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Response of canola (Brasica napus L.) to plant densities of mustard
(Sinapis arvensis L.) with emphasis on agonomic control
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Fig. 1- Effect of plant densities of mustard on canola biologic yield
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Fig. 3- Effect of Plant densities of mustard on canola harvest index

3L sl (S5 53 457 51> 0L (F IS 1317 o871 5
A5 el 1S oS gl S 0555 Sl Ll 5
adlCwl ol o b laasli j3 tiy (o)
Sl s3basl s Sae Blad 5l ola s 5 i
S8 ol Ol on ) psdm onl 3 I Sl
AU S e gl ey g3 i S5 S 0L
(B Sl 5 (6 3 5 g0 3508 g 0 S5
Av) adlaie ys ST Conlie 510 L28 &ls A5 5o
T s (0 20 53 45
SIS Sosline Glag STl Jlize S1 elsls 452

—— 45

YO 5 Y L;L.aarflj_:)mﬁ_,_i\;;}_g-)‘_;)\;u_;u

AU A SN (S5 Gl s 0 Js 5 6
PR3 D)l 4 S sy Jlls o ol
Calizee laeST 5 an oS5 ol 53 ooy 5 ol
aom a5 U 10U Ll 3l 0l [2ST 157
3L oS5 ol sl (Y Jair) ol J1 4 s
LaoST 5 ol sl 187 oS5 Cilisne = slauw gl 4
Jo 5 V¥ 5V o GlaeST 5 5,558 3 Lo
sl 28Ty (S8 1 el (257085 ke O
Caliben 7 sla 4 0S| 5l (28 LS s s

w14

Pure stand 7 Plants.m™ 14 Plants.m™

wm N
W

—

NNV
S 0 S O« S

= AL ) e )sa dlaad
N

W W
=RV

Silique number. Second branch™!
N e e I I

(oo}
W

-

\/

60

100

Goesie 8 iy oS5
Plant density of canola. m™

ST o p 4l )3 oy 5 3l oy U3 5 6 slaeST 5 I -F IS
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for plant characteristics of canola in plant densties of mustard
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Response of canola (Brasica napus L.) to plant densities of mustard (Sinapis

arvensis L.) with emphasis on agonomic control
Anafjeh', Z., G. Fathi’, Kh. Alami-Said’, E. Zand® and A. Choab’

ABSTRACT
Anafjeh, Z., G. Fathi, Kh. Alami-Said, E. Zand and A. Choab. 2009. Response of canola (Brasica napus L.)
to plant densities of mustard (Sinapis arvensis L.) with emphasis on agonomic control. Iranian Journal of

Crop Sciences. 11 (2): 109-122 (In Persian).

In order to study the response of canola to plant densities of mustard (Sinapis arvensis L.) with emphasis on
agronomic control in Ahwaz condition, an experiment was conducted in 2006-2007 cropping season at Ramin
Agricultural and Natural Resources University. The experimental design was split plot arrangements in a
randomized complete block design with four replications. Mustard plant densities (0, 7, 14, 21 and 35 plants
m?) were assigned to main plots and canola plant densities (60, 80 and 100 plants m™) were randomized in sub
plots. The results indicated that grain yield, biologic yield, harvest index (HI), silique number sub-branch™ and
grain number silique” were significantly affected by interaction between canola and mustard plant densities.
Silique number main branch™, diameter of canopy and first sub-branch height were affected by mustard plant
densities. Thousand grain weight, final plant height and sub-branch number plant’ was not affected by
treatments. Furthermore, highest yield loss of 91% was recorded in 35 plants m™ of mustard in 80 plant m™
densities of canola. Results also showed no significant difference between canola plant densities (except in pure
stand) in any mustard plant densities for grain yield. Therefore, the lower canola plant density (60 plants.m?)
could be recommended to decrease seed consumption when mustard is competing with canola in field

conditions.

Keywords: Agronomic control, Canola (Brassica napus L.), Competition, Mustard (Sinapis arvensis L.) and

Plant density.
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