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(gshall) Liw GV Lied M agilie B oseriiu) Cus coplly by bade B 5l Qs ) eliies alial asmy
(2014

Choukr—Allah ) slgay) Cagyls Calise cant = Y1 e 43,08l Jllad) Jg3 (e gsly Gt e Baas sli) Jgeand) a8 il
4000 g ol dakaiall & aie)y) vie Jgeanall 12gl Sl zlis¥) b Sus (ef ak, 2016; Eisa ef al., 2017
Al Jbawi ef ) dysms 8lal) dusiall Glabll & Sl aslis) e %60 st 4ulKals (2018 ¢y paly slaul) jl<a/3,
IS Lalgl) Lnll Jualadll dehy 2D Y ) 3hlidl 3 gan ) dgal) Qualad) (e asly 153 Sl (a7 ., 2018
Aosias Aad 1)) g s L(Igbal, 2015) deh3l clalis o Al pal) dualad) (e 58 Ul 3305 el
oalea¥ly ey .(Maradini-Filho ef al., 2017) ¢l saially Lidaall cilisiglly clanllly i oKl gt (508
S Jiae gl e S L (Abugoch, 2009; Escuredo ef al., 2014) «blall b bassy o ) Ayl L]
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Aolal AESY eny Jeall daal)l Lle DA e daiadly clall Aol gl dwS jum s (2009
e CllS e del)3ll xe ellyy golually cblall cilalia) yis e (ajall can .(Francescangeli et af ., 2006)
AL lgisas dnagi a5 Y agesll o .(Abd El-Hamed and Alwan, 2011) s leasy cilblall dudlie (e Jaliall
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Abd El-Hamed (sie a8y i Cl¥) (s 3 Ll 3 8 sl &6 ¢ syl of Pourfarid ef al., (2014) gt <y
slo bl Galing lgal gl olaad ) dslall B ¢ o)) s da ) O s =liay) and Elwan, (2011)
Oana &L B oLyl 5L Jea Spehar and Rocha, (2009) s ) duhall WL eliadly sl e dabidl 3fal
Chgs Aal) AN 3 AN Jale 580 axe Jpaas Cum il AalnY) claall 8 Sa/cls G 600 LY 100 sl
ogall Alally a )
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: Alany) Judatl)
«(Steel and Torrie, 1960) leiy Jelilly Zawlud) Jalsell (ANOVA) cplall joladd Jleasy) dibatll cililee eha]
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.(Francescangeli et al., 2006; Beaman et al., 2009) dlalsll ssuall 40aSg Li5ll & l3ally slall e clilall o
Gl i€ a8 o(a 102.3) Titicaca caall Lo Lsies (ae 111.1) 26Q caiall 3o a8 Giliadd duwdly L
s paall Glaal) Bl ae Lsine i
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(D) 4Ly
Lo giall 20x50 20x30 15%50 15%30 10x50 10x30
(V) syl
105.0ab 103.3 103.3 113.3 95.0 116.7 98.3 Giza
102.3b 103.3 101.3 108.3 100.0 102.3 98.3 Titicaca
109.7ab 118.0 111.7 113.3 103.3 106.7 105.0 Red Carina
111.1a 111.7 105.7 128.3 105.0 112.3 103.3 Q26
109.3ab 114.0 103.3 120.0 100.0 120.0 98.3 NSL-106398
107.5 110.1ab 105.1bc 116.7a 100.7¢c 111.6ab 100.7¢ Lous sl
V=6.84, D=7.49, V*D=16.75 LSD (0.05)
9.5 C.V (%)

) @) kE-2-1
Gon el b Al Al g aall GBS G Asiee (g5 dsas (4 Jsadl) Gl (il Jsaa b Cllal el
oaleas) ) dslall Y ¢y ool Cun ((au 30X10) BESY (o (gpina IS (au 0.787) (ane 50X10) 28LSN o
Glals g sl dlld (ghay 3B . (an 10X30) 28 & s 0.647 ) (e 10X50) A8ESY xie ans 0.787 (o illl ylad
.(Abd ElI-Hamed and Alwan, 2011) dle 2 e def)3ll vie (golualls il

J SRS G Cilial Baad (aw) (gluad) plad B AL LS Bas LA L6 Jgaad)

(D) &Ly
L giall 20%x50 20x30 15%50 15%30 10x50 1030
(V) syl

0.817a 0.800 0.733 1.067 0.867 0.800 0.633 Giza
0.744a 0.933 0.800 0.733 0.633 0.733 0.633 Titicaca
0.778a 0.900 0.733 0.867 0.667 0.767 0.733 Red Carina
0.861a 0.767 0.933 0.967 0.933 0.933 0.633 Q26
0.733a 1.033 0.667 0.733 0.667 0.700 0.600 NSL-106398
0.787a 0.887a 0.773ab 0.873a 0.753ab 0.787a 0.647b Lau sl

V=0.117, D=0.128, V*D=0.286 LSD (0.05)

22.2 C.V (%)
() JoSind) Jsl-3-1

Cun o JsSall Jola Al dunily g prall CUESH G dagine B9 39n (4 Jal) il s Jgas (B clulall el
Gim opas 30X10) B co (g5ina JS80 gl e (e 39.40 5 53.38) (e 15X50) 5 (e SOX10) (58Sl igis
BB (8 o 30.40 Y (ae 15X50) 2SN vie an 39.40 e JsSial) Jsh mliadl ) dslul) A8ESH ¢l (oo
Abd El-Hamed and Alwan, ) dJdle 4t< e del)3l vie (goluall cbilall Clals g aaad @iy (ghay 35 . (o 10X30)

(2011

sl cpa cilial 3t (au) JgSial) Jgha B Al CHBUS Bas il 7 Jgaad)
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(D) 43U
L giall 20x50 20x30 15x50 15x30 10x50 1030
(V) syl
33.67a 34.00 34.00 37.33 34.33 33.67 28.67 Giza
34.72a 37.67 36.33 38.67 30.33 38.00 27.33 Titicaca
38.00a 40.33 36.00 40.67 30.33 42.33 38.33 Red Carina
36.33a 35.67 32.33 43.00 41.00 39.33 26.67 Q26
35.11a 35.33 29.00 37.33 38.67 39.33 31.00 NSL-106398
35.57 36.60ab | 33.53bc | 39.40a | 34.93abc | 38.53a 30.40c L siall
V=4.14, D=4.53, V*D=10.14 LSD (0.05)
17.4 C.V (%)

Cun oJsSiall b daial Ayl cdgpaall LKD) G dugine (B908 3sas (4 dsaadl) Cpball dilas Joaa 8 il el
(m 30X10) OSES o gyime JSE sl e (a 9.535 20.9) (am 20X50) 5 (ae SOX15) o<l g
6.47 Y (s 20X50) GUSH vie v 9.53 (o JoSiall Hhd (mleas) ) dslal) 236 ¢ Uyl ool Cum o(an 15X30) 5
Abd El-Hamed ) didle 43 e del)3l) vie (gluall culilall Cilals g aal I (ghas 8 (s 15X30) 236N 4 o
.(and Alwan, 2011

J 3 (e il Bard (am) JoSinll b A A0l LS Bae 08 Jgaal)

(D) &Ly
Jous gial) 20x50 20x30 15x50 15%30 10x50 10x30
(V) <aluay)
8.42a 9.00 10.67 10.83 5.50 7.83 6.67 Giza
7.86a 10.67 7.00 7.67 6.33 7.67 7.83 Titicaca
8.50a 10.83 7.67 11.00 7.50 7.33 6.67 Red Carina
7.69a 8.33 6.33 6.50 6.67 11.00 7.33 Q26
7.17a 8.83 7.17 10.00 6.33 5.33 5.33 NSL-106398
7.93 9.53a 7.77ab 9.20a 6.47b 7.83ab 6.77b Low sl
V=155, D=1.70, V*D=3.80 LSD (0.05)
19.3 C.V (%)

rdaaliy) clial) <Ll

(§) A ) 05512

(o 50X10) MESH g Cum din Y )y dbal cAnlall GUESH Gu Lisins (958 5ay (4) Jall @il ek
Cus (9 Jsaall) sl 3L e ggina J<5 Mgl e (3 1.86551.973 5 1.903) (s 20X50) 5 (ae 15X50) 5
el g 1613 ) (s 15X50) 4B xie ¢ 1.973 e dos Q) 03y pmliasl ) dslall 486 ¢ s (s
Abd El-Hamed and Elwan, (e 2, Pourfraid ef al., (2014) 4 Jeagi L aa ikl s3a catdlgs 3 (aw 10X30)

Aaliall lsall e clolall Gailsg Wigal Cigill Glai ) Aslall GBS g liny) ve s G 0y b Lalaa) (2011)
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<N (3 & A Jale il axc Spehar and Rocha, (2009) la S bl =il cuiy s B celdally bl e

cA

J 58 e cilial Baad (§) daa Y ¢ 59 A Al ClBUS Bae L8l 9 Jgaadl

(D) &<y
Lo sl 2050 20x30 15x50 15x30 10x50 10%30
(V) Gl
1.746a 1.983 1.520 1.817 1.633 1.867 1.657 Giza
1.786a 1.853 1.687 2.200 1.710 1.873 1.393 Titicaca
1.814a 1.883 1.660 1.960 1.717 1.933 1.733 Red Carina
1.789a 1.857 1.740 1.950 1.527 2.050 1.610 Q26
1.757a 1.750 1.700 1.940 1.687 1.793 1.670 NSL-106398
1.778 1.865a 1.661b 1.973a 1.655b 1.903a 1.613b Lo il
V=0.14, D=0.15, V*D=0.34 LSD (0.05)
11.8 C.V (%)

:(LUSA/AS) dpal) Aal)-2-2

GliaYl cghn i dygall AR daal Anlall CUESH uy Gl Gu Digie G908 3sas (4) dsaad) Bl ek
A Jalad daalls Wl (10 Jsaadl) Jsil) e (LlSa/aS 2762 5 <2746 5 <2818) (NSL 5 «Redcarina  <Titicaca)
(lESY 3L e gsine IS8 gl e (LSa/aS 27625 2801) (me 20X50) 5 (me SOX10) ool cdghs sia
& /S 2605 Y (s 10X50) 2 xie Hu<a/3S 2801 (ra dnad) Al (mlias) ) dslal) A6 ¢ Ul (ol
LS daly) 8 Lglll cilejil)l dealue gliy Al & (=la) 2017) ,.Eisa ef a)) e 38 (e 20X30) 2851
Erazzu et al., 2016; Eisa ef al., ) dual) aall b salsy ) ool dnlal) 286 ¢ Lyl of luball e sl il ciy
Laloy) Ll Ll ¢ 41 aae (aleas) ) Aalall 8K ¢ syl die Aalud) Bany 3 Lpall 23l) 50l )3e 85 (2017
skl 286K 4all A1) b aae Pehar and Rocha, (2009) duly g5 s Gl ¢ 81 e dal)

J 5l e cilial Baad ([liSa/AS) dpal) Adad) 8 Al S Bas il 10 Jgaad)

(D) 4y
Lows giall 20x50 20x30 15x50 15%30 10x50 10x30
(V) <aluay)

2619b 2737 2587 2653 2583 2693 2463 Giza
2818a 2893 2650 2977 2770 2813 2807 Titicaca
2746a 2720 2580 2870 2593 2907 2807 Red Carina
2624b 2657 2543 2680 2597 2793 2473 Q26
2762a 2917 2667 2760 2767 2800 2663 NSL-106398

2714 2785a 2605b 2788a 2662b 2801a 2643b Low giall

\V=83.9, D=91.9, V*D=205.5 LSD (0.05)
4.6 C.V (%)
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:(JUSa/A8) gl Aa3-3-2
GluaY) cign Cua dogal) AR dbal Aol GBS ug GLaY) Gu Lsies 3508 d5as (4) Jsaall il ek
50X10) i) cdoin s A Jalad Lails WL sl e (LESa/aS 67025 «6561) (Redcarina s (Titicaca)
Jsaadl) S 8l e (gsine IS8 sl e (LESa/aS 6515 5 6489 5 6649) (aas 20X50) 5 (e 15X50) 5 (s
5998 L (aw 10X50) LS sie [ESa/iS 6649 (o Lisall Axll Galiasl ) dslall &6 g ls)) oo cam (11
LSl Jale il e Spehar and Rocha, (2009) ladis all duhall il coiy My o(aw 20X30) 2 8 s /i<
DA (9 Jsaall) il s Jgaa jedal 38 dugaat) Alal) ddal Bl i) Gy Jelall dpilly W L Augal) D) b
WS (4 (aw 10X50) clibadl o «ic)j xie Redcarina civall Jacl sy (11 Jsaall) dacall 038 3 Jolitll (gyinal)

(LUSe/S 7600) s dle el Sl wls il 200
J SRS G Cillial Baad (LUiSa/AS) 4 gaad) i) A A clBUS Bae 50 1] Jgandl

(D) 43y
Jows giall 20x50 20x30 15x50 15%30 10x50 10x30
(V) syl

5962c 6137 5917 5930 5927 6063 5797 Giza
6561a 6753 6127 6940 6437 6460 6650 Titicaca
6702a 6857 6027 1277 5847 7600 6607 Red Carina
6042bc 6137 5880 6023 5983 6623 5603 Q26
6259b 6690 6040 6273 6053 6497 6000 NSL-106398

6305 6515a 5998b 6489a 6049b 6649a 6131b BEWIN|

\V=277.8, D=304.3, V*D=680.4 LSD (0.05)
6.6 C.V (%)

rlalisiy)

aag 28 CaliadU Apdlly b g jaall Laliyly 4N cilaal) A81SE 4alal) BT o Digine (558 25 il sl
die AV ol culS Cum o ESa/aS) Augal) Alally (LSa/aS) Auad) Alg ¢(an) i) Jsla 8 il C Aisine (B9 8
) e be Ay el Ciliall DS 5 (gpinn e oyl IS QBESYy GluaY) o Jelill dualls W L daddie CBES de), )l
gl

raluagill
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Abstract

A field experiment was conducted at Karahta Agricultural Station, General
Commission for Scientific Agricultural Research (GCSAR), during 2018
season, to study the effect of six plant densities (10, 15 and 20 cm between
plants within the row; 30 and 50 cm between rows) and five quinoa varieties i.e
Giza, Titicaca, Red Carina, Q26 and NSL-106398) on the morphological and
production traits. A factorial trial was executed according to Randomized
Completely Block Design (RCBD) with three replicates. The results exhibited
significant differences between plant densities of all studied traits. In terms of
varieties, there were significant differences in plant height (cm), grain yield
(Kg/ha) and bio-yield (Kg/ha), where the highest values were achieved at low
densities. But there was a significant effect of the interaction between plant
densities and varieties on bio-yield. The study recommends to grow quinoa
using 100, 133 and 200 thousand plants per hectare, but the distance between
should be 50 cm, to get the best morphological and production traits. Also, Red
Carina and Titicaca varieties are recommended to be grown to get the highest
grain yield (2747 and 2818 Kg/ha) and biological yield (6702 and 6561 Kg/ha)
respectively, as compared with the other varieties.

Key words: Quinoa, Plant densities, Varieties.
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