U'ﬁ) @j.c. > 53 ‘5}93;.405@.;.‘;33

H Fnvironmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
b5 1PN Sl (9o o slos (a3 3198 W
. s
A £V1-¢A-

Gl

http://dx.doi.org/10.22077/escs.2018.1374.1292

SRl (S5gl 39 9 (A Doy Oligns” (b gl 9 Solul Al Sldw Sy WU
(Matricaria chamomilla L.) ST
¥ 6ol s L g lande ygr AepMe pupl pl S Slins oloveme ! souns dnguaze
IR IR CONC SNIRAL RVET SORURNL UEC AL %N S EOW IR

) eoiadS ¢ asslS S« mgglS oS olStils ccsslSTe ST 4y )| ol IS ggmmatils Y
Olplrdl ez )S ol g Jld s 5 kol Dlido dunge iy boliwl ¥

AV 1oV 1y e, AFINVITA il s du b

ouS

Matricaria) Sl aigl Sjglg s 9 s Slio Sy » olighd Sldskme 3 )bl @5y b uyp solies
SO IFRT-AF ely3 Sl 35 51,55 du b o30lad Jol5 glaSals asly b I 50 5551 & yq0ds siabgy «(Chamomilla L.
SRS 1 phed yin g 1+ 3 (40L5) £+ 5 g T a1 350 10 ke ok ] (uggl§ st s lirind 4550
walds jlod plgneas Hhaio OF b (oblJakxe) oljes B pae pas Jold gdaw gy 3 o9 9 (2pS Gid) A WS e
b ol st Bl 1 335 VB i 39 8 sk WO b (o Jsbomo -cbl5 5 o 333 7+ il 9 05 o 1Y b (il Jplone
2045 0l LS L idgy culdls 51 g 595 VO sl 50 055 (oo Y02 b (ol Jplono 9 <dlS 51 puy 595 P2 il 50 05 sheo YO
9 A3 039 G138 4 550 31395 s s 33005 Jpas sl Bl 39 3 03955 39 e 90, 5 Ll
STy olad T3 50 (b5 5 3935+ s 33 5 oo 1Y sl & 31955 (bl Jybno 4305 (] 3 5kac 5
sheadgbo jlade Giulidl el (ljsns ol elxe ATyl &) azgi b .ayd S i bl 5o wilwl 5 Shos 3 olg5lels oo
ol Gl Bl (3955 (Dl Jgloee olS ol 50 (29518 83, b sLred 5918 a3l Cupar ol by s (ST digels 50 41636

Jeds 15 I93el5 (S i ok e il i 5ubel 5Ll

Abdul ) Lig ks pals o Sis g Ol g ke
silydl «(Jaleel et al.,, 2008; Salehi et al., 2004

«(Ashraf, 2004; Khajeh and Naderi, 2014) ,.J5,)
5 (Amiri et al., 2016) jlousST, o3l el il
4 |, (Omidbeigi et al., 2003) _slol o See  ials
el ol U
39 oilul o Slos rals 5 (S 35 bl &l I
oas 5,55 (Ocimum basilicum L.) o, (os5ls oLS
Rt ﬁl.. asJllao .(Hassani et al, 2002) <.l

S ) w3 e e VO 5 VY A Fe sl o 5,00

dodfo

p oo 85 ol amo (slogits alorsl (Sas s
0lS (Seogill slojlisle jo i 5 (o) 0, rals
S e gl ST 25 e a5l 2 olml )b
S9ise gl slacadplie 5 Sl 5 i Slo e 5o
ol plls alixe sleaiss (Sharma et al, 2012)
st sy (Sas iy o5 gl cow
olS ;o 4l sleedglie oy wias o lis 895>
3 sk (5 g dalies e Slasee Jelgs s
b SLS S pie Guimen g Al )0 5 Jele
slos,l55 (Baher et al, 2002) cwl Jsyls olS

Naeemi_701@yaho0.com :sg xSl Gy . couts doguare 955wl 005 )55 *



VWAA Ll Y ol ool pole 45 dame sla i

Yy

Mahdavi et) csb zol38 (Carthamus tinctorius L.)
oS szl bl e ol Siesd 5 wms,S al, 2011
ObS o B alS 5 GRlBl 4 e g o p)l8
Esmaeizadeh ) <ol oo (Linum album L)
aS Cewl oads 5135 pimen (Bahabadi et al., 2012
w2l (o ggime Lk 5 5500 alS b il e (35S
Mahdavi et al.,) 50,5 oS & Jozu ol el
2014

51 o (Matricaria chamomilla L.) SlJT 54l
o oadazlil ggls GllS 3 p ) g n ke
5 bl ol Wil K505 lalgd slaJS el e
!y (Zeinali et al., 2008) el Jg5LlS T o550 cobs
(SIS Gereas ple> digl G5l Jel> il
o 3T & ws g 5wl bl (il ]
(35O SlaS 5 LAl s 4 ol cnl sla S e
oo S &0t ol 5 (il lio 50 s (e
(Ebadi et al., 2010) w ;.5 o ,I,8 colatuls jse

ORBL pgil eiS e ol mlie Cosgazme o o,
A a gype Sis Sl el sl ole) Sl
2hl p s oo sl 155 4 sl b o o0
Amiri ) S S sge Ol alS o olieS YL
Emami) 44l slecudgple seqe o (et al, 2016
Oygp8 e 29l HLS S, o (Bistgani et al., 2017
oo s>l 5l Baa 1 00 )8 o bl Budms ol ploxl
Sl Lyt 5o olis (Bl sl Sl s o5l
5 90,0 Sfsls i Slao (S p 2leS (255 Jsens
D9 Sledl &gl ogyls olS jo uill 5 Slee

o sogy 9 Sl
ale 5 siples eaSails lakod asyie o halej]
DO bl iz Jsb it by ogslS oS olSiils amihs
s ABINF g az 3TV 5 (5,8 Jsb adBa VY g ax o
S ey Jle 5o by gl 5l e FO el 5 Jlet
95 il ulul » (ggli S oo lBl ol |21V YAY
Lgte Ghlo 5 o9 Siidas 5 o) shilmae ol
iale] £ard 3 b el e oo FO+ alles S5k
Jore S aberdsSond o SRy (ovyn Hohied

S 05 i Sloll digly oS (55, (A) (IS e
e g Jolme sloaid g odgn (IRl 4 e i
(Salehi et al., 2004) 40,5 olS o Ldg, IS laie
Ver g7 Fe Jold S (ugh) alisie v 4 (om0
9> obS Siels it sla Sy »oacsie cod)b ws o
as ols oLzs (Dracocephalum moldavica L.) 4% oL
ol o oolal Lo a4 by e puilal o Shee o i
e et w18l L g v ac)ie Cudil wo)o
,o (Safikhani et al., 2007) .l als juilul o ,Sles
Ve B0) S Cush) alises zolw 51 liie aaghy
Oy 2ol olS n 1) (Glassie casb, TV 5 AD
S cugh, ralS b aS wis,S )15 g 00,8 (o
b bl ulel sy g gmels uilel o Sles
(Omidbeigi et al., 2003)
LTl jolo 51 Ghr el 55 ls e
Lo Yool g (5 o dasd )0 lgi g0 45 0,5 0 &0
(Ashraf, 2004) ol acsls 2d olS eyl cles
2 gt slacudplio wdgs (il sl p goanie slahs)
3l oolainl 4y Glg o e ol 5 aS o)l semg lalS
ol oS5 oS 355 o8l lisnS ls laS e
iz oslyls abozjl olgle (S Jsho sles fso
Seoisl oy i ol Siz s S wile
oo )5 5 was e S5 ) bapacslS)lg e 5 (2L
Cusl oo ()55 T sl 65,5188 5 (2l e ato Sasie
OlyginS 5l eslawl (Babel and Kumiawan, 2003)
slecdsbio sy Gl 1o Wl S (G S e lsiea,
Chenge et al., ) <ol ool (5,155 g0l ls a4l
oLS ;5 bagssis,lS g b Lds IS lade il33l (2006
ohss o5 L (Melissa officinalis L.) 4 gz ,0b
.(Khajeh and Naderi, 2014) cwl ool i)l5S
S5 slag 5T cudlad a5 ol o1 il a3 )55
Solanum ) ylesl aia, ,o slacnsST s L 5 VB
Gl 8L ol380 )9S b Jles s (melongena L.
3,8 a5 ul csmlive sladlas ,o .(Mandal, 2010)
035 99 5 1y YU 5 slaSTyy sl T colled (55
Hldize yoes (Guan et al., 2009) ols ioliél )3
eyl olad 5 sy ke e a5 wo ST 558
35S o a8 o STy 5 VB s ]
S,l5 sloazalS o aoys /F L +/0 clacdile b



vy o lis S Bl gl 5 kel Bl slam; 5 i Sen 5 oorns

Al S BAs b pulS g4,0 lo) jo a0l 5 IS
@ ez b ab g9yl S )S Sl boks 5l laJS cusls
wiie w2y Ul Gl o)l o 0 digl oS 450l
L85 Lo (Sis O ygon 5 s ish e ol
oBiws bawgs uilul gl il ol Ses wlu o b IS
bl o Slas g s plowl Ol b i (g, 40 5 265515
el Caws @ il sy 5 o Slae O o ol
skl gy el » Glgills lade (5 S0l
Jol> uilal jglais oy 285 &) 50 (THP) ol pl (215
JEsl e Veo0gy b 4 Sis S5 00
b onile) e Ve 4 plieg IS g0 b g 8L
oBows ;o Jugl £oT zoedob o Jolxe (nl ol
o <S8 Biochrom libera- S22 Jowe (5 yiogidg xSl
(THP) 03,5 55152 (Jo3LelS Jlake 5 abaly (bl 5
C=[(50 x10x E x 184.3) / (% 1000)] x100
]
039 0 as uilal 55 Jgslels oy € i35 akaily )
@l pz Ve sas )5 @ oad (S peilel Sis JS
i dae B (o Jgills JoSdge (59 VATIY sue digal
e BV oS glelS Ve iz coli £ g ondl 3
03] Ghgs oobel Sy Jede S sl o
55 s ge,8 5l eolaiwl b g uis plxl (Arnon, 1949)
039 P55 S0 o5 ks e 2 S s b eadids IS e

Chla=[12.7(D663)— 2.69 (D645)] XV A1000xW)
[]

ChIT= [20.2(D646)+8.02(D663)]xV/ (1000xW)
[¥]

zoedsb ;o 0adldld 5,8 iz Hlie D T o S

..\3&5.3 )J 4.:5.4;.1 )9 W 9 o)La.C > V 54.b5.:).o

3035 ol a il ¥+ Bac (53 ptizad oiiele]
Jo slaSsh 25l B o )5Sl o0 Siales]

ol sy 350 (515356 10308 |l 1S5 s b ol
ok Voo g7 5l G kel Jols) el 99 50 )l
o) s gy 3 5 (o5l Jslome 5 (1S 5 5
o5 e e ol by L Jsbne) 355 5 m pte
ot 33950 el 3 08 e VYD L 2l ol (ol
3 ot 353 Y0 i) .8 s VYO L 8l gl (2
om0, P 2 e Sk YOO L (3L Jolore cilS
o 59 YO S 53 5 ke YO L (LAL slne 5 cslS
‘C}Ja WA 6)LaooLu 9 6))9‘5L> Sldes lnL?u‘ )| o

SIS e JB o g ol e aw 0 VB ol b glaes S
s, o s wbad § b o culs gl s, mn
oy sioil gty g alold b g el Yo alols |
Aol 5 so Sy on 5l oS alols 085 bl Ciys,
aw bjlaes LW 51 (6,5 gl jshaieas ;50085 5l oSl
S oL eS8 sl eolatwls e Hd ol aid 5 L o e
s bk Sl )8 Sgpa joliied 205 and ledel
dad balie (gobanle b Ve a4 SO ced b5l gl
> o 55 oollae (515 4 (Sliws Soz (A e 5l oy
Shal alsye 5laus 5 el S pladl S il
- sl 3 e 4o g0 0 el (g Ll sl Lo loais,
S 5l 5L 00 sl paised (it slojles AL
il o3l 8,8 5 5w S e el aitlharwy
4 g JUU 5l G 285 ©jg0 Bolal g0
i 2l 4 by slaile;] plowl oo b olStyles]
S (Hle az )0 As sles 53 (Sl sed g (olerdon

(o il =Y Gog) GiulojT (glp2! Jomo S oo leanls 950 38 (sl S ) Jgor
Table 1. Physico-chemical characteristics of soil in the study site (0-30 cm depth)
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Fig. 1. The effect of application of chitosan levels on
chlorophyll a content. Ki: Non application of chitosan
(Control), Kz: chitosan spraying as 125 mg/L after 60
days of planting, Ks: 125 mg/L after 75 days of planting,
Ka: 250 mg/L after 60 days of planting and Ks: 250 mg/L
after 75 days of planting.
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Fig. 2. The effect of application of chitosan levels on total
chlorophyll content. Ki: Non application of chitosan
(Control), Kz: chitosan spraying as 125 mg/L after 60
days of planting, Ks: 125 mg/L after 75 days of planting,
K4: 250 mg/L after 60 days of planting and Ks: 250 mg/L
after 75 days of planting.
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Table 3. Means comparison of physiological and biochemical traits of German chamomile affected by irrigation and

foliar application of chitosan

Treatmentss ;Lo
skl w235 - sy cdled oa3kls oo bl woys il 3 Slos
Irrigation oligss Proxidase activity = Chamazulene Prolin (umol/g Essential oil ~ Essential oil
regims Chitosan® (U/mg protein) (%) F.W) content (%)  yield (Kg/ha)
- K1 0.17° 444°¢ 1.15¢ 041° 2.12 be
sl Ko 0352 528" 1.079 0.44 b 3142
Jyoro Ks 0.18° 9.76 2 0.97¢ 0.552 3.632
_Ngrm_al Ka 0.19° 433°¢ 0.90¢ 0.21°¢ 1.79°¢
Irrigation Ks 0.13P 3574 0.96¢ 0.47 2.88 ¢
) K1 0312 3.91¢ 1.39¢ 0.37b 1.66°
Sles s K2 0.402 9912 2434 0.74 @ 4408
Wa_te_r Ks 0.23¢ 9.112 1.77° 0.28 b 1.67°
deficit Ka 0.31¢2 7.04° 1.61° 0.34° 220°
stress
Ks 0.27 be 5.19¢ 1.72° 0.32°b 1.67°

i (6l e gles gllo 7D Jloil phas ;3 LSD 5031 bl s coiitns 5 jxiie By S5 sl JBlas o5 Lo Sile (gt o 00
Bl e 50, VO i 50 0,5 e VYO K iS5 e 59, £ 5T 50 0,85 lee VYO L p3L Jslone (K2 (0ald) 555 B pae puc K8
SIS 5 e 59, YO 2 30 0,8 Lo YO K g cltlS 5l e 59, 70 yid jo 0,5 e YO K4
In each column, means with at least one similar letter are not significantly different (P<0.05) based on LSD test.

$K: Non application of chitosan (Control), K2: chitosan spraying as 125 mg/L after 60 days of planting, K3: 125 mg/L after
75 days of planting, K4: 250 mg/L after 60 days of planting and Ks: 250 mg/L after 75 days of planting.
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Table 4. Correlation indexes between evaluated traits in German chamomile

1 3 4 5 6 7
Jyero kel
1 a J89,45 Normal irrigation 1
Chlorophyll a S G
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Joero 5 lal .
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St Normal irrigation
2 Total ToS i
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o sl 95
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Prolin content TS e 038
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- Jyero 5 ,Lal
. 3 0.22 0.10
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4 Pproxidase 7‘,5 1
enzyme e 0= 021 -.023
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il oy dese il 063 065 2015 0.05

Normal irrigation

5 Essential oil -
| e
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yield < O 020
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