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Fig. 1 Resistance of pepper fruit to
Phytophthora capsici
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Table 1 Resistance of peppers materials to Phytophthora capsici

Y Rt oy ESi N ik Eineata )

il Fruit Disease Resistance s Fruit Disease Resistance
Number Number
shape index  evaluation shape index  evaluation
1 HITEM 70.2 S 156 FEMAR 64.2 S
2 FITER 513 S 157 #EMAR 54.5 S
3 TR 55.2 S 158  £#  53.2 S
4 HITHER 58.3 S 159 KM 57.5 S
5 HITHRE 65.1 S 82 Kigm 78.9 S
6 HITHERE 53.7 S 83 JE¥MA 40.3 MS
7 HITER 8.6 S 84 KAMA 68.8 S
8 KITHA 59.3 S 85  KigEl 13.7 R
9  HITERE 75.7 S 86  KigM  14.3 R
10 FITHEER 50.1 S 87  Kig®  12.7 R
11 FITHERE 60.8 S 88 & 38.7 MS
12 FITHERE 72.3 S 89 HEMA! 10.5 R
13 FITER 717 S 90  KigEl 23.7 MR
14 RITER 52.2 S 91 KiE®  25.9 MR
15 KITHEHE 61.7 S 92 K¥EMA 18.9 MR
16 KITHER 28.8 MR 93 2R 48.9 MS
17 H4HA 16.6 MR 94 EFEMAE 20.8 MR
18 KRl 17.8 MR 95 MEEMA 17.9 MR
19 4R 25.8 MR 96 JEEMAL 89.7 S
20 KI5® 29.8 MR 97 HEEAR 49.7 MS
21 KiRAEl  26.6 MR 98 JHEMAL 68.6 S
22 KITEM 21.1 MR 99 KEMA 63.4 S
23 RKAMM 28.5 MR 100 R 66.2 S
70 KAHE 10.2 R 101 KIg#  43.8 MS
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Table 1(Continued)
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Fruit Disease Resistance Fruit Disease Resistance
Number
shape index  evaluation shape index  evaluation

71 K 18.1 MR 102 KAHAE 78.9 S
72 &8 112 R 103 KAmA 73.7 S
73 ZBR 35,9 MS 104 JE¥EMAAE 26.4 MR
74 A 62.4 S 105 4E4-FHE 57.8 S
79 &8 53.3 S 106 KAMHA 63.4 S
76 4 66.4 S 107 4% 14.9 R
77 il 51.2 S 108 KigH  59.1 S
78 KA  50.8 S 109 HE¥MHM 18,9 MR
75 ZBR 59.3 S 110 JE¥MHAE 24.5 MR
80  KiEE  60.7 S 111 2% 63.6 S
81 KiF#El 59.8 S 112 K¥MHAE 66.9 S
43 KA4fmAl 55.3 S 113 JE¥MAAE 96.3 S
44 KEMA 50.2 S 114 K¥MHAAE 23.8 MR
45 531l 62.7 S 115 HE¥MHA 57.8 S
46 fE4MEL 79.6 S 116 Kig®  64.1 S
47 RKAMFAE 60.7 S 117 K¥AE 6.2 S
48 fAMEl 71.3 S 118 K¥MHAE 66.9 S
49 RKiE® 70.4 S 119 K¥HAHE 67.5 S
50 KEMHA 812 S 120 Ki8H  69.8 S
51 A4FMAA 83.5 S 121 #® 60. 3 S
52 KEMAR 79.2 S 122 K¥MHAE 56.9 S
53 RKFEMAR 80.4 S 123 KiE® 54,2 S
54 KEMA 82.5 S 124 K¥EMHAAE 74.3 S
55 oAl 72.6 S 125 £R#l 46,2 MS
56 HFAR 741 S 126 £®  29.3 MR
57  KIg#  67.6 S 127 K¥EMHAE 22.7 MR
58 KAl 76.1 S 128 £# 77.7 S
59 KAMA 744 S 129 &35AE 100.0 S
60 KFMA 85.3 S 130 MEA4-MEL 12.4 R
61 AFMA 76,4 S 131 &E4HA 55.3 S
62 KAEMAA 717 S 132 K¥MAHE 57.2 S
63 HEMA 62.5 S 133 ME4-MHEL 70.8 S
64  KIEM  69.3 S 134 KATHEM  45.0 MS
65 HEMA 66.4 S 135 MEA4MHE 21.3 MR
66 HHFMAR 83.2 S 136 KFEAE  99.6 S
67 Kik® 718 S 24 KFEMAE 90.6 S
68 JEIHAM  65.4 S 25 4R 58.9 S
69 KEMAA 61.3 S 26 MEAMEL 63.8 S
137 H¥EMAA 88.7 S 27 EHmAR 35.1 MS
138 SEEMA 84.6 S 28 MEA4MHEL 50.5 S
139 EEMmA 23.4 MR 29 KA HA 543 S
140 4EMAR 33.8 MS 30 MEAMEL 57.9 S
141 RFAR 67.2 S 31  JEiER 56.3 S
142 KEAR 113 R 32 MmiEm  92.5 S
143 KA 100.0 S 33 EAmM 379 MS
144 SEEMA 56.7 S 34 KHER 47.7 MS
145 4HEAR 36.4 MS 35 KAHA 69.8 S
146  KIg#  66.3 S 36 E4 A 48.9 MS
147 KEAR 70.5 S 37 KAMHE 52.7 S
148 HA¥EAR 415 MS 38 KA MM 77.3 S
149 HAXEAR 42.6 MS 39 KA4HH 615 S
150 4a4-MA% 53.4 S 40 KAHE 73.8 S
151 EEMAA 19.7 MR 41 HEA AR 642 S
152 Kig®M 312 MS 42 KITERE 72.5 S
153 Kig®M 113 R 160 KAMHAE 64.4 S
154 KigM  51.3 S 161  K4ER 36.8 MS
155 KEMAR 63.9 S 162  KigRl 13.2 R
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Fig. 2 Disease index distribution of pepper materials
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Table 2 Correlation analysis between resistance to Phytophthora capsici and morphological traits in pepper
L . RRE RAEFEE HRREE N _
) A F=A AR i B . e ki
Resistance to Fruit Calyx Fruit
Leaf node Main stem Style Fruit Plant  Plant
Phytophthora shoulder remaining on number
color color length shape height  width
capsici shape fruit base per plant
PERBLE
1. 000
Resistance to Phytophthora capsici
M5 €8 Leaf node color 0.169* 1. 000
2548 Main stem color —0.211*  —0.142 1. 000
FEHK Style length —0.175* —0.143  —0.081 1. 000
B IEF Fruit shoulder shape 0. 327 * 0.216* —0.230** —0.167 1. 000
REAEE
—0.291** —0.285* * 0.177* 0.226** —0,727** 1.000
Calyx remaining on fruit base
I Fruit shape —0.231** —0.192* 0. 100 0.170* —0.618** 0.501** 1.000
BREEEL Fruit number per plant  —0.231** —0.173* 0.251** 0.229* * —0.524** 0.493** 0.479* * 1.000
#7 Plant height —0.169* —0.160* 0.126 0.122 —0.221**  0.305** 0,063 0.173* * 1,000
#RIE Plant width —0.155* —0. 087 0.156* 0.128 —0.231**  0.206** 0.139* 0.241** 0,178* * 1,000

H: BRERBEP<0.05), * * FRERRBEE(P<0. 0D,

Note: * indicates significant difference (P<C0.05), * * indicates extremely significant difference (P<C0.01),
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Resistance to Phytophthora capsici and Correlation Analysis of

Morphological Traits in Pepper

HE Wei,ZHANG Hui, BEN Haiyan, DONG Yanlong, WANG Ying
(Institute of Horticulture, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150069)

Abstract: 162 pepper collections were selected as the experimental materials, and identification with

artificial inoculation was conducted for their resistance to Phytophthora capsici,in order to provide

reference for the resistance breeding of pepper. The results showed that 11 collections were resistant to

Phytophthora capsici (R), 23 collections were moderately resistant (MS), 18 collections were

moderately susceptible(MS) ,and 110 collections were susceptible (S). At the same time, the correlation
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between the disease resistance and 28 morphological traits of these 162 pepper materials was analyzed.

The results indicated that there was a very significant correlation between the Phytophthora capsici

resistance and the fruit shape, fruit shoulder shape, fruit-based storage calyx and fruit number per

plant,and a significant correlation between the Phytophthora capsici resistance and the stem color,

leaf color, plant height, plant width and style length, Among the accessions with stronger resistant to

Phytophthora capsici ,the long finger and long horn pepper took a large proportion.

Keywords: pepper (Capsicum annuum L. ) ; Phytophthora capsici ; correlation analysis



