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Resistance of Vitis adenoclada Hand.—Mazz. and Vitis davidii Foéx to
Sphaceloma ampelinum and Plasmopara viticola
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Abstract: Difference in disease resistance to Sphaceloma ampelinum and Plasmopara viticola among two wild grape
species (Vitis adenoclada Hand.-Mazz. and Vitis davidii Foéx) and two cultivated varieties (Red Globe and Hutai-8) were
compared. By investigating the disease resistance in natural stands, the difference in disease resistance among scions
which were grafted by the wild grape species and other wild grape resources were analyzed. Results showed that Vitis
adenoclada Hand.-Mazz. were highly resistant to both Sphaceloma ampelinum and Plasmopara viticola. Vitis davidii
Foéx showed resistance to Sphaceloma ampelinum, but not to Plasmopara viticola. The resistance was significantly
improved when Vitis davidii Foéx was took as rootstock to form scion-rootstock combinations. Thus, Vitis adenoclada
Hand.-Mazz. and Vitis davidii Foéx could be both used as resources for breeds with powerful resistance to fungal disease
and Vitis davidii Foéx could be used as a source of breeding material for rootstocks.

Key words: Vitis adenoclada Hand.—Mazz.; Vitis davidii Foéx; Sphaceloma ampelinum; Plasmopara viticola; disease
resistance
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Table 1 Disease incidence among grapes varieties inoculated in

vitro with Sphaceloma ampelinum

/ / 1%
40 13 5 325
40 19 5 47.5
40 35 8 87.5
8 40 26 6 65.0
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Table 4 Disease incidence among grapes varieties inoculated

with Plasmopara viticola
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Table 2 Disease incidence among grapes varieties inoculated in 22 100
vitro with Plasmopara viticola I — .
2.3 BETEREAS BRI
/ / 1%
50 29 6 58.0 20
50 35 6 70.0 8
50 41 7 82.0 97.08% 62.15%
8 50 19 4 38.0
2 = ey =, N 50%
2.2 BRFCEIEFREE X R R %A S %A HE 8
s
( 3
x5 TREMEESYEEROAEFYE
23 392 Table 5 Field resistance of different scion-rootstock
. . ( combinations to Sphaceloma ampelinum
) 25.9% 8 ( 1%
) HD/ 200 70.43 30.09
HD/ 200 50.01 18.70
8 HD/5BB 200 82.54 32.77
HD/ 8 200 97.08 62.15
B R ) S R B HD/ (CK) 200 87.40 35.53
# 3 AREEMEHEEMEERENEZRE HB/ 200 75,45 25,04
Table 3 Disease incidence among grapes varieties inoculated HB/ 200 46.18 12.89
with Sphaceloma ampelinum HB/5BB 200 80.72 35.07
1% HB/ 8 200 99.75 48.23
23 10.86 HB/ (CK) 200 86.11 34.65
M/ 200 71,69 38.95
32 15.80 M/ 200 53.42 36.48
52 25.90 M/5BB 200 89.77 4181
8 4.1 20.50 M/ 8 200 98.00 60.87
M/ (CK) 200 84.32 43.78
( 4) F/ 200 67.48 25.08
8 F/ 200 39.28 16.55
F/5BB 200 76.05 29.70
2.2 10.0% 8 200 92.44 57.40
1.4 72% F/ (CK) 200 75.42 40.19




50 ( ) http://www.hnndxb.com 2013 2

o3 i ®

(46.18%) (12.89%)
5BB
8 50%
2
50%
98.00%
39.28% 16.55%
5BB
8 92.44%
57.40%
24 HEARWEESHEESHNNME
( 6
4
85.0% 8
100%
99.78%
# 6 ARMEAEESREERREE
Table 6 Field resistance of different scion-rootstock
combinations to Plasmopara viticola
1% [20]
HD/ 200 4 97.15
HD/ 200 4 90.99
HD/5BB 200 4 91.00
HD/ 8 200 4 100.00
HD/ (CK) 200 4 95.40
HB/ 200 4 95.63
HB/ 200 4 92.46
HB/5BB 200 4 89.54 [21] [9]
HB/ 8 200 4 100.00
HB/  (CK) 200 4 90.74 2
M/ 200 4 98.27
M/ 200 4 99.94
M/5BB 200 4 96.36
M/ 8 200 4 100.00
M/ (CK) 200 4 97.80
F/ 200 4 97.79
F/ 200 4 90.43 .
F/5BB 200 4 85.56 S
F/ 8 200 4 99.78 1
F/ (CK) 200 4 88.67 [l
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