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Extended abstract

Introduction

Water deficit is one of the abiotic stresses that has many adverse effects on crop growth and yield.
Understanding the mechanisms of the effect of drought stress on the plant plays an important role in
managing different irrigation regimes to deal with adverse environmental conditions and improve crop
yield management. Quinoa as a nutritious crop has attracted particular attention in recent years. In arid
and semi-arid conditions, quinoa can be successfully cultivated in marginal soils, indicating that quinoa
is an unpredictable plant. Today, agriculture needs to increase production per unit area, despite the
limited water resources. To achieve the best results from the cultivation of each crop, careful and
calculated management is required. Irrigation intervals are one of the most critical strategies that can
improve water use efficiency.

Materials and methods

An experiment was conducted to investigate the effect of irrigation intervals and amounts on the
quinoa's physiological traits and yield at the University of Kurdistan research farm, located in Dehgolan
plain. The experiment was arranged in a split-plot scheme based on randomized complete blocks design
with three replications. Four irrigation intervals (4, 8, 12, and 16 days) were considered the main factor,
and four irrigation levels (100%, 75%, 50%, and 25% of plant water requirement) were considered
secondary factors. Giza1 cultivar, which was obtained from the Seed and Plant Improvement Institute,
was used for cultivation. Relative water content, membrane stability index, chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b,
total chlorophyll, carotenoid, carotenoid/total chlorophyll ratio, biological yield, grain yield, and harvest
index were measured.

Results and discussion

The relative water content of quinoa was decreased when the irrigation intervals increased. The highest
decrease (13.87%) was observed in the irrigation interval once every 16 days compared to the control.
The highest Relative water content was observed in the control treatment, while there were no
significant differences between control and 75% water requirement treatments. The smallest (72.74%)
and greatest (81.06%) membrane stability index were observed in 25% crop water requirement and
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control treatments. The highest chlorophyll a (10.68 mg.g* in dry weight), chlorophyll b (3.7 mg.g* in
dry weight), and total chlorophyll (14.38 mg.g* in dry weight) content were observed in 100% crop water
requirement with a 4-days interval, which was not significantly different from a 75% crop water
requirement treatment with 4-days interval. The smallest (2.82 mg.g! in dry weight) and greatest (3.72
mg.g? in dry weight) carotenoid content were observed in 25% crop water requirement and control
treatments. However, there were no significant differences between control and 75% crop water
requirement treatment. Increasing the irrigation interval from 4 to 8 days reduced the biological yield
and grain yield by 50.80% and 44.84%, respectively. The highest biological yield (4237 kg.ha!) and grain
yield (1602.6 kg.ha 1) were observed in the control treatment, which was not significantly different with
75% crop water requirement. The lowest (43.94%) and highest (50.78%) harvest index were obtained in
the irrigation intervals of 4 and 16 days, respectively. Plants that were irrigated every 4 days at 25% of
the plant water requirement had the highest water use efficiency (0.63 kg m-3). Among irrigation amount
treatments, the highest harvest index was observed in 25% water requirement. Increasing the irrigation
intervals increased the grain protein content so that the 16-days irrigation interval treatment had the
highest protein content, although it was not significantly different from the 12-day irrigation interval.
The lowest grain protein content was observed in the control treatment, which was not significantly
different with a 75% crop water requirement treatment. Drought stress reduced the relative leaf water
content, membrane stability index, chlorophyll content, leaf carotenoids, biological yield, harvest index,
and quinoa seed yield.

Conclusion

The results of the present study showed that despite the negative effects of drought stress on some
physiological parameters, quinoa plant showed good relative resistance against water shortage, so that
by providing just 25% of crop water requirements 812 kg.ha-1 could be achieved, which is considerable
compared to many crops. Due to the fact that irrigation by 75% of plant water requirement did not reduce
grain yield compared to control conditions, so this treatment can be used to irrigate the plant.
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Table 1. Soil analysis of experimental site (0-60 cm).
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Table 2. Weather statistics during the experiment (2019)
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for relative water content (RWC), membrane stability index, chloropyll (chl) a, chl b, chl
total (T), Carotenoid (Car.) and carotenoid/chl affected by irrigation interval and irrigation levels in quinoa.
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Table 4. Mean comparison effect of irrigation interval and irrigation levels on relative water content (RWC), membrane

stability index (MSI), Carotenoid (car) and car/chl in quinoa.

e g 915 s
Treatments Sy Lic gylwly sl gy 8 b ks 4
s lojl Jole RWC MSI Car Car/ ChI T
(%) (mg g'DW)
Irrigation Interval (Day)
&kl 590
4 81.49* 82.81% 3.64* 0.287¢
8 79.10% 80.64* 3.54 0.308°
12 75.59b¢ 75.320 3.23b 0.3282
16 67.62° 69.44°¢ 2.92¢ 0.321%
Irrigatin levels
okl ok
100% 81.98* 81.06% 3,722 0.2934
75% 78.79% 78.75% 3.64* 0.304¢
50% 73.85° 75.66b° 3.14° 0.319°
25% 69.19¢ 72.74° 2.82°¢ 0.3302
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Within each column (between two horizontal lines), mean followed by a different letter are significantly different at 5% level

(Duncan).
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Fig. 1. Interaction slicing: Comparison of mean traits of chlorophyll a, chlorophyll b and total chlorophyll at
each water requirement level. For each irrigation interval, columns with common letters according to Duncan
test are not significantly different at the 5% probability level.
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Table 5. Interaction slicing Mean of squares for different irrigation levels at any irrigation

interval for chla, chlb and chIT.
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Table 6. Analysis of variance for biological yield (BY), yield, harvest index (HI), water use efficiency and grain protein
content (GPC) affected by irrigation interval and irrigation levels in quinoa.

&lgimo
a0 S ySloc g™ 8 ySlos R ryY
Ol g5 @olio &7 9590 g o ySlos Sl y 9590 g 3 ySlos &l
S.0.V df BY Yield HI BY Yield GPC
M 61574 60319 38627 0005 0.0002  0.81%
Block
M09 3 107604834 16645274 95757 0761 0.1306™ 3.12°
Irrigation interval (C)
@) Uas
Error (a) 6 944083 24654.6 196  0.005 0.0017 0.40
Dealgshe 3 18100668.1  2825005.0™ 155.13"  0.189"  0.0740"  2.08"
Irrigation levels
1 C‘”L’f' T8 g j0g465.0m  O418.8™  824™ 0054 00142 0.34%
X
OB oy 1513814 19023.1 573 0.007 0.0013 0.56
Error (b)
CV (%) (1) &l ysd b 12.04 9.41 509 1148 10.28 4.63

el 0o 0 ) 50 Jlizl mhaws ;o 5 o sixe 5 (5 lo dxe pac saias LiS o 5 4y i g % S
ns, * and **: Not significant, significant at%5 and%]1 probability levels, respectively.

el S5l la g pas alanlyay ol T ity
LS p (ad FSzsS 5 ladjg) HLloaSs dtuy puslSe
o eizpe 33,5 (o0 Fiiwwgid JalS cel Coles)o
aojls jinn Ol Qo jglateds FGees g 598 (slada,

G Sl )d 5 (6 wgid Slge Sl 2lse Ao pe B
(Asch et al., 2005; Farooq et al., 2009) <l o,

oS uyws ;0 COy pals 5 ladiys, oyuilass atw
oo 50 COr oS 1y cal Comal P>l
Cornic and ) 55,5 (5,55 wad slacuw! cel Jilgs o

.(Massacc, 1996

0,95 Job o olsS w0l b Sy g 0lS (5 mgs
o Ol el aS 0gh co olS el )| ralS g olS wl,
oS o lE s eSS oole adgi e Culys o
oo, 55l kel (Pessarkli, 1999) vas o jials |,
3 dels s o lis (Sas b ablas gl bl oS
dodig, bloaSs atws GLb )l sgame ol pols o
5 Geos 5 698 ladyy laptes b ol iz (al38
6‘)4 s.)‘bl.w 9 )Jsj.’>95 Lgl.&:uj).’ ‘QT )l M])ls oslaul

GRS ol 5 Sreml @l 5 Gy DUk el



VEo s V0 alo el psle jo ams (sla i

ADA

okl 590 b aalin 5o JLSh 55, V8 5 VY (s Lol Jolgd
aoyd YEIAT 5 YYIFY (e @ coiy & JLSG 5, ¥
oI5 sty 48 JIBLS (¥ Jpaz) aistls (655 o Slae
3, 80es (n Pt wiad kel LS ol ks w1 )
Sliwe 43 a5 SLS b sz ye wols plasl sgs 4y ) ails
S8 kel og,S S5 40 wogr ool s kal o 5L a0 VO
olS ol 5ls ae, o YO 900 e 4 olS (g Lol azd )3
[ als o Slae Cud i 4y g ol ol ails o Sloe il cely

(Y Jguz) ols rals OF/FY 4 Y/- -

s 0 Kloc
Tob 5 6olal 90 il cou ails o Slas ols lis gl
&9 Jelse ol iSamy Ll (P<O.01) 285 1,8 (s L]
i il Dol Gl 8L L(F Jgaz) 04 4105 5o Sles
S A 0 F bl alols iolil .l rals als o Sles
alols yiol3dl Lol woatilas wls o, Sles 5 (g)lo sixe 50
S Sbes pSadar il il 59,17 9 VY @ 55kl o Sl
2ogr 0ad (g)lel LG 39, VP ya a8 plalS 5 b al

isls plaisl sge a1y wils o Slee (e 0 305l

Ol o 9 Sbld yr (as Ls 03 Sos Sy Jolgm 0,5os » (2 5L 9 6Hlel 599 1 eSilo alio ¥ Jgux

lgasS” 5o J5 ilo opdiig gy

Table 7. Mean comparison effect of irrigation interval and irrigation levels on biological yield (BY),
yield, harvest index (HI) and grain protein content (GPC) in quinoa.
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Irrigation Interval (Day)
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25% 1602.6° 812.53° 51.85° 16.34°
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Within each column (between two horizontal lines), mean followed by a different letter are significantly

different at 5% level (Duncan).
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Table 8. Interaction slicing: Mean of squares for
different irrigation levels at any irrigation interval for
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Fig. 2. Interaction slicing: Comparison of mean traits of biological yield and yield water use efficiency at each
water requirement level. For each irrigation interval, columns with common letters according to Duncan test

are not significantly different at the 5% probability level.
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