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Table 1- Means comparison of yield and yield compounds of canola in different intercropping with wheat
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53.00° 330° 493° 19.04 ¢ 123.62° 1803.92° 3475.82 1:1
51.86° 3.95° 5.24°¢ 19.69 ¢ 134.94 ¢ 2898.54 ° 5616.10 ¢ 2:2
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Table 2- Means comparison of yield and yield compounds of wheat in different intercropping with canola
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Fig. 1- Effect of different row intercropping patterns of wheat and canola on LER based on seed yield
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Table 1- Effect of different row intercropping patterns of wheat and canola on weed relative density in three sampling
dates at different input intensity

810 pdiged Jol dl 5o
The first sampling date

oAl cuss i3y bglbe cuiS alisee (clagS)
Monoculture Different row intercropping patterns S5 S i cale gladeS
1518 puS 44 33 29 11 Life cycle Weed species
Canola Wheat
17.95 - - 1875 18.75 20.69 AB’ Chenopodium album L.
20.51 - - - 6.25 10.34 PB Covolvulus arvensis L.
- 15.00 11.11 18.75 3.12 - PG Digitaria sp.
25.64 30.00 29.63 18.75  28.12 41.38 AG Echinochloa crus-galli L.
10.26 17.50 11.11 18.75 15.62 17.24 AB Fumaria spp.
5.13 5.00 - - - - AB Lamium amplexicaule L.
7.69 10.00 7.41 25.00  25.00 10.34 AB Polygonum avicular L.
12.82 7.50 2222 - - - AB Stelaria media L.
- 15.00 18.52 - 3.12 - AB Vacaria sp.
$12 pdiged 293 Al po
The second sampling date
- 12.20 6.06 4.55 - - AG Avena sativa L.
31.25 9.76 12.12 40.91 19.44 10.00 AB Chenopodium album L.
9.38 - 6.06 - 30.56 6.67 AB Covolvulus arvensis L.
3.13 2.44 12.12 9.09 22.22 13.33 PG Cyperus rotundus L.
- 7.32 - 13.64 - - PB Descurainia sophia L.
3.13 17.07 15.15 4.55 - - PG Digitaria sp.
6.25 26.83 15.15  31.82 - 30.00 AG Echinochloa crus-galli L.
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12.50 4.88 - - - 20.00 AB Fumaria spp.
6.25 - - - - - PG Plantago lanceolata L.
9.38 9.76 18.18  22.73 1944 - AB Polygonum avicular L.

- 9.76 15.15 4.55 - - AG Setaria sp.

18.75 - - - 8.33 - PB Sonchus oleraceus L.
- - - - - - AB Stelaria media L.
812 paiged Py dl> 5o
The third sampling date

7.69 3.57 - - 30.00 - AG Avena sativa L.

- 3.57 19.05  23.08 15.79 10.00 AB Chenopodium album L.
26.92 7.14 4.76 7.69 15.79 - PB Covolvulus arvensis L.
- 14.29 23.81 7.69 10.53 30.00 PG Cyperus rotundus L.

- 3.57 - - - - AB Descurainia sophia L.
11.54 17.86 - - 5.26 - PG Digitaria sp.

- 32.14 33.33 23.08 26.32 25.00 AG Echinochloa crus-galli L.
26.92 - 4.76 - - - AB Fumaria spp.
23.08 3.57 9.52 23.08 26.32 20.00 AB Polygonum avicular L.
3.85 17.86 4.76 - - 10.00 AB Setaria sp.

- - - 7.69 - 5.00 PB Sonchus oleraceus L.

- - - 7.69 - - AB Stelaria media L.
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The fourth sampling date

- 3.84 - 5.56 5.56 - AB Amaranthus blitoides S.Wats.
6.89 - 6.25 - - - AG Avena sativa L.
10.34 26.92 12.50 1538 2222 5.26 AB Chenopodium album L.
3.45 19.23 12.50 - - 10.53 PB Covolvulus arvensis L.
6.89 19.23 25.00 7.69 5.56 21.05 PG Cyperus rotundus L.
24.14 - 18.75 7.69 16.67 21.05 PG Digitaria sp.
31.03 - 25.00 1538 16.67 15.79 AG Echinochloa crus-galli L.

- - - 7.69 - - AB Fumaria spp.

- - 6.25 - - - PG Plantago lanceolata L.

- - 18.75  23.08 16.67 26.32 AB Polygonum avicular L.
17.24 - 6.25 7.69 16.67 - AB Setaria sp.

- - - 7.69 - - PB Sonchus oleraceus L.

- 30.77 - 7.69 - - AB Stelaria media L.

S)13 2 diged @2y dla o
The fifth sampling date

- 18.52 - - - - AB Amaranthus blitoides S.Wats.
17.94 29.62 25.00 1428 21.87 - AB Chenopodium album L.
7.41 - - - - - AB Conyza canadensis L.
20.51 22.22 - 14.28 3.12 14.29 PB Covolvulus arvensis L.

- 3.70 6.25 - - - PG Cyperus rotundus L.

- - 12.50 14.28 - - PG Digitaria sp.

25.64 - 25.00 28.57 937 21.43 AG Echinochloa crus-galli L.
10.26 - - - - - AB Fumaria spp.

7.69 - - - - - PG Plantago lanceolata L.
7.69 18.52 31.25 14.28 9.37 42.86 AB Polygonum avicular L.

- - - - - 21.43 AB Setaria sp.

- - - 14.28 - - PB Sonchus oleraceus L.
12.82 - - AB Stelaria media L.

S Sk Aloas PG 5 S ot dlosis PB oS 1S b dluSiAG o5 e AlS, AB *
*AG: Annual grasses, AB: Annual broad leaves, PB: Perennial broad leaves and PG: Perennial grasses
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Means within a group of sampling date followed by same letters are not significantly different at a=0.05 based on Duncan’s Test.
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Fig. 3- Effect of different row intercropping patterns of wheat and canola on weed dry weight in different sampling dates
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Means within a group of sampling date followed by same letters are not significantly different at a=0.05 based on Duncan’s Test.
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Fig. 4- Effect of different row intercropping patterns of wheat and canola on Shannon index of weeds in different sampling
dates
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