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(Avena ludoviciana L.)

( Triticum aestivum L.)

The competitive effects of wild oat (Avena ludoviciana L.) on winter wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.) at different densities

¥ . . - ¥ - . Y £ . | N -
Sdazws 5 0L B g L;MLSMLSW‘LSWUWJ%“"@}b”‘J&“’W

5ol e By sl 65 o 3 pe e (oS5
u)):u_kméu&__{\)‘))ﬁuw
(Cudney et oI, LSan 5 S3IS.(Harper,1977) 35 § o
S YTV WY AT i s (ST, 3 al., 1989)
)b¢u\.§fﬂﬁ“\' quf‘j)bbcfjh)bdy‘x
L sss S pdhel 5 (s il 3 oo 4 0 20
Ao 5300 1 oS 5 Shae DUl Y g oS5 2130
(Schreiber,  1978) ol & .a L - Aol 3l

o = ) (Avena ludoviciana) gim5 Y 5

ol &l r.x_;ftjlj_ﬂjj_a clacale
39 oo 5, e 53 g5 b EalS o aS
(Martin et al., 1987; Carlsonand Hill, 1985; Hamman,
S L iy Yy 2L, Ol 31.1979)
ONIN IR SPISUPCSJUE IS | I QOIS SNy
% L.(Wilson et al., 1995;Carlson and Hill, 1985)

WWAVV/YY 2oy s

VWAVIY/YS Bl 5

O (Dl 315T o813 = lidiond 3 pgle dorls Sl a0 8 53 U3l 00 Lol 6585 Wl I i *

SUE sy — ol 55T oKl ale Sla suze—
At se o ails slul —Y

O Dl 5 gk domly sl 5 e o33 3 o815 sl I 4 F 5T

AR


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-410-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-06-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8 ]

YAY oY oyles L(;)\q% A ‘”O‘)i‘ L;“J). (}J& e’

& gl p195 035 i ((Araus and Tapia, 1987)
« (Beyschlag et al., 1990)r.x_;f4_3 S oY
SECP UG ) PURINE N S RCIC T
J=I5¢ 2= o=+ 5| «(Dunan and Zimedahl, 1991)
S (-*-'f Lo, ) ey OV (26, 65
):J‘Yﬁ)rd.frf‘j&b&;:mh‘@#@w\auu
ok plrwil Dladod LB )3 & (pl a5 L 5 46,
PRS- PRI Y NE QR N E S TR
45 |5 oy g 3050 50 e Calis o oS 5
OV g 2 D sl & Gt )
Jvﬁwéugtj)sam;rxfp&)
B s 303, 8 e la S 25, 65

s g

e yze 3 VWVAAY ely3 dlu 5 Sle3T ol

Lghn w33 b olisils (g5 5LaS 0uSliils Sl
Lo i (B3 o kS Ve )3 il
PR NEEDIE AT FPURS | QU
gLl 5 (B b akds YA 5,308 LUdlaer Jsb
Ry e B N Y BT R UL
bt ¥ o Sa Syl b wgme 51, o
YL e Loy Jo51 dsy ST 5 ke YA
odd i) S 5| Kl a3 ~YV/A 5£Y 5 5 4
u):r.x_;fvf\ﬂ:‘}n&ﬂujT‘_;u)}:fB.@\
Y5 0S5 (mn o 02 SN cg0r (K)o
(g a 53 G VU0 Ar cr (Yr i) b iy )
Trb B s S s LT o s
.urwl,\ﬁ,%\_ﬁgawt}_ﬁ&sus}g
Ja_wj:auopTrM-@)uﬁcw-orgﬂ};u__cxf
Yo Caunyadloolb U (g masln T gl atiy 55 S
Y s &S s £ esS esle
03 o 3l osie a8 w8 S s e 2 b

b 02 OV 8 Cla s Dler sl (S5
S s Shee 1Al Sy oy p 08 (555
Ol g 5,8 iyl 8 do 3V 58 5 4
13 S sl 8 (Bussan & Maxwell, 2000) J 5L 5
ST e e Yy 854 BT gla (S5
3, e LS U 5300 4 yomte oS oy llas
355
o155 33,5 155 (Wilson, 1967) & sy s
o o 33 OV Gy n ) i S s
@L:;.gj_.:wc,\_;f;r{l&,;umfw,;aii
oS5 SRl L a8 T o 3o Dliiond 1 (65l
AP FWEgENEFRCNES PRGN Ryt
(Martin et al., 1987 Radford, et al., 1980) 4.l
C—aa (Carlson and Hill, 1985) J—» § s )l8
Gt U i sla o515 L G Gla3T

FREN

0303 plonil o 2o 3 pdE G Ve BN ee (gla (ST 5
POV Sy By sy aS LS 5
RS pdE SN (S5 s e e
SV (1,5 0 OV S YAL il n o3 Sles
PR PRS- N U P S S Py W
L a5 ,S7 5,18 (Scursoni et al., 1999) ol ,LSlas
Ol ien oo 20 53 63 YA V1 Sl oS5 2530
O sy g Ldl falS Ao a0 OY o o L5
ssa= L3S 5,158 (Wilson et al., 1995) o1 ,Kan 5
o e 53 A8 SV (S5 5 Yy 6y e
uﬁisvrsb_:,;p,ﬁwﬁljuﬁ\/w
S s Shee 2alS doys /PN m o o 3 oS
Lol 5o oy OV 5 65 el Jlis &
.w\auw,ﬁgﬁ_&m;@)\,&fbjsr,\_f
@jﬁﬁﬂfﬁt—:%@&—ﬂ o D)
7P .
5L YL o 53 0T ey SV sla 5
sla 8 - 05y 5 il (Hanson and Jordan, 1982)



https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-410-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-06-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8 ]

"6:".} ;}y‘x ‘5".:‘.5) Q'j‘ d.n)ﬁ”

3 g 3 Bl s e LS Y oL
gL, s (me il o 0ds 3Ly gLa oS5
ssb e OV Pl & pla a5 LY Jpdr 3 8
AUty o 0 (0 JS8) 0 0SSl S S
S0l b [ 4 0 a8 Y g oS5 B
e S Lyl il o oS 03 0 S (555 SV g
ou;ou;d,.b,:&.&:)!a\n?;su”.@\am
avﬁ;\u;.ﬁf.cftw)uu,@,\J,.\fﬁa\a
Qvﬁtw,le{;\m)'),\io Sed>= 5l Jeos
DLL U 5 om0 JS8) Cl g5, 08
Y gLl Bl aalsl Ay e
SRSy s 0L 3 paE 5 (0S5 o 5L )
Bl a0y OoMest ol oS w5510 (ST 5 35 L
3 Ey 035 iy Sl altas ol Sa
.C,.wl\?l.g‘gl.arf\;

.2 >3 (Kropff et al., 1987) 01, s ol .S
L 387 el iy Ly &SGlS 5 ek 216
Q;@\W}lﬁ&ﬁgﬁé@&@ﬁ)
S5 S5 by e p L) s s ael
D grech P g

5155 (Cudney et al., 1989) O,Las 5 gsLS”
L5l il Ot Josb 515l L dal sl B s S
ﬁoTﬂwv_bw\(,.uf;\,:‘S&}JYﬁ
V8 0T Slg gl o o 4 Al o2 550 045
(Cousense, w55 .35 pAS 51 oy ezl 1Y
gfﬁ,j_@u;\mbq‘yﬁcaggguﬁmggl)
O (Berkowitz, 1988) 2555 .55 oMel cazr
sl 8 el 25, &y LS gl
o AT ol 38 218 (W (S
J_ftt_a:)u:‘u;,ﬂ)wu_ﬁou_iuj@u.\ﬁ‘u
ol 48 T W e ecdsy sl 68 26, 8
YL s 4 Bee sy Juab 15l 55 0 a8 L Yy
521 JFIHS o i 48T Sl OY gy ¢ L5510 5
ST r ol 5 e

\o&upghl:ﬁjswiﬂa\ke@&;ﬁ

O 03 2 e Gl 0S5 53 e 5 5ledd sl
J}S.xuwdujr&)}kyr-géh@;)

Ol o 4 :e))\
o ppa b (Np S5 1S00) 0 85 LSHY:
2

Yt

owwfﬂ@wg;,(@muw,ﬁ,ﬂ?

pLn 3, 5 (P2050 8, LSVY) o 84S Vo

:j.A}j‘ub::)uUj)gﬂ)ﬁ)}bd{.Mo:uLw‘wK

,;ﬁ(w\f;\m;,,\vo)(’g@@L;if-\)\
Y san i 5 O S i
5y (Bolad Do g DS pa Sl e
S 3l 4 ges p s 055 5 5 gl s
(CblS 51 Gy 530 WA (2518 O a3l ey S
S SUIL e 8 K b 53508 w55
el YO Calins LY gy 55 &8 e st L
(rewslowY e e =1Y0 (VO-\ 2+ (0+=VO (YO-0+ +-Y0)
5OV el Cals e L s 8 o1l
Sl il La a5l el (6515 s a4 gad 52 ﬁw-‘-’f
Sl 355 5 KK il I w5z S
T PSP T U PR ISP W IRC- K
S s a i sl e ple 805 8 el
208 S psid e 5 S by
S5 Sl S Sl e e V/E Glg 3l
HUT..\%AJ?MC;;JAMAJJQ&&j@bﬁ
‘5u)\p|r)_uujsdt§_.z\}u,u,‘.;r.u,}ua;\;

;,.ejf &y 52 Sigmaplot, Jmp,Excel,Mstatc

s S )5S s Sl e e S gl

o Ve Y S edS (S5 S (b
I e 6 T w800 515 gl )
OV oS5 a1 s 43 5 Y plis
S35 maSn A Uy pdS elisyl g5y padpte b


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-410-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2025-06-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8 ]

YAY oY oyles L(;)\q% A ‘”O‘)i‘ L;“J). (}J& e’

e S ca STu e ola)lf 51 =,
G ol S 2l L by sl 5 by b
3 (Legere and Schreiber, 1989; Kropff, 1987)
Ol Sy ool S (g,
V‘ﬂf; ¢SS s e als ¢de! (Cudney et al., 1991)
S e S5y e 5 OV 5 08 OLS
L 335 pAS 51 ST ()13 (e b OV
Pl Y &8 e e g O3 L3S
e ot i 03,5 e 3 45 555 4 il

M‘ubéf}d)‘bwg)%‘g_}yﬁjrggj

= -
PR —E

5 (Spittersand Aerts, 1983) ;5 5T5 5 2wl
=155 L8 s Slhes [2alS” o (Kropff, 1088) (sl S
5 otalin (S35 blijl 5 cale 5 b S
Sloms S n e s &y el el 3 S (3l
o105 o 3 Shee 2al8 Ol 5,57 S (omlis
o> Oliss s Y g5 oS (ST 5 51 S O o
st 53 OV 8 1 mle (el oty oS
& o sl i 5 SIS ey S VA
S W3 5 odalin S5 e 9,190 .s,u\;-r.uf
Gy 0S5l 5 e SNy 95 T KL
(Cousense et al., 1991) OI,LKen 5 uijsS 355 oo
5 5205 oS (g5 O iy OLaj s S ol
S 5 ol a5l ol Al B 3 e Cale
SAVL lE) odd i eyl 4 5 e oS
G e gl Y 5 amlie s dinl
355 &8 e et li o i eSSl DL
s SV g 5 9 5LS (6 peila YO0 Y s,
7S ete (8 fatilis 00-V0 ‘-—iy)>b>j>"gﬁc‘“
AU a8 & b w5 pdS (S5 pes S
e A8 By ¥ (S5 s oS (g 5k 4 Al
33 55 poin el Y000 &Y 53 08 8, ba

g N Y T

3o 0 VA 53 s esls el JUT .6 8 L1 3
L aS 5ls 0Las(OY 5 & maw STlas) sl
oxb e OV e el uE (ST 1
ol L 2 b TN ) Cab 2als (gyls gae
il S 8 e a5 5 800 b puS (ST
ot e 2 e el (S5 Il Sy L
WL p a8y o et (55 61> e S
s S ¢! (Iqubal and Wright,1997) 1, 5 L3
@M ol Olpe 2alST s 4y oS5 5153
e Sl b 151 (3 b 1 05 8 0 4
Coond 33 pogas a8 5 S5y 5 555 S
& e a8 S 55,8 e 5 ol
o Al e oS sy o 5 4505 s
I L 01 S8 e 515 LI Y
g S P PR DT RIS PP
& o jaslay Al )l gae sk 4 ot
ey Sl O dsda) el il 3l Y 5y
T dfjcluupu (Potter and Jones, 1977)
iy S R g8 o8 Ol )l
LS (o s (3 el ) 3 45
e s )3 48 sl LS La 65 5y o
AL 53535 &S sl a8y s Y
MJJY-\ij\;-(@fﬂ)b‘\:ﬁ\")g_bevs‘j
Y 2350 Yy & by 5 S 5 b
LS Y & o g paS (ST I
OV oS (S5 0555 O 4 a5 LSl
P8 o s OV e g O3 ol
(Cudney et al., 1989) ol LSany 53LS .35 aub
S1o S 53 a8y Yy By o LS SIS
S S Y &8 e st s s S 0L
S b SV () QU5 22 ol g S
ch_»ﬁa,y_;.\:_;bp&_p\,@g_fr.\_f
235 5 6 s Jalse (S F m0dS g
Ayl Sy el sl s LS s e F


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-410-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal.ir on 2025-06-14 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8 ]

g }JY}J_ 61{\5) <l 6"'))3"

Slis ool Sl gls Kb dalie - J gl
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asles gl & o et e als s Slas
Treatments Height (cm) LAl Biomass (g/m? Grain yield (g/m?)
Nty Ny Nty SNy Nty Ny pis
Wheat Wild oat Wheat Wild oat Wheat Wild oat Wheat
iS5 (S5
Wheat density (p/m?)
300 88.37¢c 101.37b 3.41b 5la 1214.17¢c 135.75a 4072.54b
450 90.57b 102.12b 3.60a A47b 1301.62b 101.39b 4685.32a
600 92.81a 105.18a 3.62a .39¢ 1476.32a 73.59¢ 4473.59
Yy oS5
Wild oat density (p/m?)
0 88.62¢c 3.85a 1485.34a 5537.68a
20 89.12¢ 101.72b 3.80a .15d 1443.21a 47.24d 5147.23b
40 89.37¢c 102.13b 3.65b .26¢ 1340.12b 70.78c 4519.22¢
80 91.31b 102.79b 3.32c .52b 1231.82¢c 118.61b 3596.14d
160 94.78a 104.18a 3.09d 9la 1127.55d 177.59a 3200.25e

Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at p= 0.05.
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LAI quantities related to 180 days after planting (max LAI wild oat), other quantities related to the final sampling.
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Fig.1.The trend of wheat and wild oat height changes at 300(A), 450 (B), 600(C) wheat densities per m2
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The competitive effects of wild oat (Avena ludoviciana L.) on winter wheat
(Triticum aestivum L.) at different densities*

M. Hasanzadeh Dlouie', H. Rahimian Mashhadi’, M. Nasiri-Mahallati’,
and G. Nour-Mohamadi*

ABSTRACT

In order to evaluate the competitve effects of wild oat on winter wheat in different densities, a field
experiment was conducted in Mashad in 2001 .The experiment was carried out as factorial in a randomized
complete block design with four replications.The factors included wheat densities at 3 levels (300,450,600
plants/m?) and wild oat densities at 5 levels (0,20,40,80,160 plants/m?). Results indicated that wild oat plant
height was lower in the early stages of growth but increased in the latest stages compared to wheat. Wheat plant
height increased with an increases in wheat plant density. Increase in wheat plant density led to decrease in wild
oat LAI and biomass. Time of canopy closure in wild oat reached faster than winter wheat (nearely 15 days).The
average wheat and wild oat relative growth rates during the growth period were 0.027 and 0.034 g™gday™,
respectively. The maximum amount of wheat yield loss, was nearely 47% in 160 wild oat and 300 wheat
plants/m? and in the presence of wild oat, wheat yield loss decreased as wheat plant density increased.

Key words: Competition, Wild oat, Wheat, Density.
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