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Table 1. Average rate of  maize plants infected with common smut in some Syrian governorates during 2004 growing season. 
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 �����
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�������
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Plants 
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Stems 
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�+
  
Leaves 
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,
�-��
  
Male 
floral 
parts 

/
0���
  
Ears 

	&���   Al-Reqqa 23  4.55 13.95  2.84  3.03  0.00  0.00 0.21  2.84  
��
�   Daraa 10 0.55 13.78  5.95 11.30  0.75 0.00 4.60 5.95 

'��
 ($�  
   Damascus countryside  

24 2.13 12.26  6.38 11.67 2.88 0.75  2.29 6.38 

)�!   Homs 10 4.86 12.18 5.40 10.20  1.40  0.40  3.00  5.40 
��!   Hama 43 1.04 10.97 1.26  2.80  0.45  0.09  0.70  1.26  

���$�*��   Al-Qunaitra 10 2.48 9.31 6.20 10.00  1.80  0.80  2.40  6.20 
+����   Tartous 15  3.08  8.00  3.32 8.41  2.47  1.10  1.52 3.32 
��#�� �$
   Dir Al-zor 12 5.01 5.20 5.94 5.47  0.60  0.13 0.00  5.94 

,�!   Aleppo 6  2.07  3.30  6.67 8.67  2.33  0.00  1.00  6.67 
,�
-   Edlib 6 1.22 1.97  3.38 2.71  0.00  0.00  0.00  3.38 

	$&�.��   Latakia 28 0.03 1.66 1.46 1.66  0.15  0.00  0.05  1.46 
/��0���/������ 2
3���  

 Total/Average rate 
187  270.02 8.42 4.44  6.90  1.17  0.30  1.43  4.44  
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Table 2. Distribution of  maize ears infected with common smut based on the rate of their grain infection (%) in Syrian 
governorates during 2004 growing season. 
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 Figure 1. Formation of galls on stem of maize seedling 
(A), and partial chlorosis or yellow striping with/or without 
anthocyanin stains and formed galls on leaves of maize 
seedlings (B). 
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Table 3. Pathogenicity of some U. maydis isolates to maize 
seedlings (Guta 82 cv.) under artificial infection conditions 
in glass house, 2006 
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�	
�	� ����/���	�  
Origin of isolate/cultivar 

 ���� �����
���	�  

Average 
disease index 

1  ��%�� �*	/�"�:1  22.21 d 
2  ��%�� �*	/��

1  50.00 ab  
3   #&�% �*&; ���	 4*�93/1  25.00 cd  
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Abstract 
Baghdadi, R., F. Azmeh and S. Al-Chaabi. 2002. Survey for Common Smut Prevalence on Maize in Syria, and 
Evaluation of Pathogenicity of some Ustilago maydis DC Corda Isolates. Arab Journal of Plant Protection, 28: 9-15. 

Results of field survey to assess the prevalence of common smut on maize conducted during 2004 growing season showed that 
average disease incidence (DI) varied among the Syrian governorates (11 governorates). The highest DI was found in Al-Reqqa governorate 
(13.95%), and the lowest DI was recorded in Lattakia governorate (1.7%). The incidence of infected plants ranged between 1.7% (Lattakia 
governorate) and 11.6% (Damascus countryside governorate), whereas the incidence of infected ears were 1.3% in Hama governorate and 
6.7% in Aleppo governorate. Infected ears level was variable according to governorates and within the same governorate. The highest 
infection rate (more than 55% of grains in the ear were infected) were found in ears collected from Aleppo, Edlib, Deir Zor, Damascus 
countryside and Lattakia governorates. (60-70%), and the lowest infection rate was recorded in Tartous governorate (10.5%). The level of 
direct yield loss of maize plants in Syria ranged between 1.3% and 6.7%, while the average yield loss was 4.4%. The pathogenicity levels of 
U. maydis isolates (20 isolates) collected from different cultivars and geographic areas against maize seedlings (Guta 82 cv.) were variable in 
some cases, the highest pathogenicity level was recorded for fungal isolates collected from Damascus countryside governorate, whereas the 
lowest pathogenicity level was found in isolates collected from Al-Reqqa and Edlib governorates. 
Keywords: Common smut, maize, pathogenicity, survey, Ustilago maydis. 
Corresponding author: Baghdadi, Raghda, General Commission of Scientific Agriculture Reseaarch, Douma P. O. Box 113, Syria,  
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