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Table 1. Morphological characteristics of branch, leaf and fruit of evaluated fig cultivars.

Soldl s s K, K, S, , X 5, X 5, YOS WIPC 3 [ IRV, SR G BGIX E— NEY
PR 640 oy ey S LSS aly > asl i Bran_Ch Gr_OWth Growth o, Cultivars
Brangh- Fruit Lobe ogme Petiole =lenl  Als, density vigour habit
bending shape shape Eruit colour _ leaf  Terminal One-
skin uniform bud year old
ground colour shoot
colour colour
yes globose spear yellow Green- yes Brown- grey- intermediate weak Spreading PRV
yellow green brown Ferey dc;ni
yes round spear black yellow no brown brown intermediate intermediate Semi- o
Spreading Ghani
yes globose spear lemon  Green- yes brown grey- compact weak Spreading S ous
yellow  yellow brown Sefigiak
yes round spear yellow Green- yes Green- grey- intermediate high Spreading o
yellow yellow brown Sabz
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Table 2. Mean comparison of shoot traits in evaluated fig cultivars.

Grocho) Al oS5 asls 0 Siles Job Ay asls o Sils olaws a8y asl 2 Job Cultivars,l |
Internode length of one-year old One-year One-year old (,io Lo
shoot (mm)  -old internode number shoot length(mm)

14.06b 9.33a 66.94b S9

Fereydoni

24.16a 9.33a 90.56a S

Ghani

11.41c 5.66¢ 51.59¢ AWM

Sefidak

10.48c 7.00b 57.30d s

Sabz

s I e O e s 5o (g diels iz (Sls (yge3] elel g B 50 S e By b sla 1Sl
Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different according to Duncan’s multiple range
test at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 3- Mean comparison of leaf traits in evaluated fig cultivars.

G Sp o S Jo—b 2 0 Sl S el o S Job NER
Leaf width  Leaf (,=o Ls) LeafasL = Petiole (zo L) (o sos) Cultivars
(MM)  Jength (mm) number  thickness (mm) Petiole length
(mm)
96.16b 109.50b 9.33b 3.83a 42.03a TRV
Fereydoni
112.82a 137.74a 8.33b 4.77a 40.75a S
Ghani
80.12c 94.09c 3.33c 3.92a 32.19b S abw
Sefidak
118.67a 130.43a 15.00a 4.16a 40.95a jo
Sabz

il e 07 Jlakzl mlans 10 (gl asels aiz (Sils el bl st 8 50 T tie By b gl (1 SSke
Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different according to Duncan’s multiple range
test at the 5% level of probability.
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Table 4. Mean comparison of chemical traits in leaf of evaluated fig cultivars.

Sy SiS 03le oo S Sed Sl o slyone Agig)lS 85 dedg ks b sl & Jdg)ls e

leaf dry matter (%) lon leakage (%) Relative water Carotenoid Chlorophyll total Chlorophyll b Chlorophyll a Cultivars
content (%) (mg.g™) (mg.g™) (mg.g™) (mg.g™)

35.91c 15.37c 66.90a 7.23b 5.11b 0.44b 4.67b S9
Fereydoni
37.54bc 24.92a 66.47a 7.24b 5.47b 0.51b 4.95pb S
Ghani
40.97ab 19.49b 68.64a 7.31b 5.02b 0.43b 4.58b S S
Sefidak
43.52a 17.08bc 59.39a 11.06a 8.84a 0.71a 8.13a s
Sabz

A o ime O Lol s 5o (gl aiels aiz (Sils fyge3] Gull p ot o 30 S i By b sla .Sl
Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different according to Duncan’s multiple range test at the 5% level of probability.
b,y 9590 el pB) 10 05 Dlas 5Kl anglas -0 Jgo
Table 5. Mean comparison of fruit traits in leaf of evaluated fig cultivars.

Jolomo sl ol (e ogn ol sy L83 (g uoys g SES G5y g 5 03y oses (005 s s 20 Job GReghee) ogee 8 a3LE 3 ogie ol )
(3o,3) The oo 5 5 (o shee) (wle) Fruit diameter Fruit number Cultivars

Total soluble solid percentage Dry weight ~ Dry weight Fresh  Fruit neck Fruit stalk (mm) Per shoot

content (%) of fruitwater  horcentage (9) weight(g) length (mm) length (mm)

18.66a 74.60a 25.39 2.67b 10.54b 4.43b 10.13b 29.26b 7.33a TRV
Fereydoni
16.66ab 75.53a 24.46a 4.06a 16.60a 5.58a 10.54b 31.89ab 4.66b S
Ghani
14.66bc 75.17a 24.82a 4.58a 18.33a 4.59b 15.81a 30.54b 5.66ab Sk
Sefidak
13.33c 75.97a 24.02a 4.76a 19.73a 4.57b 11.01a 34.38a 6.66ab jom
Sabz

A 0 gima O, Lol o 45 (gl anels aiz SSIs (yge3] oll gt Ho 30 S i By b sla . Sile
Means with similar letter in each column are not significantly different according to Duncan’s multiple range test at the 5% level of probability.
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Fig. 1. Comparison of fruit weight loss in evaluated fig cultivars.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of fruit storage life in evaluated fig cultivars.
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Fig. 3. Dendrogram resulting from cluster analysis of 4 fig cultivars using UPGAM (A: ion leakage, B: fruit
attributes, C: All features evaluated.
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Table 6. Simple correlation coefficients for different characteristics of fig cultivars.

ozl B ] alizee Dlao (s ool Ko ol o -F Jga

1¥ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12 13 14 15
11
2 065" 1
3 -015 0.24 1
4 033 077" 070" 1
5 054 031 0.14 0.19 1
6 -052 0.11 0.38 0.25 -0.45 1
7 -0.03 -0.30 61" 0.16 0.08 -016 1
8 010 -0.19 0.05 -0.13 0.42 -0.23  0.35 1
9 -016 -.61" 0.11 -0.37 0.17 -0.24 0.66" 0.69" 1
10 -0.17 -0.54 0.07 -0.44 0.09 -0.22 0.54 0.54 0.90™ 1
11 070" 0.37 -0.07 0.082 0.748™ -0.56 0.04 0.16 0.16 0.25 1
12 -0.38 -0.83" -0.70" -0.94" -0.35 -0.27 -0.09 0.16 0.41 0.40 -0.24 1
13 055 048 0.67" 0.62" 0.64" -0.21 058" 0.32 0.17 0.13 0.51 -0.70" 1
14 031 0.39 .85™ 0.69" 0.47 -0.02 0.68" 0.21 0.21 0.17 0.341 -0.73"  .94™ 1
15 0.93" 0.79™ 0.07 0.49 0.58" -0.30  -0.02 -0.01 -0.26 -0.21 721 -0.59" 0.67" 048 1
Qo0 0 g e,y ) Jisl mhaw (o s g WS (s i F g
~and-: Significant at 1% and 5% of probability levels, respectively.
an 90 Slio ¥
o35 Jsb 11 Fruit og. lass 6 0,55ke Jsb 1
Fruit neck o5 number Internode
length length
ogee 0 Jsb 12 Fruit ose ks 7 0, Sile olass 2
Fruit  stalk diameter Internode
length number
Leaf 5, Jsb 13 Fruit o Jsb 8 Sy olass 3
length length Leaf  number
Leaf 5, o, 14 Fresh oss 5 59 9 Jsb 4
width weight Petiole & s
length
FERRS Jsb 15 Fresh o Sis 59 10 CONES 5
Shoot length weight Petiole & s
thickness
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Comparison of Morpho- Physiological, Vegetative and Postharvest Life
Characteristics of Fig (Ficus carica L) Cultivars in Mamasani City,
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Some morphological parameters are suitable indicators for distinguishing Ficus cultivars,
which can be used as descriptors for the classification of this species. Therefore, the current
research focused on the specific identification of four fig cultivars based on physiological and
vegetative characteristics and determining the storage life. This research was arranged as a
completely randomized block design with three replications in Sabz, Ghani, Fereydoni and
Sefidak fig cultivars in Mashaikh village, Doshmen Ziyari district, Mamsani city in 2022. The
results showed that growth habit, terminal bud color, petiole color, fruit shape, fruit skin color,
one-year-old branch color, main leaf lobe shape, branch density, branch bending and growth
vigour of four fig cultivars can be considered as key traits to identify fig cultivars. Ghani
recorded the highest leaf ion leakage (92.24%). The Sabz cultivar had the highest content of
leaf chlorophyll a and carotenoids with the value of 8.13 and 11.06 mg/g, respectively.
Fereydoni cultivar had the highest percentage of soluble solids (18.66%) and the number of
fruits per branch (7.33). The lowest fresh and dry weight of fruit, leaf dry weight matter, and
the percent of ion leakage (15.37%) was found in Fereydoni cultivar. The lowest leaf length
(94.09 mm), leaf number (3.33), internode number (5.66), and the highest stalk length (15.81
mm) were observed in the Sefidak cultivar. According to the cluster analysis and
morphological traits, Ghani and Sefidak cultivars were more closely related to each other, and
Fereydoni and Sabz cultivars were also placed in the same group. The storage life of Ghani
cultivar was the highest compared with other ones.

Key words: Fig, Morphological attributes, Storage life.
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