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Table 1- Result of physical and chemical soil properties (0-30 cm)
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Table 2- Mean of squares of flower, oil and Chamazulene yield of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at
the first vear
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5 e axyd 30 J5 3,50 )“ 3, Sdos HosllS 3,Slae  sladle 2355 Cony;
; 0‘:__. N Fresh Flower Drv fl. omilt Chamazulene ir®
= dt yield Ty Tower oil yield yield Weed biomass
vield ~
“.)S" . 2 818.26 = 142.01 ns 13864.2 ns 166.51 ns 8334.6 ns
Replication
LJ
== 2 106550.7%** 615103%* 288064 6%* 15614 7%* 178577 .6%*
Irrigation
el oLl
‘H“Ié : 4 1151.71 154 83 657024 126.09 43564
Main error
;? 3 46060 1%* 3189 22%* 282501 %% 2310.34%* 14215 6ns
Fertilizer
L % aa8
e 6 4814 42%% 434 16%+ 17364.39%+ 249 49%% 3210.5ns
Irrigation=Fertilizer
b el
P 18 9549 92 84 498162 63 80 65991
Sub error
x \:-ll 1} ot A
(£) Sl - 29 493 621 7.55 93
CV (%)
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* and ** are significantly different at o=5% and 0=1% probability levels_ respectively and ns is non-significant.
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Table 3- Mean of squares of yield components of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the first vear

a5 polie woilam,s gy, JF slaas G ylad il ylad ol dAliolaas gl
S.0V df No.flower per plant  Anthodia diameter Stem diameter No. branch Height
)S) . 2 2733 ns 0.002ns 0.001 ns 0.178 ns 52.05%*
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G 2 12774%* 1.22% 1.25%* 21.03% 643 53+
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s oLzl
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;{ =1 i A
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CV (%)
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* and ** are significant at ¢=5% and 0=1% probability levels, respectively and ns is non-significant.
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Table 4- Biomass and yield components of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the first year

JE sl coile 4L alasd b phad il yhad 15 ySlS) 8357 G
Jles sLE 2 sLE,s Anthodia Stem (e
Treatment No. flower per No. branch per diameter diameter o 1
plant plant mm (yia_La) Biomass (kg.ha)
Irrigation
s bl K
% 50field 00.83c* 9.1b 6.54a 322a 730.05¢
capacity
RN ACYAS
%70field 130.93b 10.3ab 6.06b 3.03b 871.92b
capacity
= Cadyla 8-
%, 00field 152.60a 11.7a 5.940 2.50¢ 004.03a
capacity
Fertilizer
c “;1 117.65¢ 9.1c 6.59a 3.11a 820.94b
Oniro
C};;n";al 136.242 123a 6.01b 281b 916.082
e 133 5ab 10.8b 6.0b 2.90ab $84.57ab
Animal Manure
C;“'*"ﬂ 123 8bc 9.3c 6.12b 2.97ab 866.41ab
ompost
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* Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at p=5% probability level based on Duncan
Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5- Means of flower, oil and Chamazulene yield of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the first year

o3 J8 2 ,Shes Suid J5o8les bl 3 Shos

Hajlel 3 Sles

. i .. . el el
o (LSe35 255k8) (s 0, 56ks)  (USe 3 08) (LSe35 05) (52
Treatment Fresh flower Dry flower Oil yield Chamazulene .
. 1 " 1 1 R 1 Height (cm)
vield (k g.ha™) yield (k g.ha™) (g-ha™) yield (g.ha™)
aald
872.7f* 137.97f 745.23e 64.45g 30.70h
Control
SENCYLE I
M)b ”Lﬁd 973.9de 178.00e 1108.47¢ 94.31.de 34.32¢
== Chemieal
/ aly 258
%50field oo 999.5d 187.60de 1094.83¢ 103.61cd 40.25¢f
capacity  Animal Manure
ca 971.1de 180.73e 1057.2¢d 101.36¢d 38.14f
Compost
sl -
- 939.0e 173.62¢ 1020.1ed 114.14¢ 37.251g
Control
SRS ATS o
M)b “L'MJ 1135.2b 221.84b 1556.6a 167.02a 46.21be
= Chemical
4 SR
%70field 0229 1088.9bc 202.86cd 1340.73b 151.82b 45.79¢
capacity  Animal Manure
= 1085.2bc H98.89cd 1303.07b 154.47ab 44.80cd
Compost
asld
1056.7¢ 199.35¢d 944.13d 67.47¢g 42.01de
Control =
SEICYLY ot
’ )b ”Lﬁd 1267.8a 247.14a 1343.43b 90.14def 56.49a
=i Chemical
y ald 285 -
%90field 0 1131b 210.15hc 1070.9¢d 78.02fe 53.91a
capacity  Animal Mamure
e 1116.9b 206.77be 1050.6¢ed 82.11ef 49.56b
Compost

ol 223 0 a3 SO elaaly s ‘_-Jyj R R A N 1 PRV RS S-S TS

* Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at p=5% probability level based on
Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Table 6- Correlation coefficients between vield and its components at the first vear
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(] u.v-'b.\." No (%, ELMJ e .
; s 3y Drv Chamazulene D Fresh ] N Anthodia Stem
Characteristics ! 0il B flower Height 0. : 5
flower yvield flower branch diameter diameter
_, vield per d
vield ‘ yield per
2 plant :
plant
bl 3 Slae )
o 0.74%*
01l Yield
ajlels 3 Sles
Chamazulene 0.29ns 0.82%*
vield
g d 5 alaas
No. flower per 0.86%* 0.56ns 0.24ns
plant
ajl J 3,8 ae
Fresh flower 0.98%* 0.65* 0.22ns .88
yield
elis,| Lo " .
B 0.92%* 0.55ns 0.13ns 0.90%* 0.95%%
Height
el 48l ol
NQ_ branch per OSQ’ * 059' 0.0811‘3 0.78115 0.88 ek O‘SS:E::E:
plant
Anthodia -0.90%% .0 74%% -0.39ns -0.85%% 0. 04%* e -0.80%F
; 0.94%*
diameter
il =
i N 5 -0.89%%  .0.38ns 0.14ns -0.85%%  _0.90%* e -0.81%F 0.76%*
Stem diameter 0.00%#
.m.,; e 0.80%* 0.46ns 0.01ns 0.944%* 0.93%#* 0.95%* 0.83%% -0.85%# -0.95%%
Biomass

& . - ns
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*,*% and ns are significant at 5 and 1% probability levels and non-significant. respectively.
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Table 7- Mean of squares of flower, oil and Chamazulene yield of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the
second year

gt 2ol i 2als 63131 axyd U 7 2 ,Sles Kis I8 0ySles il 5 Slas aslels 5 Slas
S.0.V. S.0.V df Fr es‘l_;:;l‘[im e Dry flower yield Oil yield Chamazulene yield
1S
R i.’w . 2 1032.84ns 17.79 ns 10382.24ns 64.59 ns 692.8 ns
eplication
A . » iy "y
I '_'g‘ 2 73541.2%* 8961.06%* 271222.8%% 14742 5% 178022.3%*
rrigation
ol oL
I\EAJ e 4 1636.85 102.65 3990.94 39.14 750.6
ain error
oS . . .
E -'Il' 3 27266.9%* 2583.62%* 232228.95%* 4010.57%* 17030.0%*
ertilizer
£l % 265 .
Iesi "t’LH x;i_l_ i} 1136.32ns 229.82 ns 19254.61ns 383.73%* 391.2ns
rrigation> fertilizer
= 4 ol
; i) 18 1085.04 138.30 9099.22 98.11 659.7
ub error
() s ey - 3.12 57 5.16 5.69 3.0

CV (%)
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*

* and ** are significantly different at e=5% and 0=1% probability levels, respectively and ns is non-significant.
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Table 8- Mean of squares of yield components of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the second year

o y S . ) ) 20 (Sl AL olaad
sady gt i a_.»g.g)aLJs'ﬂm Gk jhd a3l yhad i £lis)
5.0V &35! No. flower per Anthodia Stem . x Heieht
- af plant diameter diameter No. branch per g
plant
5, l& 2 37.08 ns 0.0004ns 0.05ns 0.18ns 3.38ns
eplication
L i :
5 ,J} 2 11681.65%* 1. 355 1.92%* 32.91%* 690.50%
rigation
Lt oLl
DEA ol 4 11.81 0.06 0.02 0.46 4.11
ain error
oS . .
: -"]iz 3 1207.94%% 0.96%* 0.24* 2.99ns 117.34%%
ertilizer
bl X 38
Irrigationx 6 19.98ns 0.09% 0.04ns 0.34ns 2.86ns
Fertilizer
o 3 olosl
‘:i & 18 18.67 0.026 0.05 1.04 4.60
Sub error
7) E\“; “)“"‘" < 32 2,65 7.8 9.4 482
/ (7o

* and ** are significantly different at 0=3% and a=1% probability levels, respectively and ns 1s non-significant.
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Table 9-Yield components of chamomile nnder ivvigation and different fertilizers at the second vear

J5 sl il wAL alaay " — . . e -
b - g (ncoe) b i yin o) il i s8] 165
Thealz;:our . “' 4 . br;. Jh Anthodia dinmeter Stem diamerer (e
No. flower per No. branch per _— — :
plant plant (puen) ) Height {cm)
S
Lrrigation
i eab b o
a2 $0feld 99,774 9.30c &.48a 15l 36.88c
capaciry
e b -
% T0feld 146,600 1141k 6.08h KRB 44.68h
CapactTy
e e A
3:90field 155.91a 12.57a 5.81b 271 §2.0d4a
capacity
s
Fertilizer
aald
123.68c 10.48h 6.57a 328a 40.43c
Control
"’JLH 127.11¢ 10.86ab .13h 32lahb 42.6™h
Chemzcal
b
. e 148.01a 11.83a 578 2191 48.24n
Animal Manuge
.
& 141.57Tb 11.21ab 6.03h 3 0dbe 46.79
Compost
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Means followed by smular letters m each columm are not sipuficantly different at 0=5% probabality level, Duncan Multsple Range

Test.
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Table 10- Flower, oil and Chamazulene yield and biomass of chamomile under irrigation and different fertilizers at the second

vear
83 U5 3 ,8les S I8 5, Slas o S) oHajlels 3 Slos . .
s LE ) ] S " I.::)S)d.ul...uh).(lo.c P)S)"'a" }a‘a)j'}l._\f)a:yum._:.,
I (Usa 2 p55ks) (s 3 0 56Ls) (s 5 (susa 5 (s
Treatment Fresh flower yield  Dry flower yield Oil yield (gha) Chamazulene yield Biomass (gha™)
(kg.ha'l) (kg.ha) yiediz (gha) sl
<) Ll
Irrigation
=y b Yo
%450feld 972.1¢c* 178.63¢ 1010.92¢ 92.23b 744 4¢
capacity
TR ACYAS
0,706l 1063.1b 206.71b 1309.983 154452 §53.3b
capacity
=l ed b A
0,00field 1127.9a 233.28a 1187.44b 05.36b 087.6a
capacity
N
Fertilizer
wls
= 983.4¢ 185.59¢ 090.9b 92.43¢ §19.0¢
Control
,4:@.-.-43 1039.3b 200.0b 1084.5b 100.32¢ 838.6¢
Chemical
L a8
s 1105.4a 223.96a 1343.6a 137.18a 918.6a
Animal Manure
i 1089.5a 215.27a 1258.8a 126.13b 870.8b
Compost
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* Means followed by similar letters in each column are not significantly different at t=5% probability level, Duncan Multiple Range

Test.
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Table 11- Correlation coefficients between yield and its components at the second year

55 5 Sles 380as 2Bl 855 Sles aa L alass ) ) ) )
Sl . , H3ils 3 Sl ) v lis ‘ b ki il ks
< Dry &is il P Fresh s &, ol .
Characteristics - . Chamazulene _ Heioht i Anthodia Stem
flower 0il vield No. flower flower 4 No. diameter diameter
vield vield per plant yield branch
ol 28 g
Oil yield
ajlels 3 Lo
Chamazulene 0.36ns 0.87%*
yield
a5 ol
No. flower per 0.00%* 0.73%% 0.46ns
plant
ojl J5 3,8 ke
Fresh flower 0.98%* 0.78%* 0.42ns 0.91%*
yield
e 095% 064 026 005% 095k
Height
GBS g 065t 0320s 097+ 002 Q97
No. branch
L.'-“l‘ )Lﬁ
Anthodia -0,84%* -0.71%* -0.40ns -0.84%* -0,90%* -0,88%* -0.85%%
diameter
il Lo . ‘ . .
oo b 096%  -062%  -0.24ns 002 003 006 0964 081
Stem diameter
N 093*  0.56ns 0.17ns 0,93 002%% 097 096 084 096"
Biomass

05 e e
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* ** and ns are significant at 5 and 1% probability levels and non-significant, respectively.
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