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Abstract

Introduction: Rhizoctonia solani Kiihn is a soil borne fungus that causes stem canker

and black scurf and severely damages crop in various potato growing areas in Iran. The

aim of this study was to investigate the pathogenicity of various fungal isolates from
different potato growing areas in Iran on the Burren cultivar. Material and Methods:

In this study, The pathogenicity of 70 isolates of Rhizoctonia solani from major potato

growing areas in Iran including the provinces of Ardabil, Isfahan, Fars, Kurdistan,

Kerman, Lorestan and Hamedan was investigated on the potato cultivar ‘Burren’ in

completely randomized design experiment under greenhouse conditions. Results: The

analysis of variance showed that the pathogenicity of the isolates was very different at
probability level of 1% is significant, and therefore they were divided into different
groups. Conclusions: The isolates of Ardabil-1, Ardabil-5, Isfahan-14, Fars-26, Fars-

29, Kurdistan-34, Kurdistan-39, Kurdistan-40, Kerman-47 and Hamedan-66 had the

highest pathogenicity, while the isolates Fars-21, Isfahan-20, Hamedan-65 and Isfahan-

18 showed the lowest pathogenicity, respectively.
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Figure 1. Pathogenicity of an Iranian Rhizoctonia solani isolate on Burren potato
cultivar.
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Table 1. Pathogenicity of Iranian Rhizoctonia solani isolates on Burren potato cultivar.

Percent Percent
Number Location Disease Number Location Disease

severity severity
1 Ardabil, Ardabil 100 a" 36 Ghorveh, Kordestan 90 ab
2 Nir, Ardabil 40 e-g 37 Dehgolan, Kordestan 95 ab
3 Nir, Ardabil 45 d-g 38 Dehgolan, Kordestan 95 ab
4 Ardabil, Ardabil 95ab 39 Dehgolan, Kordestan 100 a
5 Nir, Ardabil 100 a 40 Ghorveh, Kordestan 100 a
6 Namin, Ardabil 45 d-g 41 Jiroft, Kerman 60 b-e
7 Namin, Ardabil 70 a-d 42 Jiroft, Kerman 95 ab
8 Ardabil, Ardabil 95 ab 43 Jiroft, Kerman 55 c-f
9 Namin, Ardabil 40 e-g 44 Jiroft, Kerman 80 a-c
10 Ardabil, Ardabil 80 a-c 45 Jiroft, Kerman 95 ab
11 Chadegan, Isfahan 80 a-c 46 Jiroft, Kerman 30 f-h
12 Chadegan, Isfahan 27 gh 47 Jiroft, Kerman 100 a
13 Fereydan, Isfahan 90 ab 48 Jiroft, Kerman 90 ab
14 Semirom, Isafahan 100 a 49 Jiroft, Kerman 90 ab
15 Golpayegan, Isfahan 65 a-e 50 Jiroft, Kerman 95 ab
16 Golpayegan, Isfahan 90 ab 51 Noor Abad, Lorestan 90 ab
17 Golpayegan, Isfahan 90 ab 52 Azna, Lorestan 95 ab
18 Damaneh, Isfahan 0j 53 Aligoodarz, Lorestan 80 a-c
19 Damaneh, Isfahan 22 gh 54 Alashtar, Lorestan 14 hi
20 Semirom, Isafahan 6 ij 55 Khoram Abad, Lorestan 80 a-c
21 Lar, Fars 6 ij 56 Khoram Abad, Lorestan 65 a-e
22 Lar, Fars 22 gh 57 Azna, Lorestan 90 ab
23 Lamard, Fars 90 ab 58 Aligoodarz, Lorestan 95 ab
24 Lamard, Fars 70 a-d 59 Noor Abad, Lorestan 85 a-c
25 Lar, Fars 80 a-c 60 Alashtar, Lorestan 85 a-c
26 Kazeroon, Fars 100 a 61 Nahavand, Hamedan 85 a-c
27 Lar, Fars 95 ab 62 Bahar, Hamedan 55 c-f
28 Lar, Fars 95ab 63 Bahar, Hamedan 30 f-h
29 Kazeroon, Fars 100 a 64 Kabudr ahang, Hamedan 65 a-e
30 Lar, Fars 55 c-f 65 Aman abad, Hamedan 5ij
31 Dehgolan, Kordestan 30 f-h 66 Nahavand, Hamedan 100 a
32 Dehgolan, Kordestan 85 a-c 67 Kabudr ahang, Hamedan 55 c-f
33 Ghorveh, Kordestan 95 ab 68 Aman abad, Hamedan 90 ab
34 Dehgolan, Kordestan 100 a 69 Aman abad, Hamedan 55 c-f
35 Ghorveh, Kordestan 95 ab 70 Bahar, Hamedan 95 ab
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