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Abstract: In recent years, cotton leaf roller(Sylepta derogata) caused more damage to cotton than be-
fore. Three targets, the number of cotton leaf roller per 100 plants(NRP), the number of rolled leaf
per 100 plants(NLP) and the percentage of rolled plant(PRP) were investigated among 31 cotton vari-
eties enrolled in the cotton regional trial of the Yangtze River Valley in 2006, under the field condition
with the natural population of cotton leaf roller. The results showed there was significant difference of
the resistance to cotton leaf roller among the 31 varieties and significant positive relationship between
each two of NRP, NLP and PRP. NRP, NLP and PRP all could be used as the resistance index to cot-
ton leaf roller. The resistance of the varieties to cotton bollworm(Helicoverp armigera) was signifi-
cantly negative correlated with NRP, NLP and PRP; the correlation coefficients were -0. 774**,
-0.816** ,-0.827"* , respectively. The resistance of transgenic cotton to cotton bollworm was defined
as high resistance, moderate resistance and low resistance , the occurrence and harm of cotton leaf
roller were aggravated with the reduced resistance to cotton bollworm; Compared with transgenic cot-
ton, non-transgenic cotton’s NRP, NLP and PRP was 11.1, 7.2, 4. 6 times of transgenic cotton re-
spectively.

By observing the rolled leaves with dissecting microscope, it was found that there was correlation
between the hair density of cotton leaf and the cotton leaf roller’s ability of rolling leaf. So the hair
density of cotton leaf was studied. The results showed that there was significant difference of the hair
density among the 31 varieties. Though no significant liner correlation was founded between the hair
density and the resistance to cotton leaf roller, it indicated that non-hairy character was resistant to

cotton leaf roller, also hairy character was resistant to cotton leaf roller.
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Table 1 Varieties of the cotton regional trial in the 2006 Yangtze River Valley
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BO9  BEZEME 9 B Co7 P 328

B0  #iZes 8 £(CK2) Co08 SHO1-3

1 Rk 2% Coy |3

C02 H101 C10 M 8 5 (CK3)
Co03 JikZe 888

1.2 BAEHIENRAE

2006 ‘FR AU MK MR AEAE T R HMR AEH
ERERTE, AT 8HA 24 HMIH 8 HMX
HHERHEREHAE 4R ERREN /DX
R E] 2 A7 BT AR R B Bk B I R R, BARR B 5K
MEHHRE BHRBRER 3 K. HEHEBHK
HHIERE R BSOS AR, IR TR
FA A Z W R 2 B A AR S 2R B8 A B N B 4

Bkl XA S5 F 200 E RS
WERORE MRS M BOHEAT O O AR B B, B R R
TRIERES,
1.3 mMBEHEE

X i B 2 5 F g e B B R,
RERM. 2006 EIT I H KA B3 BEAE Y R
PR LA 9 S AWM 3 5 sk L% R &L b,
ERENERANHMEERZRFEMN T RS AEL
X ERNRIREMLESFM L BATiEE., B



53 WALF S A 7] 2 B Rl 30 AR 5 o 0 A8 K36 R R B BT 5 337

EENSIES BnES EEE R, WA RER
WA SR E LR AL, B & SRR S
HE), BFRRFINRAE 4, PHRRE 3, /K
PRRME 2, AR 1, RS TREEE R
R PR, B B K M A SR A B E (KO R Btk
HPK) ., fHEFRMEEIFH RS PK HEK K
INREAL . HHGIFARER - PK EH<L. 5 H AR
#i,1. 5<<PK {H<C2.5 AT, 2. 5<PK fH<3.5
HhHi, PK >3 5 AR HE .
1.4 HAEEHRKAE

9 AHARFENSHASM PR EZEN 10
BN A AITASEZRERTUAENKAIE
BATT 1B AL, 7R85 M A 89 R R A2 B DAY Bk
HERITT 1 AR AL, 8 IF R/ BRKIT T M B9 4
Fro TERUE A E 6T AT B A 3 Bk IOk B

MR ER TR, BRI AR E ER
EREBRE,

2 SR 59
2.1 BRAMBRENIELEAHEHER
BMASHEERELTERSGH A, Bt
DAUE PRSI IEE E BRSO S M AR X 3 A
5 bR BE E W0 Hb I B A R B IR R A Ch E R
BE. WESRGE 2)RW . M RE M IEXT 2 8
SR AERE, KEHEMIESCH 236.4 &, B
&Mk 683. 3 3k, N B M HRE R 73.35% ;3
WE 20-9F,, H¥i2102.GA18 X HB FkiZuss 7
B3X 3 A~ A S IR R R BB, B
BARERAMKEHIER RHE .,

*£2 BRBABRREHEBELZEHNFERAE

Table 2 Investigation of occurrence and harm of cotton leaf roller among the varieties
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B8 & 236. 4 683. 3 73.35  Clll 11.4 57.3 11,17
20-9F 51.1 203.9 34.17  HEE6E 5.5 315 9.25
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W 212 4.3 18.3 3.57 3142 L9 16.9 4,07
B8 E 0.0 2.5 155  GKaz27 0.0 2.0 1.63
HiZkAf 8 B(CKD 4.1 1.1 252 WZRMTE 0.0 0.0 0. 00
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Table 3 Anova of the occurrence and harm of cotton leaf roller in the three trials
g B BREMHEH BHEHH BIHRE/ %
A4 B4 C4d A4 B4 CH AH B4 C4d
X 20 3.277 0. 65 2. 80 2.03 0.43 0. 43 1.10 0.21 0. 10
5 26,16 9.04**  4,57"* 31.26"*  8.44%" 6. 71" 35,66 9.52*~ 5.30"~
7 H 3.44 9.62*~ 3.55 18.65** 4,35 7.367" 21.26** 6,48~ 8.76" "
M XEEBH 0.36 1.57 1.16 1.74 0.28 0. 27 0.99 0. 38 0. 38
Yo% Al x x AFBIFER 0.05 #0.01 WEFEZEKE,
F4 SHEMEBEHHEEER
Table 4 Identification result for the resistance of the varieties to cotton bollworm
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Table 5 Occurrence and harm of cotton leaf roller with different resistance of the varieties to cotton bollworm
X HR 8 L BB R R A g/ A BHE TR/ % B BRE/K BHERE/ %
A 1 683. 3 73.4
i 1 203.9 34.2
F 5 51. 6 8.5
0 22 27.5 4.7
6 SHEMHRAEHEEETE
Table 6 Hair density of cotton leaf in the different area
Bt EREE  EHREE 2 KKEE 2 KKEE 2 WAERE 2 HARE I
& /R e em? /A« em /i« em /R« ent? /i« em® /R« em?® BE/H
BEdk 8 5 76 121 28 66 3 157 4
20-9F, 11 33 7 20 1 58 2
BiE15 66 75 17 31 0 70 2
R 12 5 129 263 36 103 6 249 5
e 21 5 56 71 15 30 0 54 2
P 2102 98 132 25 44 1 99 2
I 2% 01-80 35 19 7 15 0 54 2
v CJ03B 44 20 7 10 0 46 1
WIPH 212 71 103 13 26 0 50 1
BI85 50 86 8 29 0 80 2
H%ZH 8 5 (CKD 23 7 3 6 0 19 1
424 102 93 222 19 64 0 132 3
GA18XHB 57 44 12 14 0 34 1
HME12E5 36 25 6 14 0 39 1
ZJ %= 601 52 90 11 39 0 106 3
W C-21 38 81 9 38 0 71 2
Cl111 64 98 13 43 0 80 2
FFE 65 44 69 7 39 0 71 2
Bkl E 27 102 12 37 0 60 2
BEdeiR 9 & 44 54 12 21 0 33 1
H%ZH 8 5 (CK2) 25 19 5 11 0 28 1
A28 57 92 17 44 0 116 3
H101 107 206 22 79 6 147 3
fik 2k 888 101 239 23 96 8 201 5
I 142 8% 13 6 12 0 55 2
GKz27 118 215 28 75 5 157 4
W 75 56 121 18 55 1 105 3
WIPH 328 104 211 42 76 2 185 4
SHO01-3 40 35 9 20 0 57 2
Zk 35 39 15 5 6 0 1 1
H%H 8 5 (CK3) 24 17 1 8 0 20 1
7T HREETESRAEHELZEAEENHEXAR
Table 7 Correlation coefficients between hair density of cotton leaf and the resistance to cotton leaf roller
HX R FEIE® EY el Wk B HE - N IE T - P S T
EE ¥3 EE ¥3 EE
B RS HIE -0.002 -0. 020 0.123 0. 061 0.176
B RE ¥ 0.052 0. 053 0.191 0.111 0.222
Lk 0.053 0. 060 0.198 0.118 0.232
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Table 8 Occurrence and harm of cotton leaf roller with different leaf hair density
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