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Evaluation of Resistance to Scab in Pear Germplasms

DONG Xing—guang TIAN Lu-ming CAO Yu-fen
( Research Institute of Pomology Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences / Key Laboratory of
Fruit Germplasm Resources Utilization Ministry of Agriculture Xingcheng Liaoning 125100)

Abstract: The resistance to pear scab of 197 pear cultivars in national pear germplasm repository was evalua—
ted by artificial inoculation of Venturia nashicola. The results showed that the morbidity of different pear varieties
varied widely. Chinese white pear cultivars ( Pyrus bretschneideri Rehd.) and sand pear cultivars ( P. pyrifolia
( Burm. f.) Nakai) were the most susceptible to scab. Ussurian cultivars ( P. ussuriensis Maxim. ) and Pyrus hy-
brid cultivars were the second most susceptible to scab. Xinjiang pear cultivars ( P. sinkiangensis Yii) were resistant
to scab. European pears cultivars( P. communis L.) were the most resistant to scab. The distribution of disease index
in pear cultivars was analyzed. Huangjitui Shuaili Suanli Jinxiang and a number of resistant resources were iden—
tified and the disease susceptibility results between natural occurrence and artificial inoculation were compared.
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Table 1 Disease index of scab in pear cultivar accessions
(%) (%) Disease (%) (%) Disease
Name Species  Field natural Manual in culated esistance Name Species  Field natural Manual in culated esistance
disease index disease index disease index disease index
B 1.1 10.1 R S 10. 1 42.1 S
B 5.2 42.5 M S 2.1 10.3 R
B 0.2 14.5 R S 0.21 5.2 HR
B 57.4 75.2 HS S 0.31 31.2 M
B 23.1 51.2 S S 13.6 42.5 S
B 15.6 31.4 M S 3.4 13.4 R
B 15.6 57.3 S S 4.6 25.3 M
B 66.3 76.8 HS S 2.1 13.5 R
B 22.1 45.2 S S 3.5 15.36 R
B 75.2 88.6 HS S 2.2 17.8 R
B 11.3 63.2 S S 0.5 18.5 R
B 0.4 11.2 R S 22,1 39.8 M
B 0.2 0.6 HR S 0.9 8.9 HR
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(%) (%) (%) (%)
Name Species  Field natural  Manual in culated || Name Species  Field natural  Manual in culated
disease index  disease index disease index  disease index

3 B 81.2 89.9 HS s 0.2 3.5 HR
B 34.5 66. 1 HS s 45.1 60.2 s
B 24.5 2.1 s s 45.3 60.2 s
B 0.6 19.7 R s 30.1 50.2 s
B 21.2 40. 1 s s 0.1 4.2 HR
B 45.1 65.2 HS s 0.3 10. 1 R
B 0.5 17.3 R 3 s 12.5 35.6

4 B 12.1 2.5 R s 3.2 13.5 R
B 12.3 25.1 s 0.3 3.5 HR
B 43.5 67.3 HS s 0.4 12.5 R
B 35.1 46. 4 s 82.1 92.2 HS
B 2.0 13.2 R S 26.7 40.2 S

1 B 3.5 20. 1 R s 0.2 3.2 HR
B 5.6 13.1 R s 0.3 38.2 M
B 3.4 33.2 M s 0.2 10.2 R
B 55.3 76.5 HS s 5.6 60. 4
B 5.6 12.3 R s 8.9 25.6 M
B 2.3 23.5 R s 0.3 4.2 HR
B 6.3 28.6 M s 3.1 16.2 R
B 10.2 31.2 M s 4.5 26. 4 M
B 4.5 15.6 R s L1 12.1 R
B 88.9 9.8 HS 9 s 32.2 46.2 s
B 8.9 26.8 M s 12.5 28.2 M
B 0.1 6.5 HR s L5 10.2 R
B 2.1 12.1 R s 5.6 20.4 R
B 23.1 46.8 s s 5.6 17.4 R
B 6.9 25.1 M s 6.7 26. 4 M
B 5.6 28.5 M s 13 25 M
B 8.2 26.3 M s 12.2 20.5 R
B 30.1 50. 1 s U 5 26 M
B 21.4 45.2 s U 3 63% s

1 B 5.3 26.5 M 2 30.1 M
B 23.5 51.2 s 12.3 25.3 M
B 0.2 26. 4 M 4.2 31.2 M
B 15.3 38.6 M 0.42 4.8 HR
B 52.2 68.3 HS U 0.89 39.58 M
B 85.3 90.2 HS U 21.2 33.6 M
B 45.2 64.3 s 84. 5 87.5 HS
B 5.3 17.2 R U 12.1 31.2 M
B 0.2 13.1 v 5.6 2.1 s
B 20.3 40.2 s 18.6 35.6 M
B 24.5 65.7 HS U 2.1 46.2 s
B 5.8 20. 1 R U 5.4 14.1 R
B 5.7 26. 1 M 2 z 26 41 s
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(%) (%) (%) (%)
Name Species  Field natural Manual in culated DlhseaSe Name Species  Field natural Manual in culated DI‘SeaSE
disease index disease index resistance disease index disease index resistance

B 32.4 52.3 S Z 0.3 3.5 HR
B 0.3 14.1 R Z 0.74 16.2 R
B 30.2 65.3 S Z 65.2 89.2 HS
B 22.0 68.2 S Z 0.12 2.1 HR
B 24. 1 42.1 S Z 0.22 3.1 HR
B 10.2 26.3 M Z 0.3 1.2 HR
B 18.3 30. 4 M Z 45.3 63.2 S
B 22.3 38.6 M Z 16.2 29.3 M
B 10.2 16.2 R Z 11.5 29.6 M
B 22.1 55.2 S Z 32.1 52.3 S
B 22.5 35.2 M Z 40.3 58.3 S
B 55.2 68.2 HS 2 Z 1.2 10.2 HR
B 6.2 14.2 R Z 0.1 0.3 HR
B 5.1 13.2 R Z 1.5 10.2 R
B 55.2 75.6 HS Z 0.3 25.2 M
B 86.2 90.2 HS Z 0.1 10.2 R
B 12.3 24.3 R X 26 38 M
B 12. 4 26.4 M X 0.4 1 HR
B 32.1 68.2 HS X 0.4 1 HR
B 5.6 17.1 R X 0.4 1 HR
B 5.2 26.3 M X 0.56 33.45 M
B 16.5 34.1 M X 0.6 1.2 HR
B 0.11 3.1 HR X 0.33 2.1 HR
S 7.2 38.9 M X 0. 68 6.9 HR
S 12.2 62.2 X 0.3 1.2 HR
S 0.42 59.3 S X 0.32 5.3 HR
S 0.33 4.5 HR X 0.1 6.2 HR
S 1.2 52.3 S C 6.5 36.2 M
S 2.3 35.6 M C 0.26 23.4 R
S 25.1 45.2 S C 11.2 22.1 R
S 21.5 45.3 S C 0 0 HR
S 0. 68 15.3 R C 0 0 HR
S 32.5 61.5 S C 0 32.5 M
S 21.2 40. 1 S C 0 0 HR
S 2.3 12.3 R C 0 0 HR
S 17.4 34.5 M C 0 0 HR

1 S 41.2 58.6 S C 0 0 HR
S 21.4 40.5 S C 0 0 HR
S 19.8 40.3 S C 0 0 HR
S 0.13 5.2 HR Cure C 11.2 22.3 R
S 0.21 3.2 HR C 0 0 HR
S 0.33 6.5 HR

B: ;S U VA Xo G

B: Chinese white pear cultivars; S: Sand pear cultivars; U: Ussurian cultivars; Z: Pyrus hybrid cultivars; X: Xinjiang pear cultivars; C: common pear cultivars

2.2 10. 0% ~30.0%
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Fig. 1 Frequency distribution of disease index in 6 pear species
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Table 2 The breeding parents of resistance Pyrus hybrid
. . . . . . varieties
. . . . . Variety Breeding parents
’ x 5641455( X
N N N ° ° 59-89 x5641455( x
, X
. X
AY AY AY 2. 4
16. 04 % N N N N
N 5641455 N N
7 o
6
100%
85.71% . R =0.8741
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