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1 2002 2005 (2002 35 ,2003 2.66% ~ 18. 65% , 3. 68% ~
40 , 2004 40 , 2005 80 ) 20.56% ;2004 1.08% ~9. 83%
s , 1.65% ~9.35% ; 2005
’ 6.74% ~42.27% s 7. 11% ~33.
, 2002 1.48%~15.6% 56 % 3 s
. 2.04% ~20.78% ;2003 100%
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9

1

1 2,

(2002 ~2004 )
Table 1 The rate of harmed pods in different soybean cultivars ( 2002 ~ 2004)

(%) (%) (%)
Cultivars Rate of hamed pods Cultivars Rate of harmed pods Cultivars Rate of harmed pods
27 14.17¢ 35 8. 92cdelsh 39 6. 69fehil
18 14. 072 10 8. 72cdelh 37 6. 27shikim
17 13.91¢ 44 8. 54k 5 6. 22shikin
24 11.912b 11 8. 47k kh 42 6. 10hikm
14 11. 59ak 19 8. 42kkh 3 5. 30k
7 11. 10" 11 8. 41%k 25 5. 09
19 10. 99> 43 8.23% k" 8 4. 40™
35 10. 32> 15 8. 17t 18 4.17™
16 9. 81hek 40 8. 12dehi 40 3.50m
23 9. 59bedkef 41 7. 924ehij 5 3. 49m
16 9. 52bakf 17 7. 92¢eiehij 4 3. 44m
42 9. 20bedkdy 43 7. 5] lehik
Duncun 5%
2 (2002 ~2004 )
Table 2 The rate of harmed seeds in different soybean cultivars( 2002 ~ 2004)
(%) (%) (%)
Cultivars Rate of harmed seeds Cultivars Rate of hamed seeds Cultivars Rate of harmed seeds
27 12. 692 19 7. 57%kh 41 5. 48hiN
18 11.83¢ 14 7. 29delhi 5 5. 42hiM
17 11.50* 11 6. 98clehi 42 5. 03km
24 11.17% 44 6. 93dclehi 39 4. 91ikim
19 10. 912 17 6. 82delehi 3 4, 11K
7 10. 7701 11 6. 3240ehij 18 3. 94iMm
15 9. 12bed 42 6. 30<ehii 8 3. 71km
35 8. 70¢de 23 6. 20¢iehii 25 3.37m
16 8.27H 43 6. 07tk 4 2.90m
35 8. 23delx 43 5. 83fehi 5 2. 80m
16 8. 201l 37 5. 80fehi 40 2.77m
40 8. 12delx 10 5. 71hiN
Duncun 5%
, 2002 ~2004 35 5.30%) 39(4.91%  6.69%) 8
2. 77% ~12. 69 %, .
3.44% ~14.17%, . ,
s
40 ( 2. 717% s
3.50 %) 4(2.90% 3.44%) 5(2.80% . 3
3.49 %) 25(3.37% 5.09%) 8(3.71% .
4. 40 %) 18(3.94% 4. 17%) 3(4.11%
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3
Table 3 The rate of harmed seeds of soybean cultivars in two locations
18 19 27 28
Cultivars Heihe 17 Heihe 18 Heihe 19 Heihe 27 Heihe 28
(%) Rate of harmed seeds in Heihe 0.8 0.5 0.7 1 3.3
(%) Rate of harmed seeds in Harbin 8.22 8.16 3.76 7.87 5.54
2.2 ,
(1) . . .
(2)
, NN , 6 6 s
, 15 , ) FAA
4 ’ ’
Table 4 The relationship betw een harmed pods rate, .
harmed seeds rate and chemical components of pod shell( 2005) 3 ( 8004 . 4 0)
, s s
C‘);sztri‘)“ Protein  Fat ;rjgt:rl Cellulose , , 8004 1 ~3
(%) Rate of hamed seeds 0.271  0.125  0.064 0.724" " ° ’ ’
(%) Rate of harmed pods 0.264  0.112  0.090 0.741 " * °
. % %0.01 ’
40 Heinong40 8004 Dongnong 8004 14Suinong 14
3
Fig 3 The structure of pod shell
5
Table 5 The anatomy structure of pod shell ( 2005) 3
Cultivars TOtczlaSteed Epider S,Tf,fﬂs Mesocarp Endocarp 3.1 : 35
thickness " lissue 2. 711% ~
8004 214.74 833  18.67  140.67  23.33 12.69 %, 3.44% ~14. 17% .
40 216.67  7.00  23.33  133.00  26.67 .
97-095 164.00  5.00  13.00  100.67  19.33 40 ( 2. 7%
43 161.00  7.00  14.00  99.33  16.67 3.50 %) « 4(2.90%  3.44%). 5(2.80%
39 219.99  7.33  14.33  140.66  18.67 3. 49%) 25(3.37%  5.09%). 8
1420200  7.67  17.33  132.67  22.00 (3.71% 4.40%) - 18(3.94% 4. 17%) .
3 . 5.20'm 3(4.11% 5. 30%) . 39 (4. 91%
6. 69 %) 8 .
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POD BORER| Leguminivora glycinivorella (Mats)] RESISTANCE
TO SOYBEAN CULTIVARS IN HEILONGJIANG

Wang Keqin  Li Xinmin Liu Chunlai Liu Xinglong
(Plant Protection Institute, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin 150086)

Abstract 120 soybean cultivars were estimated with the resistance to soybean pod borer( L. g) and 8 culti
vars with satisfied resistance were screened , they were Heinongd40, Kennong4.5.18, Kenfeng8, Kenjian
dou3 and Hefeng39. The relationships were studied between L. g. resistance and total sugar, cellulose con
tent, fat and protein content . The results showed there is no significant correlationship between tested pa
rameters with L. g. resistance except cellulose content. The observation data showed that the pod shell of
cultivar with L. g. resistance is thick, cuticula is clear, thick wall cell is compact and small , the thick wall
cell in Dongnong8004 is 1~ 3 layer.

Key words Soybean cultivar; Leguminivora glycinivorella (Mats) ; Resistance



