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Figure 1- The depiction of E. hypericifolia employed in the questionnaire.
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Table 1- Personal and professional characteristics of the respondents.

Frequency percentage Frequency Variable levels Variables
63/4 78 Female o; Ve
36/6 45 Male - . Gender
18/7 23 20-25 (L) o
26/9 33 25-30 Age (year)
21/2 26 30-35
15/5 19 35-40
1717 22 40<

0 0 Associate’s degree _ls s s
32/5 40 Bachelor .t Education
38/2 47 Master .l .li,ls
29/3 36 Ph.D. &;s»

4017 50 Employee .. ,s o
33/3 41 Self-employment s/;i Job

0 0 Unemployed ,<
26/0 32 Student il
24/4 30 1-3 (UL &S aila
1779 22 35 Work Experience
39/0 48 5-10 (year)
18/7 23 10-15
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Table 2- Mean Comparison of flower coloring, leaf color beauty, and leaf shape, beauty of vegetative and
reproductive organs, flowering time, length of flowering period, plant height, plant density, cleanliness in
the landscape, allergenicity index by One-Sample test.

YL ol S el oS ol Sols e ol3T e s Sl s astls
Maximum  Minimum Mean Significant df t Indexes
0/98 0/59 0/789 0/000™ 122 7/981 5 s,
Flower-color range
1/55 1/28 1/415 0/000™ 122 20/165 S, Ko s K,
Leaf color and shape
1/62 1/38 1/504 0/000™ 122 24/901 s o el
Vegetative organ beauty
1/88 171 1/797 0/000™ 122 41/655 sls i el
Reproductive organ beauty
1/48 1/18 1/333 0/000™ 122 17/681 AUS Ol
Time of flowering
1/49 1/21 1/350 0/000™ 122 18/968 AS o sk
length of flowering period
1/49 1/20 1/341 0/000™ 122 18/185 oLS ¢l
Plant height
1/53 1/23 1/382 0/000™ 122 18/147 oS oS
Plant density
0/48 0/12 0/301 0/000™ 122 3/311 e (Glb 55 O3 g el
cleanliness in the landscape
-0/20 -0/52 -0/358 0/000™ 122 -4/466 Gl 3l
Allergenicity
* and **: significant at P < 0/05 and p < 0/01, respectively. SN /00 Jlansl 2 glan 53 Jls a5 xR K
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Table 3. Mean Comparison of landscape aesthetics, Phenology, and desirability in landscape indexes, based on work experiences of the dependents using a two
independent sample test.

SIS 05 Osas
t-test Levene’s test
Y ol S o=l ol S Sl ket Sol3 s o3l 4y t i Els sme f ol (UL 6,8 aila s astls
Maximum  Minimum  Mean difference  Significant df t-amount Significant  f-amount ~ Work Experience (year) Indexes
-1/150 -0/914 0/118 0/019** 50 2/630 0/110 2/642 1-3,3-5 e ol
-1/071 -0/999 0/036 0/045* 68 2/69 0/405 0/701 5-10, 10-15 landscape aesthetics
0/512 -1/293 -0/391 0/038* 50 2/870 0/125 2/431 1-3,3-5 SARE
-0/068 -1/466 -0/767 0/032* 68 2/191 0/801 3/133 5-10, 0-15 Phenology
1/659 -0/477 0/591 0/020* 50 2/112 0/466 0/540 1-3,3-5 e sl 5 g e
1/408 -0/684 0/362 0/040* 68 2/690 0/458 0/557 5-10, 10-15 Desirability in
landscape
* and **: significant at p < 0/05 and p S0 Qi a3 s e e L
<0/01, respectively.
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Table 4. Analysis of variance of the impact of different treatments on the germination indices of E. Hypericifolia.

Mean Square ol Sl

. Sl . L
S O3 S 035 aasle Jb axaio, dgb S e SSE O, S5 Aoy a3 Ol
“ arsle 5055 iy 05 i S5 R ’ ) =
araila ey stem Root Vigor Germination ~ &>U! Source of
Stem D.W. DW Root length length e hoba germination  percentage DF changes
germination vigority
0/000009**  0/000891**  0/00003**  0/000059**  194/488**  161/264**  12/5147**  3415985**  4285/7** 3130/33** 4 Treatment L.
0 0/000048 0/000001 0/000007 1/635 2/559 0/0769 470189 588/4 29/23 15 Error G-
0 30/18 74/07 42167 10/30 14/28 11/27 57/33 68/34 13/21 CV (%) et o2
* and **: significant at p < 0/05 and p Vs /00 Jlisl s s e gt T
< 0/01, respectively
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Figure 1- The comparison of various treatments, including Heat (H), Hot water (WH), Chemical
Scarification (S-CH), and Physical Scarification (S-PH) on germination indexes: Germination percentage
(A), Germination vigor (B), Seed vigor (C), Mean Germination Time (D), Root length (E), stem length (F).
In each figure, columns labeled with different letters indicate significant differences at the 5% level of the

LSD test.
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Abstract

The growth habit, abundant green foliage, and distinctive fragrant inflorescences of E. hypericifolia
make it an excellent choice as an ornamental plant. One of the initial steps in introducing native plants
to urban green spaces involves studying their propagation methods. In this study, E. hypericifolia was
assessed to determine its suitability as a new ornamental species for the landscape of Ahvaz city.
Various ornamental criteria and dormancy treatments were examined. The results indicated that E.
hypericifolia possesses the necessary characteristics for urban green space utilization. In this research,
the indicators such as the flower color, leaf shape and color, vegetative and reproductive organ beauty,
flowering time, length of flowering period, plant height, degree of desirability of plant density, and
cleanliness were highly favorable and aesthetically significant based on the results derived from the
outcomes of the survey carried out by the specialists. This particular plant possesses the potential to be
utilized in the creation of a winter and autumn urban landscape, contribute to green belts and urban
forests, and be cultivated in forest parks. Additionally, the research revealed that heat treatment at 70
degrees Celsius for 5 minutes did not positively impact germination traits. Conversely, chemical and
physical scarification treatments increased germination rates by 50% compared to the control and
other methods.

Keywords: Breeding, Cover plant, Euphorbia, Germination.


http://dx.doi.org/10.61186/flowerjournal.8.2.353
http://flowerjournal.ir/article-1-277-fa.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

