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Figure 1. GGE biplot for susceptibility of rice abhdrnyardgrass t6. graminicola andF. equiseti fungi based
on disease severity
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Abstract

BarnyardgraséEchinochloa spp.) is the most important weeds in rice fieldmduses species play
important roles in biological control of the weedspeciallyechinochloa in rice fields. In this research,
Fusarium equiseti and Colletotrichum graminicola were isolated fronfe. oryzicola andE. crus-galli
and their pathogenicity effects were compared esdhweeds and five rice genotypes in a completely
randomized design with three replications. Twofaagi were inoculated on weeds and rice genotypes
using a spore suspension consisting ¢fskbre- mt of distilled water. Genotype-by-pathogen biplot
analysis was down for illustration of pathogenidaiiytwo fungi (as pathogen) on host genotypes to
facilitate the simultaneously visualization of teaship among pathogens and genotypes. The
significant effects of pathogens were observedisaase rate and reduction of plant height, dry and
fresh weight of plantlets. Biplot analysis indichgedifferential interaction between pathogensrarel
and Echinochloa genotypes for the studied traitserdge-tester-coordination (ATC) view of biplot
indicated that Sepidroud and Binam were as the sssitive and tolerant genotypes to two mentioned
fungi according to their disease rating. The relahips view of biplot indicated there were higher
positive correlations between diease rate and tieduin plantlet dry weight. Hashemi cultivar loedt
near the biplot origin and had a horizontal resisgato fungi and can be used to biological cortfol
barnyardgrass in the filed of this cultivar. In ctusion, the results of this study based on therigv
of the disease showed th@t graminicola fungus had more antagonistic effects tharequiseti,
especialy orkE. crus-galli.
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