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Table 3. Analysis of variance (mean squares) Effects of nitrogen and salinity levels on some properties of quinoa
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Ol o @ &sl3! content (s CAT SOD odey Al oSdes  gjgegical
S.0.V df RWC Activity  Activity  Proline  Grain yield yield
S 2 158.97 2.23 128.33 0.39 0.002 8624 3716
Replication
S 2 82.87" 558.18"" 1789.48"  78.49™ 0.74™ 209587 2036845
Salinity (S)
Jol s> 4 9.16 0.3 36.97 0.17 0.005 3610.01 14747
Error 1
0397 3 114.53" 78.48" 1331.14™  12.62"  0.0041™  6200663"  20856454™
Nitrogen(N)
e 6 19.93* 0.43™ 86.93" 1.003**  0.00066" 22727 548998
SxN
S 17 57.85 80 499.91 11.90 0.09 1128776 4121785
Error 2
CV (%) 4.01 0.4 3.79 0.308 1.61 5.76 5.65
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Table 4. Comparison of the average simple effects of nitrogen and salinity levels on some properties of quinoa
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% ---U mg' protein--- mg.g' FW kg ha’!
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Os95ws 15 37.05b 83.85b 48.62°¢ 4.55b 0.59> 1367¢ 57820
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kg.ha'! 225 40.382 84.932 68.03?2 5.782 0.642 2198b 6766
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Karun 39.57% 78.25% 42.78b 1.94% 0.43b 1618 58732
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Fig. 1. The effect of nitrogen levels and salinity on quinoa Relative water content. Nitrogen treatments:
N 1-4 (0 (control), 75, 150, 225 kg ha™"). Salinity treatments: S1-3 (Karun water irrigation, intermediate
(once Karun and once sugarcane drainage) and sugarcane drainage irrigation)
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Fig. 2. The effect of nitrogen levels and salinity on quinoa chlorophyll conten. Nitrogen treatments: N 1-
4 (0 (control), 75, 150, 225 kg ha™!). Salinity treatments: S1-3 (Karun water irrigation, intermediate (once
Karun and once sugarcane drainage) and sugarcane drainage irrigation

5ol bylol 5 (86 (6,98 i pol> b (o

5 Jdls pals als el olS o maos 3k @ead
ros Ulezol Colgdys g ol o 158 Ftwgtd e
oo el Lialal el olS o oymT o3 sla IS5,
plas 50 UL o 35T dlad 09l 045 0,55 L 0o ,5 5UGLS
55 ool ool Lt Lialdl o)l elalogs (65 alans
O3St sl il L3l jo (595 dszs o«
OlanST T lam 3T gl (595 2 6598 b pnilSe
125 b Gl Sn mailSo ol ol ot sl Wals
b g I pinsid (595 2 S Comoms SIST Lo 51 (S5

Gl g0missd ceeassST s g g UGS o 3iT el

Gilisee gl 1 a8 ols GLis baosls il ly 43 gl
SUBE 3l codlad ol (hiSiem 5 6)9d 5 039y
Segiae oy S i e 5o slgenns STy gu
a5 ol las 6y98 5 Gio GRS (F Jsu2) o
0395 £S5 5kS YYO Jlos yo SUBL il clled (o ity
OSiles (oS g (i 9 ol (5Ll ol e LS o
5 9kS V00 lce i sUgemnd a0 31 codled
555 als maw 5 Lo, d S o)kl b LS o 50,58
(0 Jgo2) s Jol> (59,5 5kl e (sl 05595



o-v Skl f (69 g (59 Aliste ol 0I5 4 1918 olS (Su59den 5 9 (leordion Fusls 10, 50m 9 nly

Seiise J (5enST slaaiss wly 4 e Zaled)o
(Shabala et al., 2013)
eyl ade gl ws ais WS a5 sbiles
=9 (M5 s 4 GalS 3 Bgenn s g UL
UETVIR Y PESUPRF SRR RS O PRSI
o sl (5ed5 ) (o231 5 GUBLS g Lo laeST ) gon 331
JUd ladisS (coms SIS 2l o) (Jsbo 25 Slapus 5
Clled g 35 0l Egasme 45 0S o Cliblone (50
Adolfetal., 2012;) 0 .5 o yo 1, JS SlawusST 51
ol ,e .dgbal et al., 2017; Waqas et al., 2017
loiaS 5o el (nl 99 0 (5,90 i Lyl )0 (el
el Sdled Rl eglle oo ledy w0 5 oanline
oSy cble GleSly s SIS leasTst sle

28l a8l 158 S s )0 g el e

T T B S T e e
s 31 (ol oy oo ka5 45 .(Jacoby. 1999) wil pumls
Ar b eSS S8 IS alS gladsle @
Sy oIS SIS GE AU pz gelanSTy
! Sl Gl p e (ol e las olie
Demiral ) calisee ol 1o (5,50 (a5 Lol 2,0 UG
Panuccio et al., 2014; Amjad 135 4 (et al., 2005
b oo agzlge a5 ouls aseie 5 5,00 0924 (et al., 2015
S YIAA 1 152 00 5UBLS o 5T colad e o p9 i
Gl 2 (e 5 S ol (Bl sl e 4 S
3575 s balpd 50 035 9,8 b UL o T codld
Aspd 5 sl ,o (Siddique et al., 2010) o,ls
33l gex o8 5 el Llpd LS @ sl ood
o8 b eslial Uy 2als cel Josom )3 s
5 S9dse 15 rsd GLals S, lawgs salode

95 S SS9 (5 2 2 G298 9 1397w Ao Zobaw S eh p 13U 0 Jguar
Table 5. Interaction effect of Salinity and Nitrogen on some parameters of quinoa plant

Salinity 09y SUBL culled SOD collzd LT
Nitrogen CAT Activity SOD Activity Proline
U.mg! protein-------------mm--meemmmx

0 30.03¢ 1.20° 0.42f

ol 75 37.93f 1.90¢ 0.43¢f
Karun 150 47.30° 2.264 0.43f

225 54.434 2.4d° 0.45%f

0 39.56f 4.613° 0.48%t

Ol oS 75 51.70 5.94° 0.48cde
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