I@.‘:’: = &
Science and Technology of Food Industry
50 SR B AL B g ol L % 2 o 1A 1)
IO HE A

e IE,ERLLE PR O ,FRALE R
(HHRLXFRDBAFE TRLRE,HH 2 730070)

W E: g% (Fusarium) 5| RO FRRA LA ERLEREN TR RE, AL@IRIFR A LR ET RERK
BEERBEARNSLAEZTRARA IR AR, EREN, RINEM4T 2R IELE &S A KIPH Fosulphureum Fo
F.sambucinum®30F 8 & , R B R JE & R A4E 4L 28 )& F.sulphureum #30F 85 X AB 3T BB F % T 92% , F.sambucinum # 7&,
F 3 R ILF B A . F AT A4 A A Fosulphureum F= F.sambucinum #9 8 3% HA200 ¥ J&, L P2 0.25% 4
I HOR RIF R AT BB 55 T 7.46% o 8.9% , B 3t F.sambucinum # R X R B SF, ERB AT B E KK
F.sulphureum#e F.sambucinum 3345 HAy L4 3 2 3 B 69 9% 82 842 ,0.25% 9 % Jo 08 40 32 % 69 % 32 442 2 AR T 2+ 1R
45.3% #2 34.5% , & K LA TR F B A G A Fp R AR . LRI e IRAE T A A Ay B k] A6 TR
KER: DAL R, TRAR

Comparison of inhibition on two pathogens
of dry rot in potato tubers by chitosan treatments
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Abstract:Dry rot is an important postharvest disease of potato tubers caused by Fusarium.This study investigated
the effects of chitosan at different concentrations against F.sulphureum and F.sambucinum of dry rot pathogens in
potato tubers in vitro and in vivo.Results indicated that chitosan significantly inhibited the spore germination of two
pathogens.The rate of spore germination of F.sulphureum was 92% lower than the control, and of F.sambucinum
was completely inhibited. Chitosan also inhibited the mycelium growth of two pathogens, the mycelium diameter
were 7.46% and 8.9% lower than the control at 0.25% of the optimum treatment concentration.lts inhibition showed
more effective to F.sambucinum.Chitosan inhibited the lesion diameter of slices inoculated with F.sulphureum and
F.sambucinum, and lesion diameters were 45.3% and 34.5% lower than the control at 0.25% of the optimum
treatment concentration. Efficacy was not enhanced when the concentration of chitosan was increased. It is
proposed that chitosan treatment could directly inhibit pathogen growth and decrease dry rot of potato tubers by
induced resistance.
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Fig.2 Effects of chitosan at different concentrations on
mycelial growth of F.sulphureum( A) and F.sambucinum(B)
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