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Table 1- Physical and chemical characteristics of used soil

Seedy e pRle ol e NRSTPX I oS
Soail g Sy Potassium Phosphorus Total nitrogen < Organic carbon
texture  EC(dsm?)  pH (ppm) (PPM) (%) (%)
= 0.67 8.65 136 115 0.07 0.98
Clay

Coils gaus 45 03wl 3590 (595 395 WIUT gl -Y Jgun
Table 2- Analyze results of cow manure
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8.22 6.63 1.22 0.11 0.98
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Table 3- Analysis of variance (mean square) for some parameters and yield of saffron as affected by soil

texture
039 .
&l s gsaas B0k A Soj SdS (59 S i Sus ol
) JOves) r Flower Stigma S5 AW 3 Sy o
@31 Flower . x
Source of 4f  number fresh fresh Petal dry Stigma Leaf Leaf area
variance weight weight weight dry weight dry index
weight
)l),x 0.083ns 0.0033ns  0.00040** 0.00042** 0.000084* - 0.058ns 36.50ns
Replicate
e 3 1.75%* 0.62** 0.0034** 0.0076** 0.000099* 0.53* 1144.13**
Treatment
Eu:ri)r 0.25 0.021 0.000037 0.00004141 0.000018 0.111 13.01
Olyss o pud
CV (%) - 17.39 14.36 9.56 8.34 26.14 13.72 4.53

(P ame pie g oy gy 5 S5 Jlein] plaw )3 B Sre i 4 NS g %

** *and ns significant difference over control at P< 0.01'and P< 0.05 and not significantly, respectively.

SB b Wb cod ylyie; 3,50es g Oluogad (B S Silo dumglio —£ Joa>
Table 4- Mean comparisons of some parameters and yield of saffron as affected by soil texture

JS slaws J5 5o AW igs S 0jy  SW gy S o)y
Bl Flower Flower Stigma S5 WS Sy _
number fresh fresh p - Sy
Treatments | . etal dry Stigma Leaf dry
(number,. — weight(g. ~ weight (9.  weight (. dryweight weight (9.  Leaf
boxt) box 1) box 1) box 1) (g. box ) box ) area
index
+ SB N
3535 2.50b 0.86b 0.033d 0.02d 0.018a 2.28b 0.13¢
100% field soil +
COW manure
X+ Sy
ko 3.00ab 0.90b 0.065b 0.10b 0.018a 2.02b 0.14c
70% field soil +
30% sand
e + SV
358 + dwlo
20% field soil + 2.25b 0.69b 0.053¢ 0.05¢ 0.008b 252b  0.17b
30% sand + cow
manure
AR W AT
38 + Sk
20% sand + 30% 3.75a 1.59% 0.10a 0.12a 0.018a 2.88a 0.20a

field soil + cow
manure

)5 (6l me glds Moy gy prdaws p3 SO (glaals My g0l Ll S ptie B K JBhis (s (ol )l e sp p
Similar letter in each column indicate no significant difference based on Duncan multiple test in 5% level.
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Table 5- Analysis of variance (mean square) of some parameters and yield of replacement corms of saffron as

affected by soil texture

> &y dluy Lau JS o 93 yodw LAy 3
s e A 2 ,Ai; . &.Jj:»s ‘;)i 09 e PO ) e e
Source of &3 © dawgy b °’°’§ S W” Average corm
variance df Number of Total weight Scales Corms weight weight
corm per box with scale weight without scale
"’_Q 0.22ns 0.05ns 0.33ns 0.10ns 0.017ns
Replicate
o 3 14.39** 193.59** 0.63ns 167.11** 2.15**
Treatment
s
9 1.45 1.52 0.23 1.29 0.053
Error
Syt - 9.98 4.78 23.64 4.76 10,52
CV (%)

Pz pis g Moy iy 9 S Jloin] pdaw )3 )b pxe i 4 NS g s
** * and ns significant difference over control at P< 0.01 and P< 0.05 and not significantly, respectively.

Sl il cov glyhe; 50 sy 3Nt § Sluogad (B3t (S1acSle dmlio -1 Joa>
Table 6- Mean comparisons of some parameters and yield of replacement corms of saffron as affected by soil

texture
2l %»?Js(,}, Weinndz: 139 wx'.u:w'w dy 039 bawgs
Lo ol _T_‘(;"f b;‘f:: scales Cor:“”:. ot Avé‘;’a);e co:r:
al wei i s wei
Treatments cc’)\lrl:nmp?:rrlgcf)x with sca%e Wi:g)r:-tl)(g' without scalg (9. weight (g)
(9. box?) box1)
GogS + SN
100% field soil + cow 14a 25.35¢ 1.91ab 23.44c¢ 1.82¢c
manure
dwle /Y + S VY-
70% field soil + 30% 12a 16.61d 2.61a 13.99d 1.38d
sand
+ dwle Y + S VY-
d 9.50b 28.24h 1.90ab 26.34b 3.00a
70% field soil + 30%
sand + cow manure
+ SB Y+ awle AV
e 12.75a 33.18a 1.70b 31.48a 2.60b

70% sand + 30% field
soil + cow manure

)5 (gl gme glds luoyd gy prdaws pd (SOl (glaals My g0l Gl S ptie B s G Bl (s ol o e oy
Similar letter in each column indicate no significant difference based on Duncan multiple test in 5% level.
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Table 7- Analysis of variance (mean square) for some parameters of saffron replacement corms as affected by

soil texture
e 1 S b e )
S “ S8 gy o Slass Lauwgio
Olypts @l 4252 Diameter of replacement corms : Weight of replacement corms @ 2y dilga
Source of sl5f Average : >
variance ddf) of corm Avet;’agef
diameter number o
o 12 23 0-3 3-6 6-9 buds per corm
IS
] 3 1.16* 0.41ns 0.22ns 0.0075ns 5.16ns 1.83ns  2.16** 1.61ns
Replicate
Sod 3 8.83** 14.75** 9.56** 0.25* 25.50** 3.00* 0.66ns 3.38**
Treatment
s
Error 9 0.22 1.36 0.17 0.060 2.66 0.61 0.27 0.59
St ey 2357 1435 2150 16.16 1632~ 7817 . 7027 24.96
CV (%)

(P gme s 5 o yd iy 9 SO Jloin] e 50 )b pixe i 4 NS g s e
** *and ns significant difference over control at P< 0.01 and P< 0.05 and.not significantly, respectively.

S il Wl cod olie] 6580 Slaay Cluogad (B Sl aulis -A Jsas
Table 8- Results of mean comparisons of some parameters of saffron replacement corms as affected by soil

texture
A gl kS & yhd buwgle S5 s 0 Slaxs Buwgia
Diameter of replacement EFsd Weight of replacement |
. e LY
Lo corms Average of corms :” » Y
Treatments 0-1 12 9.3 corm diameter 36 vebrage ‘
(Cm) 0-3 (g) 6-9 (g) number o
(cm)  (cm)< (cm) (9) buds per corm
cogS + SB VY-
100% field soil + 3.00a 11.00a  0.00c 1.27c 13.25a 0.25b  0.25b 2.25b
manure cow
awle 2% + SK V-
70% field soil + 3.25a . 7.00b  1.75b 1.34bc 10.75a 0.25b  0.75ab 2.33b
30% sand
+ dwle Y + SBLY-
35
70% field soil + 0.00c 7.25b  2.25b 1.76a 8.00b 1.75a 0.75ab 3.75a
30% sand + cow
manure
+ SB Y+ awle AV
555
1.75b 7.25b 3.75a 1.72ab 8.00b 1.75a 1.25a 4.00a

70% sand + 30%
field soil + cow
manure

)5 (gl e il Mo yd gy prdaw 5D 5SSl glatebaiy (ygeil il S e B S JBlis gl slayles gty 5
Similar letter in each column indicate no significant difference based on Duncan multiple test in 5% level.
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Abstract

This experiment was conducted to study the effect of soil texture on flower and corm yield of saffron. This
experiment was carried out based on Randomized Complete Block Design with four treatments and four
replications in box at Faculty of Agriculture, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Iran, in 2011. Treatments
included of: 1- 100% field soil + cow manure, 2- 70% field soil + 30% sand, 3- 70% field soil + 30% sand + cow
manure and 4- 70% sand + 30% field soil + cow manure. Results showed that the effect of soil texture was
significant on all flower and corm properties. The highest flower and stigma fresh weight per box (1.59 and 0.10
g, respectively) and petal dry weight (0.12 g) were observed in 70% sand + 30% field soil + cow manure. The
highest corm number in 2-3 cm diameter per box was obtained in 70% field soil-+30% sand + cow manure (3.75
numbers). Treatment of 70% sand + 30% field soil + cow manure produced the highest corm number in 3-6 g
(1.75 numbers) and 6-9 g (1.25 numbers) per box, but the lowest values of most studied indices were obtained in
100% field soil + cow manure. Generally, our results indicated that light soil texture has more advantages than
heavy soil texture in saffron cultivation. Therefore, soil modification through lighter soil application can improve
saffron flower and corm yield.

Keywords: Clay soil, Saffron, Stigma dry weight, Substrate, Yield.
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