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Abstract : Soybean production is seriously affected by Phytophthora sojae ,one kind of destructive fungal diseases. The most
effective measure to prevent and control the diseases is to carry out disease-resistant breeding. In this paper,65 soybean va-
rieties from Heilongjiang, Inner Mongolia, Hunan and Sichuan were evaluated the reactions to P. sojae race 1 by way of coty-
ledon inoculation. Of all the varieties tested, 11 were resistant,49 were susceptible,and the rest were intermediate. Fifty-one
varieties had the same reaction as those evaluated with hypocotyl inoculation method. There was significant correlation be-
tween cotyledon inoculation and hypocotyl inoculation method according to DPS V7. 05 analysis. By the independent tests of
r X ¢ table of cotyledon inoculation and vaccination hypocotyl, there were no significant differences between the two methods.
Cotyledon inoculation was proved to be feasible to evaluate soybean germplasm infection with P. sojae compared with the
commonly used hypocotyl inoculation method. It not only provided a method to identify the soybean resistance to P. sojae ,but
also solved the problem that the seeds of susceptible plants generated from crossing progeny could not be kept using hypo-
cotyl inoculation method.
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Fig.1 Comparison of the cotyledon of the susceptible
variety Hefeng 25( A) and resistant variety Suinong 10(B)

Xt 65 ALl Fft 3 4 ok LTS IR el 42 Ao
LT YU RE , e rp 1 IR 3 12 b 3 LRI 119
AR A 49 A R 75% s R R KRB A S
ARELAA, A 8% s RBPUR A 11 4, 5
B 17 % o 1 A 4Rk 4 b 2 LB O A 44
A AR 68% s KB EIETUAYA 9 A, o5 A
i 14% ;s REWWURAIA 12 4>, 5 B8 18% . 7t

K2 AR GRS S 2 A SR
A 25 FOREERERD 72 h RSN L
Fig.2 Cotyledon of the susceptible Hefeng 25
inoculated by P. sojae
(A)and cotyledon of the susceptible Hefeng 25
inoculated by sterile CA medium (B)
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Table 1 ~ Analysis of the correlation between cotyledon

inoculation and hypocotyl inoculation

R R

xl x2
Correlation coefficient
xl 1 0.65""
x2 0.65"" 1

TP <0.05, 7" P<0.01,xl JgF M- 4ER0 2B 2822 S T Al
x1 :susceptible percentage by way of cotyledon inoculation ;

x2 :susceptible percentage by way of hypocotyl inoculation
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Table 2 Independent tests of r X ¢ table of cotyledon
inoculation and hypocotyl inoculation
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PR £
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F ] K B A A K
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TR AE R AR
Number of 49 44 93 X352 =5.99
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ST Total 65 65 130 Xz =1.46
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