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Abstract bl
Background and Objectives: Drought is the most important factor reducing the gro 0@055. However, managements
such as the use of novel plant compounds such as Hb101 can play,an effective in the sustainability of crop growth
and yield under water stress conditions. This study aimed to investifate the effect of different irrigation levels and the
application of Hb101 on the growth characteristics and yield ofquihga (C odium quinoa) under water stress
conditions. This study aimed to investigate the effect of different irriga levels and the application of Hb101 hormone
on growth characteristics and yield of quinoa (Chenopodithn quinoa) undér water stress conditions.

Methods: The experiment was conducted for two years at the reseacch farm of Islamic Azad University, Malekan Branch,
in a split plot with a randomized complete block d@s"gn. Tr ents included concentrations of Hb-101 hormone and
different irrigation regimes.
Results: Reducing the amount of irrigation wate gative effect on plant height, leaf area, chlorophyll content
index, and grain yield. Especially in the irrigation t ent after 160 mm of evaporation from the evaporation pan, a
significant decrease in these characteristics was obscxved. On the other hand, the application of Hb101 hormone caused
a significant increase in plant height\and area. Also, Hb101 hormone caused a decrease in abscisic acid content in
leaves, which seems to be one of the reagons\for the<decrease in stomatal resistance under water stress. The application
of this compound also improved the agfipxidant properties of the leaves, which can be effective in enhancing the plant's
resistance to environmental

ad

limited irrigation conditigfiS, carf be suggested as an effective method for improving quinoa production in areas with a
shortage of water resou
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Table 1. Soil analysis of the studied site
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Table 2. Analysis of Variance for the Traits Studied in Quinoa

¥ e Glilers  wppli)  Spphe patls LS el abs Sl b s, G~ T TN R FO IS
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dl"" *%
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&
du e IS - *
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.
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Table 3. Comparison of Means for the Traits Studied Under Different Irrigation Regimes
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Table 4. Comparison of Means for the Traits Studied Under the Influence of HB101 Hormone
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