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Identification Techniques and Screening of Soybean Aphid Resistant Germplasm
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Abstract : The soybean aphid has recently become a principal pest of soybean in many areas. Selecting resistance cultivars is

the most practical and effective means of pest control. In this paper we implemented the growth-chamber and field cage

screening method respectively, and found the field cage screening method had same effect as growth-chamber screening meth-

od. One hundred and nine soybean cultivars from Heilongjiang province were evaluated in field cage, and 37 accessions were

found to resistant to the soybean aphid and no strong resistance germplasm was found.
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Table 1 Damage index of soybean at different conditions

AT el 9%
Growth-chambers Field cage
434 55 Hefeng 55 57.5b 55.7b
ZR4¢ 48 Dongnong 48 50 ¢ 48.1d
2%4% 30 Suinong 30 27.5e 25 f
I#=F 18 Nen feng 18 35d 25 f
1 27 Zhong dou 27 35d 28.8e
JuA 20 Jiunong 20 57.5d 51.9¢
PI567598B 25 f 20. 8f
Williams 82 75 a 59.6a

[ S AN ) - B 2 7 Ak B ] 22 S 35 257K F- (P <0.05)
Different letter in the same column meant significant difference among soy-

bean variety at 0. 05 level.
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Table 2 Result of resistance evaluation of soybean varieties
Al I 32 E TR AL Pk A W2 EIRE P
Variety Damage index /% Evaluation resistance Variety Damage index /% Evaluation resistance

PI567598B 17.3 R 4t 3 Beidou 3 36.4 S
2%4% 10 Suinong 10 21.8 R Jt. 5 17 Beidou 17 36.7 S
2Z4% 4 Suinong 4 23.6 R 47 50 Hefeng 50 36.7 S
%4 8 Suinong 8 23.6 R 4 51 Hefeng 51 36.7 S
4 =F 39 Hefeng 39 25.0 R 43 52 Hefeng 52 36.7 S
2%4% 22 Suinong 22 25.0 R B 19 Kenfeng 19 38.27 S
2Z4% 29 Suinong 29 25.0 R K4 49 Dongnong 49 38.37 S
43 25 Hefeng 25 25.0 R %4% 50 Dongnong 50 38.37 S
4 7F 33 Hefeng 33 25.0 R SET 41 Heihe 41 39.3 S
47 40 Hefeng 40 25.0 R 3] 10 Heihe 10 40.0 S
4 F 41 Hefeng 41 25.0 R m] 27 Heihe 27 40.0 S
4 F 42 Hefeng 42 25.0 R M0 4 Heihe 4 40.0 S
4 7F 43 Hefeng 43 25.0 R P 47 Heihe 47 40.0 S
My 12 Heihe 12 25.0 R B F 54 Kenfeng 54 40.0 S
M) 16 Heihe 16 25.0 R B 3 6 Kenfeng 6 40.4 S
JEIT 20 Heihe 20 25.0 R ST 1 Heihe 1 40. 64 S
B3] 21 Heihe 21 25.0 R 47 57 Hefeng 57 41.1 S
AT 46 Heihe 46 25.0 R Y[ 33 Heihe 33 41.1 S
A 50 Heihe 50 25.0 R 4 3 48 Hefeng 48 41.7 S
3= 18 Nenfeng 18 25.0 R M3 19 Heihe 19 41.7 S
2Z4% 11 Suinong 11 25.0 R Mayn] 23 Heihe 23 41.7 S
2Z4% 14 Suinong 14 25.0 R M40 37 Heihe 37 41.7 S
2%4% 15 Suinong 15 25.0 R B 3 55 Kenfeng 55 41.7 S
2Z4% 25 Suinong 25 25.0 R R %7 28 Kenjiandou 28 41.7 S
2%4% 26 Suinong 26 25.0 R 47 49 Hefeng 49 43.4 S
2%4% 28 Suinong 28 26.5 R M 15 Heihe 15 44.2 S
BA3[ 13 Suinong 13 26.7 R B4 4 Kennong 4 44.2 S
B %5 7 Kenjiandou 7 26.7 R MRYI] 24 Heihe 24 45.0 S
2Z4% 30 Suinong 30 26.9 R 23] 39 Heihe 39 45.6 S
Jt % 21 Beidou 21 28.3 R 4% 53 Dongnong 53 46.4 S
4t 9 Beidou 9 28.3 R Ay 18 Heihe 18 46.4 S
4 34 Hefeng 34 28.3 R %A% 48 Dongnong 48 46.7 S
2Z4% 23 Suinong 23 28.3 R 43 53 Hefeng 53 46.7 S
2%4% 24 Suinong 24 28.8 R 47 55 Hefeng 55 48.1 S
223 28 Heihe 28 29.5 R ST 6 Heihe 6 48.1 S
Z:4% 52 Dongnong 52 30.0 R 47 56 Hefeng 56 48.2 S
4 F 46 Hefeng 46 30.0 R M9 17 Heihe 17 50.0 S
BT 26 Heihe 26 30.0 R Ay 32 Heihe 32 50.0 S
4 44 Hefeng 44 30.7 S HA9] 34 Heihe 34 50..0 S
Hayn] 42 Heihe 42 31.3 S = 17 Nenfeng 17 50.0 S
R =F 20 Kenfeng 20 31.3 S M 5 Heihe 5 52.8 S
R Y 34 Kenjiandou 34 32.1 S 43 54 Hefeng 54 53.4 S
43 47 Hefeng 47 32.8 S 1 19 Nenfeng 19 53.4 S
%4% 51 Dongnong 51 33.3 S I 16 Nemfengl6 54.2 S
M4y 14 Heihe 14 33.3 S Ay 43 Heihe 43 54.7 S
B[ 25 Heihe 25 33.3 S B[ 31 Heihe 31 55.9 S
3] 26 Heihe 26 33.3 S 430 30 Heihe 30 56.7 S
B3[ 35 Heihe 35 33.3 S 4y 8 Heihe 8 57.7 S
R 5 Kenfeng 5 33.3 S M3 40 Heihe 40 60.0 S
Ayn] 22 Heihe 22 33.9 S R4 47 Dongnong 47 60.0 S
Jt. 5. 10 Beidou 10 34.6 S I 15 Nenfeng 15 60.0 S
R Y5 17 Kenjiandou 17 34.6 S AT 48 Heihe 48 62.5 S
43 45 Hefeng 45 35.0 S Y[ 7 Heihe 7 63.5 S
9] 9 Heihe 9 35.0 S = 20 Nenfeng 20 63.5 S
R =F 22 Kenfeng 22 35.0 S Williams 82 71.2 S
3 3 Heihe 3 35.4. S
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