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Table 1. Analysis of variance for effect of drought stress on germination indices of buck wheat seedling

(Mean square) Sle o Sl

Ol i polie olilazye Sl we o Syallez ey o axalS Job
Sources of variance df Germination %  Germination rate SVI Seedling length
iz s Drought Stress 6 929.42%* 0.1x103%* 62.67%* 208.84**
Error U5 14 9.07 0.5x10 0.426 0.117
(22,) Sl w000 1041 1627 443 9.92

Coefficient of Variation(%)

TN 970 10 (5 ls Sme (5,5 ixe pAE oS Ay W g % g NS
ns, * and ** non-significant, significant at 5% and 1%, respectively (SVI: Seed Vigor Index).
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for effect of salinity stress on germination indices of buck wheat
seedling
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Coefficient of Variation(%)
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Figure 1. Mean comparison effect drought and salinity stress on germination percentag
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Figure 2. Mean comparison effect drought and salinity stress on germination rate
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for effect of drought stress on some physiological indices of

buck wheat seedling
(Mean square) ole o . XKleo

s ol ax o IS by ls s YB3 RV BVPINGS
So ;el;ﬁc:} <:zlriance 3! Total l;)rﬁ(.)bt‘éﬁi CAT JUge
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Abstract

In order to evaluate the effect of drought and salinity stresses on germination, biochemical and
enzymatic characteristics of buckwheat seed were conducted two separate experiments in the laboratory of
Seed Science and Technology of Shahed University in 2016. The experiments were conducted in a
completely randomized design with three replications. Treatments were including eight levels of osmotic
potential (zero, -2, -4, -6, -8, -10, -12and -14 bar) of drought and salinity. Analysis of variance showed
were significant the effects of drought and salinity on percentage and rate of germination, seedling length,
vigor, chlorophyll content, soluble protein, superoxide dismutase and catalase activity. The results of
salinity and drought stresses on measured parameters showed that the effects of salinity and drought were
inhibition, but inhibition of osmotic stress of salinity was highest from drought, as a result, no normal
germination occurred in the salinity of 10 bar and in drought -14 bar. The decrease in chlorophyll and
protein content under drought stress was more of salinity stress and conditions there led to increased
activity of catalase under drought stress and superoxide dismutase under salinity stress. The results
suggest that buckwheat drought compatibility and more resistant to salinity stress is applied.
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