N9 Jg SOFe doxo
1P Jlo o oled « YA-) Wl

G0 Bl Golow 4 s D33 () 2 S b 519
Response of Late Maturity Maize Hybrids to Common Smut

¥ Yo VL
Ry A g Sl HLisl e Glej s

G;‘).:\{)dl@a"\:@:)cw‘;)u:ﬁﬂw}n‘)lpl;m‘—"')\

OB, o reb s 5 (6555laS Dlidod S o (0 =Y
PR IYITY iy sl VPR TITY bl ss Gl

oS>

292 9 JLg (5315540 ddomo . I yame ¢Sl (65 lans s TS Sp3 Ly 3 Sl en 2S5 ATAY L9 cammid 9. ¢ il cp ¢ Sl

AV AP YA

om0 Sl (Solmow 4 D50 () e Slb i 95 Cegli (s S gdi0 4
VAR Jlo 5o o gud FEATAY Jlo 50 O30 wypd W s YA b o bo3T Ustilago maydis (DC.) Corda
[t s 9 @ 5 dilaie 93 53 H1,C 4w b Il ol ST g 50 B H21TAD Jlo 53 v s 1O
ddo w0 30 S & 50 I a1V Ol pae 4 &S 4 b (Tip injection) b &7 g9 50 8355 95 b Sk .o
ol gl A5 Pl I3k (895 5 Ssbowt e 395 31 g 450 lez U d 0351 9 (onds il SLIG s9abs
318 3929 (5318 =xo B (S loows 4 Coumd _puiS 19 H5 31 DAY pud g 45 31D QLS b 519 4 325 51
bl Gl 3 4 0l el Y B jho (wlio 50 (Solow Dl (wle!l g BBy pud Cumiles § Crglio Of a0
P99 Golow 39 = Sde A ITAY Jlo 50 i 57 518 poluc sl B polio Hluw 0957 (5 )3 by puid
O g A ATAF Sl 58 i 930 Lol (ha Lot 31 (5510 peailal oy sud (59 093 93 Sgigs
K3640/6XK18 sy yudd 4w 1¥AD Sl y& 9 K3615/1xK1264/1 9 K3547/3xK1264/1 (K3047/2 x K1264/1

A 5 518 (R) polie 09 5 0 LM77029/8-1-2-3-2-3 xMO 17 K g K3544/1xK166A

Cilas (M 595 58 (395 F sl (D50 (Gl (sdollg

CYEYEVYVAS L Al zamani_mf@yahoo.com :J s ol

VY



AN Lo o o5led YASY Al " 3y 9 g (88154 dlxa”

B W) JE S5 o 4 5 b (5o
5 Shes 5 ol o Sl B 5 bl (2
T R R
3,8 Cg> .(Pope and McCarter, 1992)
Sl ol Jusle Siabe Calides sla A
LS olay (o smae (ST sl
P P X LR LR TS TRTE R
S Sl Gy olS Ay Caliies o1 s
slaasl » 45 (Thakur et al., 1989) c_.f
A pslde pB )l el g (315
Ol (Christensen, 1963) o S (Sl
Lo 55 iyl o ol g sl 03 S
355 plowl (SESS 3l eslil b 3 Calis
AN (ST 1508 JSas I 52 JE &
Colest 4 Cad g odd odalin iy 450 )0
S i ol 5 LS (655 )3 Ssles
&5 51 .(Christensen, 1963) Coul Hls, o
5 i Sl (6)les a0 Canslie Iy
03 d5b s 4wy 3 C—wl(Polygenic)
slanY W i, 5l sl slaal,
3 55 o3l ulacs &SKoun &S L Lo
s<—lys.(Pope and McCarter, 1992)
L (Whythe and Geveis 1998) .. }_?
AS s S pdlel 3 PTies (S 51 eslizad
S s Glodas i a3l il iy
OLHLSer 5 3,U 5515 hlew ol (K55
4 ;> l eslawl U (Bernard et al., 1992)
o S s oS il s s L
PRCHN [ PRGBSy [ PSP

\V¥

40R0
Salw D5 glag)len 2 e I N
Ol Sl e a5 Sl Jans
J—le ool H i s — (Boil smut)
(au L Basidiomycetes o5, 3| 2,6 s ke
maydis s
w Sl Jole ot .(Christensen, 1963)
S s 5 (ALE QUL 53 sl &g

Ulo o BL o) Ctl o Jlw pin

<— I Ustilago

53 ,b sl esles ool (Shurtleff, 1980)
LS T SIVAYY Jlw s 5 gyl 51 VO Jle
Ol s (Ullstrup ,1978) cl s i, 8
Olias 53 VY9 Jla 3 U sl ol ol 3
oelys 5 LS 53 WY Ul )3 e
sl ol iyl 8
Sd Jseme ¢Sl S5 5les eSa
(TAA) dmad Sl J gl O gy 32 G b
S s au laly 1y ol bl slad she &S ol
S e 9 S o N ep 5 (B e
O g)}‘.“—ff_ﬁj—j‘ﬁdzg-‘:—:\—“dl—f
S ooz pard 6l (ame Lyl 58
aboly oml 3 .Sl Yoy s5 p pols Coanl
Iy O gb o g addine ailaie ‘pitimes I (g3ldas
353t by 5 p 8 Gble Sl s
55 Bdes g)law Ld Sda gl 5
35 Dl oSt T 5,8 s
»> (Day and Anagnostakis, 1971) &3 .
5 b o35 85 ST 03 L W gl
Sl LS delee Sl 5 ST Lyl 5



3 3 G s ST

S Lsls iyl S camngy 53 VAAY-AD (sladLa
MQJJH'yJVVA&wa)JAJA
Coda sl ab ST Ll d s ¢Sal
Ol Caslin (glay o) & s oot 4 5 Y
5 (Christensen, 1963) i S .dsls
ﬁubwuﬁ);buﬁx&&»)>uh>uct§)|
33 ESalew 4 LaoT Cavlus b Coglie b
G0F Sl i o sean ST Ll
J51 (G5 G b Sl g gl O gl g
S5 Coaglie oy an Y 4TI
&> 3 s .(Pope and McCarter, 1992)
=i,y (Khani and Kheiri, 2006)
y&g_m_gcﬁ,.._;a,sv_s,mg:“uﬂ
3BC666 oL 3| o soa S35, IT 5 b
L5 S
sl Gasy gl
y3(Zamani and Dehghanpoor, 2007)
Sobow 4o Sl w295 G5 (2L
o o obite e jmiSTy oS wml s Sl
=l o3 sl 52y s sl 85
slgn Ols2e .o KE 72011/1 x K1264/5-1
OHLSen 5 LS o s gLl pslis
55 J =S (Choukan et al., 2008)

)

N
2004)

S

‘5 s
=il o (Jalali and Sabzi,
S Al 5 Glew ) 4 o D)3 oY
CoMestf 5 o IT Ol e 5 31 L Y
Voo islaiT 5o 3,05 5505 (6 )ls e
Solos 4 Sl a3 515 (qany )50 oY
SUoul (gl s dSsls 5l 509 -8 Sl o
e L ig, IS JSas 5 65y
Sl S5l sy gl G (S0 S
3T ol ky

< m‘ o\

j‘u:”‘..\

(Zimmerman and Pataky, 1992)
j_léi)'ig)sct_é)\&:_{dt}_.‘é}»&_il
5153525 ol Saliw (6 low 4 ol
Lol 035 ok adein as i8S L ool
5 polin pU5s1 oy slac sl 48 Cllas oyl
Cal Sl g5 B g o5 K5 ol
NUREP g JURP N WY L LV Sy |

.(Smith and White, 1988)
&> 2 cpdgl (Jonse) 5e> VAVA Jlu s
oS b sla Y sl s Sl aS 5y
el i S ria Ul
355 6oL Suls (Hlen pl 4 Sl
33 gadmie gla 5138w an OT lsyls
Lo slan¥ s,ml Ol5 o oSl L
Cd Jsens Sl 4 Sigline Gl glis
.(Christensen, 1963) s,l3 55> S I g
e I Y N—
s+ (Shomarover and Shalygina, 1990)



AN Lo o o5led YASY Al " 3y 9 g (88154 dlxa”

o3 od M5 5 @olFa Calia g5l 50 )
By g el 53 5 GosT e £S5 5 51
Sl b 65851 Aty oSl T
Gl s e glabgle OLaLS 5 &y3
g 903537 GLadd 5 s sl (gLl
A S 5 Dl ) Sl el O sl g
L eslerwl (Pope and McCarter, 1992)
N ol Sl sl sl 0l —
el (55T ez Sl sladl $
2343 VO e Sl g b g sieds I e
Ess ekl i gsl bl ke OT
B) @j.wwji..» <9y (Tween 80) Av -y &
S50 J il hie ST L e i 5l ey
J_*,s,gp_f»)&,t_,PDAwLﬁ_m
sCMA (Thakur et al., 1989) js 2 Ss
s e3ls i S (Shafizadeh, 1991) APDA
215851, sl a3 Y glas b, 5L ST s
Szl (bsdsee JiolasT ool jsdbesls
oy - oolazal (alde 95 azbats o 1) alue
T Shsel A5 5 L) s 5l 055400 2
S Sy pel e OT 2 e
ol 1 ol (slady sl 5 At S
5 o3l g )l eSS s 6y slaeSats
Sl O gl s 5 = (oo 4 O s
OS5 s 53 &K Lo 5 Gy sl N
Olej.As 3,5 (Tip injection) s, b IS
2 sd S5 ojlul oS b e 5l Siabe
O 03 il ey e Sle 4y e

20 e sldm e e 5l i LaST

\\%4

Doy U pslie p¥ Cudin (Salen 4 Zunslie
LaoT gl 5 L35 )l 3 anlllas 5590 1 uleom
5 il 51 aS sl plas HTies 4 s s
Sobes 4 Coaglie S5 J,28 5 ol
Syls e
o slin Ol 2 55t 4 s )
laasl 55 0dd A 5 o) 5 Glaks o
OLalS s &3 Slidios tdu (63154 Cabises
3015 6 A il g1 3 ae g (sl e
a L;?T‘_;LMAUJ_:}CM)L&A Gl;.»).a ol @Lﬁ

3S Gls pe s 8313

B w3) 9 3l
D33 ey du e YA ) ol o
YO 5 VWAF Jlw 55 ds on FSCAVAF JL
Ql_éj)'jcjfdb;e}:)s\\‘/\b Jle yo L e
IB s golew Ul 5 LSS 4w bl s
L g slad S slaeS -
ladlob s asls Salow 4 Cwglie
Jsb 5 e Bl VO s K 5l csls” L,
Aol aSWWollwl, ot bs  a
CoalS Ol s s 4B S L s e Sl YO
e 3 ey 5 43S 4SS a5 pd a sl
S LS 5 S 0T @ 90 93 sl bt g O
Jhad dsb 53 s IS S p o w

“l(_l S

gl (ol Slas 4
cs3al e gl (’ﬂ sl ls pilssl
Jlw )3 de Cdo e g JSI (Jub 5gb
ESalw (5 len 40 03 T & gai (g3l YAV



3 3 G s ST

Olad 2 55 ol SUL Colg o il

Lo el S 95 Cwglie g esede

o g bl

Il 53 talasT 3,5 (glads s S|
Lo b Cde 4w, 06,5 adkeis s VYAV
ST 5 ) o 3V sas T i 5> Sl
& (o,253) (il Cled ol oS (gl sn s
s ab 53 (K55S s s Solen pad
Calies >l 0 55 bad pum 4 IS wleulie
ks K55S s s e oS sk
9o by s 53 0T Syl 5 S5 3T Ol e
J&C»g;lpq..xia;jw'/.% -Vo
S ombe cdal 25 03 5 bl 5 I
22 Sl (©)les 4 S e 55 S
Il 55 5y ol 3355 0l oK) oyl
N3 SLiol 3y S 53 315 ST AVAY
Sy et YA ST ol s s
OT ilsls 4o bl 87 25 8 515 b5l
NG PR 4 T YJ gl 5o

A padia bl 4 Jgder slaal 4
Soloss & Lo (o 2 3550 Sy od G oS
TN Jlal mla 53 5ls gne (oMl $Salw
17T o P I SN U BN
o la b per oz S a3 GHlen 4 o 2
z aS Lus S dbuéuojjf
RO PRV-SIKCLIR I PRPST

Ol S adlate 53 (5l Db S0l

S Kle i 3l ey 05 Slady s oS 5l

\\A%

Sl i Hler U aw il Siake 4SS
by on b5 B bl 51 ey 5 Siabe
035y ped s Siale gladW .l rlq:.?\
A Ly S el b s e
S5 (Visual rating scale) glodalis
a5 b Sl ($olen 4 S LT 0B
Sk sl 6l i Labie 6l S 4
o3kl (Pop and McCarter, 1992) ‘gjfd\
Jbasd ;2 olay DAB A4S i F S
Fo L I e 55 IS sl Ols el
i 5 (ST 050) i G A3kl
STy A e (S 3T y5 u)
ol S jlesle vl Lo by pon
pslis sl o Jf - 4 (Disease severity)
0 - 0.5 s 5 L (Highly Resistance : HR)
43 0.6 - 1o 3 L (Resistant : R) p5las
L (Moderately Resistance : MR) ¢ slae
7 P S Y | - 20,
s osLs (Moderately ~ Susceptible : MS)

s i L (Susceptible : S)  plu>¢2.1-3

o > L ; 53.1 - 4
4.1 - 7 s o5 U (Highly susceptible : HS)
ULJJ )‘ osla_wl l_su,m:_wu\_& ‘S-J'_«J‘\_Lb
Sl glaals a0 s T bl SOl
uﬁ‘ )\ ode| s @ Slrosls Cdj‘u\i Sy g
S s I s ) lesT
Sl Laesls bds 5 Lud O e 3T il

(al_?at Arc Sin x Ll 5 (DS) (sl il



AN Lo o o5led YASY Al " 3y 9 g (88154 dlxa”

DIVYVAY Jlo 53 ey 3 G e 53 Sopd Jseme Sl (g)lew Dol il ls 4 20 =) Jgulr

=S
Table 1. Variance analysis for disease sev%rity of common smut in late maturity maize
hybrids in 2004 in Karaj
33T Sl o S

S.0.V. el df. MS
Replication (R) NS 2 0.233

Hybrid (H) & et 28 4.012"

Error ol gllas 56 1.094

CV% Sl s g 16.72

**: Significant at 1% level of probability.
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Table 2. Comparison of mean disease severity and responses of maize hybrids to

common smut in Karaj in 2004

IES) s Solow ks Siks ST
No. Hybrid Mean disease severity Response
1 K3304/1-2xK74/1 1.53 MR
2 K3547/3xK74/1 4.23 HS
3 K1259/4xK74/1 2.73 MS
4 K166AxK74/1 2.26 MS
5 K3615/2xK74/1 2.36 MS
6 K3651/1xK74/1 2.33 MS
7 K3653/2xK74/1 2.40 MS
8 K3640/2xK74 /1 3.96 S
9 K3640/3xK74/1 2.70 MS
10 KLM75010/4-4-1-2-1-1xK74/1 2.80 MS
11 KLM76005/2-3-1-1xK74/1 5.23 HS
12 K18xKL17/2-5 3.73 S
13 K19xKL17/2-5 3.53 S
14 K19/1xKL17/2-5 3.03 S
15 K18xK1264/1 2.23 MS
17 K3547/3xK1264/1 0.98 R
18 K3615/1xK1264/1 1.36 MR
19 K3653/4xK1264/1 3.06 S
20 KLM75010/4-4-1-2-1-1xK1264/1 2.70 MS
21 KLM76005/2-3-1-1xK1264/1 3.06 S
22 K3044/2xK1264/1 1.37 MR
23 K18xMO17 2.00 MS
24 K74/1xMO17 4.26 HS
25 K3304/1-2xMO17 5.03 HS
26 K3330/3xMO17 4.96 HS
27 KSC700 1.37 MR
28 KSCo647 1.90 MR
29 KSC704 3.83 S

S: Susceptible; MS: Moderately Susceptible; R: Resistant; MR: Moderately Resistant
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Table 3. Combined variance analysis for disease severity of common smut in late
maturity maize hybrids in 2005 in Karaj and Zarghan

2005 \YAY JL 2006 VYA Jle
5T Sl e 5T ar s Slay e ke

S.0.V. e df. MS df. MS
Location (L) ailaie 1 2.700™ 1 48.519™
Error (E1) oLz 4 0.557 4 0.430
Hybrid (H) A 45 2.599" 45 3.462"
LxH ailatex oy op 45 1.072° 45 1.955™
Error (E2) SAbe3T elzsl 180 0.679 180 0.403
CV% i s 2 34.62 31.39
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Table 4. Comparison of mean disease severity and responses of maize hybrids to
common smut in Karaj and Zarghan in 2005

& sles s KINEI
Disease severity Solews
. . 06,5 Mean disease
2 '\”"“ e . h severity oS
No. Hybrid Karaj ~ Zarghan Response
1 K3493/1xK18 2.30 2.26 2.28 MS
2 K3640/5xK18 2.86 2.03 245 MS
3 K47/2-2-1-2-1-1-1xMO17 2.33 2.13 2.23 MS
4 K47/2-2-1-4-4-1-1xMO17 1.80 3.53 2.66 MS
5 K3547/4xMO17 0.90 1.73 1.51 MR
6 K3615/2xMO17 2.73 2.23 2.48 MS
7 K3640/5xMO17 1.50 3.36 2.43 MS
8 K3640/3xMO17 1.36 2.46 1.91 MR
9 K3547/5xMO17 3.90 1.83 2.88 MS
10 K166/629AxK19/1 3.00 3.20 3.10 S
11 K3615/1xK19/1 2.93 5.33 4.13 HS
12 K1259/4xK19/1 2.46 2.80 2.63 MS
13 K47/2-2-1-2-1-1xK19/1 2.50 2.10 2.30 MS
14  K47/2-2-1-2-3-1-1xK19/1 3.63 3.50 3.56 S
15  K47/2-2-1-3-1-1-1xK19/1 2.26 2.46 2.36 MS
16  KLM76003/2-1-1-1-5-1xK19/1 2.96 2.66 2.81 MS
17  KLM76002/4-2-1-2-1xK19/1 1.83 3.43 2.63 MS
18  KLM76004/2-1-1-1-2xK19/1 2.56 1.36 1.96 MR
19  KLM76004/2-1-1-2-2-2xK19/1 1.76 2.26 2.01 MS
20 K3544/4xK19/1 2.40 3.50 2.95 MS
21 KLM76005/2-3-1-1xK19/1 2.40 4.06 3.23 S
22 K74/1xK19/1 2.63 2.50 2.56 MS
23 20NSxK19/1 2.60 2.20 2.40 MS
24 K47/2-2-1-3-1-1-1xK74/1 2.30 1.70 2.00 MR
25  K47/2-2-1-2-1-1-1xK74/1 2.30 2.70 2.50 MS
26  KLM76002/4-2-1-2-1-1xK74/1 3.06 3.10 3.08 S
27  K47/2-2-1-4-4-1-1xK74/1 2.40 2.80 2.60 MS
28  KLM76005/7-1-2-1-1-1xK74/1 1.70 1.23 1.56 MR
29  K3615/1xK74/1 2.13 1.43 1.78 MR
30  KLM75012/6-2-3-2-1-1-1xK19 2.76 2.90 2.83 MS
31  K48/3-1-1-12-1-1-1xK19 1.66 1.50 1.58 MR
32 20NSxK19 2.36 2.10 2.23 MS
33 K74/1xK19 2.96 2.63 2.80 MS
34 K3653/2xK19 1.53 2.00 1.76 MR
35 K3529/2xK19 1.53 2.23 1.88 MR
36  KI166/629BxK19 1.86 2.80 2.33 MS
37  K3547/3xK1264/1 1.50 0.90 1.20 R
38 K3047/2xK1264/1 1.20 1.10 1.15 R
39 K3615/1xK1264/1 1.23 1.20 1.21 R
40  K3304/1-2xK74/1 1.60 2.10 1.85 MR
41  K166AxK74/1 2.76 2.56 2.66 MS
42 KI18xK1264/1 1.76 1.70 1.73 MR
43  KLM76005/2-3-1-1xK74/1 1.83 1.76 1.80 MR
44 K3530/3xMO17 2.63 3.90 3.26 S
45  K3304/1-2xMO17 3.13 3.23 3.18 S
46  MOI17xK74/1 3.00 3.43 3.21 S

S: Susceptible; MS: Moderately Susceptible; R: Resistant; MR: Moderately Resistant.
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Table 5. Comparison of mean disease severity and responses of maize hybrids to
common smut in Karaj and Zarghan in 2006

3y et oo s KL S
No. Hybrid Mean of disease Response
severity

1 KLM77029/8-1-1-1-1-1 x MO17 2.083bcdef MS
2 KLM77029 /8-1-2-3-2-3 x MO 17 0.966efg R
3 KLM78027/2-2-3-1-2 x MO 17 2.700abcd MS
4 K47 /2-2-14-1-1-1 x MO 17 1.567cdefg MR
5 K 193 /4-3-3-2-4-1-1-1 x MO 17 2.217bcdef MS
6 K 3640/10 x MO 17 2.917abc MS
7 K 193/4-3-3-2-4-1-1-1 x MO 17 1.233efg MR
8 K 3640/6 x K 18 0.4500g HR
9 K 3640/7 x K 18 2.300bcde MS
10 K 3640 /8 x K 18 1.767bcdefg MR
11 K3615/1 xK 18 2.767abcd MS
12 KLM 77012 /4-1-1-1-1-3 x MO 17 2.883abc MS
13 KLM 77012 /4-1-1-4-1-2 x MO 17 2.233bcdef MS
14 KLM 77012 /4-1-1-5-1-1 x MO 17 1.950bvdef MR
15 K1263/14-2 x K166A 3.117ab S
16 K3653/2 x K166A 2.283bcde MS
17 K3547/5 x K166A 1.750bcdefg MR
18 K3544 /1 x K 166A 0.900fg R
19 K3493/1 x K 166A 1.167efg MR
20 KLM 7729/8-1-2-3-2-1 x B 73 1.45defg MR
21 KLM 78027/ 2-2-3-1-1 x B 73 2.300bcde MS
22 KLM 76004 / 2-1-7-2-1-1-1 x B73 1.983bcdef MS
23 KSC 647 3.717a S
24 KSC 700 1.833bcdef MR
25 K SC 704 2.018bcdef MS

S: Susceptible; MS: Moderately Susceptible; R: Resistant; MR: Moderately Resistant.
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