.52 0.30% 0.31922 0.97132 0.03022 3.252

3l a0 g Jleisl mhan j0 5SSl aesT wlal (5,0 e NS (gt o 40wl By sl slo il

* Means with same letter(s) in each column have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.
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Table 10. Mean comparisons for the interaction effect of ecotype and mother corm weight on stigma

yield of saffron

1T
Ecotype 2 4 8 10 12 14
&b ke 09
other corm weight (g)
L9y 0 0 0.1215%  0.3192° 0.3405¢ 0.3345¢ 0.53002
Boshruyeh
Rt ) 0 0.0975¢% 0.1465¢ 0.3185¢ 0.4293b¢ 0.45452¢ 0.57352
Torbat heydariye

35,105 oy iy Jletil e 40 58510 yge3T bl 1 (gl e S asline gy (5Tl sla Sl *
* Means with same letter(s) have not significant difference based on Duncan’s test at 5% probability level.

SN Jooz 5o Cusby g JULBL (g 59,50

ewgyS Gy Jeln e slacoy

olyie s sBesgi S Slpogas 1) Joux

Table 11. Qualitative traits of saffron ecotypes

oy s JUdls  oresSeSe cagh,
A% Safranal Picocrocin Moisture
Ecotype Crocin (E3{s) (E%OS/% (EL% (%)
4 217.06 41.46 81.83 7.86
Boshruyeh
40> wf 240.77 35.17 90.32 7.88
Torbat heydariye
SrSams adhie 93 0 oy ladises A a5 awlie

ol-ies 6 obe slajly 4z o ols Glis aslllas opl bs
lige Rl S sl 5 65l S o ys il ses s
P 9V s A F el )5 i 4S5 b
sl 4 cuyo sl 5l ol g axdls (551 IS il
Yo as o5V bl s J5 ez baw o o S S0
Ol ol 0 US o g 1) S iy 990 (g0gae
Oesl )3 5 s0e S Pl e SV Sl e 5lo 8 6l
ol @l bl ol e (s oe (15 Sl
g A Lzl b s pole bl 09 SRl b B
"SGRl sl () e ax ST 280 Bl S
ol 51 Gl ol Ll cals o5z cote (Soon (551
SIS ol p,5 99 Lol 5 9555 1095 5 (Sme
g dgame i 0,5 -7 slasly sl ilo Gl 5 anslas
3s GLis welll g ae ;50 o S 59, (chalony G s
ied g e G 53 A pde> S 039 sl oS
0355 5 5l 039 1 03e3 @S ez sy e
4 Fys slajly a8 ols Glis lhie; (o8 8 Shee (59,

a5 25 ol 51 Sl (O Joo) aye o g augpda
e boadhic 95 50 ady Gl &S Slogas
CodsS &S O jgoipay sl lis |y gl g BB
5 e (g gy 3l e apies S digel pab 5 S,
S Ll 5log e oyl e g dsel a2
10 0,0 13 cowsal ol az o j0 liae; o0 KO alias
A Cemd Olyis) RS Rl 0wy Lo oy
Sy ghlo plie ojlac ol csmlin i g
Segil YOD VY FEY glazse Jsb b Iz i
sloadelis)S clp plie pdr sy il
Sl VO g g 9,5 sl g Sl ¥Fe o (lae;
bl cpl 2 b oaalive yiegil ¥V 4o Uik (sl
Olie) (A5 Sleogas dge jslite 4 358 o0 Sleiiny

33,5 Slofg 4z g5 0355 5 (codlll Jolse Sl 4
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Abstract

In order to study the climatic condition effects on corm frequency under Khorasan province (such
as Boshruyeh and Torbat-e Heydarieh cities) and the effects of mother corm weight and ecotype on
flower yield, vegetative criteria (including leaf and corm yield) and quality traits of saffron (Crocus
sativus L.), an experiment was conducted in two separated experiments. So, the effects of field age
and climatic conditions on daughter corm frequency were studied by a nested design with eight
field ages and two climatic conditions under Boshruyeh and Torbat-e Heydarieh regions with three
replications. In another study, the effect of mother corm weight on yield of vegetative tissues,
flower indices and quality traits of saffron was done as factorial layout based on a randomized
complete block design with seven corm weights (including <2, 2-4, 4-6, 6-8, 8-10, 10-12 and 12-14 g)
and two climatic conditions (such as Boshruyeh and Torbat-e Heydarieh regions) with four
replications in planting boxes at Islamic Azad University of Mashhad during 2011. Number of
leaves, number of buds, flower and corm yield indices and quality traits such as humidity, Crocin,
Picrocrocin and Safranal contents were measured accordingly. Survey results on field age and
climatic conditions revealed that daughter corms of Torbat-e Heydarieh ecotype were heavier than
other ecotype for the 5" and 6™ years. Also, results of mother corm weight and ecotype study on
flower and corm yield were showed that the higher corm weights were enhanced flower yield at the
first year, and had positive effects on flowering potential and field efficiency in other years due to
improvement in vegetative growth and daughter corm production with higher weight in the later
years. The results showed that mother corm weight with >8 g in the 5" year and 6%"- field year
fields is an applied approach for increasement in saffron field productivity and efficiency. Also,
Torbat-e Heydarieh ecotype had higher contents of humidity, Crocin, and Picrocrocin compared
with other ecotype, but Safranal content was higher for Boshruyeh ecotype.
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