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Studies on techniques for evaluating the resistance
in yardlong bean to fusarium wilt
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(1 Vegetable Research Institute, Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences Guangzhou 510640 China;
2 College of Life Science, South China Nomal University, Guangzhou 510631, China;
3 Plant Protection Research Institute, Guangdong Academy of Agricultural Sciences Guangzhou 510640 China)

Abstract: Two techniques, radicel-soaking and seedling root-cutting inoculation, were established according to
the effects of disease rate in seedling stage for evaluation of resistance of yardlong bean (Vigna sequipedalis)
to fusarium wilt disease (Fusarium axporum f. sp. tracheiphilum ). 28 lines were screened for resistance a-
gainst this pathogen. The results showed that root-cutting inoculation method was suitable for evaluating the re-
sistance of yardlong bean seedling. Among 28 lines, there were 3 resisitant, 12 middle, 8 susceptible and 5
high susceptible. The line Fengchan No2 was the resistant with good pod quality.
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Tab. 1 Effect of different inoculate concentration
disease index(7 d) disease index(15 d) disease index(25 d)
concentration 28— 2 28—2 28— 2
/mL"! Fengchan No2  Zhijiang 28—2  Fengchan No2  Zhijiang 28—2  Fengchan No2  Zhijiang 28— 2
X 10° 0 0 7.2 11.5 19.3 54.2
6x 10° 0 0 14.3 36.7 31.2 84.0
3X 10’ 3.2 53 30.6 58.9 48.4 89.7
< 10 3.8 4.0 34.7 68. 1 64.5 97.6
2.2 .
4 24.3 d, 52.5
«C 2 .2 d, . (1)
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Tab. 2 Effect of different inoculate methods
radicel-soaking seedling wot cutting natural grow
line
disease index classification disease index classification disease index classifi cation
Fengchan No2 12.7 HR 2.3 R 23.5 R
Fengchan Nob 30.9 R 47.2 M 37.1 M
Fengchan No3 46.5 M 66.5 S 63. 1 S
28— 2 Zhijiang28— 2 63.7 S 94.7 HS 76.3 HS
2.3 (G 3, 12, 8
28 ( 5 . 28
3) ) s , 3, 9 .,
3
Tab. 3 Evaluation of resistance in 28 lines
seedling ot cutting natural grow
line
disease index  classification rank disease index  classification rank
Fengchan No2 24. 6 R 1 27.1 R 1
Tangangyou qing 32.5 R 2 32.5 R 2
Fengchan No6 34. 8 R 3 33.5 R 3
40 Yangjiang 40 41. 2 M 4 36. 5 M 5
607 Yinong 607 42. 8 M 5 35.6 M 4
998 Huagan 998 46. 9 M 6 68. 0 S 19
Shenhesan chilii 47.9 M 7 51.3 M 10
Guilinwangzhongwang 48. 6 M 8 83.3 HS 27
Huaganyinjiang 49. 1 M 9 53.6 M 11
Huazhentiandou 49. 4 M 10 55.0 M 12
Ningjiang No3 50. 2 M 11 50. 3 M 9
Fujianhuangjingui 52.1 M 12 47.5 M 7
7  Guangfeng No7 52.5 M 13 45. 1 M
Chunbao No2 53.3 M 14 48. 1 M
80 Jiangxitechang 80 54. 6 M 15 65. 4 S 18
9  Tianyu No9 60. 0 S 16 70. 7 S 21
American wujiadou 60. 3 S 17 64. 8 S 17
Guangxijinliirou 62. 0 S 18 56. 4 S 13
Fengchan No3 62. 5 S 19 63. 1 S 16
101 Suijiao 101 64. 6 S 20 86. 0 HS 28
Gaochan No4 65. 3 S 21 60. 4 S 14
Jieshang No2 65. 6 S 22 62. 1 S 15
Huaganaijiang 71.2 S 23 68. 4 S 20
Teqing Nol 76. 0 HS 24 73.5 S 22
28 Zhijiang 28 80. 2 HS 25 78. 5 HS 25
28— 2 Zhijiang 28— 2 84. 5 HS 26 76. 9 HS 23
Jiangxiyinyueliang 93.9 HS 27 78. 0 HS 24
American guanjun 94. 8 HS 28 81. 1 HS 26
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