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Table 1 Field experiment on the resistance to the mixture pea ahids of 4 alfalfa cultivars
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Note: Different lower case and capital letters within the same column show significant difference at 0. 05 and 0. 01 level, respec-

tively. The same below.
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Table 2 Laboratory experiment on the resistance to the mixture pea ahids of 4 alfalfa cultivars
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Evaluation on resistance of 4 alfalfa (Medicago sativa)

cultivars to pea aphid (Acyrthosiphon pisum)
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(1. Key Laboratory of Grassland Ecosystem, Ministry of Education; Sino-U. S. Centers for Grazingland Ecosystem
Sustainability, College of Pratacultural Science, Gansu Agricultural University, Lanzhou 730070, China;
2. Plant Science College of Anhui Science and Technology University, Fengyang 233100, China;
3. Gansu Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Lanzhou 730070, China)

Abstract: The resistance of 4 alfalfa (Medicago sativa) cultivars to pea aphid (Acyrthosi phon pisum) was
evaluated by mass-infesting young seedlings in the field and lab to select high resistant cultivars to pea
aphid. The results of this study showed that the Gannong No. 5 (HA-3) showed the strongest resistance
and its percent of resistant plants accounted for 50. 3% and 48. 9% in the field and lab experiments,
respectively. The Hunter River showed a poor resistance and its percent of resistant plant was only 4. 0%
and 4. 3% in the field and lab experiments, respectively. The field experimental results showed that Gan-
nong No. 5 was high resistance cultivar, and Gannong No. 3, Golden Empress and Hunter River were sus-
ceptible cultivars; the lab experimental results showed that Gannong No. 5 was high resistance cultivar,
and Gannong No. 3 and Golden Empress were low resistance cultivars, and Hunter River was susceptible
cultivar.
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