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Table 1. Estimation of grain and biological yield per plant for wheat and wild oat by reciprocal yield model
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Plant species
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e Reciprocal grain yield per 0.84 0.75 052 0.724 0378 25 04000
Wheat
plant
. Wer ST ails o Sloe WSe
- By »
A Reciprocal grain yield per 095 261 094 0286 0269 311 032154
wild oat
plant
I By S5 (Selgm 0 See nSe
Reciprocal biological yield 0.88 0.76 056 0.129 007271 551 08148
Wheat
per plant
fog g S (Sholom 0 5o S
B Y bd )
S Reciprocal biological yield 093 221 095 0.05541 05315 75  0.13333
wild oat
per plant
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A: Reciprocal maximum grain yield per plant in competition free condition (1/g).
A™': Maximum grain yield per plant in competition free condition (1/g)™".

B,; and B,,: Intra- specific competition coefficient for first and second species, respectively (Number of plants x g)/ m?.
B, and By, Inter- specific competition coefficient for first and second species respectively (Number of plants x g)/ m?.
RCA: Relative competition ability, RCE: Relative competition effect, R*: Determination of coefficient.
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Figure 1. Regression relationships between interference regimes of wheat density and wild oat density on: (1) Grain yield of

wheat per plant (g), (2) Biological yield of wheat per plant (g), (3) Grain yield of wild oat per plant (g), (4) Biological yield of
wild oat per plant (g).
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Table 2. Relative yield total (PYT) and crowding coefficient (RCC) in various mixed relation

bl oo ) glaasls
Mixed relations Competition index
Af : ;M.> E * ok
£ .5 Vg RCC RCC RY 4 RYg RYT
wheat: wild oat
22 0.703 142 06 0.741 1341
52 0.545 1.831 0344 0.629 0973
82 0244 2.107 0.128 0.532 0.660
2:5 0909 1.1 0.544 0.535 1.079
5:5 0.715 1.39 0252 0391 0.643
85 0338 1963 0.11 0258 0.368
2:8 1.152 0444 0.529 0296 0.825
5:8 1334 0.875 0251 0.205 0456
8:8 0979 1.02 0.10 0.102 0302
Mean 0.768 1.348 0317 0409 0.727
: Crowding coefficient of wheat to wild oat. sy Y gy 4y paiS pgul o o
" Crowding coefficient of wild oat to wheat. PS4 iy BV pesl cuys
RY A: Relative of wheat. S od 0, Slas RY )
RYj: Relative yield of wild oat. iy Y i o Slae RYp
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Abstract

To determine intra- and inter-specific competition between wheat and wild oat by reciprocal yield
model and other competition indices, a pot factorial experiment based on completely randomized design
with 4 replications was carried out. The treatments were including four densities of wheat and wild oat
as additive series (0, 2, 5 and 8 plants/pot). Results showed that interspecific competition coefficient of
wild oat on wheat was greater than that of wheat on wild oat. Both species had low intraspecific
competition effects relative to interspecific effects. Wheat plants were more susceptible to intraspecific
competition than wild oat and relative competitive ability of wheat was lower than wild oat. Therefore,
wheat plants were more affected by wild oat plants comparing to wheat plants. Relative yield in studied
mixed relations was less than 1 or equal 1 indicating that wild oat and wheat plants compete on the
same resources. Based on relative crowding coefficients analysis, wild oat was competitor than wheat.
According to relative competitive effects, competitive ability of wild oat regard to biological and grain
yield were 3.48 and 2.9 times of wheat, respectively.
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