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Table 1. The analysis of variance of the effect of sulfur on morphological traits on promising L17 canola line

3 Slos el el sy dlaws 20 Oy dla a0

b 25 cnleS o gt P ot S S hol sl S0 £ <3 5 ele
YA-[YSS YV AYTYYY V/YY-AYYY Y/BAYYYYY VAAJBAYYY VE/PTRYTY VWA/YD- - - - Y RS
VIYL/EYYVY T Yalnssssy < I¥aysEEY EYINDe e - FOVA/AMAAR™ LV 7 TR AFAING- - - ¥ 558
YAY/-AYR¥ YV AYTYYY SEXVDe e O/ANSESSY Yo- A+ 008 F/ATRTY AATAZIREE i s
- - - - - - - N Js sl
708\ V0/N0 a/vy a4/ AIYA ¥/aa o/a¥ - oy g >

2o B gV Jleisl e jd (65l ize g ()00 gixe pis iy 4y i gre g NS

b ag i) ol ) @S spsba oy (el ) b ol S ol glis)) 2 3,555 S (ke aunlis
Clale bl s oumlio 3,565 USa 5 pSokS Yoo maw W0 U o sle 0 ol gl Clus al o
s ol 1y nlS g, 3,555 JUSa y pyShS Too 3 (el VWO ol gl e o st 9 sio g5l
(VAS3)  seld olS b awglie )3 )8 13 p)SelS Ver (93,555 Jlogs

150,00 a
c b %7
C
-
10000
=
=
2
[
=
E
z T 135.00
50,00 B 955 115.00 P47
100.00
95.00
0.00 T T T T
0 kgha 100 kgha 200 kaha 300 kaha

Sulfur treatment levels (kg/ha)

Eror bars: 95% CI

taw 55 b xe BM] 086 live gy (gl (sl gt L1T7 IS Jisusiel pY p0 &g glas)l 135,565 5 pSlee duslio =Y S5
oW 1y cas ya (ABly e anly e dliel g doyd Vo v ) Ciio o v duoyd yguods g 300 dlael Laib o duo > S

B 0
Figure 1. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on plant height in gromising L17 canola line. The columns with the
same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as percentage shows
the portion of each trait from 100 parentage and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of each trait.
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Figure 2. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on number of capsule in main stem in promising L17 canola line. The
columns with the same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as

percentage shows the portion of each trait from 100 parer;]tage_ and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of
each trait.
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Figure 3. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on total number of capsule in promising L17 canola line. The
columns with the same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as

percentage shows the portion of each trait from 100 parer%tage_ and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of
each trait.
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Figure 4. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on number of seed per capsule in promising L17 canola line. The
columns with the same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as

percentage shows the portion of each trait from 100 parer%tage_ and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of
each trait.
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Figure 5. The mean comparison_of sulfur effect on combinator height in promising L17 canola line. The columns
with the same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as percentage
shows the portion of each trait from 100 parentage and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of each trait.
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Figure 6. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on capsule hei
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Figure 7. The mean comparison of sulfur effect on seed yield in promising L17 canola line. The columns with the

same letters have no significant difference at probability level of 1%. The numbers in columns as percentage shows
the portion of each trait from 100 parentage and numbers without unit indicate the exact content of each trait.
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Table 3. the correlation coefficient of the studied traits in promising L17 canola line under different sulfur treatments
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Abstract

This study was conducted to evaluate the effect of sulfur on morphological traits of
promising L17 line of canola at Mazandaran Agricultural and Natural Resources Research and
Education Center-Baye Kola Research Station based on randomized complete block design with
three replications in 1397-1398. In this research, the different traits such as plant height, number
of pods in main shoot, total number of pods, number of seed in pod, combinatory height, pod
height, oil content, protein content, oil yield and protein yield were measured. The obtained
results from analysis of variance showed that the effect of all sulfur treatments on the traits
studied were significant at level of 1%. The resultant outcomes of mean comparison exhibited
that the sulfur treatments of 200 and 300 kg/ha had the highest effect on the above mentioned
traits. In addition, the correlation results indicated that seed yield had the most and positive
correlation with 1000 weight seed (0.831), total pod (0.672) and number of pod in main shoot
(0.649), respectively. Thus, it is possible to use these traits as selection criteria for further crops
improvement of promising L17 line of canola.
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