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Table 1. Mean comparison of leaf characters of evaluated fig genotypes

Epasdb S et e dsb

_ .. Petiolelength  Lobe length Width Length
Genotype ST (mm) (mm) (mm) (mm)
Pouz Donbali caprifig ~ Jusjs 20.20f 45.47h 63.27h 74.83f
Dane Sefid caprifig e &l 41.20d 64.53g 85.93g 99.03¢
Peyves oo 56.50¢ 113.8¢ 155.57¢ 178.13bc
Rono 53 34.33de 71.13fg 102.03f 104.10e
Zard-e-Piazi 3y 50.70¢ 143.40b 188.68b 180.97bc
Sabz P 38.70de 73.83f 105.33f 94.73¢
Siah ol 36.20de 74.17f 100.87¢ 94.37¢
Siah-e-Dorosht Syl 84.03b 107.27¢d 141.87d 169.87¢
Shah Anjir el 32.13¢ 94.20¢e 101.17f 121.40d
Kashki s 33.03de 74.13f 105.33f 118.36d
Matti - 54.80c 87.60¢ 117.50e 117.23d
Meshki S 101.07a 156.33a 200.2a 216.30a
Manjifi e 90.93b 104.97d 159.53¢ 186.43b

e I3 gm0 Jlal el 3 (ghatals i Si1s 0 505T bl G5 52 55 &5 2o O3 b slap SiLes
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 2. Mean comparison of terminal bud characters of evaluated fig

genotypes

| e Jsb
Genotype el Diameter (mm) Length (mm)
Pouz Donbali caprifig SEnn 4.33¢g 7.80h
Dane Sefid caprifig A 415 4.89de 7.69h
Peyves o 4.51fg 9.80e
Rono E3) 3.511 8.70fg
Zard-e-Piazi ESIVESS 4.73ef 4.22i
Sabz e 3.84h 8.18gh
Siah ol 5.07cd 10.00e
Siah-e-Dorosht ek 5.88b 11.8¢c
Shah Anjir sslals 4.92de 8.95f
Kashki S 5.00de 8.99f
Matti o 5.36¢ 11.10d
Meshki i 7.02a 16.7a
Manjifi s 7.21a 13.30b

izl gm0 Jlal e 3 (glitals i S 0 g03T bl 2 05 5 55 &5 2 O L slaSiles
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 fruit characters of evaluated fig genotypes

p2dsb “jaydsb Y S Jsb

. Stalklength  OstioleLength ~ Weight  Diameter ~ Length
Genotype i (mm) (mm) (8) (mm) (mm)
Pouz Donbali caprifig  Jusss 4.90g 8.33de 10.80g  19.00h  23.10f
Dane Sefid caprifig L 4l 7.73e 5.30ef 11.50g  18.00h  32.20d
Peyves o 5.20g 38.4a 20.30e  27.40g  30.30d
Rono 59 14.90a 9.03de 15.90f  29.7f 24.50f
Zard-e-Piazi 3" 10.20c 6.77de 38.80c  39.70c 36.70b
Sabz g 12.40b 13.90c 17.30f  32.90e 30.30d
Siah ol 11.80b 5.63ef 2430d  37.50d  30.90d
Siah-e-Dorosht S ysel 12.70b 10.30d 46.10a  49.40a  40.40a
Shah Anjir P 9.10d 10.10d 2520d  36.40d 35.80bc
Kashki s 6.27f 8.13de 17.20f  32.30e 26.00e
Matti e 15.40a 3.10f 10.80g  28.1fg 31.20d
Meshki i 10.80c 6.20ef 42.80b  46.70b 34.50c
Manjifi (ke 5.83fg 22.50b 4290b  47.60ab  40.90a

iz N3 g 0 Jlazl el 53 (Sl (laals i 0 505T ol G5 2 55 &S 2 O 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.
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Table 4. Distinguisher key characters of fig genotypes

Genotype <555  Appearance  als Sl Key character .S v
Pouz Donbali caprifig SLsis L ge 4 Ls 55 Jol Jgvamus 0 g0 3l
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Table 5. Simple correlation coefficients for different characteristics of fig genotypes

835 o NP Js Js o J e s J
o5 tg S8, o s seleles lelde o5 0508 4533
. Fruit Leaf Leaf central Petiole Terminal Terminal Fruit Fruit Ostiole
Characteristics <o weight width lobe length length bud length  bud width length  diameter  length
Leaf width e 07887
Leaf central lobe length oS roddb 07767 09717
Petiole length € dsl 0.8007  0.8037  0.748™
Terminal bud length sl e Jsb 0.445 0.380 0.349 0.764"
Terminal bud width s@ldle oe 07067 0.586°  0.558 0.848”  0.775"
Fruit length omedsb 08187 0.623°  0.637 0.722"  0.345 0.696""
Fruit diameter oz k5 0928 07017 0.687" 0.744”"  0.536 0.673" 0.756™
Ostiole length s i dsb 0.112 0.266 0.182 0.209 0.128 0.010 0.121 0.041
Fruit stalk length s pdsb0.025 0.049  0.082 0.078 0.087 -0.147 0.049  0.223 -0.495

“and’: Significant at 1% and 5% of probability levels, respectively.
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Fig. 2. Yield of fig genotype based on the weight of fresh fruit per the tree
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