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Table 1 Result of infection on stems inoculated with PDA plot in ritre

KIAHESES B4 B (cm) Spot length P
Soybeans 3K 6 X 13K 16 & R Resistant type

137 0.3 0.5 0.5 0.5 -2.1 HR

186 1.3 3.6 7.5 10. 0 1.6 HS

108 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 —-3.9 HR

142 1.8 4.0 6.1 10.0 1.1 MS

368 1. 4 2.4 8.1 10.0 2.3 HS

100 0.9 0.9 3.9 9.5 —0.3 LR

28 1.0 1.2 2.4 5.7 -1.0 MR

361 1.4 1.5 5.9 9.5 0.7 LS
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Fig 1 Disease developing speed of different resistant type soybeans
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Table 2 Comperision between the results of test in laboratory and in soybean field

RKEMBES EREERIE H 8 &€ R {H
Soybeans In laboratory RI In soybean field R1
137 —2.1 —1.30
186 1.6 3.26
108 —3.9 —2.60
142 1.1 0.75
368 2.3 —0. 46
100 -0.3 0.12
28 —1.0 =1.2
361 0.7 1.76
* E AR LEH

2V I KERIBHENELER

FREERADE R 1 3 5 FER T 15 AR &R A RIE L FF5 1991 45,1992 5
B M ) B AR B SE AR X R OB REE AT AR5 4T, 2 5B A X A3 = 0. 6061
r=0.6302, 2RV _FHHE 0.01 KFLEBE.BHAF V. PAEHLBHREE. 5
MR H RABREEERRABFH—BHEGE D).
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Table 3 Comparision between the results of test in Isboratory and in soybean field

1991 £ A% E RI{H 1992 £ 5 HIAEE RI {§

KEHHES EHEE R 1991 in soybean 1992 in soybean
Soybeans In laboratory RI
field RI field R1

381 0.27 0.47 0.18

191 —0.37 —0.05 —0.35

195 —0.98 —0.21 —1.80

4 —2.02 —1.27 —1.64

368 —0.27 —0. 46 —2.25

30 —0. 47 —1.45 —4. 66

177 —1.09 —1.36 —1.26

142 0.92 0.75 0.79

137 -1.31 —1.30 —2.45

328 —0.37 —2. 14 —2.16

156 0.77 —0. 08 1. 45

89 0.92 —0.12 0.22

10 —0.89 —0.43 —3. 04

144 —0. 06 —0. 66 —0.53

154 0.15 —1.80 —0.80

5 —0. 67 —2.06 —1.29

» EAHLEHR
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FRFW MR 13 ORI THENTURER, 5 1992 F M E 5 AW E €%
W R R RTEBEFT AR AT, B AEE R4 r=0. 5690, 2RI 7F 0. 05 /K L B, E ik
HEEREHREFE D,
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Table 4 Result of inoculation with hypha suspension in V, stage

RKEMHEHS Y EREERIHA 1992 FH F ¥ E RI{H
Soybeans RI In laboratory RI Year 92 field RI
137 28. 1 —0.18 ~1.30
139 30.0 —0.08 — 447
108 30.0 —0.08 —2.60
606 72.5 1.73 2. 86
125 27.5 —0.21 —2.06
781 15.6 —0.93 —1.40
788 31.3 —0.02 —~1.26
328 25.0 —0. 34 —0.83
597 40.0 0. 36 ~0.84
177 27.5 —~0.21 ~1.36
812 25.0 —0.34 —1.26
770 25.0 —0. 34 ~1.76
716 30.0 —0.08 —2.60
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STUDIES ON THE METHODS OF EVALUATING VARLETAL RESISTANCE
OF SOYBEAN TO SCLEROTINIA ROT UNDER LABORATORY CONDITIONS

Jiao Hongshuang Cheng Zhiming Xu Xijuhong Li Xiaofeng
Zhang Xiping Xi Qixin Zhang Weili Guo Yulian

(Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, 150030)

Abstract

New screening methods for evaluating resistance (tolerance) of soybean cultivars to sclero-
tinia rot were tested The results showed significant differences in suseeptibility among cultivars.
Inoculating soybean seedlings detached seedlings or detached stems at V; stage with wycelial sus-
pension, wheat-seed culture or PDA cultural block were all effective to differentiate resistance of
soybean cultivars, with the only exception of detached leaf method. The results had a better ac-
cordence with the field test. Both the methods of inoculation with PDA mycelia block and mycelia
suspension were more convinent and suitable for screening resistant resources on large scale in
laboratory. Method of soaking roots with cultural filtrate was simple and may obtain results di-
rectly. It would become and effective method for screening resistant resources if CK varieties with
stable resistance were found.

Key words Soybean; Stem rot; Resistance; Screening resistant resources



