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Competitive effect of wild mustard (Sinapis arvensis L.) on yield and growth Indices of
canola (Brassica napus L.) cultivars
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2- Total Dry Matter
3- Crop Growth Rate
4- leaf Area Index

141

Cu_“up'uugftu:,mgf&;o;,&w
SN G - PUFPUE. VY SCNIN P g
W55 5 035 (55 5 e 5 Al O ST
0 Sl 205, latole3T jo Laas S s
53 it e by o 5 8 o S
L oo () S8 Sl gy b 0
oL, 5 ¢SYU (Mishra et al., 2006)
o &,y3 oLS adllle 4> (Bullock et al.,1998)
slacis) Jools Sal L &S bt a3
Sl CORY i (01,5 1530 5 ol
53 (Ni et _al.,2000) o, SKan 5 5 dob s
sdalin s aglacide 5y o B, L5
g (S8 (S5 RISILS LS
cbubucugj%ou;)s oless cad
b Gl sl el olE dsy e 5 65
Sl K Laas 8 sty Sl goas
S ol sl 2l glulis gl el
éﬁﬁgﬂch“@f‘wwu)@ﬂ
S A Gl Y e s e 5 S
Iy 8 e By oy a7 595 o0 Wl (S o
asl ansls S wi, U oba S U awlie s
(\YAD) 01,8 5 ol .(Radosevich, 1997)
slagela 6, polaslr b)) S50 ) o
Sagle Jo100 a8 dsls OLis dlies (,J;f Ay
a3 5 A e ST osle alS o
L omad Sl olld a0ls [, Shae 2alS o
LS oS sy e la gl oS5 5l

o

1- Crop Growth Rate


www.SID.ir

TIM Ol oY 5lad ) Wl G a glacale gl Ao

fé)[

«(PF7045/91) J. RS
155y RGS003 Option 500 Hyola-401
T 03 P s o S e e oSS e
Ll 035 0 S 3 G5 V7 5 \Y A s

5SS Yyl Y @J,buziuﬂc.},);
AT b als e (5l e3LeT Slbes
b e 483 55 s 5 s 0,5,
i S 03051 bl pland Glas 55 5 e
Slid 555 o, S LSVO b oy5l 358 Ol
VO sy Sl s 3557 50,8 SV e T
3 g e il e YY s 550 85 LS
o5leT 5 ¢S L LT Lot | g bas 87 5 uae
A 035 s S g SO e S8 5L
S e 0 e, ST ST 5l oluabl g
VO Ol 5 e ml Hdo (s Js 5

b Bl O S s 5K s 0 S AST
3 b s bl Gl o651 54 iS
Yo bylast ol L LS 55 0 8 LSTA Ol e
S s gy ST e YA 55 53 (5 il
b cals Lt fals & ST el plol
o sy 3 e 53T gl a3 0L 53 5 e
Sk slacile d 28T Cgr G slacile
S ke (9 am e VB g oy Yy o5
EC s <o¥E) sl JzasT o5 8l
S8 3 fsmesle n 70 0l 4 (10.8 %
Ao )31 /0 Ol e 4 &8 g 53930 03la Lol jan
m);.uuf)l_(w:ﬂuﬂcb@w,;
Jo,5 5 e Cale 03 87 &S5 4 pldl olo ;5T 2T
ol LSl ol s 8 e S s i
Js s 5, Cale a5 g (ool Tl asle T aiis

d)lif@y&‘)@;ﬁé‘j)'l?;")}"&}

70

5 e S 055 n eriee iy &S
JHIG 50 addlasys ol s 5 Shes 3
sgl 3 S dd ool Ol s L e ale
S 5 gy S Lege S il
WY BVO o 5 @ el o 55 )5 J guamee
el GlaeST 5 6 ) Ll 035 o)
(Allium ursinum L.) _i>s 5L ;5 Cale
oS5 SR L sl Ol e s Sles (5,
(B el g 3 Sas G e
Sa e Sy A YO e 3 Sk
039 Ao yd YV¥ 5 Y0 5 m 5 Sas zals
(Mishra et al.,2006) ...l
eSS E0 s G ol el ) O
N Fr G 2y Jo 7 S p e Gl
SIS o5, F o 5 Shes il 5 diy Gla e ls
Jold ol ) 5 sl b el 5y ()l
o 5 e Ay o (S 03l ma
e S s,
by 9y 9 g0

VAR ey b 5o islasT ol
3 e o s S b Sl o8] 4 50
S5 A5l (b mbie 5 (65,5L0S” Dlidoss
(k) Ol 35750 (8,5 Jlad (6 20 5hSTYO
10 Ly s 5l LT Jome plis )l plov]
B 4B WY g a3 08 0T Sl ae Job ¢ e
Sl 4285 FY 5 a5 Y7 OT LWl s 5 0
AL oKl 4V Sl Sle il e
NSRS | AT Y IS Y PCOURIN [T SO %
Lol SOV L ol JslS glacS ol & b
ezl pmite 53 Ju s 556 (g )lad bl
Jold s b ¥ 3 15 IS pL5 51, oS5 s


www.SID.ir

" 55 Skes 5, » (Sinapis arvensis L.) i>s Js 5= oo, 56"

Ot s b Sy du el ,ea, b, COT 38

Al o ST e Say e
233 Shas L5l ke oly5 b OLL )3
g ¥ e 53 IS 6l bl o jles
o3lial L asls 3, Shae bl plosil O3 o
(Cousens, 1985) wi acslows 0 5F (glaalslas ;!

(4): YL= [(Ywf-Y)/ Ywf] %100

ol odalive bjgl».f— uﬁ&lswjb:YL
I kel gole Ay s Shae =YWF
Q."»G)QJB-)::JQA;=Y

(5) : YL = Ywf [1-aNw /
100(1+aNw/m)]

odd 35T » 2l Ol e =YL

S s el oy Kby oS i, o =2
Js 55,8 Cale 6 g sl O 035 9

Js 55 ale oS15=W

3 Sas S1alS do 53 ey Sl =M

o g W

S slos CAl -
Ll s 55 48 sls Ol el plonil b5
Cale 45 5 ST Gl 1S s Sas Sl zalejT
03 3 Do liie Lot pL3 )l ) 5l 53 s 5
Option Hayohal oLs )l 53 S5y o
S cde g oSS il 8 ool sRGS
YO/ AL YONF S5 e ds

9 \J_gu\_>-) Sl 03 94— d2y> *V/‘;‘VJVQ/?\

144

5O OS5 e lacale ads e 5 035

s b
o o 0 (b 3 (1518 ely5 0lE 51 (6,13 4 g0
2 aome (CalS 31 ey 59, 70) Sy s
50 V) A Lulsl (SB35, 90)
(CcalS 51 s 55 V90) S ey (287 51
Jame Cils 5l B 55,5V asd >
lacass; Ol L (CblS 51 s 55, Y00)
S 3 onliwl L (54155 4 gad i3l asls) il
b g5 ¢ plosl (20 VXT4/0) (onypn i +/0 )28
oBtlejT gy s 8 ls s S s o
les 5> Sl FA Suie Lads sai Ll fiis
dkaeSes 59T 09,5 31 Kl a5 VO - As
s Sl 03T 5l e 50 05,57 #5551 g
B8 5355 L Lnapud 5 K sl i

NV
3 St 03le ol ek A gy dwlous 4 late 4
G555 el e 43 S eslizal | b B
S K5 03le Sl ks gy 0 b g 0 dslas
4 b 0 415 el (CilS 31 s 595) Ol s
sl vty RGR) (s 5y e
S dwlee 5 s 6 (Yusuf et al., 1999)
SIWGR® ;CGR ¢ RGR la jesls 51 s

A eslaal J‘.’.) ‘_gLAJ}AJS
(1): RGR= b+2ct

(2):CGR = (b+2ct)x Exp(at+bt+ct?)

1- Functional Approach
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Table 1: Estimated coefficient for canola cultivar using 3-parameters Cousens model.

percent of yield losses per

, R? m a Ywe Cultivars
plant of wild mustard
25.104 0.597 99.094 36.524 2073 Hyola-401
25.089 0.961 98.054 33.511 2104 Option 500
29.610 0.942 97.659 42.487 1943 RGS003
23.670 0.968 99.689 31.007 2259 PF7045/91
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Figure 1: Comparison of canola cultivar yield losses-as influenced by wild mustard density.
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Figure 2: Canola cultivar yields as influenced by wild mustard density.
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Figure 3: Total dry matter of canola cultivars as influenced by wild mustard density. ¢ =4,
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Figure 4. Relative growth rate of canola cultivars as influenced by wild mustard density. ¢ =4,
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