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RESISTANCE ANALYSIS OF THE BINARY INSECT-RESISTANT TRANSGENIC SOYBEAN TO HE-
LIOTHIS VIRIPLACA

YANG Xiang-dong, GUO Dong-quan, BAO Shao-jun,ZHAO Gui-lan, KANG Ling-sheng, QIAN Xue-yan, YIN Ai-
ping , XING Guo-jie

( Biotechnology Research Center, Jilin Academy of Agriculture Sciences ,Changchun 130124 )

Abstract Heliothis viriplaca is an important leaf-feeding insect for soybean. In this paper, resistance a-
nalysis of the stabilized binary insect-resistant transgenic soybean to H. wviriplaca was conducted in vitro
and in field conditions. The results showed that the insect-resistant transgenic lines T5-150 and T;-195
showed lower defoliation percentage than the non-transgenic ones. On the other hand,the H. viriplaca lar-
vae feeding on the leaves of those two transgenic lines were characterized by less leaf consumption, greater
larvae mortality ,slower development, and less pupation ratio. Our results indicated that the resistance of
the binary insect-resistant transgenic soybean to H. viriplaca was greatly enhanced.
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Tablel In vitro resistance analysis of the

transgenic lines to H. viriplaca
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. Leaf consumption Variation of single  Survival time
Lines per single larvae/g  larva weight/g of larvae/d

FM20 Jilin 20 1.29 +0.43a* 0.12 +£0.07a 8.00 +1.00a
Ts-150-19 0.07 +0. 10b 0.01 £0.01b 3.33 £1.41b
Ts-150-51 0.09 +0.08b 0.01 +£0.02b 3.00 £1.22b
HHA27 Jilin 27 1.21 £0.35a 0.04 +0.05a 6.11 £1.92a
Ts5-1954 0.09 +0.08b 0.01 +£0.03b 4.56 +1.01b
Ts-195-51 0.08 +0. 10b 0.01 £0.02b 3.33 £1.58b

* FeR 9 WS I 72 B9V 208 + bt 22 s R IR/INE 2Rk 22 5k
1% B FKHE, T .
# Means + standard deviation from nine replicates ; The figures with differ-

ent letters indicate significance at 0.01 level ,the same as below.
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Fig. 1 In vitro resistance analysis of the

transgenic lines to H. viriplaca larvae
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Fig.2 Resistance analysis of the transgenic

lines to H. viriplaca larvae in field
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Table 2 Resistance analysis of the transgenic

lines to H. viriplaca in field
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Survival time of Pupation
Lines Defoliation
larvae/d ratio/ %
FHHK 20 Jilin 20 7.8b 90h 4
Ts-150-19 3.4a 10a 1
TR 27 Jilin 27 5.9b 80h 4
Ts-1954 3.9a 10a 2
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