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Table 1 The recaction of different races of frogeye for soybean lines according to 0,1 model
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Mandarin . & &£ 23 NDEIE 18 Hampton
B152 % 25 & & 9 AR1E, 19 Lee
2 768 10 Bragg 20 166, 8090
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Table 2 The toxicity-genotypes of soybean frogeye spot pathogenic races
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Table 3 The host-genotypes and combination-phenotypes of soybean frogeye spot
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THE BIOTIC GENETIC ANALYSIS FOR SOYBEAN RESISTANCE TO FROGEYE SPOT

Hu Guohua Yu Fengyao Sun Liwen Luan Huajhei Zhou Shungqi

(Hongzinglong Research Institute, Heilongjiang Academy of

Agriculture Reclamation Science, Youyi 155811)
Abstract

60 lines of resistance to different races of soybean frogeye spot were determinated with the
biotic genetic analysis. There were 10 determinate resistant genes and 10 toxicity genes in 60
lines. The 10 resistant genes of resistance to frogeye spot located group No. 2,3,4,5,6,7,9,
13,14 and 16. There were 6 lines, Gangfu85-47, H9674, 202, 90037, Gang8463-3 and
Hood resistance to all 10 races of frogeye spot in China.
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