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Primary Identification of Soybean Aphid Biotypes
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Abstract: The objective of this research was to test for aphid biotypes using two aphid isolates and seven soybean genotypes.

The responses of two soybean aphid( Aphid glycines Matsumura ) isolates, one collected in Shanghai and the other in Harbin,

were compared by infesting seven soybean genotypes in unselective test. The same genotypes were also tested with the Shanghai

isolate in a selective test. In the unselective test,soybean P746 and Jiangxi 9 were resistant to both Shanghai and Harbin iso-

lates , while Dongnong 47 was heavily susceptible to the both. Jiangxi 33, Jiangxi 37 and Jiangxi 69 were resistant to Harbin iso-

late ,but susceptible to Shanghai isolate. In addition, Jiangxi 22 was resistant to Shanghai isolate , but susceptible to Harbin iso-
late. In the selective experiment,P746( DI =25% ) and Jiangxi 9 (DI =25% ) were a little damaged by Shanghai isolate ; but the
other four soybean genotypes, such as Dongnong 47, were severely damaged ( DI = 68% -75% ). These results indicated that

Shanghai aphid isolate is different from Harbin aphid isolate.
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after inoculation for 22 days
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Table 1 Results of unselective test in 2012

BRI %L Average No. of aphid per plant

PG M5 15 d 15 days after inoculation Mg 22 d 22 days after inoculation
Soybean germplasm WA SR TE g ke Vg g b I AR A IR
Harbin aphid Shanghai aphid Harbin aphid Shanghai aphid
P746 40 dc 78 ¢ 100 dc 120 d
%A% 47 Dongnong 47 158 b 18 4b 817 a 347 b
YLPE 9 5 Jiangxi 9 16 e 87 ¢ 66 d 112 d
YLVY 22 Jiangxi 22 217 a 91 ¢ 368 b 78 e
VLYY 33 Jiangxi 33 48 ¢ 282 a 62 d 310 ¢
YLV 37 Jiangxi 37 19 de 157 b 127 ¢ 402 a
YLPY 69 Jiangxi 69 35 cde 303 a 72 d 322 ¢

P =0.05, P52 R A AR PR FOR O B35 28 57 a. LSD =23. 426

,b:LSD =28.564,¢:LSD =52.151,d:LSD =21.363.

Means followed by the same letters in the columns are not significantly different by the least significant different test(P =0.05).

a;1.SD =23.426,b.1.SD =28.564 ,¢;LSD =52.151,d;LSD =21.363.
Fz2 20012 FHEFEEKEER
Table 2 Results of selective test in 2012

(e
Damage index/ %

MR T

I=R%42)
KEHE Average No. of per plant

Soybean germplasm

15d 22.d 22.d

P746 74 ¢ 91d 25

Z4¢ 47 Dongnong 47 111 b 328 b 75
YL.VG 37 Jiangxi 37 105 b 335b 75
YIVG 9 Jiangxi 9 32d 78 d 25
VLPY 69 Jiangxi 69 140 a 473 a 75
VL7533 Jiangxi 33 98 b 308 b 68
YI.VG 22 Jiangxi 22 78 ¢ 145 ¢ 30

P =0.05, FEZ G b5 A AR R FhE A 38 22 57 A 3. a: 1SD
=16.073,b:LSD =27.032.

Means followed by the same letters in columns are not significantly
different by the least significant different test (P =0.05). a: LSD =
16.073,b:LSD =27.032.
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