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Rapeseed yield comparision between China and Canada in national trials of main producing areas
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Abstract ;: To determine the difference and main factors of yield performance of Brassica napus L. between Chi-
na and Canada, registered varieties’ data were analized in these 2 countries from 2013 to 2015. Results showed
that the average yield of registered cultivars in China ( winter rapeseed, the main production in Chinese ) were
2 950.4 -3 112.9kg/hm’, and the mean yield were 3 496.5 —4 689. 8kg/hm” in Canada. In national trials, the
average yield was 4 057. 8kg/hm’ in Canada, which was 34.1% higher than that from China (3 026.2kg/hm’).
Compared with Chinese cultivars, Canadian varieties showed better adaptabilty and stability. In consideration of
population structure, Canada varieties had higher planting density which resulted in higher yield performance, while
those from China relied more on excellent yield of single plant. These comparision suggested that Chinese rapeseed
breeding should be changed from excellent single plant to higher planting density and better population structure.
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Table 1 Yield performance of Brassica napus varieties in Canada from 2013 to 2015 / (kg/hm’)

4y Al KT X Hr A X FL 2T X T4y
Year Variety Long season zone Middle season zone Short season zone Average
1252 6273.0 4 450.5 5359.5 5361.0
1261 5679.0 4243.5 4966.5 4 963.5
5440 5628.0 4194.0 5050.5 4957.5
1990 5562.0 4126.5 4620.0 4768.5
Vi2 -1 5220.0 4137.0 4815.0 4723.5
5525 CL 4833.0 3852.0 4216.5 4300.5
VR 9596 CL 4894.5 4036.5 4501.5 4 477.5
L130 5253.0 4042.5 4 966.5 4753.5
6060RR 5505.0 4047.0 4546.5 4 699.5
2013 6044RR 5454.0 3918.0 4473.0 4 615.5
V12 -2 5214.0 3879.0 4243.5 4446.0
74 - 44BL 5275.5 4 008.0 4 540.5 4 608.0
74 -54RR 5734.5 4003.5 4546.5 4761.0
SY4135 5583.0 4030.5 4524.0 4713.0
VR9562GC 5466.0 4069.5 4614.0 4716.0
73 -15RR 4182.0 4182.0
L154 5752.5 4159.5 4 860.0 4924.5
L159 5505.0 4288.5 5034.0 4942.5
73 -45RR 4 888.5 3789.0 4429.5 4 369.5
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g1
Ay (LY KA XA ST X T IX Ik I
Year Variety Long season zone Middle season zone Short season zone Average
6050RR 5107.5 3918.0 4300.5 4441.5
09H7757 5326.5 4210.5 4731.0 4756.5
10DL30109 5263.5 3952.5 4092.0 4437.0
10DL30509 5527.5 4182.0 4507.5 4738.5
2013 73 -75RR(CK) 5 656.5 4030.5 4210.5 4632.0
74 -47RR 5347.5 3930.0 4524.0 4 600.5
SY4114 5640.0 4020.0 4198.5 4620.0
VT530G 5388.0 4104.0 4 669.5 4720.5
1252 5131.5 3511.5 4191.0 4278.0
1261 4 813.5 3478.5 4117.5 4137.0
5440 4632.0 3414.0 3936.0 3994.5
1990 4495.5 3316.5 3717.0 3843.0
VI2 -1 4587.0 3349.5 3 607.5 3847.5
5525 CL 4222.5 2991.0 3571.5 3595.5
VR 9596 CL 4404.0 3186.0 3607.5 3733.5
L130 4540.5 3252.0 3826.5 3873.0
6060RR 4314.0 3154.5 3534.0 3 667.5
6044RR 4404.0 3154.5 3426.0 3661.5
Vi2 -2 4359.0 3024.0 3352.5 3579.0
74 —-44BL 4587.0 3186.0 3534.0 3769.5
74 -54RR 4587.0 3283.5 3717.0 3 862.5
2014 SY4135 4359.0 3088.5 3534.0 3661.5
VR9562GC 4587.0 3414.0 3862.5 3954.0
73 -15RR 3243.0 3243.0
6064RR 4 450.5 3316.5 3607.5 3792.0
13DL30122 4540.5 3349.5 3681.0 3856.5
SY4157 4768.5 3414.0 3717.0 3966.0
09H7763 4677.0 3252.0 3498.0 3 808.5
08 H0004 4 587.0 3283.5 3534.0 3801.0
11DL30318 4450.5 3154.5 3498.0 3700.5
13DL30323 4 858.5 3544.5 4 008.0 4137.0
SY4144 4314.0 3186.0 3426.0 3642.0
VT -SN 11 -2786 4450.5 3283.5 3607.5 3780.0
73 -75RR(CK) 4540.5 3252.0 3643.5 3811.5
1252 3804.0 3 838.5 4231.5 3958.5
1261 3511.5 3732.0 4041.0 3762.0
5440( CK) 3252.0 3588.0 3811.5 3550.5
1990 3252.0 3408.0 3393.0 3351.0
Vi2 -1 3252.0 3372.0 3469.5 3364.5
5525 CL 3186.0 3265.5 3546.0 3333.0
(S2200 CL 3 057.0 3337.5 3583.5 3325.5
L140P 3478.5 3552.0 3697.5 3576.0
66065 CR 3154.5 3337.5 3430.5 3307.5
6074 RR 3414.0 3 660.0 3774.0 3616.5
201 6080 RR 3186.0 3480.0 3583.5 3417.0
€S2200 3316.5 3850.5 3583.5
CS2100 3316.5 3588.0 3451.5
SY4157 3414.0 3660.0 3 660.0 3577.5
SY4166 3283.5 3516.0 3393.0 3397.5
Vi2 -3 3316.5 3552.0 3697.5 3522.0
14H1176 3511.5 3660.0 3774.0 3648.0
14DL30209 3088.5 3408.0 3279.0 3258.0
PS -SY 13 - 1579 3478.5 3624.0 3736.5 3613.5
PS -SY 13 - 1651 3316.5 3408.0 3430.5 3385.5

e B IE T2 30k 14 CINFE RIS A K BRI 5 HC ) s /KR 7.5 ~ 12, 5m?

Note ; Data were from ref. [ 14 ] ( Canola Performance Trials Results). Plot size was between 7.5 to 12. 5m?
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Table 2  Yield performance of B. napus varieties in Canada from 2013 to 2015/ (kg/hm’)
& KT AT X 2 X, AR i -2
Year Long season zone Middle season zone Short season zone Range Average
2013 5412.8 4063.7 4596.6 3789.0~6273.0 4 689.8
2014 4546.7 3274.5 3654.2 2991.0~5131.5 3822.8
2015 3333.6 3522.2 3642.8 3057.0~4231.5 3496.5
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Table 3 Yield performance of B. napus cultivars in China alongside Yangtze River from 2013 to 2015/ ( kg/hm’)

AEAy KVL EJi# Up reaches KL Middle Reaches K YL T % Lower reaches

Year AR Cultivar B Yield AR Cultivar B Yield AP Cultivar B Yield

W 57 Youyan 57 2 983.5 [F]71Z% 2 5 Tongyouza 2 3307.5 Fiil 4% 19 Zhongyouza 19 2 967.0

%5 31 319 DeSyou 319 2949.0 Hr 4% 83 Changyouza 83 3156.0 V¥ 039 Huyou 039 3037.5

i 28 Yuyou 28 2 887.5 %% 87 Shengguang 87 3202.5 WiZk 903 Zheza 903 3123.0

013 7 12 Nanyou 12 (CK) 2 850.0 ¥ ihZ& 101 Luoyouza 101 3198.0 T°Z% 1818 Ningza 1818 3222.0

T 924 Youyan 924 3 066.0 Wi 51 Zheyou 51 3264.0

Tl 679 Fengyou 679 3027.0 #3387l 38 Mianxinyou 38 3190.5

A4 5 5 Gushenyou 5 3142.5 4E31 2 5 Huayou 2 3196.5

FiyhiZk 2 5 Zhongyouza2 (CK) 2 881.5 Z4) 10 5 Qinyou 10 (CK) 2998.5

-4 Average 2940.0 3157.1 3142.9

%5 128 Shengguang 128 3019.5 7810 2796.0 233/ 218 Luyou 218 3214.5

i EE 7 683 Yunanyou 683 2 829.0 T5533 2776.5 B 9 5 Chuangyou 9 2937.0

7 12 Nanyou 12 (CK) 2710.5 431 Z% 12 Huayouza 12 (CK) 2739.0 Hiil 12 Ruiyou 12 3076.5

2014 JL 341 Fan 341 2874.0

#5E3h 12 Huihaoyou 12 3022.5

10HPB7 2 958.0

% 10 2 Qinyou 10 (CK) 2 965.5

I Average 2924.3 2786.3 3013.8

3 019 You 019 2943.0 2% 878 Xiangzayou 878 3036.0 42k 425 Heyouza 425 2 859.0

7% 1256 Za 1256 2 968.5 18551 7il 88 Dexinyou 88 2 868.0 737 You 737 2922.0

10 2% 737 10 Za 737 2904.0 Pl 3 & Qingyou 3 2949.0  Hfif 122 Ruiyou 122 2925.0

2015 w53l 12 Nanyou 12 ( CK) 2 608.5 4£312% 12 Huayouza 12 (CK) 2727.0 Z2{: 203 Qinyou 203 2992.5

Kb 195 Dadi 195 3085.5

%% 17 5 Heza 17 3145.5

%48 10 2 Qinyou 10 (CK) 2 800.5

-3 Average 2938.5 2951.0 2988.3

AR E R X R g gs =Y A T,
AT 3 A7 HE Y ST A N DR 7 A R R E
ARIF R 2 776 ~3 264. Okg/hm®, 2013 4EA 17 4~

Pl At K (52 3) /N X L= 3 112, 9kg/
hm® , 25§ 2 887. 5 ~ 3 264kg/hm” ; H ot K VT F il
P R KTT WAL 2014 4R AT 10 A i
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i 5 S B 2 966. Ske/hm? , A51F 2 859.0
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g EEA2 0.55% .
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Table 4 Yield comparison of Brassica napus varieties between China and Canada from 2013 to 2015/ ( kg/hm?)

[E % Country 2013 2014 2015 44 Average
N K Canada 4 689.8 3822.8 3496.5 4 057.8
H1[E China 3112.9 2 950.4 2 966.5 3026.2
&R E Increase/% 50.7 29.6 17.9 34.1
WAL S Fl (R 5) M s, FE Smedah FRE 3 A B R S AL R A 4

St 22RO B R, 3 AE- A B, I R L
SRR R 12523 4R F- M By 4 536kg/hm’ , T
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E & 44.3% . 1252 FF 2013 43 75 5 5 i85 361
kg/hm’® | 7F 4+ 2= 45 X I8, 5 2 5535 6 273kg/hm’ ;2015
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A A DR 7 B R 119 i P 214 3 256. Ske/
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IR I by o ) A JBE B P T 2 8 65% T XI5
e ORI 7 96.2% .

RPN 3 ARG, tLIRF] 3 958. Skg/hm” T
£5 FESMEARSERRHELE

Table 5 Yield comparison of the best B. napus varieties in China and Canada

EP3 0y KT XA HAE TR DX BRI,
Country Year Long season zone Middle season zone Short season zone
2013 6273.0 4 450.5 5359.5
ek 2014 5131.5 3544.5 4191.0
Canada 2015 3804.0 3838.5 4231.5
S Average 5070.0 3945.0 4594.5
KYL L% Up reaches K 1A% Middle Reaches K YL R Lower reaches
2013 3198.0 3307.5 3264.0
EEEL 2014 3019.5 3138.0 3214.5
2015 2 968.5 3036.0 3145.5
SE44 Average 3063.0 3160.5 3207.0
2013 96.2 34.6 64.2
JnEE A e E 2014 69.9 12.9 30.4
Increase/ % 2015 28.1 26.4 34.6
S-44 Average 65.5 24.8 43.2
VI« R I VI 0 0o I O R 23 X3, A e Xl o o 887 2 I, T 0 X 7 R 24 [X 3

Note ;: Regions are compared as: up reaches of Yangze River vs long season zone, middle reaches of Yangzw River vs middle season zone, and lower

reaches vs short season zone
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6). TEmMEE T, PR E— BP0 4. 5g, i3
IRR 32028 118, 6em  HLEIR TR T84T, T 4545
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Table 6 Comparison of population structure of B. napus varieties between China and Canada

2 B = BR[AF =
’ maturity /cm / (seed/hm”) / ( plant/hm”) plant/g
2013 100.6 1.7 123.5 1.5 x10° 9x10° 5.2
I N 2014 97.2 2.6 114.6 1.5 x10° 9 x10° 4.2
Canada 2015 9. 1 2.4 117.2 1.5x10° 9 x10° 3.9
34 Average 98.1 2.2 118.6 1.5 x10° 9 x10° 4.5
2013 220.8 170.3 2.1x10° 3x10° 10.3
i 2014 217.5 EARE 170.1 2.1x10° 3 x10° 9.7
China 2015 216.4 Resistant 180.5 2.1x10° 3 x10° 9.7
44 Average 218.5 173.4 2.1x10° 3x10° 10.0
2013 -54.4 -27.5 -28.6 200 -49.5
ESN A 2014 -55.3 -32.7 -28.7 200 -56.7
Increase/ % 2015 -55.6 -35.0 -28.8 200 -60.0
- Average -55.1 -31.6 -28.9 200 -55.0

T SIS A PTPELL 1 -5 FoR b 1 oy Er R, 5 Sm s MK BREM SR HTrE L 28T -5 3 1A A BETE 80° /2

A BN N HAL, G 80° 2 45° F R N ARHE /N T 45° R Rl R

Note ; Lodging resistance of Canada rapeseed is denoted in 1 to 5: 1 for straight, 5 for totally flattened. In China, it is denoted by the angles from the
bottom of stem to the land surface; ~80° denotes straight, lodging resistant;45 —80° slant, and less than 45° denotes lodging
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