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Abstract

Introduction

Since plants cannot move, they face many environmental stresses. Salinity is a major threat to
modern agriculture, causing inhibition and impairment of crop growth and development. Salinity
stress affects all vital plant processes such as photosynthesis, protein and metabolism of fat in the
plant, causing changes in morphological, physiological, biochemical and molecular functions of
the plant, which ultimately decreases plant yield. Due to high nutritional value and high
resistance to abiotic stresses such as salinity and drought, quinoa (Chenopodium quinoa willd.)
has been proposed to ensure food security in the world. Quinoa genotypes have different
morphological and physiological mechanisms in terms of germination, growth and grain yield
under salinity stress. Considering the differences in salinity resistance in different quinoa
cultivars, this study was carried out for investigating the physiological responses and seed yield
of three quinoa cultivars with different origins under salinity stress.

Materials and Methods

This experiment carried out as random complete block design with three replications in the
greenhouse of the Faculty of Agriculture of Zanjan University during the year 2019. The
experimental treatments included three salinity levels of 0, 15 and 30 dS m™ and three quinoa
varieties (Gizal, Titicaca and Q26) with different origins. First, soil with a ratio of 50% sieved
farm soil, 30% sand and 20% rotted manure was added inside the 1 kg pots. Inside each pot, 10
seeds were planted then irrigated with desired concentrations of salinity. The temperature of the
greenhouse during the day was 2742 and at night 1942 °C, and the relative humidity was 65-
75%. After the seedlings were fully established, four plants were kept in each pot and the rest
were removed. The volume of irrigation water was 400 cc for each pot with the desired
concentration of salinity. In the following, the desired traits were measured based on the
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mentioned protocols in specific stages. After measuring the desired traits, variance analysis of the
data was done with SAS software version 9.1, comparison of average data was done using
Duncan's multiple range test (P>0.05).

Results and Discussion

Salinity stress had a significant effect on all the traits studied except the potassium concentration
of the root. Salinity reduced the plant height, leaf area, greenness index, grain yield, dry weight
shoot and root, but salinity caused increase in the amount of sodium in the root, stem and leaves.
The highest and lowest grain yields, with 0.87 and 0.56 g plant™ were observed in the control and
30 dS m™ salinity treatments, respectively. The Titicaca cultivar with 25.7 cm, had the lowest
plant height. The highest shoot dry weight, stem sodium concentration, Na*/K" ratio in root and
Na'/K" ratio in stem were observed in the Giza 1 cultivar. The Q26 cultivar had highest height of
plant (33.8 cm), leaf area (3865.8 cm’plant™), root sodium (0.30 mg.g™ dry weight) and
potassium (0.16 mg.g™ dry weight) concentration, while it had the lowest Na+/K+ ratio in leaf
with 0.67 mg.g™ dry weight. Traits such as leaf potassium concentration and grain yield were
similar among the studied cultivars. Also, cultivar Q26 had the lowest Na*/K" ratio in the leaves
with 0.67 mg.g™ dry weight. The leaf greenness index in the control and salinity of 15 dS.m™ was
the same among all studied cultivars, but in the salinity of 30 dS.m™, the Titicaca cultivar had the
lowest amount. Among the studied cultivars, Giza 1 cultivar had the lowest root dry weight,
while it had the highest Na'/K* ratio in root and stem (8.27 and 3.6 mg.g" dry weight,
respectively) among all salinity treatments. The Titicaca cultivar had the highest stem potassium
concentration of all salinity levels in studied cultivars.

Conclusions

The results obtained from this research showed that high salinity concentrations decreased the
grain yield of quinoa. In general, the results showed that the cultivars examined in this research
(Gizal, Titicaca and Q26) were different from each other in terms of traits related to salinity
resistance. The results showed that the origin of cultivars probably plays a role in the resistance
to salinity. Also, despite the difference in the concentration of elements potassium, sodium and
Na'/K" ratio in the stem, root and leaf organs, and no significant difference was observed in
terms of grain yield among the studied cultivars. Therefore, it is suggested to consider their origin
in the selection of cultivars for future research.

Keywords: Chenopodium quinoa, Greenness index, Leaf area, Potassium, Root dry weight,
Sodium.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance of the effect salinity on studied traits of quinoa cultivars.

Means of squares

Sources of variation df Plant Leaf area SPAD Shootdry  Rootdry Grain yield
height value weight weight

Repeat 2 11.14"™ 47685™ 132.40** 0.019*  0.0016™  0.0019™
Salinity 2 670.81%* 1505766**  1709.88**  0.186**  0.042**  0.21**
Cultivar 2 156.92** 2887168** 42.55™ 0.017* 0.013** 0.02"
Salinity x Cultivar 4 28.59™ 13712" 59.28* 0.005™  0.002**  0.009™
Error 16 11.02 38643 16.68 0.005 0.0003 0.010
C.V (%) - 10.91 6.10 4.08 6.15 10.28 13.64

* ** and ™ represent significant at of 5% and 1% probability level and not significant, respectively.

Table 2. Mean comparisons of the main effect of salinity and cultivar on evaluated traits of quinoa

Treatment Plant height Leaf area Shoot dry weight Grain yield
(cm) (cm?.plant) (g.plant™) (g.plant™)
Salinity (ds.m)
0 39.88a 3237.98a 1.28a 0.87a
15 28.33b 3361.48a 1.18b 0.75b
30 23.01c 2757.95b 1.01c 0.56¢
Cultivar
Titicaca 25.77b 2979.89b 1.15ab 0.67a
Q26 33.88a 3865.89% 1.11b 0.76a
Gizal 31.55a 2811.63b 1.20a 0.75a

In each column, Means with similar letters are not significantly different based on Duncan's test at the 5% level.
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Figure. 1. Mean comparisons of interaction effect of salinity and cultivar on greenness index (SPAD
value) of quinoa; Means with similar letters are not significantly different based on Duncan's test at
the 5% level.
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Figure. 2. Mean comparisons of interaction effect of salinity and cultivar on root dry weight of
quinoa; In each column, Means with similar letters are not significantly different based on Duncan's
test at the 5% level.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of the effect salinity on studied traits of quinoa cultivars.

Means of squares

Sources of variation d.f Root Root Na*/K*  Stem Stem Na'/K* Leaf Leaf Na'/K*
sodium potassium  ratioin  sodium  potassium ratioin  sodium  potassium  ratioin
concentr  concentrati root concentrati stem concentrati leaf

ation on concent on concent on
ration ration
Repeat 2 0.0001ns  0.0002ns  0.52ns  0.21ns  0.0007ns  0.13ns  0.20ns  0.002ns  0.09ns
Salinit o o o x o o o o
y 2 009 0.004™ 3781”079 0.18 7.22 1.55 0.365 472
Cultivar . - x . e o e .
2 0.004 0.020 12.54 0.06 0.39 4.86 0.128 0.037™ 0.53
Salinity x Cultivar sk . o
ity > Luitiv 4 0004™  00003® 4927 002" 0.02 039" 0035  0017°  0.19™
Error
16 0.001 0.001 0.32 0.01 0.008 0.06 0.014 0.031 0.14
C.V (%) .
11.83 23.09 17.93 14.66 14.52 17.18 15.71 18.81 24.93
% %% | and ns represent significant at of 5% and 1% probability level and not significant,
respectively.

Table 4. Mean comparisons of the main effect of salinity and cultivar on evaluated traits of quinoa

Treatment Root sodium Root potassium Stem sodium Leaf sodium Leaf Na'/K* ratio in
concentration concentration concentration  concentration potassium leaf
(mg.g™ dry (mg.g* dry (mg.g™ dry (mg.gtdry  concentration (mg.g™ dry
weight) weight) weight) weight) (mg.g™ dry weight)
weight)
Salinity (ds.m)
0 0.18c 0.129a 0.45¢c 0.33c 1.10a 0.30c
15 0.27b 0.122ab 0.77b 0.79b 1.02a 0.81b
30 0.39a 0.088b 1.05a 1.16a 0.71b 1.73a
Cultivar
Titicaca 0.28ab 0.10b 0.68b 0.88a 0.93a 1.11a
Q26 0.30a 0.16a 0.75ab 0.64b 1.01a 0.67b
Gizal 0.26b 0.07b 0.84a 0.75b 0.88a 1.06a

In each column, Means with similar letters are not significantly different based on Duncan's test at the 5% level.
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Table 5. Mean comparisons of interaction effect salinity x cultivar on evaluated traits of quinoa

Salinity (ds/m) Cultivar Na'/K" ratio in root Stem potassium content Na'/K" ratio in stem
(mg.g™ dry weight) (mg.g™ dry weight) (mg.g™ dry weight)
Titicaca 1.71+0.03ed 0.94+0.13a 0.45x0.02f
0 Q26 1.31+0.47e 0.81+0.04c 0.53+0.07ef
Gizal 1.86+0.16de 0.48+0.09g 1.08+0.25d
Titicaca 2.51+0.13cd 0.73+0.11d 0.7920.26def
15 Q26 1.66+0.17de 0.90+0.09b 0.88+0.19de
Gizal 2.95+0.88¢c 0.39+0.04h 2.36+0.22b
Titicaca 5.17+0.80b 0.51+0.08f 2.05x0.64bc
30 Q26 3.02+0.25¢ 0.61+0.07e 1.74+0.35c
Gizal 8.27+0.09a 0.30+0.03i 3.6£0.39%
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In each column, Means with similar letters are not significantly different based on Duncan's test at the 5% level.
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