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Figure 1 and 2- Colony and Mycelium of R. solani
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Figure 3 and 4- Damages caused by Rhizoctonia solani on barley in greenhouse
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Table 1- Analysis of variance of shoot dry weight data obtained by in vivo experiment on the effect of Rizoctonia solani on 8
barley cultivars.
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Table 2- Data mean comparison of shoot dry weight of barley cultivars inoculated in vivo with Rizoctonia solani
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I. Significant difference between dry weights in control and inoculated plants is showed by different letters.
1. Means with at least one same letters have not significant difference according to Duncan mean comparison test (P<0.05)
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Table 3- Analysis of variance of root dry weight data obtained by in vivo experiment on the effect of Rizoctonia solani on 8
barley cultivars.
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# **indicated significant differences at 1% level
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Table 4- Data mean comparison of root dry weight of barley cultivars inoculated in vivo with Rizoctonia solani
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1. Significant difference between dry weights in control and inoculated plants is showed by different letters.
1. Means with at least one same letters have not significant difference according to Duncan mean comparison test (P<0.05)

# Standard error of the mean
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Table 5- Analysis of variance of subcrown internodes infection rate data obtained by in vivo experiment on the effect of
Rizoctonia solani on 8 barley cultivars.
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Table 6. Data mean comparison of subcrown internodes infection rate of barley cultivars inoculated in vivo with Rizoctonia
solani
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1. Significant difference between infection rates in control and inoculated plants is showed

by different letters.
# Standard error of the mean
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