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Table 1- Physicochemical properties of soil.
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Figure 1- Changing trends of leaf area index under
different levels of nitrogen in quinoa.
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Figure 3- Changing trends of crop growth rate under
different levels of nitrogen in quinoa.
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Figure 2- Changing trends of leaf area index under
different levels of plant density in quinoa.
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Figure 4- Changing trends of crop growth rate under
different levels of plant density in quinoa.
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Figure 5- Changing trends of total dry matter under
different levels of nitrogen in quinoa.
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Figure 6- Changing trends of total dry matter under
levels of plant density in quinoa.
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Table 2- Analysis of variance for morphological traits under different nitrogen fertilizer and plant dendites levels
in quinoa plant

MS) Sl pe Kl

S ol S50 4 . s R
S &3l a= s s CL;L;)! J)&L b ol s sl
5.0.V d Plant height Panicle length Number of

g &t branches / plant
=
{’gf 2 17.40 1.34 0.12
Replication
o 3 2252.24" 150.97" 50.03"
Nitrogen (A)
I leole gl
Sl 6 1.69 0.31 0.60

Error (A)

. 5 ek ek ek
“s,f 2 323.965 52.25 5.05

Density (B)

(% 059 sk *

S x 03 6 13.95 3.85 0.06
AxB
5 lele gl

SRS 16 4.43 1.37 0.25

Error (B)

Ol S o 8
(e02) Sttt 2 3.80 6.53 8.18
C.V (%)

** * Significant at 1 and 5% probability level, respectively.
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Table 3- comparison of the average effects of nitrogen and plant density on number of branches in plant and
1000 grain weight in quinoa plant.
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Table 4- Analysis of variance for yield under different niteogen fertilizer and plant density levels in quinoa plant.
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{’g‘ _ 2 9796.73 28.01 0.007
Replication
P 3 10715690.72" 8864640.10" 3.84"
Nitrogen (A)
I lele gl
Sl s 6 11653.33 15426.27 0.01
Error (A)
. 5 ek ek ek
5" 2 1029580.91 921240.44 0.07
Density (B)
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** * Significant at 1 and 5% probability level respectively
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