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(Sinapis arvensis) at different rate of nitrogen and relative density of both species
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Figl: Biological yield of canola (C) and wild mustard (W) and total grain production of two species in pot
at mixed proportions (N1=0.75, N2=1 N3=1.25. N4= 1.5 g N per pot)
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Table 1: Results of fitting reciprocal yield of per plant model to biological and grain yield of canola at
nitrogen levels.

(O )36 ) alls 055 25 T
'RCA °P R agj "B12 "Bu 'Boo Nitrogen (g per pot) Trait
0399 <0.0001 090 00513 00205 0.0835 0.75 > Shes
0468 <0.0001 089 00344 00161  0.0603 1 ESE
0521 <0.0001 082 00307 00160  0.0569 1.25 Biological yield
0400 <0.0001 096 00320 00128  0.0520 15
0251 0000l 071 03071 00770 04131 0.75 s Shos
0337 <0.0001 073 01928 00649  0.2903 1 S
0374 00002 070 01801 00673  0.2837 1.25 Grain yield
0247 <0.0001 090 02154 00532  0.2882 15

030 ol oo IS G108 053 Culhy o s gzl a5 IS 6 5 HA L 6K am 3 Shae oS 5 4,550 F O (Y )
.C,.w‘&.wj(;a.ujqu;:ﬁo&u&@ﬂ;JdAﬁs)bg@c}d“uﬁ@Mwsﬁ]éd}sd‘é;
1, 2,3, 4,5 and 6 Reciprocal yield of biological or grain of canola plant in isolated condition, intraspecific competition
coefficient of canola, Interspecific competition coefficient of canola, Adjustment determination coefficient,
Statistically significant level of Reciprocal of per plant model and Relative competitive ability, respectively.

C}b)b&}djf}ﬁﬁ)&}&j}iﬁ)&@@Mﬁy&bﬁwwgpgju\nj)‘j@b—‘ Jju\>
NITEAETEIY
Table 2: Results of fitting reciprocal yield of per plant model to biological and seed yield of wild mustard
at nitrogen levels.

(148 450 8) Ll 055, S
RCA °p ER? agj "B12 "Bu 'Boo Nitrog)er:J(Z] ;(: pot;jﬁ Trait
1.883  <0.0001  0.78 0.0154  0.0290 0.0679 0.75 3 Sles
1.753  <0.0001  0.74 0.0146  0.0256 0.0608 1 &S5 s
1.406 0.004 0.51 0.0150  0.0211 0.0527 1.25 Biological yield
1.731  <0.0001  0.88 0.0119  0.0206 0.0491 1.5
2.442 0.007 0.46 0.0769  0.1878 0.4195 0.75 3 Slas
1.853  0.0003 0.66 0.0805  0.1492 0.3502 1 EAe
1.806 0.01 0.42 0.0764  0.1373 0.3243 1.25 Seed yield
1.806 0.01 0.42 0.0707  0.1277 0.3012 15

‘g,':ajdsjéLgld;ojjaqﬂjgﬁfé‘djﬁlJa.ilj.&):gbjdajidﬁ&)iﬂi&j)x{:jﬁks«dﬁy%jg?jb Ky
6,.;;45)%G,:ﬁww&@ﬂfJJuwu@M@Muuca...a;Q:z:%ﬂé‘&ﬂj:f_gw,?o“qu)%y
aw
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 Reciprocal yield of biological or grain of wild mustard plant in isolated condition, Intraspecific
competition coefficient of wild mustard, Interspecific competition coefficient of wild mustard, Adjustment
determination coefficient, Statistically significant level of Reciprocal of per plant model and Relative competitive
ability, respectively.
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Fig 3: Interaction effect of nitrogen level and plant density on changing trend of pod number per plant of
canola (a) and wild mustard (b)
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