






BARLEY VARIETAL TESTS IN UTAH 11 

In individual county yields Trebi ranks first in nine, second in three, 
third in two, and tied for fourth in one county. In Carbon, Millard, and 
Washington Counties the yield for Trebi was significantly higher than for 
the other varieties. Except for Salt Lake and Sanpete Counties, all other 
counties showed Trebi with a higher yield where two or more years' data were 
available, but with no statistical significant difference. Atlas led consistently 
in Sanpete, while Sacramento excelled by a slight margin in Salt Lake 
County. In no case were yields statistically significantly different from Trebi. 

A summary of yields for all counties is indicated in Table 9. Included are 
elevation and climatological data for each �l�~�c�a�l�i�t�y� where tests were con­
ducted. The annual yields by county have been converted into percentages, 
with Trebi taken as a base and equal to 100. A summary of the results of 
this analysis is also shown in Table 9. It is apparent from the three-year 
average that Trebi yielded 7 per cent higher than any tther variety. In 
actual acre-yield, Trebi averaged 5 bushels higher than any of the other 
varieties; a difference of 4.1 bushels is significant, with P=0.05. 
Table 9-Acre-yield (bus.), relative acre-yield, and weighted average yield 

for varieties of barley grown in fifteen Utah counties 
(3-year Average, 1931-33, inclusive) 

County I 
Acre-yield (bus.) Variety Grown I 
I I I 

sacra-I Colo. I County 
Trebi Coast Atlas mento 3192 Colsess Avg. 

Uintah .................. 128 
Boxelder1 

•••...•••••••• 105 
Garfield w· ....... ________ 101 
Salt Lake ----_ .. _.---- 97 
Sanpete ................ 94 
Sevier2 .................. 93 
Davis2 ----- .. ---_ .. _------ 83 
Carbon ---------- --- --- 89 
Iron1 --------- .. -.------ .. - 83 
Utah ----- -- .. -----------. 

I 
68 

Millard . - .. - .. oO .. _----- -- .. 78 
Washington1 ; 74 
Cache .................... 66 
Summit2 56 
San J uan2 ............ 24 
Average (bus. per acre)3 

General 83 
Weighted4 

•• •• 86 
Relative Yield .... 

(% Trebi) .... 100 
ITwo-year average. 
2()ne-year average only. 

116 123 106 119 106 
101 99 99 92 78 
93 94 97 88 90 
92 96 100 93 75 
85 98 84 89 78 
83 93 86 86 79 
91 59 87 73 80 
77 78 71 75 68 
71 74 78 66 70 
68 73 70 70 53 
64 62 68 64 52 
57 62 58 51 57 
60 59 55 62 57 
60 55 65 45 52 
23 17 25 21 23 

76 76 77 73 68 
79 81 79 77 69 

�~� 

92 92 93 88 82 

SA difference of 4.1 bushels per acre is statistically significant, with P=O.06. 
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... ------
_ .. _-----
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·Weighted average was obtained by adding individual yields for each of the three 
years and by dividing by the total number (years and tests). 

1934 TESTS 
Results of the three-year county test showed that none of the varieties 

yielded as well as Trebi. From the material tested at Logan (Greenville 
Experimental Farm) a few of the better strains were selected for further 
county investigations. Yields of varieties previously tested, together with 
strains chosen for the 11934 test, are included in Table 10. Yields are shown 
for the period from 1931 to 1934? inclusive? with either three-" or four-year 
�a�v�e�r�a�~�e�s�.� 
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Table 10-Yields of barleys grown at Greenville Experimental Farm, Logan, 
Utah, 1931-34, inclusive 

I 
I 

Acre-yield (bus.) by County 

I Average Variety C.L 

I I I I No. 1931 1932 1933 1934 4-year 1 3-year 
Bearded Sel. 

I 
5289 ... ... -.... . 69.9 I 96.5 10'1.0' ... ... -. 89.1 

Algerian ___ ___ 1179 60'.8 49.3 95.5 99.7 76.3 81.5 
Trebi 936 63.9 47.5 87.7 10'2.4 75.4 79.2 
Rhodesia __ ____ 

I 3339 61.1 45.4 98.9 90'.3 73.9 78.2 
Sacramento 410'8 59.8 . 53.3 66.5 10'9.0' 72.2 76.3 
Atlas ----- ----- -. 4118 66.0 33.3 78.7 116.4 73.6 76.1 
Coast ___ ____ ____ _ 690' 62.5 38.0' 76.4 10'7.7 71.2 \ 74.0' 
Hooded Sel. 5283 --- ... 53.0' 75.8 91.4 .-- --- 1 73.4 
Colo. 3192 ____ --_ .. "' '''. 59.9 41.3 84.7 92.0' 69.5 \ 72.7 
Colo. 30'63 ___ _ \ -_ .... __ .. 69.5 41.0' 70'.3 91.9 68.2 

I 
67.7 

Hooded SeJ. 
I 

5439 ------ 41.5 75.8 77.5 -_ ._-- 64.9 
Colsess 2792 66.4 31.1 72.1 74.3 70'.0' I 59.2 
Utah Winter 1 ..... -... .. ......... ......... _ ...... 1 -_ .. .... - 111.2 ........... ... ... 

In 1934 Trebi and ..seven new strains were included in the county test, 
summary of the results being given in Table 11. From the fir st year's data, 
C.L 5289, a strain produced by Harlan3 from a composite cross, showed con­
siderable promise. Two new awnless or hooded varieties, produced in like 
manner by him, gave satisfactory yields for hooded barleys. Utah Winter, 
also known as Winter Club, is the result of head selections made from a field 
of barley in Utah County. This selection was made by the authors and multi­
plied for testing and breeding purposes. Colorado 30'63, a smooth-awned type, 
offers some promise both as a var iety and as parental material for use in 
breeding work because of its smooth awns and its relatively stiff straw. 
Fur ther testing of these new strains is necessary before recommendations 
can be made. 

Table ll-Uniform varietal tests of barley, by county, Utah, 1934 

II~!:I 
Acre-yield (bus.) by County 

Variety 
I 1-

Box-
I 

Salt 
I 

II State 
Cache Uintah elder Lake Sevier Avg. 

C_1. 5289 ___ ___ ____ 15289 10'1.0' 114.5 1 125.4 89.2 10'7.5 10'7.5 
Trebi __ _____ _____ __ __ 936 10'2.4 10'7.2 110'.5 73.5 10'6.5 10'0'.0' 
C.1. 5283 _______ ___ 5283 91.4 89.5 10'5.7 93.0' 10'7.9 97.5 
C.L 1179 __ ___ _____ 1179 99.7 89.5 10'2.7 80'.4 110'.5 96.6 
Utah Winter __ 1 ... _ ....... .. 111.2 94.3 113.7 60'.8 93.3 94.7 
C.1. 3339 _____ _____ 3339 90'.3 89.2 95.8 95.8 88.9 92.0' 
Colo. 30'63 ________ 91.9 81.0' 86.5 84.8 111.2 91.1 
C.1. 5439 __ __ ______ \ 5439 77.5 84.9 84.9 69.6 98.7 83.1 
County Avg. __ 11 __ ____ __ 11 95:1 93.8 10'3.2 80'.9 10'3.1 II 97.3 

SUMMARY 

Approximately 25 per cent of the farmers of this state grow barley. 
Trebi, the standard variety now being grown, has shown its superior yielding 
ability in various parts of the state. 

It appears undesirable at the present time to grow varieties other than 
Trebi on the irrigated lands of Utah where barley is grown as a feed. 

SH. V. Harlan, Principal Agronomist, in charge Barley Investigations, Bureau of Plant 
Industry, U_ S_ l>epartment of Agriculture_ 
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