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Table 1. The characteristics of the fungicides used in this study.
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean squared) of barely yield under different fungicides and Zn-seed
treatments in field condition.
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Ol s goie p e e Al L S cals 1000-
s9l3] ) Grain yield Biological .
S.0.V dar Ear number  Grain number yield Harvest gran
per m? per ear index weight
(F) Fungicide 35 )6 5 82906 ** 12.78 ns 22728676 ** 15264552 ** 909 ** 18 *
(Y) Year jLo 1 13004 ** 1003.45 ** 3146923 ** 13715983 ** 2221 56 **
F*Y 5 47950 ** 4.28 ns 1230981 ** 1997567 ** 174 ** 8 ns
Block (Y*F) sl 24 160 ns 5.60 ns 375498 * 426715 * 84 * 12.5*
7 (Z)‘Z” ‘JL:’JJ' . 2 16031 ** 55.66 ** 54854 ns 3100515 ** 191 * 0.2 ns
n-seed treatmen
F*Z 10 1430* 14.43 ns 458811 * 476068 * 93 * 10.3 ns
Y*Z 2 2207** 121.52 ** 70419 ns 249301 ns 18 ns 11ns
Y*Z*F 10 518.2 ** 17.72 % 232917 ns 474137 * 74 ns 18 **
Error Uas 48 108.5 7.46 178919.1 206844 41.34 6.41
Total Js 107 - - - - - -
CV. &l oo 223 9.42 8.13 5.77 9.74 5.67

* k%
‘
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** * significant at 1 and 5 percent levels of probability and non-significant, respectively
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Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean squared) of barely seed germination and important diseases indices
under different fungicides and Zn-seed treatments in field condition.
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w1 Germination Covered Brown leaf
S.0.V Loose smut .
df percentage smut stripe
(F) Fungicide 5 g, 5 15 ns 722.9 ** 73.34 ** 7535 **
(Y) Year L. 1 65 * 1.89 ns 0.019 ns 13.44 **
F*Y 5 10 ns 7.96 ** 0.029 ns 2.55 **
Block (Y*F) <5k 24 8 ns 0.81 ns 0.005 ns 0.021 ns
(2) s9, Jleyd 2 3ns
Zn-seed treatment 0.12 ns 0.04 * 0.75 **
F*Z 10 6.5 ns 0.93 ns 0.05 ** 0.54 **
Y*Z 2 0.2 ns 0.80 ns 0.03 ns 0.87 *
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Error Uas 48 9.28 0.72 0.012 0.019
Total Js° 107 - - - -
CV. &l oo 3.16 7.5 9.7 7.2
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** * significant at 1 and 5 percent levels of probability and non-significant, respectively
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Control without Zn-seed treatment, Zn-Z: Zagorat Zn-seed treatment, Zn-K: Kavin Zn-seed treatment.
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Figure 2. Mean comparison of interaction effects (year x fungicide) on barely harvest index percentage.
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Figure 3. Mean comparison of interaction effects (Zn-seed treatments x Fungicide) on barely harvest index percentage.

C-Zn: Control without Zn-seed treatment, Zn-Z: Zagorat Zn-seed treatment, Zn-K: Kavin Zn-seed treatment.
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C-Zn: Control without Zn-seed treatment, Zn-Z: Zagorat Zn-seed treatment, Zn-K: Kavin Zn-seed treatment
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Table 3- Mean comparison of interaction effects (year x fungicide x Zn-seed treatment) on barely yield indices.
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Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 1% probability levels using Duncan test.
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Means in each column followed by similar letter(s) are not significantly different at 1% probability levels using Duncan test.
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Abstract

Barely seeds Cv. Goharan were exposed to six fungicide treatments Dividend star (2 per 1000),
Carboxin Thiram (2.5 per 1000), Raxil (0.5 per 1000), Lamardor (0.2 per 1000), Rovral-TS (2.5 per
1000) and non-fungicide, and three Zn-seed treatments, Zn-Kavin, Zn-Zagorat and non-Zn seed
treatment to evaluate yield and important barely's seed-borne diseases. Then, seeds were infected by
loose smut, covered smut, and leaf brown stripe. After that, seed were cultivated in four replications in
the field during two growing years based on complete randomized block design. After seed treated with
three fungicide treatments (Raxil, Rovral-TS and Carboxin Thiram) was used along with Kavin and
Zagorat Zn-seed treatments, mean grain yield (40 percent), biological yield (20 percent), and harvest
index percent (20 percent) indexes significantly increased than control and two other fungicides. It was
revealed that fungicides and Zn-seed treatments had no significant influence on barely seed germination
percentage. Zn- seed treatments could not have affected on percentage of seed-borne disease. Some
fungicides like Lamardo and Carboxin tiram decreased covered smut (6 percent), and, Carboxin tiram
decreased covered smut (5 percent), and Rovral-TS decreased leaf brown stripe (20 percent)
respectively, in comparison with control. In conclusion, it was suggested that two fungicide treatments
Rovral-TS and Carboxin tiram were applied along with Kavin and Zagorat as Zn-seed treatments to
boost yield and control three important barely's seed-borne diseases in the field.
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