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Abstract: The damage status of maize aphids on different maize varieties was recorded by 5-point sampling

method under the natural susceptibility condition in the field. The aphid resistance of 21 varieties was identified by

aphid—to—aphid ratio method, and the feasibility of aphid—to—aphid resistance of maize was analyzed by aphid—to—

aphid ratio in peak period. The results showed that there were significant differences in aphid resistance among dif-
ferent maize varieties. Guidan203, Qingqing601, Zhenhe978, Zhouyu913, Beiyu 10, Puyu 3, Shuijinyu 8, and Yun-

he 2 were highly resistant varieties. The number of natural enemies of maize aphids was consistent with the popula-

tion of maize aphids. The ratio of benefit to the harm of maize varieties to aphids was a power function. The benefit—

harm ratio decreased with the increase of aphid population ratio.
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Fig.1 Population dynamics of maize aphids in different maize varieties
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Table 1 Identification of natural resistance to aphids in different common maize varieties in field

i A FatlfiEGh/tk)  WFEGE BobEPEn i A FatifCGh/tk) MR E BUrEEN
Variety Aphid number  Aphid number Resistance Variety Aphid number  Aphid number Resistance
in total ratio evaluation in total ratio evaluation

AT R 59.8 0.19 HR #9618 245.7 0.78 S
B 15 69.3 0.22 HR A 25 368.6 1.17 S
USSR 81.9 0.26 R HH 601 384.3 1.22 S
=i 1818 100.8 0.32 R KEFEST 497 1.42 HS
JI: % 607 104.0 0.33 R EEIE 557.6 1.77 HS
WE2 122.9 0.39 R JAE913 570.2 1.81 HS
= Hi 826 148.1 0.47 R FEE 203 589.1 1.87 HS
"R35S 148.1 0.47 R ni2s 608.0 1.93 HS
nE 1S 163.8 0.52 MR BR978 667.8 2.12 HS
=31 195.3 0.62 MR NE10 752.8 2.39 HS
zh5w 230.0 0.73 MR

TE - HRAER S I, RS, MR AR e, SHZR L HS AR IR &I
Note: HR stands for high resistance, R stands for resistance, MR stands for neutral resistance, S stands for susceptibility, HS stands for high sus-

ceptibility. The same below.
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Table 2 Different maize varieties field benefit ratio

b Fh BTl LK) ENIS s (GRS Uit A 255 (U K )
Variety Aphid number in total Number of ladybugs Aphid number ratio Benefit—harm ratio
£ VH 845 59.8 1.5 0.19 0.025
B+ 15 69.3 2.2 0.22 0.032
AR E 15 81.9 3.6 0.26 0.040
=Fi 1818 100.8 32 0.32 0.032
JIEE 607 104.0 4.6 0.33 0.044
WE2E 122.9 3.7 0.39 0.030
=35l 826 148.1 47 0.47 0.032
“h3y 148.1 8.2 0.47 0.055
nh1s 163.8 6.1 0.52 0.037
=i 31 195.3 53 0.62 0.027
="HE5S 230.0 6.5 0.73 0.028
#9618 245.7 9.1 0.78 0.037
B £ 245 368.6 53 1.17 0.014
B 601 384.3 8.7 1.22 0.023
KEE8S 497.0 14.4 1.42 0.029
W35 557.6 12.6 1.77 0.026
JAE913 570.2 13.9 1.81 0.024
HE5.203 589.1 1.2 1.87 0.019
=nE25 608.0 153 1.93 0.025
BR978 667.8 13.7 2.12 0.021

M=E 10 752.8 21.4 2.39 0.028
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Fig.2  The correlation between the benefit—harm ratio of Ladybug to maize aphid and the aphid population ratio
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Table 3 The aphid number ratio in different period

T e e SO Sk LA AT ) A EF WO
Variety Aphid number ratio Aphid number ratio of Evaluation in peak section Evaluation of whole
in peak section whole growth period growth period
&Vir 85 0.15 0.19 HR HR
15 0.16 0.22 HR HR
A 15 0.20 0.26 HR R
k% 607 0.23 0.33 HR R
=Hi 1818 0.26 0.32 R R
HE25 0.37 0.39 R R
7 826 0.47 0.47 R R
Pt sy 0.48 0.52 R MR
nE35 0.49 0.47 R R
=i 31 0.57 0.62 MR MR
#9618 0.72 0.78 MR S
=h5y 0.76 0.73 S MR
AR 2 5 1.05 1.17 S S
T 601 1.13 1.22 S S
“nh2E 1.67 1.93 HS HS
KeEE8T 1.71 1.42 HS HS
JH £ 913 1.90 1.81 HS HS
FE#.203 1.96 1.87 HS HS
WE35 1.99 1.77 HS HS
BR978 2.27 2.12 HS HS
£ 10 245 2.39 HS HS
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Fig.3  The correlation between the ratio of aphid population in peak period and

the ratio of aphid population in whole growth period of maize aphid
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