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Table 1. Different cultivars of melon and cantaloupe used in resistance test

Cantaloupe Cultivars s o851 ol “2°) Melon Cultivars o> o, ol K9,
Row Row

Haji Mashallahi Cultivar sellLsle #l> 1

7065 MA Hybrid 7065 MA o et 1

Isfahan Samsoori Oleral (6 ) gunans 2 Karoon Hybrid 09,8 & e 2
Varamin Samsoori N UTRTToe e 3 ]Calmﬁ/r;key green Sooski Sl o Sz 3
Honey Dew Hybrid 505l & o 4 Garmsar Yellow Sooski cultivar Solo S 3,5 (Savges 4
Honey Pack Hybrid Shsb o e 5 Passport Hybrid O Hgely oo 5
Supra Hybrid [JEPSRVIUON 6 Mashhadi Cultivar PRV 6
Isfahan Cultivar oleasl 7
Mashhad Khaghani Cultivar Ao SBL> 8
Honey Dew cultivar 5ol 9
Ananas Agriseed cultivar Qg ST il 10
Mazandaran Cultivar Shasjle 11
Ananas Meanh MNI1 Lo wuu] 12
Hybrid Ananas T T G‘UUT & 13
Dargaz Mashhad cultivar RVEDRPST IR 14
Tashkand cultivar PR 15
Eyvanekey Yellow Cultivar Sl 16
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Lg)l.o,g.; IR WOy
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Table 3. Analysis of the variance on the measured characteristics

o S0 . T olio
s Slarye pSle - golil a0 e e Characteristics
= Mean of Square df. Source
CV%

5.37 2.464 3 Replication IS5
1294.021 21 Treatment Lo St S0 2L
disease index
4.565 63 Error olecsl
20.89 371.204 3 Replication | S
538.376 21 Treatment Lo P 0¥
wet weight
53.321 63 Error oLl
18.75 9.929 3 Replication 1,53
9.252 21 Treatment Lo > 03
dry weight
1.258 63 Error olecsl
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Fig. 1. The reaction of melon and cantaloupe plants to M. phaseolina at different resistance level; (left)
susceptible, (middle) semi-resistant and (right) resistant in the greenhouse
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Table 4. comparison of the measured characteristics in different cultivars through infection by M.
phaseolina. The letters are the classification resut f Duncan test. Means with similar letters had no

significant difference.

Gl Dl (5 Siles &l 5 09 s S>3
Mcl:tlpn and cantaloupe b 5 03,5 o)) (2,9 oSy 5 5
cultivras i : :
. Mean of disease index ~ T€3CUON  Acria] wet weight  Aerial dry weight
(%) (gn) (gn)

Hajmashalahi llsle > 4.40a HS 17.01 e 2.01c
Karoon hybrid 59 & e 237h SU 36.94 bed 4.33 be
Eyvanekey green Sooski Solga! e S 3.32de SU 37.85 bed 4.37 be
Varamin Samsoori olys ) 327e SU 29.46 bede 2.97 be
ET?;Z{SDCW hybrid 2205 % e 0> 423a HS 26.69 cde 2.54 be
Honey Pack Hybrid Sk Sla oy e 2.33 hi SU 55.86a 7.16 a
Supra Hybrid L g & oo 357¢ SU 42.56 abc 4.48 be
Mashhad Khaghani fe S 3.50 cd SU 37.96 bed 3.95 be
Mashhad Daregaz b (5550 422a HS 17.76 ¢ 1.99¢
Tashkandi Gl 207g MR 37.43 bed 4.21be
Eyvanekey Yellow Sl 3.02f SU 34.05 bed 3.86 be
Passport Hybrid gl A et 398b SU 29.65 bede 2.92 be
Isfahan Samsoori oledsl s, 440a HS 25.52 de 2.83 be
Mashhadi G 2.13ij SU 56.19a 6.87 a
Isfahan RPN 2.00 MR 43.37 ab 4.22 be
Yellow Sooski 335 (Savges 2.11j SU 38.64 bed 3.95 be
7065 MA Hybrid 7065 MA &y yod 3.86b SU 17.05¢ 2.04 ¢
Honey Dew Hybrid . .

(Cantaloupe) 50 S W yee I 2.10j MR 37.90 bed 4.58b
Ananas Agriseed S 5;] uduj 2.60¢g SU 34.79 bed 3.81 be
Mazandaran Local Syl e 3.60c SU 30-19 bede 2.74 be
MNI1 Ananas Meanh MNI Lo u_,um 426a HS 25.12 de 291 be
T Ananas Hybrid T U.JUUT & 1.63k MR 57.05a 7.04 a
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ABSTRACT

Charcoal rot Macrophomina phaseolina is one of the most serious soil brone disease of melon with
economic importance throughout the world. Due to the failure of crop rotation, clean seeds and chemical
control, application of the resistance cultivars and varieties, regarding to their ability in infestation reduction and
less tissue destruction would be efficient. This study was to study the reaction of 22 different varieties of melon
in Varamin area, as one of the main source of melon production in Iran, under the greenhouse condition. The
experiment was taken place with four replications under complete random block design. Feature examined were
wet weight, dry weight and pathogenicity index which were monitored in one month. Results of the
pathogenicity indices showed than four varities, Honey Dave, Tashkand, Isafahan and Hybrid Ananas T with the
lowest infestation index (1-2.1) were recognized as resistant and three varieties of Haj Mashallahi, Samsouri
Isfahan, Ananas Mina MN1 with the highest pathogenicity index (>4) were recognized as susceptible. The
results of wet weight mean showed that both hajmashallahi and 7065 MA hybrid has the lowest (17.05 gr) and
Ananas T Hybrid showed the highest (57.05 gr); for dry weight, Honey Pack hybrid has the highest (7.16 gr)
and Daregaz Mashhad showed the lowest (1.99 gr) weight. The results revealed a highly significant difference
among the cultuvars which would be a clue to use plant resistance as a key factor in melon charcoal rot
management.
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