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Fig. 1. Fitting 3 parameters sigmoidal model to cumulative germination percentage of Carthamus tinctorius for

controlled and primed seeds in different osmotic potentials.
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Table 1. Estimated parameters by fitting sigmoidal 3 parameters model to cumulative germination percentage of

Carthamus tinctorius for controlled and primed seeds in different osmotic potentials. Numbers in parentheses
represent standard error.
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Table 2. Estimated parameters for hydro-time model of safflower seed. Numbers in parentheses represent standard

error.
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