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Abstract

Introduction: Cucumber mosaic virus (CMV) is one of the most common pathogens of

cucurbits plants in the world. The best way to manage the disease is to identify and

cultivate resistant cultivars. Materials and Methods: Reaction of 40 genotypes or
cultivars of cucurbits plants including Cantaloupe, cucumber, melon, squash and
watermelon were evaluated for a CMV isolate from subgroup IB under greenhouse
conditions in a completely randomized design with 10 replications per treatment. The
plants were inoculated with CMV-infected tobacco extract at the cotyledon leaf stage.

Up to four weeks after inoculation, their reaction was determined based on symptom

severity index and absorption index in ELISA test (OD405). Results: Genotypes were

classified into five groups: highly sensitive, sensitive, relatively resistant, resistant and
completely resistant. Conclusion: Cultivation of completely resistant or resistant
genotypes for disease management can be recommended.
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Table 1. Analysis of variance of different cucumber genotypes against CMV

e® mlie solyl a0 Slas e g oo ey eSilee
Source of variation Degree of freedom Sum of squares Mean of squares
Genotype 39 7.23 0.18+
Disease symptoms 5 5.26 1.05:x
Error 195 23.05

* and ** are significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively.
Sl do)0 ) 5 0 maw jo (ghle pxe saims L (oS 5 Ay s g
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Figure 1. Reaction of different cucumber cultivars and genotypes against CMV and Symptoms

of the disease. A: Sever mosaic on Niagara squash Shiraz genotype. B: Sever blistering and
malformation on Shabster cultivar. C: Sever mosaic on cucumber Gavrish "Shchedryk" F1
cultivar. D: Sever mosaic on Pumpkin genotype. E: Sever mosaic on cucumber Victoria
cultivar. F: Sever blistering and malformation on Cantaloupe (yellow wrinkles) genotype. G:
Sever blistering and malformation on stewed pumpkin Esfahan genotype. H: Sever blistering
and malformation on pumpkin, Khoy genotype. |: Sever blistering and malformation on
cantaloupe. J: Vein banding on melon genotype No 10. K: Sever blistering and malformation on
pumpkin, Kiashahr Lahijan genotype. L: Sever blistering and malformation on pumpkin,
Gorgan genotype. M: Sever mosaic on pumpkin, stewed USA genotype. N: Vein banding on
cantaloupe, Ahlam cultivar. O: Sever mosaic on apple melon genotype. P: Sever blistering and
malformation on cucumber Gavrish "Shchedryk™ F1 cultivar. Q: Sever blistering and
malformation on pumpkin, Maragheh genotype. R: Blistering on cantaloupe, Ahmedabad
genotype. S: Sever mosaic on Golden zucchini genotype. T: Blistering on Rovena cultivar. U:
Sever blistering and malformation on foreign yellow melon genotype. V: Sever blistering and
malformation on melon Salar genotype. W: Sever mosaic on cucumber Amazon F1 genotype.
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Table 2. Evaluation of different cucumber -cultivars/genotypes against CMV in
greenhouse condition.

KE) S2lige Salige S5, St g sl .
T wlis i S Iy L O T
Genotype : - ot © e average
S MM M VB B SM
Niagara squash Shiraz 0 1 0 1 1 7 4.32 1
Cantalop Shabestar shiardar 1 2 1 1 1 4 3.1 1
)Shchgdrkul(Cucumber 1 3 1 » 1 9 2 5 abe 1
Gaverish
Squash Halvaei Bazar 2 0 6 0 0 2 2.2 1
Cucumber Victor 2 3 2 2 0 1 1.8 1
Cantalop Cheroke Zard line 39 3 1 2 0 2 2 2.30c 1
Cantalop Salar 4 2 0 1 3 0 1.7 1
Cantalop Mamoli 4 1 0 1 3 1 2.1a0c 1
Long melon line 10 4 2 1 1 2 0 1.5ac 1
Khoreshti Esfahan Squash 5 3 0 0 0 2 1.3bc 1
Squash Ghaliaei Khoy 5 1 1 0 0 3 1.8 1
Squash Tanbale Lahigan 5 0 1 0 0 4 22@c 1
Squash Gorgan 6 1 0 0 1 2 1.58bc 1
Khoreshti USA Squash 6 2 0 0 2 0 1b¢ 2
Ahlam Cantalop 6 1 0 1 2 0 1.2bc 2
Dastanboo Cantalop 6 0 1 2 1 0 1.2bc 2
Cucumber Amazon F1 7 1 0 0 2 0 0.9¢ 2
Cucumber Gaverish (Karim f1) 7 0 0 0 2 1 1.30¢ 2
Squash Ghaliaei Maragheh 7 1 1 0 0 1 0.8 2
Cantalop Ahmadabad 7 1 0 0 1 1 1be 2
Squash Talaei 7 1 0 0 1 1 1b¢ 2
Rovena Cantalop 9 0 0 0 1 0 0.4¢ 2
Cantalop Zard-e Khareji line be
Kh W 9 0 0 0 0 1 0.5 2
Long melon Tempo Hybrid 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Ananas
Yellow Canaria Cantalop 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Cantalop Falat 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0¢ 3
Watermelon 120 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0° 3
Long melon Mashadi line 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Minoo
Watermelon Genotype 108 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0°¢ 3
Cucumber Beith Alpha 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Cucumber Hybrid Super N3 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Watermelon Genotype 101 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Long melon June des Niagara 10 0 0 0 0 0 00¢ 3
Watermelon Genotype 201 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0° 3
Squash Ghaliaei 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0¢ 3
Watermelon Genotype 104 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0°¢ 3
Watermelon Genotype 123 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0°¢ 3
Watermelon Farao 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0¢ 3
Watermelon Super Dragon 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0¢ 3
Watermelon Charleston Gray 10 0 0 0 0 0 0.0° 3
SM = Severe Blistering and Malformation; B = Blistering; VB = Vein Banding; M =Severe Mosaic; MM

= Mild Mosaic; S = Symptomless.
il HlagaS sla uigiy ,o (Sl malaw o ire Dgles sazms lis Cglite By >
Different letters show significant differences between infection levels of cucumber genotypes.
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Table 3. Response of cucumber cultivars/genotypes against CMV in greenhouse
condition.

PR (az) o Slos a4z o
Cultivar/Genotype Yield Grade
Long melon Tempo Hybrid Ananas, Yellow Canaria Cantalop, Cantalop pslie SLals 1
Falat, Watermelon Genotype 120, Watermelon Genotype 123, Completely
Watermelon Genotype 101, Watermelon Genotype 104, Watermelon Resistant

Genotype 108, Watermelon Genotype 201, Cucumber Beith Alpha, Long
melon Mashadi line Minoo, Cucumber Hybrid Super N3, Long melon
June des Niagara, Squash Ghaliaei, Watermelon Farao, Watermelon Super
Dragon, Watermelon Charleston Gray

Rovena Cantalop, Cantalop Zard-e Khareji line Kh W polie 2
Resistant

Squash Talaei, Cantalop Ahmadabad, Squash Ghaliaei Maragheh, polie L 3

Cucumber Gaverish (Karim f1), Cucumber Amazon F1, Dastanboo Moderately

Cantalop .Ahlam Cantalop, Khoreshti ~ USA Squash .Squash ~ Gorgan, Resistant

Squash Tanbale Lahigan, Squash Ghaliaei Khoy, Khoreshti Esfahan
Squash, Long melon line 10, Cantalop Mamolie, Cantalop Salar, Cantalop
Cheroke Zard line 39

ol s 4
Squash Halvaei Bazar, Cucumber Victor Moderately
Susceptible

Cantalop Shabestar Shiardar (Shchedryk, F1), Cucumber Gaverish, Squash b 5
Niagara Shiraz Susceptible

byls jo leaies yiSToud ol glo STy 5 (e 5 oy opl 5l ol gl ulel y .abas
LS o LSl ol 5o il ools Lansess palie b polie Liws slldS (6 lugSs 5 3abe
o994 S o] 5l pliSgs 5 Coslonds (o 2 CMV a4y s JL5 Gasi VY (ST
VEGAF1 Yousaf sla igj a5 (g sbas closls ylis Sglae sla STy Lol caiogus pglio
Punjab Beitalpha |3 jl b wisi) plo g wols Hlas sasas cawlus Khyber Diamond

G—b5 ,0 (Asma et al. 2015) s ils (5 ,2eS Co—wle> Kumar 3 Summer green [Baran

Slocaigs ST alin il jlo)ls b g (Karim F1) 2,55 o550 )Ls colsss 9o pol>
CMV P99 LgL@QLg},,o ﬁl_w 59 ‘SQAl_«M Lngbu'L.Sb ...\.SQBQL.:ZJ Lg)._’l.of MLA,} UL.M.SL'
99 ol wcaws (Lactuca sativa L.) 25 slacuigs 5l golaws a5 (g, ebas cewloas i )158
(saligna accession L.P1261653) > cpon 5l 5,0 cale 4555 SO s g oy ylid cowlus
5 wdleass (Walkey et al. 1985, Provvidenti et al. 1980) ols jLis coglin o driaus
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