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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
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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

120

100

80

60

40

20

120

100 H
80 -
60 -

40
20

120

100

80

60

40

20

p—-—_—1

e

/ —o0— Wheat

P//E( —o— Wild oat

s °

v

125 150 165 180 195 210

CilS 3 ey S0,
Days after planting


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 2025-11-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1381.4.2.5.8 ]

"6:".} ;}y‘x ‘5".:‘.5) Q'j‘ d.n)ﬁ”

wheat

density(p/m2)
Y

oL

—0— 300
—0— 450
—— 600

0 20 40

80 160

iy Yy oS5
Wild oat density
Jyxﬁcxfdlwgshrf\;)sayf_afjcbupzuwﬁ—v I
Fig. 2.Wild oat LAI percentage in different wheat and wild oat densities
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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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