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Table 1- Statistical description of saffron corm and flower yield and soil chemical criteria
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Table 2- Effect of different soil textures on corm yield and flower yield of saffron
AW SS9 ro oy e S) 55 03e e oland) U5 olas 2 pS) Ay BB (439 o
¢ Higes Sl S bl
(&0 F%o 32 p,5) (& (&0 o (&0 %o sample _ g
Dry weight of Fresh weight of Flower number  Dry weight of corm number Soil texture
stigma (g.m) flower (g.m?) (No.m?) (g.m?
1.35ab 106.163ab 215.914b 1604.79ab 19 o o o)
Sandy clay loam
1.10d 87.653d 186.135d 1368.49¢ 12 (e s
Silty clay loam
1.40a 112.798a 233.06a 1712.10a 21 o
Sandy loam
1.27bc 101.488bc 208.56bc 1584.52ab 12 e
Sandy clay
0.990e 77.518¢ 161.142¢ 1210.29d 12 e s
Silty loam
1.34ab 106.644ab 219.0580 1665.03ab 15 o
Loamy sand
0.632f 50.424f 111.463f 787.22¢ 12 ) 9
Clay loam
0.680f 53.82f 116.528f 840.31e 24 S s
Silty clay
1.20¢ 97.07¢ 201.524c 1515.55h 9 =
Loam
0.486( 38.509g 78.598¢ 601.30f 15 cT:;
175.1%* 143.9%* 183.6%* 74.82%% - F

5 ey IS 0550 ol S e (Siaer alpo
039 b SEananal s (SO S Culas ey BB hu
Olyaes A S 039 9 IS 5 ()9 o J5 Slas an Ses
e i p2 2 VLY Jgo2) 090 (PS+100) o e
38ee 5 (Silslsdre Dliogas b JI )5 sy

L S JS Olare Goome (Suaed cupd (p il
I oolass gl ey o Slee 5 (SS3eled 00 Sluogas
Sy ((Sor culpo YL Ol aile (= /FYVE)
T L i T
Sls Bl (FZeIYY R TRNAYE L e an
5 oy BB el e (Sieed coypd i
8o 5 (Sieled 50 Sliogas L S (S S colon
g [E AT L i 4 DB S 03 ln Oles

X\ JSJ") Jol Cawd 4 r=—«/Yov*

(Koocheki et al., 2015) ;5o 5 S5o5 asllas gl
as ol plas lyaey o Slee g al, p S il I g9,
R S IR L e
5 e el 5 s oy e slacdl el s o
Gl (R e g p)S 210N DS o Slae Gl5e o S
5 g adlhae b Lisl, cpl jo sy plaisl 54
s &S 0l las (Behdani et al., 2005) ., Sen
g Lw)S 0 bawgie 8L L oS o olhacy o Slee
oYL a5 Woges ekl (Gresta et al., 2009) ., Son
5 20,5 odalin oyl 5 b S o lhacs o Sles
OHler 5 glwle oren 8L S (gl g
Olyey o, o a5 sl o (Sampatah et al., 1984)
L b ooy S aieils ogllae o Slae 4y olocws 6l
YL polie Byae Lyl o e 1S L o, S

DS e old 055



(MY olye) s dgh @ a6 (1WAF) ol )on g podo g, 14F

olyie J5 g 4 0,Sdes b SHo b S oluoads Sluogas (Suwod ol po -Y Jgor
Table 3- Correlation coefficient of chemical criteria of soil and yield characteristics of saffron corm and flower
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Table 4- Relationship between corm dry weight of saffron and soil chemical properties
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True coefficient Standard coefficient Soil criteria
2.82%% 135216172 - sl A
Intercept
0.11ns 12.78268 0.00374 29 I
Organic carbon (%)
3.39% 11170 0.15843 (220 J5 0o %0
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Table 5- Most important soil chemical factors on corm dry weight of saffron by usisng analysis using stepwise

regression
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Table 6- Relationship between flower number of saffron and soil chemical properties
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Table 7- Most important soil chemical factors on flower number of saffron by usisng analysis using stepwise

regression
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Table 8- Relationship between flower fresh weight of saffron and soil chemical properties
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Table 9- Most important soil chemical factors on flower fresh weight of saffron by usisng analysis using stepwise

regression
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Table 10- Relationship between stigma dry weight of saffron and soil chemical properties
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Table 11- Most important soil chemical factors on stigma dry weight of saffron by usisng analysis using stepwise

regression
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Table 12- Correlation coefficients between flower yield and corm yield of saffron
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Abstract

Soil characteristics play an important role in plant growth and yield such as saffron. In order to evaluate the
effect of soil physical and chemical characteristics on morphological criteria, corm and flower yield of
saffron, an experiment was conducted during year 2014. Studied soil characteristics were texture, organic
carbon (OC), total nitrogen (TN), available P and K, pH and electrical conductivity (EC). Examined saffron
properties were corm dry weight, flower number, flower fresh weight and stigma dry weight. Multiple
regression model was used to identify the relationship between soil variables (independent variables) and
saffron yield variables (dependent variables). In addition, determining the most important factors of soil
physicochemical properties which have effect on saffron yield criteria was done by stepwise regression
analysis. The results showed the effect of different soil textures were significant (p<0.01) on corm yield and
flower yield of saffron. The highest and the lowest saffron yield were observed in sandy loam and clay
textures, respectively. The maximum and the minimum coefficients of soil chemical criteria with stigma dry
weight were calculated for available K (-0.573) and pH (0.0052). Soil chemical factors affecting stigma dry
weight based on stepwise regression analysis determined were available K, available P, EC and TN contents
of the soil. Correlation coefficients of regression models for soil characteristics with corm dry weight, flower
number, flower fresh weight and stigma dry weight of saffron were computed with 0.84, 0.87, 0.90 and 0.89,
respectively. There also were a positive and significant relationship between corm yield and flower yield of
saffron.

Keywords: Available K content, Available P content, Multiple regression, Stepwise regression, Stigma dry
weight



