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Studies on the disease resistance of tobacco varieties to
Black shank, Black root rot Wild fire, Brown spot,
CMV-Y and Blue mold.

——Disease resistance.of Korean native varieties——
Il Hou

Sosa Tobacco Experiment. Station

SUMMARY

Resistance to various diseases of Korean native varieties were investigated in field.
The results obtained are summarized as follows:

1) The varieties Ubangtchio and Osib-eubthio were moderately resistant to black shank, but Suantchio, Usultchio
and Gwangtchio were slightly resistant. Dixie Bright 101, H; and Bright Yellow 4 were more resistant to.black
shank than any of the Korean native varities.

2) Mokgitchio, Ubangtchio and Osib-eubtchio were moderately resistant to black root rot, but Useultchio Suantehio
and Hoetchio were susceptible than Others.

3) Muktchio, Hoetchio and Ubangtchio were slightly resistant to wild fire.

4) Osib-ebthio was highly resistant to brown spot, but Ubangtchio, Hyangtchio and Mokgitchio were moderately
resistant and Useultchio was susceptible to brown spot, but it was resistant than Bright Yellow 4 or Beinhart
1000-1. _ 4

5) Hyangtchio was slightly resistant to CMV-Y. According to these results, except Virus disease, Ubangtchio was
resistant to all of the above mentioned diseases. Osib-eubtchio, Hoetchio, Hyangtchio and Suantchio shdwod

proferable disease resistant and these might be well utilized as breeding materials.
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Table. 1 Varietal variations of resistance to Black shank.
, days after inoculation
Variety 1 e ——

5 9 ) 12 16 18 20
DB 101 ( 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.0% 5.0%
Suantchio ! 2.5 2.5 2.5 45.0 60.0 77.5%
Gwang tchio 0 5.0 5.0 32.5 57.5 75.0
Mokgitchio ’ 0 0 0 50.0 85.0 92.5
Bickchuhwa Q 7.5 10.0 20.0 90.0 500.0
Yeatchio 0 5.0 5.0 37.5 82.5 95.0
Osibeubtchio 0 0 0 22.5 30.0 65.0
Matskwahwa 0 2.5 2.5 40.0 92.5 92.5
BY4 I 0 Q Q 2.5 35.0 50.0
Ubangtchio 0 0 0 35.0 35.0 47.5
H, [4] [¢] 0 7.5 22.5 55.0
Muktchio 0 5.0 5.0 32.5 42.5 80.0
Kazatchio 0 5.0 5.0 65.0 87.5 92.5
Hoetchio 0 7.5 7.5 17.5 67.5 82.5
Hyangtchio 0 2.5 5.0 37.5 72.5 85.0
Useultchio 0 0 0 30.0 62.5 72.5
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Table. 2 Varietal variations of registance to Black root-rot
No. of No. of diseased plants diseased
Varietiy
plants inoculated 0 I 1 [ 9 i 3 l 4 J 5 persentage

Mokgitchio 2 R 2 1| 33.0
Ubangtchio " 1 3 | 1 5 40.0
Osibeubtchio " 1 J 11 7 1 48.0
Beinhart 1000-1 " 2 1 18 2 40.0
H, 19 14 4 1 44.0
Useultchio 20 o6 11 3 57.0
Muktchio " P9 13 5 63.0
DB 101 7 6 9 5 59.0
Suantchio " 2 18 58.0
Hoetchio ” 6 10 1 3 61.0
Yeatchio 7 8 4 76.0
Kazatchio " 6 12 2 76.0
Gwangtchio " 9 4 77.0
Hyangtchio " 7 13 93.0
By 4 " 6 14 94.0
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Table. 3 Varietal variations of resistance to Wild fire

Size of hollow
Variety Size Relative ratio
o to DB 101
DB 101 15, lmm 100.0
Suantchio 10.4 68.8
Gwangtchio 10.5 69.5
Mokgitchio 10.8 71.5
Osibeubtchio 10.9 72.1
Yea-tchio 11.7 77.4
Ubangtchio 10.0 66.2
Useultchio 53 10.6 70.2
Muktchio 9.0 59.6
Kazatchio 11.2 74.2
Hoetchio 8.4 55.6
Hyangtchio 11.2 73.5
BY 4 ’ 13.1 86.7
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Table. 4 Varietal variations of resistance to Brown

Table. 5 Varietal variations of resistance to CMV in

spot tobacco

Variety Size of hollow lRelatwe trshﬁn Variety .Iljl‘;},t:;f ﬁdi*stwg:i_fél_qn_ts _‘{ Disesased
Exp. 1| Exp.1l | Exp. I |Exp. Il motl o] 1] 2] 3 ipercentage

BY4 {9 lamm| 4 40mm| 100.0' 100.0  Kazatehio 20 12{ 8 . 46.6
Beinhort 1,000-1 7.17 1.70,  78.4]  38.6 Gwangtchio " 20 18/ ' 63.3
Gwangtchio 812 1.90, 88.4  43.1  Mukichio 4 6 14 90.0
Muktachio 4.04  1.70, 44.2]  38.6 Suantchio 7 3 11 6 617
Mokgitchio 2.30, o 36.1 0 Ubangtchio 1 3 4 13 833
Ubangtchio 2.03, o 22.2 0  Hyangtchio % 3 140 3 33.3
Kazatchio 6.01 o 658 0  Hoetchio " 9l 9 2 55.0
Osibeubtchio 0.73 o 8.0 0 Mokgitchio " 1l 9 8L7
Useultehio 7.58]  1.90] 82.9/ 43.1  Osibeubtchio " 1 100 9 80,0
Hoe-tchio 4.00 o 43.8 0  Useultchio " 10 10j 83.3
Suantchio 3.99 o 43.6 0  Yea-tchio " 4 161 93.3
Yea-tchio 4.49 0 49.1 0 BY4 1" 20, 100.0
Hyangtchio 2.52 o 27.6 0 N. Glutinosa " 20‘ 100.0
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Table. 6 Varietal variations of resistance to Blue mold

Percentage of diseased

Variety Individual no. of plants sampled

1st | 2nd] 3rdl 4:hf5th l6th 7th |8t

. % % %| % % % % %
Hyangtchio 100' 97 98 98| 98 99| 96, 98
Kazatchio 99‘ 100] 95| 98| 98 95/ 96/ 98
Gwangtchio 99‘ 96 100| 95 100! 95 95 99
Mokgitchio 97[ 92; 96/ 94| 96 95 95/ 96
Hoetchio 95, 95 97| 98 92) 94 ~—| —
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