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Abstract: Anin vitro | eaf techni que was devel oped to qui ckly detect pepper resistance to Phytopht hora

capsi cl by conparing the effects of I noculumconcentrations, tenperature/light condition for di sease devel -
opnent and | eaf position on col ncidence of resistance of two pepper varieties wth different degrees of
resi stance. The results showed that the optinal |leaves for invitroidentification were the fourth to sixth ex-
pendi ng | eaves counted fromthe growng point at early flowering stage to the begi nning-fruiting stage, and

the suitable i noculation volum was 0.1 nL at zoospores 2 x 104 -3 x 104 niL-1 and subsequent |y I ncuba-

ted at a condition of 25 wth 12 h light (3 000 I x)/d. Using this techni que, 38 pepper varie

ties/lines were screened and their resistant difference was conpared wth those assessed by sprayi ng and

root-irrigating nethods. It was proved that In vitro | eaf techni que was effective to eval uate the resi stance of

pepper. Based on the classification of resistance,

the result by invitro |leaf nethod had 76.2 % and

68.4% simlarity to those by spraying and root-irrigating melthod, respectively.
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Tab.1 Effects of temperature and light conditions on the

disease rating of detached leaves of two varieties

with different degrees of resistance to Phytophthora

capsici and their difference
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28 0 finl ] 5.0 5.0
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Tab, 2 The resistance of peppers to Phytophthora capsici identified by in vitro leaf method and comparison with spraying
and root-irrigating methods

RorFr, Ak 0.1 ~5. 0( M TIRERE 2 ~
100) , RALESCRBAE. HILRE R BT TIE 1

PR FR BT IE M 3 ik R
material type detached leaf spraying ) root-irrigating
K HiR” R E[E I P 1H 15 %X I
. rating classification disease index classification disease index classification

Bangchang & 0.1 HR 21.8 R u e HR

Perenmal C 0.7 R 29.7 R 3.0 HR
P1201232 C 0.9 R 5.6 HR 0.0 I
%R 10 = Dujiao No. 10 C 1.0 R 38.8 MR 50.9 S

PBC602 C 1.0 R 20.5 R 6.1 HR
21 7 404 Hongfeng No. 404 C 1.2 R 35.2 MR 52.1 S

P4496 C 1.4 R 32.5 MR 48.0 MR

I "# 2 &5 Guangjiao No.2 C 1.7 MR 37.0 MR 33.9 MR
F24 L 1.8 MR 38.0 MR 17.6 R
208-3-1-1-2 L 2.0 MR 56.4 S 55.8 S
% 7 # &l Dongfangshenjian C 2.1 MR 69.5 S 52.8 S
ST 12 2 Zhenyan No. 12 C 2.3 MR 79,9 S 51.5 S
X4 7 5 Maojiao No.7 C 2.5 MR 74.5 S 58.2 S
W 216 & Yaleng No.216 C 2.6 S 58.4 S 56.2 S
P5110 C 2.6 < 59.4 S 54.2 S
T8 4 5 Anhui No. 4 C 2.6 S 62.4 S 53.9 S
k36 L 2.7 S 58.2 S 50.3 S
B 4 5 Yuefeng No. 4 C 2.8 S 76.4 > 50.3 S
IRy Yeq C 2.8 S 65.3 = 64. 8 S
W 29 5 Fengye No. 29 C 2.8 S 70.0 S 54.7 S
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T 14 5 Jingjiao No. 14 ¥ 3.0 S 63.0 S 60. 6 S
i%ﬁ5%z&nhu1 No. 5 C 3.0 S 76.8 S 60.6 S
+ 1 & Wufeng No. 1 0 3.2 o 80.7 S 55.3 S
ﬁ@]m Jingangshi C 3.3 ] 2.7 S 51.5 S
97031 L 3.4 S 73.3 S 62.4 S
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EF 6 5 Letfeng No. 6 C 3.5 S 79. 4 S 52,7 5
7% 8.4 Yuzaosheng C 3.6 S 0.6 S 55.38 S
%% 5 5 Chaomao No. 5 C 3.8 S 78.8 S 55.8 S
CNPH703 C 3.9 S 76.3 S 59.4 S

T8 2 5 Anbui No.2 C 4.2 5 74. 8 S 46.7 MR
w2 5 Jingjiao No.2 . 4.6 5 R S 53.3 S
70l ] Qiemen C 4.7 S 75.2 S 60. 6 S
Early calwonder C 4,8 S 82.3 S 58.8 S
198-1-2 L 4.9 S 78. 8 S 61.2 S
5 F4- 4 Baofengniujiao (; 5.0 S 72.1 S 55.2 S
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1) C. % %A (cultivar) ,L: X % (inbred line) ;2) £ (1) , &5 #EH(DI) =0 FHZ(DR) =0; FH(HR),0 < DI<10 2,
0<DR<0.5:4%(R),10 <DI<30 £ 0.5<DR<L.5; ¥4 (MR),30 <DI=<50 5 1.5 <DR<2.5; 8% (S),DI >S50 =
DR>2.5
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