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Resistance of ‘Dayecaoying’ to major root-knot nematodes
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Abstract In order to find out an excellent root-stock of sweet cherry resisting to major root-knot nematodes,
‘Dayecaoying’ pot-grown seedlings were inoculated with four major root-knot nematodes including Meloidogyne hapla ,
M. arenaria, M. incognita and M. javanica. The result showed that in 35 days after inoculation, the number of
‘Dayecaoying’ seedlings without root-knots which were inoculated with M. hapla (60) , M. arenaria (59),M. incognita
(58) and M. javanica(60)were 1,7.,2 and 8 on level 0 and 59,52.59 and 52 on level 1. Their disease indexes were
19.7,17.6,19. 3 and 17. 3 respectively. ‘Dayecaoying” was highly resistant to four kinds of root-knot nematodes
according to the standard of resistance evaluation. Immune and highly resistant types were found in the seedling colony
of ‘Dayecaoying’. The separated ratios of the seedlings immune to M. hapla., M. arenaria, M. incognita and M.
javanica were 1.7% ,11.9% ,3.4% and 13.3% respectively. Therefore, ‘Dayecaoying’ was regarded as an excellent
root-stock of sweet cherry and a germplasm resource to root-knot nematodes.
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Tablel Disease situation of ‘Baiguogiangfeng’ tomato and the development of root-knot nematodes
- Mg RgiguE s kg oo 7 AL 3 R A B P A i TR ik /4 T 4 e B
Specics Quantity of Root knot Eggs Hatching larvae  Hatching live larvae ~ Hatchinglive larvae amount/
vaccination amount amount amount amount quantity of vaccination
M. hapla 1 000 176 99 37 631 36 630 38.63
M. arenaria 1 000 800 595 224 869 216 579 216.58
M. incognita 1 000 129 85 33 239 32 754 32.75
M. javanica 1 000 222 56 34 728 33 679 33.68
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Table 2 Resistance of ‘Dayecaoying’ to 4 major root-knot nematodes

\ i8] 5 A R B2 Dis s -
PR h T i 9% Disease stage i 48 R } A
) Investigating ) ) Y P Resistance
Species ) 0 1 9 3 4 5 Disease index
plant quantity :

M. hapla 60 1 59 0 0 0 0 19.7 Bt High-resistant
M. arenaria 59 7 52 0 0 0 0 17.6 EPr High-resistant
M. incognita 58 2 56 0 0 0 0 19.3 EPr High-resistant
M. javanica 60 8 52 0 0 0 0 17.3 EPr High-resistant
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Table 3 Resistant segregation of ‘Dayecaoying”’ to 4 major root-knot nematodes
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M. hapla 60 1 1.7 59 98. 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M. arenaria 59 7 11.9 52 88.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M. incognita 58 2 3.4 56 96. 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M. javanica 60 8 13.3 52 86.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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