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Summary

Sixteen introductions of pepper (Capsicum enanum) were tested for drought resistance. Watering
was stopped to the plants grown in perlite in pots to induce drought. After certain period of time,

WSD value and stomatal density of mature leaves were measured for evaluation of drought re-

sistance. A correlationship between WSD value and stomatal density was determined.

On the basis of WSD value, the most drought—resistant varieties were No. 3446, C. chacoence,

Gogoshari, and Yatsufusa in a descending order and a significant positive correlation, r=0.581,

between WSD value and stomatal density was observed.
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Table 1. Pepper introductions and their origin
Cultivar Date - .
or line collection Origin Contributor
AM - 8 2/23/87 America Yazawa, S. of University of
Kyoto Prefecture
Black prince - Parient of ”
Shigye 113
C. ceratocarpum ” "
C. chacoence ” ”
CH — 21 ” Thailand "
Gogoshari ” Rumania "
Ilkwang " Japanise ”
Murasaki ” Parient of "
Shikyo 102
No. 3446 “ C. annuum var. g
minimum
No. 3985 ” C. baccatum "
Samwoung " Japanise ”
Palbang " Asahia, T &
[nden, M. of Kyotc
University
Anaheim TMR 2/24/87 Nawada, E of Kyoto
University
HB - P - 10 "
LR —1 ('83) " "
Papri sweet ” ”
Kimpo 10/12/86 Collection
Kyungsan Korean local

strain

Table 2. Characteristics of individual leaf area and number of nodes to first flower of

introduction of pepper

Strain & cultivar Individual leaf area(od)

No. of nodes to first flower
No. 3446 14.94 h 23.17
C. chacoence 14.06 h 15.60
Gogoshari 34,48 cde 12.13
Papri sweet 37.34 cd 15.00
Palbang 21.85 fgh 24.50
CH - 21 41.19 be 25.63
Black prince 25.15 efgh 19.50
AM -- 8 27.93 defg 24.50
Murasaki 24.67 efgh 20,40
Samwoung 24.33 efgh 22.89
HB 21.93 fgh 10.88
No. 3985 48.85 b 15.56
Kimpo 32.15 cdef 21.29
Anaheim TMR 68.33 a 14.50
C. ceratocarpum 14.78 h 20,50
Kyungsan 16.11 gh 13.29
LR 1 19.89 fgh 15.33
Itkwang 19.52 fgh 16.33
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Table 3. Water saturation deficit (WSD) under water stass in leaves of introduced of peppers

Strain and cultivar wSsD” Index of WiltY
No. 3446 2543 a 2.0
C. chucoence 30,75 ab 2.0
Gogoshari 33.36 abc 3.0
Papri sweet 36.65 be 3.0
Palbang 38.57 bed 4.0
CH - 21 41.18 cde 3.0
Black prince 45.75 def 4.0
AM & 46.94 def 3.4
Murasaki 47.64 def 37
Samwoung 18.14 ef 4.0
HB 48.31 ef 4.1
No. 3985 49.83 efg -
Kimpo 650.12 efg 3.6
Anaheim TMR 50.21 efg 3.3
C. ceratocarpum 51.80 fgh 5.0
Kyungsan 53.46 fgh 5.0
LR 1 59.10 gh 5.0
Dkwang 60. 46 h 5.0

z : Mean separation within columns by Duncan’s multiple range test, 5% level.

¥ I 1 Minimum wilting 5 Maximum wilting.
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Table 4. Stomatal density on the introductions of pepper

Strain and cultivar Stomatal density(No/d)

Strain and cultivar Stomatal density(No,/ 'ad}

No 3446 21697 a
C. chaccence 22055 cd
Gogoshari 20740 d
Papri sweet 21375 b
Palbang 15689 e
CH — 21 19605 de
Black prince 26657 he
AM - 8 23072 bed

Murasaki 25311 be
Samwoung 27076 b
HB 27136 b
Mo. 3985 20769 d
Kimpo 26510 be
Anaheim TMR 23131 bed
C. ceratocarpum 23341 bed
kwang 39619 a

ES tER @Egnd vAxg e Bt o
on] Henzell>V% $h#igt S5 Bl Bk
% OEBOENS WAty WEiEe] I AHE
Wik ol AHriEde] AAe EA# o fE
o] 358} e MErikic) &3 FRIUYD
ol TEPS i) WE AitpE kel £
HiEtete wile] A A Aol A #Eagd S
dho W ko] 3BE e kare] Hiol
e A= & &Kilol Bifste JE Potential
S oo dch ke HEF Parsons™ 7
g elel o] ftsnftol el FILY WE
o gHA ERE whgEd Jile KEE FET
wEsE 9l Ao R Asde

401

r=0.561"
v=33%5.20% + 9534.8

[} [
% =3 “
1 ™

stomatal density (No. 103/cm2)

[»*]
<
T

15

10 20 30 40 50 60
WSDR)
Fig 1. Relationship between WSD of pepper leaves
and stomatal density in introductions of
pepper
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