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\/100W
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Table 1- BExperimental treatments

Row  The first factor (culture medium)

The second factor (salt stress)  Abbreviations

1 Zero CooPe100+Sao

2 . 50 (mmol) CooPe100+Saso
Cocopeat 0% + Perlite 100%

4 peat & ° 100 (mmol) CooPe100+Sai0

5 150 (mmol) CooPe1oo+Saiso

6 Zero Coz5Pe75+Sag

7 . 50 (mmol) Co2zsPe7s+Saso
Cocopeat 25% + Perlite 75%

8 P ° ° 100 (mmol) Co25Pe75+Sa100

150 (mmol) Co2sPe7s+Saiso

10 Zero CosoPeso+Sao

11 . 50 (mmol) CosoPesp+Saso
Cocopeat 50% + Perlite 50%

1 P ° ° 100 (mmol) CosoPeso+Saim

13 150 (mmol) CosoPesp+Saiso
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14 Zero Co7sPe2s5+Sag
15 . 50 (mmol) CorsPe2s+Saso
Cocopeat 75% + Perlite 25%
16 P ° ° 100 (mmol) Co75Pe25+Sa1m0
17 150 (mmol) Co7sPe2s+Saiso
18 Zero Co100Peo+Sag
19 . 50 (mmol) Co100Peo+Saso
Cocopeat 100% + Perlite 0%
20 P o v rerie L 100 (mmol) Co100Pe0+Sarn
21 150 (mmol) Co1o0Peo+Saiso
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Table 2. Analysis of variance of some measured morphological traits

Degree of Mean square (MS)

Sources of changes freedom Stem shootdry ~ Shootfresh ~ Rootdry  Root fresh

(DF) diameter weight weight weight weight
Culture medium (A) 4 ##1,91 #2409 ##57.60 #0.204 #+0,90
Salt stress (B) 3 ##13.67 ##41.30 ##508.87 ##(0.401 ##13.61
Interaction (A*B) 12 0.52ns *1.19 ¥11.98 0.013ns 0.23ns
Testerror 40 0.37 0.57 5.28 0.012 0.20
Coefficient of 13.30 13.06 1139 12,67 1341
variation (%)

1Y Jiml mlaw o jlo pna®* 10 Jliml maw jo s pme® o gixe e NS

ns: not significant, *significant at the confidence level of 5%, **significant at the confidence level of 1%
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Figure 1. Mean Comparison of culture medium and salinity stress onroot fresh weight
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Figure 2. Mean Comparison of culture medium and salinity stress onroot dry weight
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Figure 3. Mean Comparison of culture medium and salinity stress on fresh weight of shoots
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Figure 4. Mean Comparison of culture medium and salinity stress on shoot dry weight
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Figure 5. Mean Comparison of culture medium and salinity stress on stem diameter
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Table 3. Analysis of variance of some measured physiological traits

Sources of changes

Degree of freedom (DF)

Mean square (MS)

Chlorophyll b Chlorophyll a  Total chlorophyll
Culture medium (A) 4 0.079 ns *0121 0391**
Salt stress (B) 3 **0.934 0 191 5.858™"
Interaction (A*B) 12 0.021 ns *0.508 0.133"
Testerror 40 0.033 0.041 0.061
Coefficient of variation (%) 14.75 12.16 8.49

1Y Jleiol adaw jo ls gme®*

18 Jloim s yo lo poe® S8 g8 NS

ns: not significant, *significant at the confidence level of 5%, **significant at the confidence level of 1%
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Abstract

In the situation where Iran is severely suffering from the lack of freshwater resources and the water
resources Crisis is a serious issue, paying attention to non-conventional water sources is an unavoidable
necessity, in which case environmental tensions will occur. Especially salinity becomes important. To
investigate the effects of salinity stress in German chamomile with the use of different culture media,
factorial research was carried out in the form of a completely randomized design with three replications.
Inthis experiment, two factors of salinity stress (Sa) (0, 50, 100, and 150 mM) and different percentages
of culture medium (perlite 100%, cocopit 25%-+perlite 75%, cocopit 50%-+perlite 50%, cocopit
75%+perlite 25%, and cocopit 100) %) was investigated. The investigated morphological and
physiological traits included fresh and dry weight of root and shoot, stem diameter, amount of
chlorophyll a and b and total chlorophyll. The results showed that all investigated traits were subjected
to salinity stress and showed a significantly decrease compared to the control. The culture medium
containing 75% cocopeat and 25% perlite increased the fresh weight of roots by 22.11% compared to
the culture medium containing 25% cocopeat and 75% perlite. Also, the control treatment had a 96.08%
increase in root fresh weight compared to salt stress with a concentration of 150 mM. Regarding the
amount of total chlorophyll, the results showed that Co50Pe50+Sa0, and Co75Pe25+Sa0 treatments
were the most (3.93 and 4.01 mg per gram of fresh tissue, respectively) and CoOPel100+Sal50,
Co025Pe75+Sal50, Co50Pe50+Sal50 treatments. Col00Pe0+Sal50 had the lowest (respectively 2.01,
2.02, 2.06, and 2.19 mg per gram of fresh tissue). In general, it can be said that the German chamomile
plant in the culture medium containing 75% cocopeat + 25% perlite can withstand severe salt stress and
have acceptable growth.
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