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Table 1- Relative crowding coefficient (RCC) in two species
wheat and wild oat.

wheat: wild oat RCC,! RCC,'
4:1 101 0.93
4:2 1.06 1.30
4:3 1.26 1.00
4:4 0.77 1.29
1:4 1.08 0.99
2:4 0.98 0.94
34 1.00 0.79
mean 1.02 1.00

S 5 (s Y S el )
1- Relative crowding coefficient wheat to wild oat and wild oat to wheat.
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Table 2- Mean comparison for biomass of shoot, grain yield, harvest index and yield components of wheat.

wheat: wild oat  BS' (g/plant)  GY?(g/plant) HI® (%) GIS' Sp/S° 1000-GW?® (g)

4:0 3.3a 1.50a 45.4a 44.4a 15.6a 32.5a
41 3.3a 1.40a 42.8a 34.1c 14.7b 26.5bc
4.2 3.2ab 1.40a 42.8a 33.7c 14.3bc 26.4bc
4.3 3.1abc 1.37a 43.5a 33.4c 14.2bcd 26.0c
4.4 2.7cd 1.20a 45.6a 27.8d 13.1e 31.3a
0:4 0.0e 0.0b 0.0b 0.0e 0.0f 0.0e

1:4 2.6d 1.00a 38.2a 29.3d 13.4de 21.0d
2.4 2.8bcd 1.06a 37.3a 34.6¢ 13.7cde 26.3hc
34 3.0abed 1.36a 45.2a 41.0b 15.9a 28.3b

(LSD, 0=78) Al g 5l sxe S| e Jiil:: O 2 53 alie oy >~

Means followed in each column by similar letter(s) are not significant different (LSD, a=5%).

A1) O3 g aliw 55 doliw Slad caliw 3 &l sldad (il e L alls ngkoﬁ (el L;LA(L,U‘ 03 55 T j Oyl 1?90 OF (¥ (Y )
1,2, 3,4,5& 6 are abbreviated for wheat biomass, grain yield, harvest index, grain per spike, spikelet per spike and 1000-grain weight.
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Fig. 3. Separate mean comparison of biomass of wheat and wild oat in the mixture.
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Abstract

This experiment was conducted under pot conditions to investigate competitiveness of spring wheat (Triticum aestium,
Chamran cultivar) subject to various plant populations of wild oat Avena fatua, using completely randomized design
with three replications in 2006 in the greenhouse of Ramin Agricultural and Natural Resources University, Mollasani
Khouzestan. The treatments included pure stands of wheat and wild oat at one level (ratios 4.0 and 0:4), and density
difference ratios wheat and wild oat at seven levels (4:1, 4:2, 4:3, 4:4, 1:4, 2:4 and 3:4). The results showed that relative
crowding coefficient (RCC) of wheat to wild oat and wild oat RCC to the wheat were equal. This indicated that
competitive ability of the two plants were similar. While relative grain yield of wheat decreased by increasing relative
leaf area of wild oat. Ability Aggressivity of wild oat showed that wild oat was more successful in using environmental
sources, observed clearly in ratio the 4:4. Moreover mean stem height, mean spikelet number per spike, mean grain
number per spike, mean 1000-grain weight, final biomass and grain yield of wheat plant decreased with increasing wild
out density.

Keywords: Competition, Density, Relative Crowding Coefficient, Relative leaf area, Aggressivity.
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