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Screening of Resistant Genetic Resources to Stink Bug in Soybean
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ABSTRACT This study was carried out to develop effective
test method by soybean stink bug and to screen resistant
genetic resources against soybean stink bug. The damage
pod rate by stink bug showed 40% of most soybean
varicties and was selected about 10% low of 10 varieties
by 298 variety and degree in soybean at first year. Stink
bug damage rate research for 102 varieties that stink bug
damage rate lowed at first year showed 10% low of 12
varieties and from 20% to 30% of the other varieties. So
testing material is “llpumgeumjeongkong” to develop for
effective test method soybean stink bug and result for stink
bug damage rate research of according to growth stage
showed rapidly high more full seed than full pod. Full seed
stage (R6) was highest to 35.5% for stink bug damage rate.
Result of resistant genetic resources selection according to
stink bug damage pod rate was lowed of best to 10.3% for
“Peking, Sorogkong, Hwangsaegjunjeari and Sobaeknamul-
kong” in the order. Also, stink bug damage seed rate was
similar too. So “Peking, Sorogkong, Hwangsaegjunjeari and
Sobaeknamulkong” were thought resistant variety against
stink bug. Additional study carried out with “Peking and
Sorogkong” so that concretely investigate about stink bug’s
refuse reaction. This result showed 10.0% for Peking and
14.2% for Sorogkong at R6 stage. But, damage pod rate
was rapidly lowed.

Keywords : soybean, stink bug, examination method, genetic
resource
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Table 1. Relationship of varieties and damage rate to stink bug in soybean.

Items Yield (g/plant) Weight (g/seed)  Damage seed rate (%) Damage pod rate (%)
253 a 023 a 3.36 a 336 a
Mean Control Test 252 a 022 a 537 b 513 b
Varieties Test 4.24:‘5* 3.25:8* 1.34%* 3.38%*
F-value Varieties*Test 0.02 0.17 20.0%* 337.8%*
1.17" 0.81™ 1.10™ 1.89%*
a, b : Significant at the 5% level of DMRT.
Table 2. Effect of stink bug on pod damage rates in according to growth stage of “Ilpumgeumjeongkong”. (unit : %)
Stage Pod damage rate of different Sum Mean
Ist week after 2nd week after 3rd week after
R6 11.7 a* 13.8 a 10.0 ¢ 355 11.8
R5.5 69 b 7.8 b 128 b 27.5 9.2
RS 22 ¢ 3.7 d 139 a 19.8 6.6
R4 0.6 d 41 ¢ 7.8 d 12.5 42
R3 00e 32 78d 110 3.7
Average 43 65 10.5 - ;

¥ R6 : Full seed, R5.5 : Semi beginning seed, RS
* Significant at the 5% level of DMRT.

: Beginning seed, R4 : Full pod, R3

: Beginning pod.
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Table 3. Seed damage rate in “Ilpumgeumjeongkong” according
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to growth stage.

Growth stage R6 RS.5

RS R4 R3 Mean

Damage rate(%) 60.1 67.4

69.6 55.0 554 61.5

% R6 : Full seed, R5.5 : Semi beginning seed, RS
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Fig. 1. Distribution of Genetic resource by pod damage rate
in 298 varieties (2002).

: Beginning seed, R4 : Full pod, R3 :

Beginning pod.
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Fig. 2. Distribution of Genetic resource by pod damage rate
in 102 varieties (2003).
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Fig. 3. Effect of pod total damage rates of “Sorogkong and
Peking” according to growth stage.

Table 4. Effect of total pod demage rate and pod complete damage rate in 10 varieties. (unit : %)
Rate Varieties gy SN SO CJ SR GJ HJ PK DS IN
Complete damage pod 25 f* 12 g 4.8 d 62 c 10g 1090b 37 e 03h 205a 38 e

Total damage pod 224 f 1161 272d 385¢ 106 j 477a 157 h 103j 402b 236
Total damage seed 304d 109h 303d 295e¢ 192f 386c¢ 103h 129g 409 b 9.6 i

EH : Eunhakong, SN : Sobaeknamulkong, SO : Saeolkong, CJ : Cheongjakong, SR : Sorogkong, GJ : Geomjeongkong3,
HI : Hwangsaegjunjeari, PK : Peking, DS : Dongsan119, JN : Juenunikong

* Significant at the 5% level of DMRT.

Table 5. Effect of pod complete damage rate in “Sacolkong and Sorogkong” according to growth stage. (unit : %)

Stage
Varieties g R6 RS.5 RS R4 R3.5 R3
Saeolkong 21.6 a* 169 b 125 ¢ 105 d 10.8 d 29 e
Sorogkong 12 ¢ 1.9 a 15b 0.0d 0.0 d 0.0 d

* Significant at the 5% level of DMRT.
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Table 6. Selection of resistance genetic resource according to total damage pod rate in soybean. (unit : %)
ftem Most resistance Resistance Middle susceptiblity Susceptiblity Most susceptibility
(below of 20%) (20-25%) (25-40%) (40-45%) (above of 45%)
Peking (10.3)
. Sorogking Eunhakong Saeolkong(27.2) Dongsan121 Geomjeongkong3
Varieties Lo (22.4) .
Hwangsaegjunjeari . Cheongjakong (40.2) (47.7)
Juenunikong
Sobaeknamulkong
Table 7. Selection of resistance genetic resources according to total damage seed rate in soybean. (unit : %)
Ttem Most resistance Resistance Middle susceptiblity Susceptiblity Most susceptibility
(below of 15%)" (15-20%) (20-30%) (30-35%) (above of 35%)
Juenunikong (9.6)
Varieties Sobaeknamulkong Sorogkong Cheongjakong Saéo (;k;)ng Don(g:g I;) 21
Hwangsaegjunjeari (19.2) (29.5) : L
Peking Eunhakong Geomjeongkong3

* Total damage seed rate (%)
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