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Figur.c: 1. Peanut Stun.:Virus— infcctec_i leaf r_:f haricot bean Cv.' Local f_!;) . J 4!;),__'1 Jgdll A o i ;JIL,,‘}H u".h};[ 1 l_,L‘;.,.:.
showing severe mottling and leaf deformation. Healthy leaf to the
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Figure 2. Peanut Stunt Virus - infected leaf of cowpea cv. White s Lyl 3 Glapdl Dl 035y i Lol el el L2 IS
showing severe mottling and leaf deformation. Healthy leaf to the T
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Figure 3. Peanut Stunt Virus - infected leaf of Hijazilucerne show-

ing systemic bright mottling. Healthy leaf to the left.
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Table 1. Effect of Peanut Stunt Virus infection on the nodulation. shoot growth and root growth of haricot bean. white cowpea and

lucerne.

:L_J}.aui )y S &._.._r}JJ] iaall
Haricot bean White cowpea Lucerne

Sl /4 o) daadl Jass

Average nodule No. /plant

100.30 4.32 4.11 Uninfected &l &

21.70) ek 1,153 3.67 Infected  Llas

10.30 0.42 0.60 SE. + _lall ksl

78.37 73.45 10.71 % reduction 5l G el L)

(i.:...U /],...Fv) t_,;é.u u..in;.H LIJJ}.H Jds

Average shoot dry wt. (g /plant):

3.40 3.41 0.15 Uninfected &l &

1.00 0.57 % 0.13 Infected  &las

0.49 0.60 0.02 S.E. + _ball Lasdi

70.59 83.29 13.3 % reduction Sl L sl Al

(&l [ a8) Hadadd Gl 051 Jans

Average root dry wt. (g /plant):

0.70 0.32 0.08 Uninfected  &Llas 2

(.15 s 0.06 % 0.07 Infected  &Llaze

0.07 0.05 0.003 SE £ _wblall sl

78.57 81.25 12.50 % reduction  SlasiW G sadl L

# = signifivant difference at p = (.05

3k = significant difference atp = 0.01

0.05 = P S e ‘;‘J._,._‘.J! Ij;':"“:*
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Table 2. Effect of Peanut Stunt Virus infection on the flowering

and yield of white cowpea.

Flower No. /plant

<Ll [0 a4l sue
Pod No. /plant

bl /550l sue
Seed No. /plant

() 35 100 O35
100 - seed wt. (g)

11.0 5.0
2.2% % 1.1%

1.03 0.48

K0.0 78.0

24.2 23.8 mLa.n)-_.ﬁ
Uninfected

3.3%% 23.6 Llas
Infected

2.14 2.2 bl tasl
S.EE. +

86.36 .84 __’,g,u;»._;'yd 2._,}‘.¢J'| a

% reduction

% = significant difference at p= (.05
#3#% = significant difference at p = 0.01
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Abstract

Ahmed, ALH. and A.O. Abdel Bagi. 1986. Glasshouse evaluations of the reductions in growth, hudululiun and vield of haricot bean,
cowpea and lucerne by Peanut Stunt Virus. Arab J. P1. Prot. 4: 103 - 108

The reductions induced by the Sudanese isolate of Peanut
Stunt Virus on the growth, nodulation and yield of haricot
bean, cowpea and lucerne were investigated under glass-
house conditions. The virus infection significantly reduced
the nodulation of haricot bean by 78.4%. the shoot dry
weight by 70.6% . the root dry weight by 78.6% and completely
inhibited flower formation. PSV infection also caused
73.5%, 83.3%, 81.3% and 86.4% reductions in the nodula-

tion. shoot dry weight, root dry weight and seed yield of
white cowpea. The virus infection also caused 10.7% . 13.3%
and 12.5% reductions in the nodulation, shoot dry weight
and root dry weight. respectively. of Hijazi lucerne. The in-
fection also caused up to 20% reduction in the green fodder
yield of lucerne.

Additional key words: haricot bean, cowpea, lucerne, Peanut
Stunt Virus, Sudan.

Reference

1. Ahmed. A.H. and P.R. Mills. 1985. Identification of
Peanut Stunt Virus in the Sudan. Plant Disease 69: 173 -
174.

2. Echndi. E. and T.T. Hebert . 1971. Stunt of beans in-
cited by Peanut Stunt Virus. Phytopathology 61: 328 -
330,

3. Fischer. H.U. and B.E. Lockhart. 1978. Host range and
properties of Peanut Stunt Virus from Morocco. Phyto-

)
pathology 68: 289 - 204,

4. Gibson, P.B.. O.W. Barnett, H.D. Skipper and M.R.
Mchaughlin. 1981. Effects of three viruses on growth of
white clover. Plant Disease 56: 50 - 51.

wn

Mink, G.I. 1972, Peanut Stunt Virus. Descriptions of
Plant Viruses. No. 92. Commonw. Mycol. Inst./Assoc.
Appl. Biol. Kew, Surrey. England.



