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Table 1- The macro and micro nutrient content of liquid fertilizer used for coco-peat uptake
N(%0) P(%) K(%0) Fe Zn Cu Br Mn Mg
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Fig. 1- The effect of corm tunic (A) and drought stress(B) on leaf fresh and dry weight of saffron (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 2- The effect of corm tunic (A) and drought stress(B) on leaf width and thickness of saffron (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.


www.SID.ir

Yyv o gas g A pligr g ojluil ( Sis SG I

= 5 5
=
=3 =
2 4 = 4
z z
= 2y
= 3 . 3
g z
s E
g 2 =
a o
i 5
1 |
0 - o - 2
Field capacity drought stress with tunic without tunic

Drought treatiment Corm tunic

5 bl glad + Sl U oyl phe 5 0bS S dluad  (B) (S Lid 9 (A) dy Liwdgy 1-Y U
Fig. 3- The effect of corm tunic (A) and drought stress (B) on leaf number of saffron (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 4- The effect of drought treatment on corm dry weight (A) and root dry weight(B) of saffron (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 5- The effect of drought stress on root lenght (A) and root number(B) of saffron (meanSE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 6- The effect of corm tunic on corm dry weight (A) and root dry weight (B) of saffron (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.

iy Sl (35 5 5 3wl g (i ) 2 55 0 ea)unlbed (g2 53 0,5) 5 (3 dWTg1 3 0,5) S (339 32 Ak 05131 3T -V Jga>

Ol e olS (g1 53 0,5) audyy SWis 39 9 (92 y3 055)
Table 2- The effect of corm size on leaf dry weight (g.plant™) and leaf fresh weight (g.plant™), leaf thickness (mm) and leaf
width (mm) and number of leaf, corm dry weight (g) and root.dry weight(g.plant™) of saffron.

A, iy ameSis &y ilis Lot Sphe Spcdkns L8l .
(CLEYE-9 @2 WD G (ks (b (CLEYE-9 =
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Root dry weight Corm dry Leaf fresh Leaf number  Width Thickness Leaf dry
(g/plant) weight (g) weight(g/plant)  (Per plant) (mm) (mm)  Weight(g/plant)
0.07° 0.56°¢ 0.64 © 4.0¢ 1.87° 0.98° 0.12¢ 24g
0.08 0.91° 0.86 ° 50b  201% 1,012 0152  46g ¥
Corm size
0.16° 0.94" 1.07 @ 7.0° 2.04% 1.06° 0.15¢ 6-8g
0.13° 195¢° 0.45 ¢ 5.0° 2.24° 1.08° 0.20° 8-10g

55 auoyd O ezl prdaws 33 3851 ygejl bl (6l gixe M (S5 pa 13 S yitie gy gl (ola 5 Silio
* Means within a shape followed by the same letters are not significantly different at a=0.05.

5L
Lulys 3 o 45 9o o 35 oy by i (IS o
by g Sl I yieS olS & o 3l Clodo (St i
SIS L s polad ) yidigy 336 (glaasy o |n crily
2 Cagby bas dy 26 5 00> s Iy 055 Bl y3 0nd 0,83
g SialS el ol ppl A ddy) i o g ol I L
2 900 Loy dawgi pas s 4 Ol Gl o Sl g ady,
Sygmo $AS 4y Sy sladlys 4y ol Slge 5 T Jlal ases
oo Lnailes 4y 4y glié 4 gl JWil c pus il 5,8 o
oalS 4o 3 g La Sy u) g 55 4l o L
A5anlg g Mogw]

byl )5 s ol plis (Ss 5 g Al by piSen
259 S (g oSy ol I gy BB (gla any (( SiS
94 )y piSer (Y gdr) 139: Jl0)95 1 (5568 Ady) 9 Sy
Ryl 4S5 sk D9y 1> dme (w2 2)90 Clao o Al by
P35 IV Olie & i 4 S ol g ady) 9 S SiS (g
Ad Jols py AL S 50 U glaal )0 S A gp)8 < /VF
VOA e a9 ) S 5 B F 159 b slady 10 S 5 (059 oy yiudi
cladl oy SUS (jg 9 S cwbd g oy uyidn g p)5
(Y Jgis) el Cawds (0,5 Ve BA
9 Ay gk (gly b ojlul oy yiewlio ‘u:*il"}i o s plo
Aoy Ve g (S S halp S 93 50 50 oy olS A i
= Db bl 9 p)5 F Sl Gl s L le Al Blyj eyl


www.SID.ir

YYq o gas g A pligr g ojluil ( Sis SG I

o) Sy Sl (ol 3 0,5) Sy 55 (359 ol 53 0)5) Sy SUiS (59 2 Ay 83151 g Liwdgy (5 ll (Sla Lo LESen 5 T Jgse

0175 8L (5 13 0.5) a3 (815 13 ,5) 4y St (359 45 1 31 5 (0 ) St (8 o0
Table 3- Intraction effect of drought stress and corm size, drought stress and corm tunic, corm tunic and corm size on dry
and fresh weight (g.plant™), diameter (mm) and wide (mm) and number of leaf, corm dry weight (g) and root dry weight

(g.plant™) of saffron.
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Root dry weight Corm dry “_ifft(ﬁ'fsll:l n Leaf number Width Thickness Leaf dry Treatments
{g/plant) weight (g) s r)g.-p {Per plant)  {mm) {mm) Weight{g/plant)
0.24° 0.80" 1.70 @ 6.0° 266 130° 0.36° #unic ok
0.16" 0.83"° 1.05°P 50" 2.68° 1.26° 0.24° -tunic  Field capacity
0.02°¢ 1.83° 0.14° 50*® 150" 1.84° 0.04 " stunic  Ses o
0.01°¢ 0.90" 0.13°¢ 5.0% 1.31° 1.72° 0.01° -tunic  Drought stress
0.123° 034f 1.23 ¢ 5.0¢ 249° 1.27° 0.22° 2-4g
0.135" 0.56 ¢ 1.58" 5.0° 267° 129° 0.28° 46g s i
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0.072 0 0.45° 077 @ 7.0° 2,01% 1.04° 0.11 % 6-8g “tunic
0.126° 1.53° 0.11°f 5.0¢ 2,183 1.00° 0.15 @ 8-10g
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* Means within a column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 0=0.05.
(+tunic= without tunic, -tunic= with tunic)
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Fig. 7- Effect of corm tunic (A) and drought stress (B) on Chlorophyll a Chlorophyll b of saffron leaves (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 8- The effect of corm tunic on relative water content (A) and electrolyte leakage (B) of saffron leaves (mean+SE)
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Fig. 9- The effect of drought stress on Relative water content (we,3) and Electrolyte leakage (s ,3) of saffron leaves
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There are no significant differences between averages with similar overlap range according to standard error.
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Table 4- Interaction Effect of drought stress and corm size, drought stress and corm tunic, corm tunic and corm size on
Chlorophyll a Chlorophyll b of saffron leaves relative water content and electrolyte leakage of saffron leaves
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fie; {doyad (o e Bon e & Ll b“,‘_;_"___ﬂl’ (o o p S e & Lah (o p 8a, & Ll Ayt
RWC EL Chla+ Chl b Chl 2 Chl & Chl z Treatments

(%) (%) ime'g leaf} Chl b ime'g leaf} ime /e leafs

55430 035 7.71b 1.67® 0200 0.47¢ 1dg
33,764 n2ob 7930 1.953b n2ob 048t 46g aailad
36,80+ 026+ 8.64% 1500 n3z= 051+ 8g o
55,18+ 0254 573+ 2.30% 0.20¢ 0394  gl0g ComEe
47.944 0.224 9,48+ 1.430 0.3g= 0.53 +tunic Sio s
s5.51® 0.29 7.96° 1720 D29t 0.50® -tunic  Field capacity
52.74 031’ 729+ 1.79°b 0.27% 0.46 ¢ +tunic JLCERNT.
64.98° 0.33+ 4924 160+ 017« 0364 -tunic  Drought stress
23.40¢ 03094 8.94% 1.563% 0337 0.518¢ Idg
51.682 0.229: 10.36* 1.453¢ 0.399= 0.563* i-6g it s
53.03f 0.290% §.95b 1.639% 03320 0.541° 6-82  Field capacity
47.80k 0,189k 73T 1.6270 0273 0.439: 8-10 g
57.48¢ 0385 6.404 1.8340 0.2344 0.424f p -
54.834 0,351t 251 2.446° 0.190* 0.390: bg POy
60,588 0,238 B340 1.5430 03160 0.4764 6-8g Drought stress
62.572 0317 4.08f 29742 0.132f 0.3358 8-10 g
56.634 0.3z 8.58% 1.626% 0321k 0.506% Idg +tumic
46.13¢ 027 9.70% 1.467" 0.374 0.526% 46¢g .
51.68f n.21= 0,15 1500 0.349sb 0.515% 6-8g T
46,922 0.241 6.814 1.3k 02504 0.427¢ 8-10 g
424 0.34% 6,834 1.77® 02494 0.435¢ p -
61.38¢ 0.314 617 243 02154 0.436° i6¢g A LR
61,930 0.32¢ 8.11¢ 1.68* 0299+ 0,499t 6-8¢g -tunic
63.44% 027 4.64F 2.7 0.157* 03474 8-10 g

)03 O Jletsl g 55 Sl 9051 Lwll ()1 gime BB (gt ya )3 S yidio gy (gl (sla Sl %

* Means within a column followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 0=0.05.
(+tunic= without tunic, -tunic= with tunic)

(Mollafilabi, 2004)
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Fig. 10- Regression between chlorophyll content, leaf wide and leaf diameter of saffron
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