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Table 2. Morphological and productive traits of the potato cultivars investigated in this study.

GsSadd) 3)35 iﬁ)ﬁ‘dﬁ QU)JS‘?*
Dormancy ol 8 el ¢ gl Tuber Tuber Lally) il & sl sy
period Flesh color Skin colour shape size Yield Maturity Varieties
o sia cayl clé jial A i 4, g 808 e Lo i PN
Medium white Light yellow Long oval Large High Medium JOLY
Adaw gl clé il cli el Allaiedgn 5 saa L sia b gl
Medium Light yellow Light yellow Long oval Large Good Medium BARCELO NA
o sia &l il Jaal Ugaia 5 s e - Sl Jas gia 1 gus
Medium Light yellow Yellow Long Large High Al SPUNTA
‘ ; Medium - late
Ao 5ie ol ol A g EBRS alle Lo i Y ol
Medium White White Oval Large High Medium FABULA
o sia e il Jial U laia 4, gua P e Lo i ay sd
Medium Light yellow Yellow Oval long Large High Medium FARIDA
o sia gl sl cild sial  Alie 4y uny 8 S e S BN
Medium Light yellow Light yellow Oval long Large High Early NECTAR
ik il il iy gy 5 S Al Lo sl L5
Long Yellow Yellow Oval Large High Medium SORAYA
Ayl - Alans gl ol ol ial Jsthie (5 an (BES alle Lo i BENSNISY
Medium-Long White Light yellow Long oval Large High Medium 7-FOUR-7
o e PN il A sl B us bua Lo ie Sig )
Medium Creamy Light yellow Long Large Good Medium TORONTO
o gia il il il ial § 3an 3 uS e Lo s ARDAPPEL
Medium Light yellow Light yellow Oval Large High Medium dua)l

(2022) 3 23 40 e ol ) il 435 ddae 248



cImageJ. geabip Gakiy (Pae) &8sl dalusally o(ls . 3a) 0y53a
382 O O3l By e 110 B e ilaly i) oyl
Lags 36 2 bl sl L (Albiski ef al,, 2012) (0.0000:452)

Alelaall 1)Sa 18 Janasy caiipe At oK a3l 0

syl Jilailly o adl) aranall
el plasiuly ) cilag ((RCD) plill Jilsdiall pancill ¢ Ll
<y cFisher Jlas) by coalail el (b3 gals XLSTAT
(Ssinse Jic (LSD) aill (s (gsine (b U8 Al ooy il 43 lae
Ayl Calia) Jead aaail (sagiiall Julaill al %1 Jlas)
Ll 2l degena e el (Vieugdenhil ef al., 2007) 4kl

Sl g yaal) i pigall

Sp1op9 * 100
RVgy_cn = Z (pcpi>

p1-p9

2\.A£§ Sp1—>p9 “J.\aan.l Al :\:\.\.m.\l\ Hﬁ‘ &}qu RVSY—C.n L"_g;
o 3l e g c2lgadl) mpeall il 3 Gugyaall i3l
Ll clal)

ALzblially qeiliil

QY] ALl A aladiul (geaa lgale Jiaaiall bl ]
a3l Lo iyl Alentia &)y Cilial paatl Invitro yaaal)
53gasall asandl 5 Cus o(Frame et al., 1991) (i jadl) dali
i) sgai yulass (eluall cilal) WA Lgs e dala) b
sk bugiS ((Taiz & Zeiger, 2006 ¢Mazher et al., 2007)
(Arict & Sarl, 2017) 4dlygl sae Jaugiag «(Wang et al., 2014)
Luigiag (Tomilova et al., 2021) 485l diabus ggana Jaugiag
ba)ll 43)5 Jauigiag (Diniz & Oliveira, 2009) lelshy o)sds 22
S Cpls il Ll gl b GilasY) ol s ilally

.(Diniz & Oliveira, 2009) lg dshaill o gandl 5< 55

F. oxysporum. f. sp. _hall daliy dug el gaill ciydige il

Invitro 3l Gig B pada tuberosi
dsb 8 Ligine Gojd 2sas (2 Jsan) Bl ey — il Joh
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S0 83l aall) Caall (e ¢ug e Ra S e il IS
s3e Javsgial dad Sl Clad (3 Jsan) Akl slgal) Clalea b
e «lifiiy; 1542 5 1.15) CF2 5 CF1 oyillaall b (3)y5Y)
20 davgial dad ol oy clagin dugien Bl Gon (Vs
Lisina (39sbiy (lifdd)s 12.959) CFO aaliall dlalas & (3)y5Y)
Agine (3958 29ng Slany) dlatl) i cuglal e Dlalea) 4 pae
Toronto cisall G Y1 cdugpadl Galallad)/Uslad) Cilial cp
g alg (<l /439 5.625) (3ysY) e llawsgial dad el J3s
& g5t (38 (5l Barcelona s Fabula <Joly <sliall ¢y 43
alall Ghyl s lawgid dad S 7-Four-7 ciiall Jiu cpa
Wl L ala) Ak g 4 Ausina (398 25as ae (liyfddy5 2.87)
Jelally dabadl algay) cDlalaay Gl o Lo Jelall dually
Farida Ciall 8 Lgies oY1 GhsY) 230 IS 38 cLagiyy Jolad)
Ugine V) OIS cpn G ¢(2/d355 16) CFO 2Ll dliles 2ic
CF1 dkledl xic 7-Four-7 5 Ardappel «Joly <alia¥) ca S

(s sl eilsfaa;5 0.875 5 0.625 <0.625)

Oe US i G g paal) elaladl/Uslladl Calical o Lsina
4.06) clall Jsh L sial e el Barcelona s Toronto ¢yl
e (a 2.293) dad o 7 —four-7 Ciall Jas cpn (B opu
Dl Gn deliall il W Legiy (gine 3 (51 353 pe
& Johll hugie el OIS a8 clagin o) Jelilly slgay)
oo (B «CFO 2aLil) dlalas die (aw 15.292) Toronto —iiall
7-Four-7 5 Ardappel s Jolya <lisY) Jsh lavgic dad ok
.CF1 dlalas tic (su 0)
Aulual) colall gslal) oLaall Cuas e daliyl asan Jass
WA el Jasly (alaid aias (Wang et al., 2014) L
LAY sall Jo¥1 Laftall Jolall slga) o lae ) davs
(Lahlou & Ledent, 2005) <lall gaig (Taiz & Zeiger, 2006)
¢Bacon et al., 2006) WA Laglgius Lsuy LICa S ailay

w

Jl& . (Ismaiel & Papenbrock, 2015 ¢Diniz & Oliveira, 2009
Uan Jeal Lebibart s 2lgadl) cilill Jesd (o aseudl o3
a3 Al 5y el S 8 AR (gyaall driseall jalial)
Broadley ) &l 5,Lall (ROS) dadill GeansY) glil 83l (ye
Las Wgigag 4lal) yaanil (gag L ¢(Jian et al., 2013 ¢etal., 2012
oo il ualially clall 46U G gY) Aol chgs ) oniy
Aot Crgarg i lall gy pual) elal) JUs) e 5f Ciana s
.(Wu et al., 2008a, 2008b ¢Kramer, 2010) Aaliyh 4
O G (1967) Wood 4dl) Jeass Lo e Ll cnil) 138 il (3

il Jsha 3 (CF) &kl 2ali ) (e dilina 38 55 e il JlaY) slea ) llaa il 2 Jgaa
Table 2. Effect of bio-stress treatments of different concentrations of the cultural filtrate of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp. tuberosi

on plant height.

k“‘ﬂ“ Plant height (aw) <) Jgh

i) Treatments of diff. conc. of cultural filtrate (CF) 4_hil) Aald ) (e ddlida 380 5 Dlalaa ..
Mean of syl
Varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CF0 Varieties
2.733 1.96 kimnop ~ 2.58 jkim  1.63 Imnopq 0.66 grstu 0.60 grstu 0.00u 11.71c Joly
2.826 1.96 kimnop  3.03 ijk 1.63 Imnopq 1.51 mnopgrs  1.08 opgrstu  0.40 rstu 10.19d Farida
2.315 1.94 kimnop  2.94 jk 1.63 Imnopq 0.66 grstu 0.60 grstu 0.00u 8.45e Ardappel
4.024 4.20 ghi 5.00 fg 3.38 hij 1.19 opgrstu 1.00 opgrstu  1.00 opqrstu 12.41 be Suria
2.293 1.58 mnopgr  2.60 jkilm  0.63 grstu 0.54 grstu 0.39 rstu 0.00u 10.33d 7-four-7
3.398 2.53 jkIm 3.03ijk 2.03 kimno 1.44 mnopgrs  1.06 opgrstu  0.78 pqrstu 12.92b Nectar
3.075 2.44 jkimn 3.06 hijk 1.49 mnopgrs  1.24 opgrst 0.34 stu 0.21tu 12.75 bc Fabula
4.060 4.20 ghi 5.25 fg 3.38 hij 1.19 opgrstu 1.00 opgrstu  1.00 opgrstu 12.41 be arcelona
3.584 3.25 hij 4.25 fgh 2.88 jk 1.44 mnopgrs  1.15 opgrstu  1.00 opqrstu 11.13f Spunta
4.060 2.78 jkli 4.79 fg 2.00 kimno 1.31 nopqrst 1.25 nopgrst ~ 1.00 opqrstu 1529 a Toronto
3.155 3.65B 268C 207D 112 E 0.85 EF 054G 11.76 A L gia
mean

.50.7 =CV% .1.29 =deléill «0.45 =aliadll ¢0.38 =Dlalaall (0,01 Jain) (53 sinse ie (5 sina (5 il
Yol Juial (5 siusa i (5 gina 33 lein 3 50 ¥ dnsds shandl 51 2 ganll 8 L CopaY) Leasiy U al)
LSDo.o1 for treatments= 0.38, for varieties= 0.45, for Interaction=1.29. CV%=50.7
Values followed by same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.
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Alabeall 3 Lsine (33Y1 2800 dalisdl) cilS Cm (MS el Jansg
oyl 2y L cDlebeal) Ay ge dusine 395y (Pae 22.58) CF1
45l daluall dad Jd dagina (B8 25y (Slasl) didaill il
Lsine (2ae 139.45) Toronto ciiall sy ccalial) auan
dag o 7-Four-7aiall Jaw ges oedbad) dn e
Aeay! cDlalaay alual) o delall Zually W (%2 90.83)
Lyl Aaluall culS 2 Lagin Joliadl Jelially dohill daliall
392.97) CFO aalal) dliles xic Farida sl b Lsies e
Joly cpiall & CFL albedl e Ligiea ) cilSy o(2ae
(Pae 12.22) 7-Four-7 cinall & 2 «(%ae 8.73) Ardappel 5

el G iy Al il @ ae Al sda il 3ilss
Ghs¥) s aid ) (ool 8 dladl) dalill Gulalaall/Ualad) i
< ‘;_‘u\ Algay) Gigan o (Tomilova et al., 2021) Lgialiag
Aphdll Aalillh Sbal) sleadl dajedd) ol WDl
82l Adysll daluall cuzaddi)l Cua ¢(Deblonde et al., 1999)
wie m G Geadl) Al (ajeall mlad) Qi) dalil S5
<llyg assimilation rate Jgwall Jially mull Jase (alias)
Jaad e danaeldl il Jals slall (e duaS ST e dlailaall
.(Pillay & Beyl, 1990) 4de xdlsll slga)

Aybadl) Al bl Alalee & (3 Jsan) bl iy LS
s2a )i Mg clgatana 5aLyg Wagal (e Camiag (3] dde Cuadd
Bouizgarne et ¢Arict & Sart, 2017) Tols 0585 5 Lo e il
Wu et al., 2008a, ¢Tomilova et al., 2021 ¢al., 2006a, 2006b
alially sl (aliaial aalp ) (aliady) 13 (s .(2008D
Jlaty 3LV DAL aPbsindl cLiall dhig Cuny Adad) 4l
5l & LS (Wang et al., 2014) Lsaall Légjud) il WS
1992)  &illy  «(Arias, 1985)
el atil (35 Las (Gapillout et al., 1996) ablakall/s)snillg
WA bty oaed cililee 3 Tla a0 L ga) Gagang
2e & palids) Gigaalsyen e (53519 (Hasegawa et al., 2000)
.(Deblonde et al., 1999) )l rlavsally (31,5

«(Barna & Gyobrgyi,

35ag (4 Jsxn) Slasl dilail) il ity — 4yl dalual)
SV ey Clisies on e (PO.01) lall & digine (3558
Jolgal) delally ccalia¥l Gy ey «CF dphill dali)ll dabiadl)
calall 438 y6l) dabiadl 8 slgal) cdlladd il agag Jangl . Lagin
Lugie O Bagly ccaiall s Giha) slgaY) 533 5L ae
343.96) CFO alall dlales & Lisiea (oY) (IS 48 )5)) dalisdl
4 CF dladll dali )l 35 ol 48 )l dalsall cuzmbiily o(%ae

.osblagl/Uatad) Calial (e 23ed cilail) 31y 5l 230 8 4, dadll dalid 1 (e dilise 380 5 Sl slga ) clelae 30,3 Jgaa
Table 3. Effect of bio-stress treatments through different concentrations of cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp.

tuberosi on the number of leaves/plant of different potato varieties.

b gia Number of leaves/plant <bill/(3) ) s¥) s
ilial (CF) A jhadl) dald ) e ddlida 3:8) 3 cDlalae
Mean of Treatments of different concentrations of cultural filtrate (CF) byl
Variety CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CF0 Varieties
5.352A 7.75 hi 6.25 jkim 4.00 grstu 2.50 vwxyz 1.15 ABC 0.63 ¢ 1519 a Joly
5.214AB 5.38 Imnop  4.38 opgrst 3.75 rstuv 3.00 uvwxy 2.36 wxyzA  1.63zABC 16.00 a Farida
5.15B 8.75 gh 5.38 Imnop 4.00 grstu 2.50 vwxyz 1.15 ABC 0.63C 13.65b Ardappel
4.553D 5.63klmno  5.00 mnopgr 4.500pgrs  1.86 xyzABC 1.75yzABC 1.50zABC 11.62 cde Suria
2.871E 2.25xyzAB 1.63 zABC 150 zABC 1.25zABC 1.00 FBC 0.88C 11.60 de 7-four-7
4.9C 6.88 ijk 4.63 nopgr 3.63 stuvw  3.00 uvwxy 1.75yzABC 150 zABC  12.93bc Nectar
5.272A 7.131ij 6.50 mnop 4.38 opgrst  3.13 tuvwx 1.50 zABC 1.25zABC  13.03b Fabula
5.298A 9.75fg 525mnopq  4.25pgrstu  2.50 vwxyz 1.50 zABC 1.00 BC 12.83 bed Barcelona
4.588CD 5.88 jkimn  5.00 mnopgr 4.500pgrs  1.88xyzABC 1.75yzABC 1.50zABC 11.62cde Spunta
5.625A 10.88 ef 6.50 ijkl 6.00 jkim 2.38 wxyzA 1.50 zABC 1.00 BC 11.13e Toronto
4.882 7.03B 5.05C 4.05D 240F 154 G 115G 1296 A Lou giall
Mean

36.4 =CV% .1.32 =delall ¢(.5 =aliadl ¢0.42 ==leall 0.01 Jain (52 sise die (5 siza (5 b il
Yol Jusial (5 sinsa die 4y gina (558 g 20 55 Y 35 51 3 ganll 8 ol aal ) il 8 Al iy s Loty U1
LSDo.0:1 for treatments= 0.42, for varieties= 0.5, for Interaction= 1.32. CV%= 36.4.
Values followed by same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.
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on leaves area of the plant.

Al 8 5 Al 5 (CF) il Aali il ( ddlie 5815 I (g0 Aal) sleaY) c3las Ll 4 Jgaa
Table 4. Effect of bio-stress treatments of different concentrations of the cultural filtrate of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp. tuberosi

b gia Leaves area (mm?) (2as) 4 gl dalucal)
il
Mean of Treatments of cultural filtrate (CF) 43kl dald 1) clalaa cilial
varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CF0 Varieties
105.24 G 111.10 hijkl 91.91 jkimnop  77.42 mnopgr  43.70 stuvw  24.05 vwx 8.73 x 379.77 ab Joly
91.321 83.34 Imnopq  87.16 Imnop 68.82 nopgrs  51.68 grstuv  39.11 stuvwx  20.36 vwx 288.78 e Farida
96.31 H 123.60 ghij 91.91 jkimnop  77.42 mnopgr  43.70 stuvw  24.05 vwx 8.73 x 304.77 de  Ardappel
128.8B 153.12 ¢ 126.63 ghi 108.33 hijklm  42.19 stuvw  37.91 stuvwx  34.45tuvwx  333.27 cd Suria
90.831J 89.69 kimnop  95.58 ijklmno 62.76 opqrst 4539 rstuv  23.51 vwx 12.22 wx 306.68 de 7-four-7
11471 F 135.98 gh 98.42 ijkimn 81.12Imnopg 61.05pgrst  38.72stuvwx  31.32tuvwx  356.39 bc Nectar
115.04 E  140.05 gh 122.60 ghijk 80.52 Imnopg  59.97 parstu  25.41 vwx 20.26 vwx 356.47 be Fabula
11941 C  200.04 f 110.21 hijkIm 85.88 Imnop 52.58 grstuv  38.04 stuvwx  27.7 uvwx 387.18 ab arcelona
11852D 146.87g 126.63 ghi 108.33 hijklm  42.19 stuvw  37.91 stuvwx  34.45tuvwx  333.27 cd Spunta
139.45 A 211.08f 133.75 gh 121.73 ghijk ~ 52.63 grstuv  36.43 stuvwx  27.53 uvwx  392.97 a Toronto
111.96 139.49C 108.48 D 87.23E 4951 F 3251G 2258 G 343.96 B Lo siall
mean

39.8 =CV% .33.17 =deliill (12,54 =aliadl (10.49 =laall 0,01 Jainl (52 sivse Yie (5 sina (58 JBl
Yol Jaial (s sine die 4y gina (3558 Lebn 3n 53 Y Auadl 3 ganll (8 gl il Coall 8 Al Cog oa Ly (Al il
LSDo.o1 for treatments= 10.49, for varieties= 12.54, for Interaction=33.17. CV%-= 39.8.
Values followed by same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.

oabiaial (G dul clas ) @358 el (8 Laglsinds 2SS
HLEY) Jlsy) oo Agganall ilisarell 7 s Ariseall jalialls el
Lpall Glleall Qo€ il by (gpndll poend)
Kang ¢El-Sayeed etal., 2002) <lall 8 450515 L sl g5l
Aaliylb 2leay) s (Mazher et al., 2007 ¢& Zhang, 2004
Rl 535 @il paeadll sai & Laleasl CF 4kl
Al el daia 8 Lalias) by cdansdU Jolall (ggindl
« (Taiz & Zeiger, 2006) Axin¥ly saill (o ) o Joay 3
lesene 33h 13 Clilea) 00 g5t &Y Dantie il Jay cadley
.(Rzepka-Plevnes et al., 2008) slgay! 13a il caat Ligs Ljda
Laliyg Gl 138 8 A el sl b il s3a Jias &
algadl Sleas iSY) Toronto s Barcelona «Suria <alusY) xic
il Leiw ccalia) diw 43)lae CF6 5 CF5 (ilalaall il caas
(5 Js2a) CF dphadll dali )l asans S dulual) GlusY) joda
Cilia¥) sl ALl 8 dphdll dala)) Jao) Al i Lee

comgaal) bl agend Alenidlly duvluall Aavigiag dusluall

G 2925 (6 Jsan) Slasyl) dabaill il ey = Jgdadl Jsh
Aahiaal) dlgaY) Glgise aladiu) die (P<0.01) lall b &igins
legiy daliadl delilly Gluayl e Dbl dals)) (g
Gl 3 giadl Jsh b a1 dlea¥) cBlebaa i Jangl s
Jsb bugie o€ 28 (il s (Gulaall algal) 5ol 83b) as

G 3525 (5 dsnn) Slan) dibatll il cutly — gdall e
ALl (e Al slgaY) Gligine ¢ (P0.01) i) (8 dsina
3gng Jangl G lagin Jaliiall Je liilly ilua) (g (CF) syl
& Lty Hoiall axe & el dleal) cOlaled € lu il
Jassgia (i) 28 cCitall Caa adadl) dlgay) 535 53l e il
ae oS s ol dalill S0 50k die 1HES Hedall axe
0.00) CF4 5CF3 «CF2 «CF1 cdlalaall 8 Lsine ) 53l
Lo cOllaall &2 G5 Lt Lasine 398 3539 a2e pe (Slf sds
Alales b Lsine oY1 ohall sae angie oIS G el e
3539 pae Alany) Julaill il gl (@l )3 6.442) CFO
s Cum g paall Gelalal/Wallaal) Cslial (s Lo Lsine (39
O b (@l 3 0.688) siall axal dad ol Nectar il
Wl (/o3 1.161) sdall axel dad el Farida ciall Jas
Jelally sl algay) clalaay caliay) o Jelall duall
Nectar ciiall b Lsiea AeY) jsiall sae oIS 38 «Leginy Jolia
SVl OIS Lay o(@ly/ 3 8.125) CFO aalill dlebed
Calual) U< (@l s34 0.00) CF4 5 CF3 «CF2 (CF1 claleall
(e (3 (5l L 0 Al
Arict & ¢Arici, 2006) Bl i b e bl oda Ccaadlgig
El-Sayeed et ¢Bouizgarne et al., 2006a, 2006b ¢Sar1, 2017
el L) & ¢ silly (Wu et al., 20084, 2008b ¢al., 2002
sty fas CF Anphadl) dabliyll algay) e aalill gpall slgadld
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Nectar ciuall daw s (A o Mgl e o 11995 1.199
ey la) o delall Lually W L (an 0.54) dad 3o
Jsb dausie (IS 38 Lagias Jabisall Jelitlly didaal) JLaY) algaY)
CFO salill dlalee xeToronto ciiall b Lsiea LAY 55l
e Lgiea ) siall Jsh lavigia OIS cps (3 ¢ 8.291)
2l paead a0 4iedy «CF4 5 CF3 «CF2 «CF1 <Dlaledl

iy ¢(as 6.409) CFO aalall dlaas i Lsiea AeY) j5ial
OIS G ¢ gaill Jang (B Aphadll dalipll 585 2bash Hsdall Jsla
& (m 0.0) CFL Alileall & Lgiea 3391 sdall Joka Jausie
0.0) CF4 5 CF3 «CF2 cdlalaall (5 lgins usina (338 3535 a2c
Jsh (b Ligine (338 2gng (Slasll) dlaill o pglaly . (mm
Clial) Cgi G g yall ulalall/Usladd) Calial ¢y ygdal)
«1.229) Glua¥) 3L e Lsies Barcelonas Suria <Toronto

il )i ase e (CF) Akl Aald Hll (e Adlina 30 55 aladinl YA o @LPSI\ Ay O lbaa Lili 5 Jgan
Table 5. Effect of bio-stress treatments of different concentrations of the cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp.

tuberosi on number of plant roots.

CiliaY) Ja e Number of roots/plant <ill/ ) giall a3

Mean of Treatments of Cultural filtrate (CF) 4 _hdll dald )l cSllaa calial

varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CFo0 Varieties
0.875CD 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.125d Joly
1.161 A 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 8.125a Farida
0.875CD 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.125d Ardappel
1.009 AB 0.500 f 0.125f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.441 cd Suria
0.986 BC 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.900 bc 7-four-7
0.688 DE 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 4819¢e Nectar
0.955 BC 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.688 cd Fabula
1.009 AB 0.500 f 0.125f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 6.441 cd Barcelona
1.06 AB 0.000 f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 7.417b Spunta
0.817 CD 0.375f 0.000 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 0.00 f 5.344 e Toronto
0.944 0.138C 0.025C 0.00D 0.00 D 0.00D 0.00D 6.442 B mean b gia

91.5 =CV% .0.64 =de\iill «0.24 =iliadl «0.20 =laall (.01 Jainl (52 sivse Yie (5 sina (38 JBl
Yol Jucial (5 siuss die 4y sina (39 gy 32 55 Y a3 panll 5l A Call 8 Al gy Ly ) ol
LSDo.o1 for treatments= 0.20, for varieties= 0.24, for Interaction=0.64. CV%=91.5.
Values followed by same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.

bl 53 Jsb e (CF) bl dali ) e ddlise 580 58 JUA (e GLaY) dlga ) cDlalae il L6 Jsaa
Table 6. Effect of bio-stress treatments by different concentrations of the cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp.

tuberosi on the length of plant roots.

i) b gia Plant roots length (cm) (as) <bil) ;o3> Jgh

Mean of Treatments of Cultural Filtrate (CF) 4 kil dald )l cdlea RN
varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CFO0 Varieties
0.847 B 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 5.931cd Joly
0.580 BC 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 4.062e Farida
0.847 B 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 5.931cd Ardappel
1.199 A 0.188 j 0.250j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 0.000 j 8.179a Suria
1101 A 0.000 j 0.000 ] 0.000j  0000j 0000j 0.000j 7.710ab 7-four-7
0.540 C 0.000 j 0.000 ] 0.000j  0000j 0000j 0000j 3.779% Nectar
0.754 B 0.000 j 0.000j  0000j  0000j 0000j 0000j 5281d Fabula
1.199 A 0.188 ] 0.250 ] 0.000j  0000j 0000j 0000j 8179 Barcelona
0.964 AB 0.000 j 0.000j  0000j 0000j 0000j 0000j 6.75hc Spunta
1.229 A 0.375] 0.000 ] 0.000j  0000j 0000j 0000j 829la Toronto
0.926 0.069 B 0.005B 0.000 B 0.000B 0.000B 0.000B 6.409A mean Lo sial)

.149.2 =CV% .1.03 =deliill 0,39 =ciliadl ¢0.33 =cDlaall (.01 daial (52 sisse ie (5 sine (38 Jil
Yol Juial (5 i die 4y gina (55,8 et 33 55 Y Al 3 ganll 5l A Ciall b dgiliia Cag oy Leasy A ol
LSDo.01 for treatments= 0.33, for varieties= 0.39, for Interaction= 1.03. CV%-= 149.2.
Values followed by same letters in a row or a column are not significantly different at (LSD at P<0.01).
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sl e AeaY) gl 536 aga Jangl . Lagin Jalisall Jelinlly
O G cChiball Cus (adaal) dlga Y Bk 8ab) ae il Gyl
CFO salall dlelea 3 Lgiea oY) oIS Qla)ll (jl) Jansgia
(MS saill Jausg 8 CF dali )l 585 sbajls (il «(¢ 0.3325)
(¢ 0.0222) CF1 alabeall 8 Lsina A1 o)l (31 IS G
Slial O g B3 sag Shasy) dlaill @i ekl
e Lsies Toronto ciiall 35 G cdusg paal) Gudallad/Uala)
Ciall Jaw g B ¢ 01118 bylsie dai Galual) il
GluaYl gl Lwdl W (¢ 0.0616) ded o 7-four-7
Ox delall dually . Lgin Lad dugine (358 J9ag Jangl 228 Ay paal
cLagiyy Jaliial) Je lailly 4yhadll dalill dlgal) cDlelasy Cilial)
aleledl Barcelona ciall b Lsies eV Qlajll 0360 o\S 33
& Lsine ) dadll cilS m 8 ¢ 0.5676) CFO salal
(7 Js2a) CF1 dlelaall Ardappel s Joly (ptial)

Al aly #Z s lgle blas ) &) cals
Bouizgarne et al., 2006a, ¢Arict & Sar1, 2017 ¢Arici, 2006)
gen O @lull iy Gua (WU et al., 20082, 2008b ¢2006b
Gy byl Ol Aad (meal d Auladll dali)l cDleles
o53n 2eg sl elall 3lgf aaey JohaS saill Cpiga (alis
Deblonde ) dusslssyudll cililaslly cculs JS1 48 56l) daliaal) ¢ sanas
-(Lahlou & Ledent, 2005 ¢et al., 1999

¢Aricy, 2006) Ayl Glulyy =1l ae Casal) 138 300 i) g3
El- ¢Bouizgarne et al., 2006a, 2006b ¢Aric1 & Sari, 2017
& wiy Ay (Wu et al., 2008a, 2008b ¢Sayeed et al., 2002
) sl el anss ) (CF) Aphadll Zalil (e Aulle 8058 2l
s Sy ebal) 3 A Al al e V) DA LR A s
ginall il ) Jaria (yaléily « odall (8 dunglsindy dulSa
Mazher ) il gaig WA Alkin) Jae galfig egolal) Sl
G Al @l @iy ((Taiz & Zeiger, 2006 <et al., 2007
@35 MS Lawss (& dphadll Lalil e ddle Gilejad Glal) adas
Jusy) e Aggae s Slabiie zlly el palaial e )
Gaaglsel Slleal B o g Ly (gnd) ppand) ) i)
e duhall oda lgn I L (EI-Sayeed et al., 2002) WAl Jala
Afisll (e e daipall S coell gal cdad
O slel Clgiva duhill dali)ll b sgasal) L) Fusaric Acid
L@t gdad apudiy ose 83bjs yedal) il i3l 8 Jga e 1.0
Gl 8 2ali))) agens 55 Cua «(Diniz & Oliveira, 2009)
(Arias, AN sall DU ATP 48l ¢ lidaaly stussill 528
.1985)

3935 (7 dsa) Slaay) dulanll il ety — cldll calayll O 3 9l)
AgaY) Slbgine aladiul die (P<0.01) clall 8 digiae (395
oalalad)/Uslad) Cilial (e 220 e Zoyladll Aali )l (pe dahad))

M) e dalide Cilial caba il ()3 sll 8 ¢(CF) 4kl Aali )l (e daliie 380 5 OMA (e ¢ Alal) dlga) cllea 58l 7 Jgaa
Table 7. Effect of bio-stress treatments by different concentrations of the cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp.

tuberosi on the fresh weight of different potato varieties.

h“”h Plant fresh weight (g) (&) <ill Gl )l &34l
walial)
Mean of Treatments of cultural filtrate (CF) 43 il dald 1) clalaa dilay)
varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CRF3 CF2 CF1 CFO0 Varieties
0.082 C 0.064 hijklmn 0.051 ijklmno 0.051 ijklmno  0.048 jklmno  0.020 mno 0.016 o 0.3233cd Joly
0.082C 0.097 ghi 0.057 hijklmno  0.050 ijkimno  0.046 jkimno  0.022 mno 0.018 no 0.2820de Farida
0.073CD  0.085 ghij 0.051 ijklmno 0.051 ijklmno  0.048 jkimno  0.020 mno 0.016 o 0.2421e Ardappel
0.107 B 0.097 ghi 0.085 ghij 0.068 hijklm 0.031 Imno 0.030 Imno 0.026 Imno  0.4116b Suria
0.062 C 0.063 hijklmno  0.053 ijklmno 0.046 jkimno  0.033 kimno 0.030 Imno 0.024 Imno  0.1824f 7-four-7
0.078 CD  0.070 hijkl 0.066 hijklmn 0.042 jkimno  0.034 Imno 0.026 Imno 0.022mno  0.2830de Nectar
0.088C 0.081 hijk 0.052 ijklmno 0.042 jklmno  0.035 kimno 0.025 Imno 0.023Imno  0.3585c Fabula
0.108 B 0.102 gh 0.085 ghij 0.068 hijklm 0.031 mno 0.030 Imno 0.026 Imno  0.4116b Barcelona
0.087C 0.130g 0.056 hijklmno  0.047 jkimno ~ 0.043 jkimno ~ 0.039 jkimno  0.032Imno  0.2631e Spunta
0.1118A 0.057 hijklmno  0.047 jkimno 0.039%4jklmno  0.0277Imno 0.024 Imno 0.021mno  0.5676a Toronto
0.0877 0.0846 B 0.0602 C 0.0504 CD 0.0376 D 0.0265 D 0.0222 D 0.3325A Lou giall
mean

73.8 =CV% .0.0482 =Jeliill ¢(.0182 =—iiad ¢(,0152 ==Skalaall .01 Jaia (5 sinsa 2ic (5 sina (38 Sl

Yo il (5 sinsa die &y gine (35 Lot 30 55 Y i 3 ganll ol 4nss Gl 8 Al iy s Loty 1
LSDo.o:1 for treatments= 0.0152, for varieties= 0.0182, for Interaction= 0.0482. CV%= 73.8.
Values followed by same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.
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Ahaiye Ay Slall 8 Lige e dha mityall Cilal) (il 3a)
by Dle d9ag ) Jedl 85 (halgaY) g g @Y lall Jeany
Cagol can Aalul) aijaiey clall B Al salall SIp o
Jasgie G Gun (Al oda dal) Cuald L g 138 (38515 calga)
Ly «leY) & Toronto daas <Y Canall Galall G5l da
Jsaa) Lhall dalsy) Laulua Y 7-Four-7 ciall lalial culs
o @A (1967) Wood 4dll Juasi Lo aa i) cadlgs LS (8
il gaiy SY) B b 55D dalad) Ayl walg W G g
saill Gledaia g lilaal dleal lgaie daii (Slal) d)gy Gliadll
JAasaiy psiall (i, Al

3l A yhadll Aalill Dleles g G (i ] ciluh ity WS
phre (aleady cllyy clall Glally oyl O)sll dad (s )
el & ) sl 85 ((Lahlou & Ledent, 2005) saill cilydize
355 On iy Sgeall Qi) dlee 3 Aelal) 8ol sl dalise
Glailall e bl £ 9,8 ¢ laf dlls 8 CO, cuis
Tasee Galall Gyl pai ) (535 Lea cslpmdl)

3o 3529 (8 o) (Slas) Jilatll il iy — ilad) O30l
ALl e dibidal) slgaY) Cligina (2 (P<O.01) Slall A dginae
Olalae il aagl L legin Jaliiall Jelally Calia¥) g 4 yladl)
s haal) algaY) 8al 5al) ae Glad)h bl G5 (A aleaY)
salal) Alles b Lgien AY) Gilall 0ol Jassgia (IS 38 (il
by A kil dalall pSH abajl (aidily ¢($0.0406) CFO
Gajis (£0.0048) CF1 alalaall 3 Ligina Y1 (IS8 (MS )30
(o d9ng Slany) dulanll il cajglal D lalaall Al pa D gine
Caiall (3o G g yaall GliaYl Gu Gl (36l 8 disina
OS Jas s b o 0.0212) Gl 4 e Lgies Toronto
G (¢ 0.0099) dad ol Ardappel s 7-Four-7 cpiiall (s
GliaYl gy b Jelall Ll W calal) 4o e A
sl O 38 clagiy Jaliad) Jelally dabdall algaYl <Dlalass
CFO »aLall dlalee xie Toronto ciiall b Lsies le¥) alal
Alelaal 7-Four-7 cisall & A1 O3l OIS cps B ¢(§ 0.0862)

.(¢ CF10.0027)

.osblagl/Ualad) Calial (e 23ed Galadl 3 5l) 8 ((CF) 4 _kail) dals ) (e ddlide 380 55 IS (g ¢ AaY) alga ) cOlelas L3l 8 Jgaa
Table 8. Effect of bio-stress by different concentrations of the cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp. Tuberosi on

the dry weight of different potato varieties.

b i Dray weight (§) <bsill dilad) ¢35
ciliaY) Treatments of cultural filtrate (CF) 4 k!l dald ) <Blalas )
Mean of gyl
varieties CF6 CF5 CF4 CF3 CF2 CF1 CFo0 Varieties
0.0117 CD 0.0102 0.0093 0.0093 0.0081 0.0061 0.0041 0.0349 ¢ Joly
hijklmnopq jklmnopqrs jklmnopqrs klmnopgrstu  nopgrstu rstu
0.0113CD 0.0178 ef 0.0091 fghijkl 0.0102 0.0097 0.0077 0.0039 stu  0.0210 e Farida
hijklmnopq ijkimnopar kimnopgrstu
0.0099 D 0.0112 0.0093 0.0093 0.0081 0.0061 0.0041 0.0212 e Ardappel
ghijklmno jklmnopqrs jklmnopqrs klmnopgrstu  nopgrstu rstu
0.0158 B 0.0157 efgh 0.0139 fghij 0.0125 0.0087 0.0069 0.0054 0.0473 b Suria
fghijk jklmnopgrst ~ klmnopgrstu  pqrstu
0.0099 D 0.0092 0.0076 0.0065 0.0058 0.0041 rstu 0.0027 u 0.0334 cd 7-four-7
jklmnopars klmnopgrstu Imnopgrstu opgrstu
0.0124C 0.0150 fghi 0.0116 0.0077 0.0055 0.0046 grstu  0.0033tu  0.0389 ¢ Nectar
ghijklmn klmnopgrstu  opgrstu
0.0151 B 0.0155 efgh 0.0121 0.0109 0.0073 0.0066 0.0053 0.0480 b Fabula
fghijkim ghijklmnop klmnopgrstu  Imnopgrstu pgrstu
0.0160 AB 0.0173 ef 0.0139 fghij 0.0125 0.0087 0.0069 0.0054 0.0473 b Barcelona
fghijk jklmnopgrst ~ klmnopgrstu  pgrstu
0.0119 CD 0.0162 efg 0.0081 0.0059 0.0105 0.0086 0.0064 0.0279d Spunta
klmnopgrstu opgrstu hijklmnop jklmnopgrst  mnopgrstu
0.0212 A 0.0177 0.0122 0.0088 0.085l 0.0079 grstu  0.0071 u 0.0862 a Toronto
klmnopgrstu jklmnopqrs klmnopgrstu ~ mnopgrstu
0.0135 0.0146B 0.0107C 0.0094 D 0.0081 DE 0.0065 EF 0.0048 FG  0.0406 A Lo gidl)
mean

.57.9 =CV% .0.0057 =Jeléll ¢0.0022 =—ia™ ¢(,0018 ==Skabaall 0.01 Jaia (5 sinsa 2ic (5 sina (38 Sl

Yo i) (5 sinsa die &y gine (358 Lt 22 55 Y i 3 ganll ol 4nss Gl 8 Al Gy s Loty 1

LSDo.0:1 for treatments= 0.0018, for varieties= 0.0022, for Interaction= 0.0057. CV%=57.9.
Values followed by the same letters in the same row or same column are not significantly different at P=0.01.
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Figure 1. Dendrogram based on relative values of growth parameters of ten potato varieties under the effect of different
concentrations of cultural filtrate (CF) of Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. Tuberosi.

Abstract
Eltinawi, E.A., F. Albiski and J. Faddoul. 2022. Effect of Cultural Filtrate of Fusarium oxysporum. f. sp. tuberosi in Some
Growth Parameters of Ten Potato Varieties (Solanum tuberosum) In vitro. Arab Journal of Plant Protection, 40(3): 247-
259. https://doi.org/10.22268/AJPP-40.3.247259
This study aimed to evaluate the effect of biological stress on some morphological growth parameters of ten potato varieties grown in
vitro. Biological stress was applied by adding different concentrations of cultural filtrate (CF) of the fungal pathogen Fusarium oxysporum. f.
sp. Tuberosum (0, 5, 10, 15, 25, 30, 40%) to the MS (Murashigi-Skoog) growth medium. The growth parameters measured were: plant height
(cm), number of leaves/plant, leaf area (mm?2), number of roots/plant, root length (cm), and plant fresh and dry weight (g). The results showed
that the potato varieties investigated differed in their response to the biological stress applied. The cluster analysis based on the sum of the
relative values of the studied growth parameters, the potato varieties can be clustered in three different groups: The first group included three
tolerant varieties to biological stress, Toronto, Barcelona and Suria; the second group included four moderately sensitive varieties to bio-stress,
Fabulla, Nectare, Spunta and Ardappel; the third group included three sensitive varieties, 7-Four-7, Farida and Joly. The results obtained
indicated that the in vitro screening technology could be used as a fast and efficient way to evaluate genetic variation of tolerance to biological
stress in potatoes.
Keywords: Biological stress, cultural filtrate (CF), cluster analysis, mycotoxin, potatoes.
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