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1. Introduction

Soybean is world’s leading agricultural crop with multiple uses including human food, animal
feed, edible oil, biofuel, industrial products, cosmetics, etc. In soybean production, United
States (US) is the leading producer with 33% of the world’s total production of 251.5 million
MT, amounting to $38.5 billion in production value [1,2]. In North-America, there has been an
exponential increase of soybean acreage during the second half of last century, but there is a
continuous threat of pests attacking this crop. Soybean yield is impacted by various kinds of
pests such as fungi, bacteria, and insects [3]. Indeed, the strategies and input costs for pest
management in soybean have changed dramatically with time [3-5]. For example, there has
been a 130-fold increase in insecticide use across the North-Central US states since 2001 [4].

In regards to insects, soybean has been traditionally attacked by foliage-feeding Lepidopteran
and Coleopteran pests such as soybean looper, velvet bean caterpillar, beet armyworm, bean
leaf beetle, stem borer, Mexican bean beetle, and soybean leaf miner [6]. However, during the
last decade, the invasion of soybean aphid [Aphis glycines Matsumura], brown-marmorated
stink bug (BMSB) [Halyomorpha halys (Stål)], and (although technically not a stink bug) kudzu
bug [Megacopta cribraria (F.)] in north-central, eastern, and southeastern US, respectively, and
the emergence of red-banded stink bug [Piezodorus guildinii (Westwood)] as major pest in
southern US have drastically changed the pest complex in soybean [4,7,8]. The threat posed
by soybean aphid and stink bugs has the potential to rapidly increase as these insects continue
to expand their geographical range. For example, in less than 10 years since its initial detection
in Wisconsin, soybean aphid had spread across 30 US states and 3 Canadian provinces by 2009
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[4], and the BMSB has already been detected in 38 US states since first being seen in Pennsyl‐
vania in 1996 [7].

Both soybean aphid and stink bug belong to order Hemiptera which also includes other
economic pests such as whiteflies and leafhoppers. To minimize the damage by Hemipteran
pests, host-plant resistance in soybean cultivars should constitute an integral part of an
integrated pest management (IPM) program. In the current chapter, we attempt to review the
recent research advances made on soybean resistance to Hemipteran pests. In the light of
various challenges to manage Hemipteran pests, we have proposed strategies for successful
and sustainable use of host plant resistance (HPR) in soybean against these pests.

2. Hemipteran pests of soybean

The soybean aphid, various stink bug species and kudzu bug are the major Hemipteran pests
of soybean (Figure 1). Although soybean aphid and stink bugs share basic features of Hemi‐
pteran insects, there is much evolutionary divergence between them, their suborders having
diverged more than 250 million years ago [9]. Aphids belong to the suborder Homoptera which
have uniform, membranous forewings and hindwings. In homopteran insects, wings are held
roof-like over their abdomen. Stink bugs belong to suborder Heteroptera having forewings
that are leathery basally and membranous distally, in contrast to membranous hindwings. In
Heteroptera, wings are folded flat over the abdomen [10]. Stink bugs can also be identified by
five-segmented antennae and a conspicuous scutellum [10].

2.1. Soybean aphid

The soybean aphid is a recent invasive species in North-America [4,5,11]. This species was first
detected during the summer of 2000 and is believed to have been introduced from its native
Asian range [11,12]. Soybean aphid is a pest of significant economic importance as it can cause
up to 58% yield losses in soybean [13]. Losses due to yield have been estimated to be $2.4 billion
annually [14-15].

The biology of soybean aphid in North-America has been reviewed recently [4,5]. In general,
it is a typical holocyclic (asexual and sexual reproduction) heterecious (alternates between 2
hosts) aphid species. In autumn, sexual reproduction occurs on its primary host, buckthorn
(Rhamnus spp.), and the resulting eggs undergo overwintering. The following spring, the eggs
hatch, and the fundatrices (i.e. stem mothers) begin to produce female clones. After 2-3 asexual
generations, winged females are formed that disperse to emerging soybean, where about 15
additional asexual generations occur, and when damage to soybean is most severe. Upon
soybean maturity, sexual forms are formed and migrate back to buckthorn.

2.2. Stink bugs

In Hemiptera, stink bugs are in the family Pentatomidae. The name stink bug is attributed to
the malodorous substance they emit for defense [16]. In the past, three species [southern green
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stink bug, Nezara viridula (L.); green stink bug, Acrosternum hilare (Say); brown stink bug,
Euschistus servus (Say)] constituted the stink bug complex that attacked soybean crop in
southern US [6,17]. Amongst these, N. viridula is the most abundant [18] which has caused the
most severe damage to the field crop [17]. In more northern latitudes, the relative abundance
of A. hilare is higher compared to that of N. viridula [6]. During the last decade, redbanded stink
bug, Piezodorus guildinii (Westwood), and brown marmorated stink bug (BMSB), Halyomorpha
halys (Stål) have established themselves as important members of stink bug complex that attack
soybean in the US [7, 19,20]. From 1960 onwards, the redbanded stink bug has been detected
in US soybean but without causing any economic damage. However during last decade,
redbanded stink bug infestations have reached above the threshold levels. By 2009, it was the
most serious stink bug species attacking soybean in southern US [21, 22]. The BMSB is native
to North and South Korea, Japan, China [23] and is invasive in North America and Europe. In
US, BMSB has been confirmed as pest of soybean crop with a high damaging potential [24,
25]. Although not in the Pentatomidae, the kudzu bug (Plataspididae: Megacopta cribraria) is
another recent invasive pest, first detected in Georgia in 2009 [26] and has now spread to 8
southeastern states of US [8]. It is known to feed on both kudzu and soybean, and damage on
soybean can be quite severe [27].

Figure 1. Approximate distribution of the main, invasive Hemipteran pests of soybean. For BMSB, shaded range is
where damage is heaviest, * represent states where detection has been observed.
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The biology of various stink bug species has been described in detail [10]. In general, stink
bugs pass through five nymphal instars and an adult stage during their life cycle [10]. These
insects overwinter as adults beneath the leaf litter of various host plants including grasses,
shrubs and trees. Several species can also overwinter in homes and these infestations can be
severe as seen with the BMSB [7]. In early summer (April-June), overwintered and first
generation adults feed on crops like tomato, okra, crucifers, and legumes, but for BMSB, may
also feed on woody trees like Paulownia or Ailanthus altissima (tree of heaven) early in the spring
before moving into crops [28]. However, they will feed on soybean if early planted crop is
available. In most cases, stink bugs will move into soybean to feed on the developing pods and
seeds. In North America, the number of generations per year is largely dependent upon
environmental factors but usually varies between 1 in the north to 5 in the south.

2.3. Hemiptera feeding and damage to soybean

Hemipteran pests inflict the damage on soybean by feeding on plant juices. These insects
possess piercing and sucking mouthparts, the most characteristic feature of Hemiptera which
are highly adapted for extracting the liquid contents of plants. The mouthparts’ structures are
held in a grove present on the anterior side of the insect’s lower tip i.e. labium (also called as
rostrum) (Figure 2, [29]). On the either side of maxillae, two mandibles are present. The
mandibles, which are often barbed at the tip, form the main piercing structure called the stylet.
Two opposing maxillae which are held together by a system of tongues and groves, form two
canals: a food canal and a salivary canal. The food canal is used for uptake of plant liquids
whereas salivary canal is for egestion of saliva into the plant structures. Because of the
segmented structure, labium can fold itself when stylets penetrate into the plant surface.

Figure 2. Generalized mouthpart structure of Hemiptera. Redrawn from [29.]
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Both the soybean aphid and stink bugs can feed on various above-ground plant parts like leaves,
stems, flowers, and pods. Soybean aphid prefers to feed on the undersides of leaves [15] whereas
stink bugs prefer to feed on pod and seeds [6]. During the early seedling stages of soybean,
soybean aphids are mostly found on freshly growing trifoliate leaves or the stems [30]. Later in
the season, soybean aphids are more likely to be found lower in the canopy, on leaves that are
attached to nodes further away from the terminal bud. During feeding, soybean aphid with‐
draws sap from soybean leaves which results in loss of photosynthates. Heavy infestations by
soybean aphid can result in yellow and wrinkled leaves, reduction in plant height, reduced pod
set and lesser number of seeds within pods [15,31]. Infested leaves may turn black due to sooty
mold growing on the sugary excretions or “honeydew” produced by soybean aphid [5,15]. The
severity of plant losses caused by soybean aphid is largely dependent on the physiological status
of the soybean plant. Soybean aphid populations that reach their peak density during the early-
vegetative or mid-reproductive stages (R3-R5) are more likely to cause serious damage compared
to populations that peak during late reproductive stages (R6-R7) [32].

Except the first instar which is a non-feeding stage, all other developmental stages of stink bugs
feed upon plants. In soybean, the most damage is caused by adults and/or fifth instars stages
[10]. Due to their preference for pods and seeds, reproductive stages of soybean are the most
susceptible to damage by stink bugs [17]. Further, stink bugs prefer to feed upon pods present
on upper half of the plant. However in case of severe infestation, these insects may also feed on
lower pods. Stink bugs cause injury to soybean seeds as they insert the stylets through the pod
wall into the seed for feeding on plant juices. In immature seeds, discolored necrotic areas may
occur around these punctures [10]. Mature seeds show puncturing marks, discoloration, and
internal irregular white spots which may have a chalky appearance [33]. Heavy feeding on
mature seeds may result in smaller size, irregular shape, including wrinkled areas around
punctures (Figure 3) [33, 34]. Stink bug damage in soybean results in decreased pod number,
fewer seed per pod, lower seed weight, changes in fatty acids composition, and lower seed quality
[10]. The germination of soybean seeds may be prevented due to single puncture in radicle-
hypocotyl axis of seeds [35]. On the other hand, several punctures in cotyledons may not prevent
germination but affect the vigor. Heavy infestation of stink bugs can result in foliar retention,
delayed maturation and abnormal growth of the soybean crop [10].

Hemipteran pests also cause indirect damage to crops by vectoring the transmission of
microbial pathogens. The virus transmission by soybean aphid to various crops has been
reviewed [4]. In soybean, soybean aphid has the potential to transmit Soybean mosaic virus [4]
but so far, there is no report of significant damage. Stink bugs generally transmit fungal
pathogens [36] but recently, they were also found to transmit bacterial pathogens [37]. Besides
vectoring of fungal pathogens, feeding by stink bugs provides the entrance points for microbial
pathogens [10].

3. Host Plant Resistance (HPR)

In agriculture, HPR represents the ability of a certain plant variety to produce a larger yield
of better quality compared to other varieties of the same crop at the same level of insect
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infestation [38]. R. H. Painter, a pioneer researcher on HPR described it as the relative amount
of heritable qualities possessed by the plant that influence the ultimate degree of damage done
by the insect [39]. Painter’s definition was extended to emphasize the relative nature of HPR
[40]. HPR refers to the “…sum of the constitutive, genetically inherited qualities that result in
a plant of one cultivar or species being less damaged than a susceptible plant lacking these
qualities.” [40]. Thus, plant resistance to insects should be measured on a relative scale, by
comparing the damage to susceptible control plants.

Plant resistance to Hemipteran insects have been found and utilized in many crop plants
[40-41]. From historical perspective, HPR to manage Hemipteran insect-pests of soybean has
been highly successful. The resistance to potato leaf hopper (Empoasca fabae), a serious pest of
soybean in the past, occurs due to the presence of pubescence on plant leaves [42-43]. The
subsequent incorporation of pubescence trait into commercial varieties of soybean consigned
the potato leaf hopper to a non-pest status [44]. Specifically for aphids, resistant genes have
been identified in several crops, including cereals, vegetables, fruits and forages [40, 41, 44].
Identification and deployment of aphid resistance genes against Russian wheat aphid
(Diuraphis noxia) in wheat [46, 47] and in barley [48] are very good examples of host plant
resistance to Hemipertan pests. The Russian wheat aphid resistant wheat cultivars are
commercially grown throughout USA and South Africa.

Plant resistance to important pests and pathogens is an integral component of soybean IPM
and development of soybean cultivars with resistance to insects has been a long time priority
for soybean breeders. However, one major drawback of employing HPR as a control measure
against insect pests is the potential lack of its durability. Principally, the HPR based on major
genes has not proved to be a long term solution for pest management because insect popula‐
tions emerge which can overcome plant defenses resulting from those genes [40, 45], often
referred to as insect biotypes. Smith [45] defines biotypes as “…populations within an
arthropod species that differ in their ability to utilize a particular trait in a particular plant
genotype”. The success of HPR against Hemipteran pests is particularly compromised by the
presence and emergence of insect biotypes. Variable number of biotypes have been reported

Figure 3. Picture of BMSB damage to soybean in Columbus, Ohio. A) Damaged seeds found in the pods compared to
undamaged seed (far right); B) Sample of shriveled seeds collected from BMSB infested soybean. (Picture courtesy of
R. B. Hammond)
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in many Hemipteran insects like brown plant hopper (Nilaparvata lugens), White fly (Bemisia
tabaci), and in a number of aphid species. A total of 14 aphid species with known biotypes are
listed in [45], and this does not include the soybean aphid. Managing the emergence and
increase of insect biotypes will be critically important to extend the durability of HPR. The
topic of biotypes will be discussed in detail in the subsequent sections of this chapter.

3.1. Soybean HPR to hemipteran pests

3.1.1. Soybean aphid

A limited number of studies were conducted in China on soybean host plant resistance to the
soybean aphid before its invasion into North America and few aphid resistant soybean lines
were identified [49-51]. None of the aphid resistant genes in these lines were reported to be
genetically characterized. Several soybean lines with resistance to the soybean aphid have been
recently identified by researchers in US [52-56]. Most of these studies used locally collected
soybean aphid biotypes for greenhouse and field screenings of soybeans in early growth stages
and estimating the number of soybean aphids on each seedling after 2 to 4 weeks of infestation
with a known number of aphids. However, there are currently 3 soybean aphid biotypes
recognized, biotype 1, 2, and 3 [57]. Biotype 1 is unable to survive (i.e. avirulent) on any known
HPR soybean, whereas biotype 2 and biotype 3 can survive (i.e. virulent) on Rag1 and Rag2,
respectively. More recent soybean aphid HPR characterizations have included some or all
biotypes.

Three lines with resistance to three soybean lines – Dowling, Jackson and a plant intro‐
duction (PI) 71506 were reported in [52]. These lines have resistance to biotype 1 but not
to biotype 2 of  the soybean aphid.  The resistance in Dowling,  Jackson,  and PI71506 ex‐
hibited both antixenosis [58,59] and antibiosis [52].  Three PIs – PI243540, PI567301B and
PI567324  –  were  identified  to  have  resistance  to  soybean  aphid  biotypes  1  and  2  [56].
PI243540 showed antibiosis whereas PI567301B and PI567324 showed antixenosis type of
resistance in no-choice tests. A total of 2147 soybean germplasm accessions were evaluat‐
ed  in  choice  tests  and  four  PIs  -  PI  567598B,  PI  567541B,  PI567543C,  and  PI  567597C-
with  resistance  to  soybean aphid were  identified [55].  The soybean aphids  used in  this
study were collected from Michigan fields that comprised of unknown biotypes. In a no-
choice  test,  PI  567598B  and  PI567541B  were  found  to  possess  antibiosis  resistance  and
PI567543C,  and PI  567597C showed antixenosis  resistance.  Diaz-  Montano [58]  reported
11 soybean genotypes with resistance to soybean aphid of unknown biotype. Among the
11 genotypes, nine showed moderate antibiotic effects and the other two showed not on‐
ly  a  strong antibiotic  effect  but  also  exhibited antixenosis  as  a  category of  resistance to
the  aphid.  Pierson  et  al.  [60]  documented  moderate  resistance  to  the  soybean  aphid  in
soybean lines KS4202, K1639 and K1621 during the reproductive stages of development.

3.1.2. Stink bugs

Based on field and laboratory trials, Jones and Sullivan [61] found that 3 Mexican bean beetle-
resistant PIs i.e. PI 171451, PI 227687, and PI 229358 [62] were also effective against southern
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green stink bug. Subsequently these PIs were found to possess resistance to multiple pests
including Lepidoptera, and thus were used as donor parents for major breeding programs
across US [44]. These PIs exhibited antixenosis and antibiosis type of resistance against
different pests. Amongst these, PI229358 appeared to be most resistant to stink bugs. Gilman
et al. [63] evaluated 894 PIs and 26 cultivars (maturity groups V-VIII) for their resistance to the
southern green stink bug. The resistance to stink bugs was, in general, associated with plant
maturity as early maturing genotypes showed lesser damage compared to late maturing ones.
They identified PI 171444 (MG VI) to be the highly resistant against southern green stink bug.
The stink bug resistance in PI 171444 is exhibited as antixenosis, antibiosis and temporal
separation [64].

Most research on soybean HPR against stink bugs has been conducted in Brazil, where the
damage is often the heaviest [65]. The cultivar IAC-100 having PI 229358 and PI 274454 in its
genealogy was officially released in Brazil, and it carries resistance to stink bug complex [66,
67]. In order to develop soybean lines adaptable to southeastern US, McPherson et al. [68]
developed 65 breeding lines carrying IAC-100 in their genealogy. During 5 years of field
testing, all these lines showed variable amount of resistance against stink bugs primarily the
southern green stink bug. Among these, four breeding lines with either Hutcheson x IAC-100
or IAC-100 x V71-370 in their genealogy were identified as promising material for future
development of stink bug resistant soybean. Recently, Campos et al [69] screened 16 genotypes
for resistance against southern green stink bug by caging adult bugs on pods. Based on number
of feeding punctures, three genotypes V00-0742, V00-0842, and V99-1685 were identified as
resistant. Based on reduced seed weight loss, two genotypes (PI 558040 and V00-0870) were
further identified as resistant.

3.2. Genetics of soybean resistance against Hemipterans

3.2.1. Soybean aphid

Inheritance of several major soybean genes (R-genes or single gene) for resistance to soybean
aphids has been reported [53, 54, 70]. The aphid resistance in each of the two soybean cultivars
Dowling and Jackson is controlled by a single dominant gene. The gene in Dowling was
designated as Rag1 and the Rag gene in Jackson remained unnamed. The aphid resistance in
PI 243540 is controlled by a single dominant gene [70]. In contrast, the aphid resistance in PI
567541B is controlled by quantitative trait loci (QTL) and resistance in PI 567598B is controlled
by two recessive genes [71, 72] A total of six major genes for resistance to the soybean aphids
have been reported by 2012 (Table 1).

Li et al. [78] have mapped Rag1 and the unnamed Rag gene from Jackson to the same genomic
region on soybean chromosome 7 (LG M), indicating that these two resistance genes may be
allelic. PI 243540 was resistant to both biotypes 1 and 2 and the resistance in this soybean
accession from Japan was controlled by a single dominant gene [70]. Mian et al. [75] mapped
the Rag2 gene on soybean chromosome 13 (LG F) between SSR markers Satt334 and Sct_033.
Zhang et al. [79] mapped two recessive loci in PI 567541B controlling soybean aphid resistance.

Soybean - Pest Resistance26



One locus was mapped on chromosome 13 (LG F) and the other loci on chromosome 7 (LG
M). The major locus on chromosome 7 in this study was only about 3 cM from Satt435, which
was the closely linked marker to the Rag1 locus and designated as rag1_provisional [80]. Thus,
the major locus identified in this study is located in the same genomic region as Rag1, which
indicates that they are either allelic at the same locus or two different loci tightly linked to each
other. The second aphid resistance locus in this PI was mapped on chromosome 13 nearly 50
cM away from the Rag2 locus and this recessive gene was designated as rag4. Zhang et al. [80]
mapped single dominant locus in PI567543C for soybean aphid resistance on chromosome 16
(LG J). This locus provided a near complete resistance to the soybean aphid indicating a single
gene resistance and the gene has been named as Rag3. Jun et al. [76] mapped a major soybean
aphid resistance gene on chromosome 13 near the Rag2 locus in PI567301B. However, the
resistance in PI 567301B is antixenosis type while Rag2 is a locus for antibiosis resistance and
thus the locus in PI567301B has been tentatively named as Rag5, pending approval from the
Soybean Genetics Committee. Jun et al. [82] recently mapped three QTL for oligogenic
resistance to the soybean aphids in PI567324 (in review). The inheritance and genetic mapping
studies on tolerant lines have not been conducted yet.

3.2.2. Stink bug

Research on genetics of soybean resistance to stink bugs has been limited and confined to only
a few PIs. Multiple studies have confirmed that the pest resistance (including against stink
bugs) in 4 PIs i.e. PI 171451, PI 227687, PI 229358, and PI 229321 is a quantitative trait and is
controlled by two or three major genes (reviewed in [44]). Because of quantitative nature of
both resistance and yield in these PIs, conventional breeding strategies were not successful in
introgressing these traits into the locally adapted varieties. The stink bug resistance in tolerant
cultivars like IAC-100, IAC-74 2832, IAC-78 2318 is a complex polygenic trait that is exhibited
as additive, dominant and epistatic effects of multiple genes [82, 83].

Gene

name

Source PI (s) Resistance category Biotype response*

B1 B2 B3

Rag1 PI 548663 [53]; PI 548657[54] Antibiosis [52,73] and antixenosis

[58,59]

A V A/V†

Rag2 PI 200538 [74], PI 543540 [70-75] Antibiosis [56,74] A A V

Rag3 PI 567543C [72] Antixenosis [72] A A V

rag4 PI 567541B [72] Antibiosis [72] A A V

Rag5 PI 567301B [76] Antixenosis [56] A A V

*A-Avirulent; V-Virulent

†Virulent in choice tests, Avirulent in no-choice tests [77]

Table 1. Major HPR genes identified in soybean response to soybean aphid biotypes
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3.3. Mechanisms of soybean resistance against hemipterans

3.3.1. Soybean aphid

Until now, a limited amount of information is available on the mechanism of resistance
provided by Rag genes to soybean aphid. Using cDNA microarrays, the transcript profiles of
cultivars Dowling (Rag1, soybean aphid resistant) and Williams 82 (soybean aphid susceptible)
were compared after aphid infestation [84]. Out of ~18,000 soybean genes tested, only 140
showed differential expression between resistant and susceptible cultivars after 6 and 12hrs
of aphid feeding. In the resistant cultivar, genes involved in the salicylic acid (SA) and jasmonic
acid (JA) pathways were upregulated compared to their expression in susceptible cultivar.
Both SA and JA are signaling molecules that mediate the stress response in a resistant plant
upon being attacked by an insect. In the downstream of defense signaling pathway, both SA
and JA lead to the production of defensive allelochemicals that are deterrent or lethal to the
insect. In addition, SA signaling may result in the production of reactive oxygen species that
kill the insect due to oxidative injury [41].

3.3.2. Stink bugs

Most of the research into the mechanism of soybean HPR to stink bugs has been in the distant
past. As mentioned earlier, 3 PIs PI 171451, PI 227687, PI 229358 show resistance to multiple
pests (including stink bugs) through antixenosis and antibiosis. The mechanism of resistance
in these PIs has been elucidated in various studies that involved various lepidopteran and
coleopteran pests of soybean but not stink bugs (reviewed in [44]). In general, antixenosis and
antibiosis resistance in these PIs is manifested through plant allelochemicals, which are
isoflavones (plaseol, aformosin), phenolic acids, phytoalexins. However, the mechanism of
resistance in stink bug-tolerant cultivars (IAC-100) is better understood. It includes pest
evasion by shorter pod filling period, rejection of young damaged pods and replacement with
new pods, normal leaf senescence under stress, and higher number of seeds in pods [82].

3.4. Soybean traits as selection criteria for breeding

In breeding for insect resistance, selection is the key step. Since soybean aphids build up in
huge numbers due to asexual reproduction, susceptible germplasm of soybean is not able to
withstand early stage infestation. General vigor, chlorosis, curling, infestation levels (e.g. insect
counts) will allow for selection of cultivars showing antixenosis and antibiosis. Since tolerant
cultivars continue to withstand high infestation levels of soybean aphid, yield and seed quality
are the most important selection criteria for evaluation of this trait. During vegetative stages,
plant health and rate of growth of infested plants compared to the uninfested plants can be
used as criteria of tolerance. While on mature plants, measurement of agronomic traits,
including plant height, maturity, lodging, seed yield and quality (discoloration and wrinkling
of seed coats, shriveled seeds) are some of the traits that can be measured for determination
of soybean tolerance to the aphid. Evaluations at both vegetative and mature plant stages will
be more desirable. For selection of stink bug resistance germplasm, insect counts may not be
the best indicators because insects may evade monitoring. Again the best indicators of
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tolerance are the seed yield and seed quality of infested plants in reference to the uninfested
plants. As stink bugs mostly feed on developing and developed pods and seeds of soybean,
there is no reliable way of evaluation of soybean tolerance to these insects during the vegetative
stages.

3.5. Sustainable HPR against soybean aphid biotypes

Smith [40] has reviewed the occurrence of biotypes in various insect species. Among insects,
‘biotypes’ is the most abundant phenomenon in aphids. Smith [40] argued that aphids will
continue to produce biotypes because of their parthenogenic reproduction, high reproductive
potential and clonal diversity. There is no clear evidence to suggest the cause behind occur‐
rence of biotypes in insects. In some insects like Hessian fly and Russian wheat aphid, biotypes
emerged as these were exposed to resistant cultivars. These biotypes developed probably due
to selection pressure placed by agronomic production, recombination or mutation to overcome
the defense due to resistance genes. However in insects like soybean aphid and green bug,
virulent biotypes have been discovered in field populations before the deployment of resistant
cultivars. Three biotypes of soybean aphid are known so far that can defeat resistance genes
identified in several PI’s (Table 1). Thus, the success of resistance genes has been greatly
hindered by the occurrence of virulent biotypes of soybean aphid. Based on successful
examples in other plant-insect systems and resistance-management approaches, here we
discuss strategies and questions that need to be answered to sustain the success of HPR in
soybean against soybean aphid.

1. Gene deployment based on biotype distribution:

The knowledge on biotype distribution is extremely important for the success of resistance
gene deployment. To characterize soybean aphid populations from various geographical
locations, there is a need to perform regular and systematic sampling to monitor the soybean
aphid populations from various geographical locations. Aphids that are collected from the
field can be tested and characterized under laboratory conditions to investigate levels of
virulence. There are two possible ways to detect for the presence of novel biotypes. First,
collected populations can be exposed to a set of plant differentials containing known major
genes for resistance, and their response can be compared with the known biotypes. Second,
PCR based strategy using biotype-specific markers can be helpful (see [85] for detection of
Orseolia oryzae biotypes). Recent work has focused on expanding the molecular resources for
the soybean aphid [86-88] but to date, no biotype diagnostic marker for field populations exist.
Both of these methods will provide data to develop biotype distribution maps. This could be
extremely important for resistant gene deployment in that growers may avoid planting a
resistant variety if it is unlikely to control soybean aphid populations. A geographic based
approach will also help to avoid growing of a particular resistance cultivar over a wide area,
which has hastened the development of virulent biotypes in insects such as in case of early
wheat cultivars and Hessian fly biotype adaptation [40]. However, more research is needed in
understanding soybean aphid migration and how virulent biotypes may spread. While the
overwintering host of buckthorn is restricted to more northern latitudes (above 40oN, [15]),
dispersal of winged aphids across much of the US soybean growing region occurs late in the
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growing season [89]. Not only does this spread clonal and genetic diversity immediately prior
to sexual reproduction, it may also allow virulent biotypes to rapidly move across the
environment.

2. Gene pyramiding:

This involves the release of a variety containing more than one major resistance gene. Pyra‐
mided varieties are likely to have extended durability as survival and subsequent multiplica‐
tion of virulent individuals appearing in a susceptible pest population are highly reduced
because of multiple resistance genes. Another advantage is that the pyramided varieties may
yield more compared to single gene varieties due to higher reduction in pest population.
Cultivars with both Rag1 and Rag2 had less aphid numbers and less yield reduction than
soybeans with only one resistant gene [90].

3. Variety mixture:

Using seed mixtures of resistant and susceptible plants may extend durability of soybean
aphid-HPR; this system would be analogous to the refuge requirements for transgenic insect
resistance [91-93]. In most cases, 80-95% of a field would be resistant, with 5-20% of the plants
being susceptible to provide a population of insects unexposed to the resistance genes. For
maize, modeling predicts that using refuge plants extends durability, particularly if resistant
plants have multiple genes (i.e. pyramids) [94]. However, for any HPR strategy that involves
insect resistance management (IRM), several questions remain regarding soybean aphid
biology that differs for models developed for corn pests. For example, mating, and therefore
the transfer of genetic variation for virulence, is dependent on the overwintering host buck‐
thorn, which, as stated previously, is not randomly distributed across the environment. In most
corn pests, mating occurs in the field and therefore may allow a more random assortment of
virulent (i.e. resistant) and avirulent individuals. Additionally, the inheritance of resistance is
still unknown. Most importantly, soybean aphids asexually reproduce in the presence of the
HPR selection pressure. In these cases of asexual reproduction, resistance can be delayed when
1) refuges are large, 2) resistance genotypes are low in frequency, 3) resistant individuals are
less fit than susceptible individuals on refuge plants (i.e. fitness among biotypes, fitness costs),
and 4) resistant individuals are less fit on resistant plants than susceptible plants (fitness of
virulent biotypes on different plants, i.e. incomplete resistance) [95]. Fitness costs can be due
to both physiological mechanisms and direct competition among susceptible and resistant
individuals on the same plant. Few studies have investigated the impact of differing repro‐
ductive strategies such as parthenogenesis, but in the most basic sense, the genotype (virulent
or avirulent) with the highest fitness has the highest reproductive output and becomes the
most common [95]. Through simulation modeling, Crowder and Carrière [95] determined that
the key parameters for delaying the evolution of resistance in parthenogenetic organisms were
the presence of fitness costs and incomplete resistance. Fitness costs had the least effect, but
“…incomplete resistance delayed resistance evolution more than fitness costs, and in some
cases, resistance was prevented with incomplete resistance and fitness costs.” [95]. While
recessive resistance can delay resistance, “…such delays [in resistance] are not possible in
haplodiploid or parthenogenetic pests without additional factors such as fitness costs and
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incomplete resistance.” [95]. These parameters have not been experimentally estimated for
soybean aphid in an IRM framework, but must be understood to develop and evaluate
appropriate IRM strategies for soybean aphids

3.6. Integration of soybean HPR with other IPM tactics

IPM is loosely defined as the integration of multiple tactics to control insect pests [96]. These
tactics include chemical, biological and cultural (agronomic), and are decided based on
economic, environmental and societal impacts [96]. Much has changed in the past 15 years
regarding IPM in soybean [97]. In the past, less than <1% of soybean acreage in the Midwestern
USA was treated with insecticides [5], and insect pests of interest centered on defoliators such
as bean leaf beetle (Cerotoma trifurcata (Forster)), and Mexican bean beetle (Epilachna varives‐
tis Mulsant), as well as various Lepidopteran and Gastropodan (e.g. slugs) pests [6, 98]. Apart
from various native stink bugs such as the brown and green stink bugs, very little attention
was given to Hemipteran pests of soybean. Within the past 10 years, focus of insect pests of
soybean has shifted toward the invasive Hemipterans such as the soybean aphid and BMSB.
In fact, Ragsdale et al. [4] report that in less than ten years, insecticide use in soybean has
increased 130-fold, in large part due to soybean aphid infestations. As these invasive Hemi‐
pterans expand their distribution, soybean researchers and producers will look to implement
various methods of control.

3.6.1. Chemical control

The use of chemical insecticides remains the most widely used option for control of Hemi‐
pteran soybean pests because of mainly 2 reasons. First, most exotic pests invade new envi‐
ronments lacking natural enemies, resistant plants, or even basic biological information; often
research is published in different languages and can be difficult or time-consuming to translate.
Additionally, as invasive pests adapt to their new environment, previous data from native
environments may lose relevancy. Secondly, most commercial insecticides are widely availa‐
ble and broad-spectrum which can act quickly and effectively to control economic populations.
Therefore, in most cases, insecticides are the only short-term options.

There are several insecticide classes that have proven effective against Hemipteran soybean
pests [5, 99-101]. While the wide availability of effective insecticides provides soybean
producers with choices, responsible use of these chemicals requires timely applications based
on field scouting and economic analysis. Economic injury levels (EIL, the pest population at
which plant injury occurs) and economic or action thresholds (ET, the pest population at which
treatment is recommended to prevent plant injury) have been estimated for a few Hemipteran
soybean pests such as the soybean aphid, brown and green stink bug [5,32, 102]. Although
general recommendations based on field observations are known for the BMSB and kudzu
bug, more research is necessary to determine the EIL and the ET. Finally, the use of neonici‐
notoid seed treatments appears to be increasing, however these chemicals are only active for
30-40 days. These seed treatments will control early season soybean aphids, they do not
prevent late season aphid infestations [5]. Likewise, most stink bug feeding occurs in the
reproductive stages when the activity of the seed treatment has decreased dramatically.
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3.6.2. Cultural control

There are very few options for adapting crop production methods for controlling Hemipteran
soybean pests. One of the most common practices is to alter planting dates. The heaviest
damage from Hemipteran feeding occurs late in the season—by planting early, most of the
yield potential has been already made. In practice, planting dates are often at the mercy of
ideal weather conditions rather than based on managing insect pressure. Additionally, early
emerged fields may act as trap crops for other soybean insect pests such as bean leaf beetle.
Studies on variable planting dates with the soybean aphid have been unclear [5] but likely vary
across geography based on the reliance of its overwintering host buckthorn (Rhamnus spp.).
The presence of buckthorn has been shown to be the key predictor of aphid infestation through
ecological modeling and was supported by population genetic evidence [89,103]. Virtually no
research has been performed with the BMSB and kudzu bug on soybean planting date, but
[104] reported that planting date impacted the presence of native stink bugs.

Cultural control also involves manipulation of the environment. As most Hemipteran pests
migrate into soybean fields during the season, controlling these source populations could limit
pest damage. For example, research has been directed on the impact of buckthorn on aphid
movement and dispersal [103], including a citizen science project to map the distribution of
buckthorn and detect the presence of aphids [105[. Similarly, the kudzu bug is also known to
feed on kudzu before moving to soybean [27]. The impact of removing these host plants in
preventing pest outbreaks is unknown; however, removing buckthorn and kudzu may be
beneficial regardless due to their devastating impacts on ecosystems [106]. For BMSB, early
observations from soybean suggest most damage is restricted to field edges, particularly along
edges close to forest patches. Control may be achieved by either restricting spraying to these
edges, or keeping the most susceptible soybean varieties away from edges.

3.6.3. Biological control

The importance of natural enemies for Hemipteran soybean control has been comprehensively
documented in several studies, although to date, most research has focused on the soybean
aphid (see [4] for a review of biological control for soybean aphid). Natural enemies of
Hemipteran pests include parasitoids, predators and diseases [4, 15, 107-109]. General
predators such as lady beetles, insidious flower bug and ground beetles are probably the most
important natural enemies [4, 108] as most of invasive Hemipteran pests lack specific natural
enemies that provide control in native regions [4, 110]. The indigenous parasitoids for most of
the invasive Hemipteran soybean pests are either poorly adapted or are just beginning to attack
these new hosts [4, 27]. Foreign exploration for natural enemies has resulted in candidates for
classical biological control, with at least one species, Binodoxys communis, undergoing field
evaluations for persistent control of soybean aphid. Preliminary exploration for parasitoids of
BMSB has revealed several candidates of Scelionid wasps (Trissolcus and Telenomus) [111], and
at least 1 egg parasitoid for kudzu bug [112]. While the role of natural enemies has extensively
been researched for soybean aphid, more research is needed for their role in controlling other
invasive Hemipterans such as BMSB and kudzu bug.
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3.6.4. Integrating HPR for hemipteran pest control

Host-plant resistance offers many benefits to soybean producers in controlling insect pests,
but also must fit within production practices. HPR varieties need to be in the proper maturity
group, high-yielding, and without any increased susceptibility to other pests and diseases. For
example, an interaction among soybean aphids, soybean cyst nematode, and brown stem rot
was noticed [113]. Indeed, as other invasive Hemipterans spread into new areas, HPR with
resistance to multiple pests would be desirable.

Similar to the rise of insecticide resistance, insects have also shown adaptation potential to
overcome HPR. If HPR is to be a successful component in IPM of Hemipteran pests, more
research is needed to develop strategies that preserve the utility of these traits. For example,
the durability of HPR could be predicted through ecological modeling, similar to research for
transgenic maize [91-94]. In addition to modeling, more basic biological research is needed for
all Hemipteran pests including migration and gene flow estimates, virulent biotype frequen‐
cies, and competitive interactions between biotypes. Results from this research would also
help to estimate the accuracy of modeling and improve any strategy for managing insect
virulence and preserving HPR traits. Early research [90] with soybean aphid suggests that
stacking resistance genes (e.g. Rag1/Rag2 stack) offers better and more sustainable protection
from soybean aphid than single gene resistance. In addition, more research needs to be studied
in terms of how using HPR may alter efficiency of natural enemies [114-117]). The cues to
which aphid or stink bug parasitoids use to locate prey are unknown, and might be either from
the prey or plant host. Any breeding for host-plant resistance should also be careful not to
disrupt volatile signaling [117]. Plant nutrients and resistance influence growth rate and size
of herbivores which, in turn, could influence natural enemy biology [45]. Indeed, the parasitoid
Binodoxys communis had lower fitness when attacking aphids on Rag1 plants compared to
aphids on susceptible plants [117].

In the US and Canada, soybean HPR for soybean aphid have been available since 2010, and
are often combined with insecticidal seed treatments. Combining seed treatments with HPR
may allow a greater opportunity for natural enemies to maintain populations below the
economic threshold and therefore prevent a chemical application. However, the full benefit of
seed treatments may not be fulfilled where soybean aphid infestations mainly occur late in the
season, and may unnecessarily increase selection pressure for resistance.

4. Future directions in breeding for Hemipteran resistance in soybean

While much of current research has focused on traditional and classical breeding and screening
methods for host-plant resistance, research is emerging which incorporates newer genomic
and molecular technology. Likely, a combined approach will be necessary to improve the
durability and decrease development time of Hemiptera resistant soybean. Here we list several
considerations for the future of HPR in soybean:

1. Tolerant cultivars must be emphasized in breeding programs. As mentioned earlier,
tolerant cultivars have the ability to withstand or recover from damage caused by insect
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populations  equal  to  those  on  susceptible  cultivars.  Thus,  unlike  antixenosis  and
antibiosis, tolerance comprises of plant features which are not involved in plant-insect
interaction. Though breeding for tolerant cultivars is more difficult and time consum‐
ing (as the crop has to be grown till maturity in the infested condition) tolerance based
resistant cultivars nonetheless offer two major advantages. 1) New virulent biotypes are
less likely to emerge in a cropping system based on tolerant cultivars. While feeding
upon tolerant plants, infesting insect populations are not reduced as they are on plants
exhibiting antibiosis  and antixenosis.  As a result,  there is  no selection pressure and
frequency of novel virulence trait remains lower. This is directly in contrast to what is
observed in insects feeding on plants showing antixenosis and antibiosis,  as various
physical and chemical factors in these plants allows for selection of virulent individu‐
als. Thus, the chances for development of biotypes that can overcome resistance genes
are significantly reduced through the use of tolerant cultivars.  Russian wheat aphid
populations were not able to overcome tolerant plants but can break antibiosis based
resistance  in  wheat  [46].  2)  Tolerant  cultivars  are  highly  compatible  with  biological
control measures, thus can be combined in IPM program. The allelochemical based toxins
in plants  exhibiting antibiosis  and antixenosis  could be detrimental  for  natural  ene‐
mies of insect pests [45]. On the other hand, tolerance based cultivars do not have any
known  adverse  impact  on  beneficial  insects.  In  North-America,  biological  control
employing natural enemies makes up an important component for IPM of soybean aphid.
Thus,  tolerant  cultivars  provide  an  excellent  opportunity  for  integrating  HPR  and
biological control in IPM.

2. Marker assisted breeding will facilitate faster and more efficient development of resistant
cultivars. Markers will also be useful for pyramiding major genes as well as quantitative
trait loci (QTL) for multigeneic defense against the insect as found in tolerant soybeans.
Development of closely linked markers for known resistant genes in soybean will enhance
the selection efficiency.

3. Exploration  for  new sources  of  HPR:  In  South  America  especially  Brazil,  extensive
research  on  HPR against  stink  bugs  has  been  conducted.  But  in  US especially,  the
southern states, lepidopteran foliage feeders have been the focus of HPR research [68].
Further, due to the preference for insecticide based control, soybean germplasm has not
been extensively  explored for  resistance  against  stink  bugs.  No cultivar  of  soybean
showing resistance against stink bugs has been released so far in US. There is a need to
identify  native  sources  of  resistance  against  stink  bugs.  Though  the  selection  for
resistance against stink bugs is relatively time consuming and labor intensive, novel
sources  that  offer  wider  pool  of  traits  such as  pest  resistance,  yield,  etc.  should be
incorporated into breeding programs.

Traditionally, lepidopteran foliage feeders and 3 species of stink bugs (N. viridula, A. hilare,
E servus) were major insect pests of soybean in southern us. However, as mentioned
earlier, recent expansions of red-banded stink bug in southern US, brown-marmorated
stink bugs in eastern, central and southern US, and soybean aphid in north central us have
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significantly changed the pest scenario in these regions. Thus, for effective HPR based
IPM program, there is a need to identify novel germplasm sources that are resistant against
more than one insect. Further, the known resistant sources against a single pest can be
explored for their response to other insect pests e.g. in breeding programs for pest
management in north central US, soybean aphid resistant (Rag containing soybean) PIs
can be screened for response against brown marmorated stink bug. Previously, several
soybean PIs have shown resistance against multiple insect pests e.g. PI171444 which
originally identified for resistance against stink bug complex also showed resistance
against bean leaf beetle and banded cucumber beetle [44,118]. Thus, there is strong
potential for soybean PIs having multiple pest resistance and to be incorporated into the
breeding programs.

4. Bt  soybean  potential  against  Hemipterans:  The  development  of  transgenic  (e.g.  Bt)
resistance against the Hemipteran insects has not succeeded so far. Pyramiding of Bt
genes with HPR genes may be an useful strategy. In Lepidoteran insects, the highest
level  of  resistance  to  Lepidopteran  insects  obtained  through  MAS using  the  native
soybean genes was 70% reduction in feeding [119]. However, when the soybean insect
resistance loci were pyramided with a cry1Ac transgene from Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt)
the level of feeding damage was reduced to 90% compared to susceptible checks [119].
Such native crop gene and transgene pyramids may be useful in several aspects of insect
resistance. First, the Cry protein from a single Bt transgene may only protect the host
plant from one or at best two classes of insects. For instance, the Cry1Ac toxin provides
resistance against many Lepidopteran pests, but not to Coleopteran pests. A combina‐
tion of native insect resistance gene with resistance to beetle (e.g, insect resistance loci
on  chromosome 7)  with  the  Bt  transgene  could  broaden  resistance  of  plants  to  in‐
clude Coleopteran pests that are insensitive to Cry1Ac toxins. Second, several insect
pests have demonstrated the ability to develop resistance to Cry toxins,  so effective
strategies  are  needed  to  manage  resistance  to  Bt  [120].  Some  populations  of  the
diamondback moth [Plutella  xylostella  (L.)]  have developed resistance to Bt toxins in
different parts of  the world where Bt are routinely used on cruciferous crops [121].
Soybean lines carrying the PI 229358 allele at the insect resistance locus on chromo‐
some 7 in addition to a Cry1Ac transgene were more protected against defoliation by
corn earworm and soybean looper than related transgenic lines lacking the PI 229358
allele [119]. Studies to investigate weight gain of tobacco budworm larvae from Cry1Ac-
resistant and Cry1Ac-sensitive strains demonstrated that larvae fed on leaves of plants
with both a Cry1Ac transgene and the native insect resistance allele on chromosome 7
gained weight more slowly than larvae fed on leaves from transgenic plants lacking the
native resistance allele [119].

5. RNAi and other genomic approaches: Given issues with ineffectiveness of Bt on Hemi‐
pterans, RNA interference (RNAi)- mediated control presents an attractive avenue for
management of these pests. RNAi results in sequence specific knockdown of gene
expression at the post-transcriptional level as introduced dsRNA causes the degradation
of identical mRNAs [122]. Crops based on RNAi-mediated pest protection are expected
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to achieve the same level of success as Bt-based transgenic crops [123]. Though there are
various categories of insect genes that could be silenced through RNAi to achieve the
desired results, targeting of genes encoding for effector proteins in salivary glands of
Hemipteran insects has been promising. At the start of feeding, Hemipteran insects inject
the saliva produced by salivary glands into plant tissues. Hemipteran saliva contains
various chemical substances such as digestive enzymes that facilitate feeding. Important‐
ly, the saliva also contains the effector proteins that are determinants of virulence for these
insects. RNAi knockdown of coo2, which is an effector protein of pea aphid secreted into
the fava beans leaves during feeding, significantly reduced the survival of this insect
[124,125]. In addition to pea aphid, successful RNAi studies in Hemipterans insects like
peach aphid (Myzus persicae), Brown plant hopper (Nilaparvata lugens) have also been
reported [126-129]. To develop soybean employing RNAi-based management of Hemi‐
pteran pests, there is a need to generate significant amount of molecular resources for
these insects. To date, a whole genome sequence is only known for 1 Hemipteran insect,
the pea aphid, Acyrthosiphon pisum [130]. Besides RNAi, there are other novel approaches
such as the transgenic plant resistance against Hemipteran pests. The management of
Hemipteran pests by use of transgenic plants expressing lectins and protease inhibitors
has been recently reviewed [131], thus not discussed in this chapter.

5. Conclusions

Although there has been some success with HPR for Hemipteran pests, for example the
glandular hairs for potato leafhopper, there are many opportunities for expanding this
important pest management tool. Research has already resulted in the commerical availability
of HPR against the soybean aphid, with many more varieties to come. However, HPR research
for the other major Hemipteran pests of soybean continues to lag behind. More molecular and
genomic techniques increase the feasibility of finding HPR loci and improve the ability to
combine both traditional HPR approaches and newer RNAi methodologies. This includes not
only developing resistance to multiple insect pests, but potentially other pathogens that they
may interact with to impact soybean [113]. However, these new varieties will need to be studies
and balanced in terms of the other aspects of integrated pest management (i.e. chemical and
biological control) to both limit non-target impacts and extend durability in the face of insect
adaptation.

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the members of the Michel and Mian Laboratories for assistance in
Hemipteran soybean pest research, specifically L. Orantes, J. Wenger, C. Wallace, R. Mian, W.
Zhang, J. Todd, T. Mendiola, K. Freewalt. Funding for this work was provided by the Ohio
Soybean Council, the North Central Soybean Research Project, OARDC, The Ohio State
University and USDA-ARS.

Soybean - Pest Resistance36



Author details

Raman Bansal1, Tae-Hwan Jun1,2, M. A. R. Mian2,3 and Andy P. Michel1

1 Department of Entomology, Ohio Agricultural Research and Development Center, The
Ohio State University, USA

2 Department of Horticulture and Crop Sciences, Ohio Agricultural Research and Develop‐
ment Center, The Ohio State University, USA

3 USDA-ARS Corn and Soybean Research Unit, Madison Ave., Wooster, OH, USA

References

[1] Soystats: A reference guide to important soybean facts and figures. American Soybean
Association. http://www.soystats.com/ (accessed 20 June 2012).

[2] USDA-National Agriculture Statistical Service. http://www.nass.usda.gov/ (accessed
20 June 2012).

[3] Hartman GL, West ED, Herman TK. Crops that feed the World 2. Soybean—worldwide
production, use, and constraints caused by pathogens and pests. Food Sec 2011;3: 5-17.

[4] Ragsdale DW, Landis DA, Brodeur J, Heimpel GE, Desneux N. Ecology and manage‐
ment of the soybean aphid in North America. Annu Rev Entomol 2011;56: 375-399.

[5] Hodgson EW, McCornack BP, Tilmon K, Knodel JJ. Management Recommendations
for Soybean Aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in the United States. J Integrated Pest
Management 2012;3: E1-E10.

[6] Higley LG, Boethel DJ., editors. Handbook of Soybean Insect Pests. Entomological
Society of America; 1994.

[7] Leskey TC, Hamilton GC, Nielsen AL, Polk DF, Rodriguez-Saona C, Bergh JC, Herbert
DA, Kuhar TP, Pfeiffer D, G. Dively F, et al. Pest status of the brown marmorated stink
bug, Halyomorpha halys, in the USA. Outlooks Pest Manag 2012;23(5): 218-226.

[8] The University of Georgia - Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem Health: Kudzu
Bug. http://www.kudzubug.org/distribution_map.cfm (accessed 7 December 2012).

[9] Li M, Tian Y, Zhao Y, Bu W. Higher Level Phylogeny and the First Divergence Time
Estimation of Heteroptera (Insecta: Hemiptera) Based on Multiple Genes. PLoS ONE
2012;7(2): e32152.

[10] McPherson JE., McPherson RM. General introduction to stink bugs. In: Stink Bugs of
Economic Importance in America North of Mexico. Boca Raton: CRC Press; 2000a. p1-6.

Developing Host-Plant Resistance for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/54597

37



[11] Ragsdale DW, Voegtlin DJ, O’Neil RJ. Soybean aphid biology in North America. Ann
Entomol Soc Am 2004;97: 204-208.

[12] Venette RC, Ragsdale DW. Assessing the invasion by soybean aphid (Homoptera:
Aphididae): where will it end? Ann Entomol Soc Am 2004;97: 219-226.

[13] Wang XB, Fang YH, Lin SZ, zhang LR, Wang HD. A study on the damage and economic
threshold of the soybean aphid at the seedling stage. Plant Prot 1994;20: 12-13.

[14] Song F, Swinton SM, DiFonzo C, O’Neal M, Ragsdale DW. Profitability analysis of
soybean aphid control treatments in three northcentral states. Michigan State Univer‐
sity Department of Agricultural Economics: Staff Paper; 2006-24.

[15] Tilmon KJ, Hodgson EW, O’Neal ME, Ragsdale DW. Biology of the Soybean Aphid,
Aphis glycines (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in the United States. J Integ Pest Mngmt
2011;2(2): e1-e7.

[16] Drake CJ. The southern green stink-bug in Florida. Florida State Plant Board Quarterly
Bull 1920;4: 41-94.

[17] McPherson JE., McPherson RM. Nezara viridula L. In: Stink Bugs of Economic Impor‐
tance in America North of Mexico. Boca Raton: CRC Press; 2000b. p71-100.

[18] Todd JW., Herzog DC. Sampling phytophagous Pentatomidae on soybean. In: Kogan
M., Herzog DC. (ed.) Sampling methods in soybean entomology. New York: Springer-
Verlag; 1980. p438-478.

[19] Temple JH, Leonard BR, Davis J, Fontenot K. Insecticide efficacy against redbanded‐
stinkbug, Piezodorus guildinii (Westwood), a new stinkbug pest of Louisiana soybean.
MidSouth Ent 2009;2: 68-69.

[20] Musser FR, Catchot AL, Gibson BK, Knighten KS. Economic injury levels for southern
green stinkbugs (Hemiptera: Pentatomidae) in R7 growth stage soybeans. Crop
Protection 2011;30: 63-69.

[21] Musser FR, Lorenz GM, Stewart SD, Catchot AL. 2009 Soybean insect losses for
Mississippi, Tennessee, and Arkansas. Midsouth Entomol 2010;3: 48-54.

[22] Temple J, Davis JA, Hardke J, Price P, Micinski S, Cookson C, Richter A, Leonard BR.
Seasonal abundance and occurrence of the redbanded stink bug in Louisiana soybeans.
Louisiana Agric 2011;54: 20-22.

[23] Hoebeke ER, Carter ME. Halyomorpha halys (Stål) (Heteroptera: Pentatomidae): A
polyphagous plant pest from Asia newly detected in North America. Proc Entomol Soc
Washington 2003;105: 225-237.

[24] Herbert A. Brown Marmorated Stink Bug: A Confirmed New Pest of Soybean. Plant
management network; 2011.

Soybean - Pest Resistance38



[25] Nielsen AL, Hamilton GC, Shearer PW. Seasonal Phenology and Monitoring of the
Non-Native Halyomorpha halys (Hemiptera: Pentatomidae) in Soybean. Environmen‐
tal entomology 2011;40(2): 231-238.

[26] Suiter DR, Eger JE, Gardner WA, Kemerait RC, All JN, Roberts PM, Greene JK, Ames
LM, Buntin GD, Jenkins TM, Douce GK. Discovery and Distribution of Megacopta
cribraria (Hemiptera: Heteroptera: Plataspidae) in Northeast Georgia. J of Integrated
Pest Management 2010;1: F1-F5.

[27] Zhang Y, Hannula JL, Horn S. The Biology and Preliminary Host Range of Megacopta
cribraria (Heteroptera: Plataspidae) and Its Impact on Kudzu Growth. Env Ent
2012;42:40-50.

[28] USDA-ARS. 2011 Update Activity of the Invasive Brown Marmorated Stink Bug,
Halyomorpha halys (Stål), in Tree Fruit. Kearneysville: USDA-ARS Appalachian Fruit
Research Station; 2011.

[29] Chapman RF. The Insects; Structure and Function. New York: Cambridge University
Press; 1998.

[30] McCornack BP, Costamagna AC, Ragsdale DW. Within-plant distribution of soybean
aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) and development of node-based sample units for
estimating whole-plant densities in soybean. J Econ Entomol 2008;101: 1288-1500.

[31] Lin C, Li L, Wang Y, Xun Z, Zhang G, Li S. Effects of aphid density on the major
economic characters of soybean. Soybean Science 1993;12: 252-254.

[32] Ragsdale DW, Mccornack BP, Venette RC, Potter BD, Macrae IV, Hodgson EW, O’neal
ME, Johnson KD, O’neil RJ, Difonzo CD, Hunt TE, Glogoza PA, Cullen EM. Economic
threshold for soybean aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae). J Econ Entomol 2007;100:
1258-67.

[33] Miner FD. Stink bug damage to soybeans. Arkansas Agric Exp Stn Farm Res 1961;10:
12.

[34] Miner FD, Dumas B. Stored soybean and stink bug damage. Arkansas Farm Res 1980;29:
14.

[35] Jensen RL, Newsom LD. Effects of stink bug damaged soybean seed on germination,
emergence, and yield. J Econ Entomol 1972;65: 261-264.

[36] Mitchell PL. Heteroptera as vectors of plant pathogens. Neotropical Entomology
2004;335(1): 519-545.

[37] Medrano EG, Esquivel JF, Bell AA. Transmission of cotton seed and boll rotting bacteria
by the southern green stink bug (Nezara viridula L.). J Appl Microbiol 2007;103(2):
436-44.

[38] Dhaliwal GS, Arora R. Integrated pest Management: Concepts and Approaches.
Ludhiana: Kalyani publishers; 2001.

Developing Host-Plant Resistance for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/54597

39



[39] Painter RH. Insect resistance in crop plants. New York: Macmillan; 1951.

[40] Smith CM. Plant resistance to arthropods. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers;
2005.

[41] Smith CM, Boyko EV. The molecular bases of plant resistance and defense responses
to aphid feeding: current status. Entomol Exp Appl 2007;122(1): 1-16.

[42] Hollowell EA, Johnson HW. Correlation between rough-hairy pubescence in soybean
and freedom from injury by Empoasca fabae. Phytopathology 1934;24: 12.

[43] Johnson HW, Hollowell EA. Pubescent and glabrous character of soybeans as related
to injury by the potato leafhopper. J Agric Res 1935;51: 371-381.

[44] Boethel DJ. Assessment of soybean germplasm for multiple insect resistance. In:
Clement SL., Quisenberry SS. (ed.) Global plant genetic resources for insect-resistant
crops. Boca Raton: CRC; 1999. p101-129.

[45] van Emden H. Host-plant Resitance. In: van Emden H, Harrington R. (ed.) Aphids as
crop pests. Oxfordshire: CABI; 2007. p447-468.

[46] Basky Z. Biotypic variation and pest status differences between Hungarian and South
African populations of Russian wheat aphid, Diuraphis noxia (Kurdjumov) (Homo‐
ptera: Aphididae). Pest Manag Sci 2003;59: 1152-1158.

[47] Randolph TL, Peairs FB, Kroening MK, Armstrong JS, Hammon RW, Walker CB, Quick
JS. Plant damage and yield response to the Russian wheat aphid (Homoptera: Aphi‐
didae) on susceptible and resistant winter wheats in Colorado. J Econ Entomol
2003;96(2): 352-360.

[48] Bregitzer P, Mornhinweg DW, Jones BL. Resistance to Russian Wheat Aphid Damage
Derived from STARS 9301B Protects Agronomic Performance and Malting Quality
When Transferred to Adapted Barley Germplasm. Crop Sci 2003;43(6): 2050-2057.

[49] He F, Liu X, Yan F, Wang Y. Soybean resistance to the soybean aphid. Liaoning Agric
Sci 1995;4: 30-34.

[50] Hu Q, Zhao J, Cui D. Relationship between content of secondary catabolite-lignin-in
soybean and soybean resistance to the soybean aphid. Plant Prot 1993;19: 8-9.

[51] Yu D, Guo S, Shan Y. Resistance of wild soybean Glycine soja to Aphis glycines. I.
Screening for resistant varieties. Jilin Agric Sci 1989;3: 15-19.

[52] Hill CB, Li Y, Hartman GL. Resistance to the soybean aphid in soybean germplasm.
Crop Sci 2004;44: 98-106.

[53] Hill CB, Li Y, Hartman GL. A single dominant gene for resistance to the soybean aphid
in the soybean cultivar Dowling. Crop Sci 2006a;46: 1601-1605.

[54] Hill CB, Li Y, Hartman GL. Soybean aphid resistance in soybean Jackson is controlled
by a single dominant gene. Crop Sci 2006b;46: 1606-1608.

Soybean - Pest Resistance40



[55] Mensah C, DiFonzo C, Nelson RL, Wang D. Resistance to soybean aphid in early
maturing soybean germplasm. Crop Sci 2005;45: 2228-2233.

[56] Mian MAR, Hammond RB, St. Martin SK. New Plant Introductions with Resistance to
the Soybean Aphid. Crop Sci 2008a;48(3): 1055-1061.

[57] Hill CB, Crull L, Herman TK, Voegtlin DJ, Hartman GL. A new soybean aphid
(Hemiptera: Aphididae) biotype identified. J Econ Entomol 2010;103(2): 509-515.

[58] Diaz-Montano J, Reese JC, Schapaugh WT, Campbell LR. Characterization of antibiosis
and antixenosis to the soybean aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) in several soybean
genotypes. J Econ Entomol 2006;99(5): 1884-1889.

[59] Hesler LS, Dashiell KE. Antixenosis to Aphis glycines (Hemiptera: Aphididae) among
soybean lines. The Open Entomology Journal 2011;5: 39-44.

[60] Pierson LM, Heng-Moss TM, Hunt TE, Reese JC. Categorizing the resistance of soybean
genotypes to the soybean aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae). J Econ Entomol 2010;103(4):
1405-1411.

[61] Jones WA Jr., Sullivan MJ. Overwintering habitats, spring emergence patterns, and
winter mortality of some South Carolina Hemiptera. Environ. Entomol 1981;10:
409-414.

[62] Van Duyn JW, Turnipseed SG, Maxwell JD. Resistance in soybeans to the Mexican bean
beetle: I. Sources of resistance. Crop Sci 1971;11: 572-573.

[63] Gilman DF, McPherson RM, Newsom LD, Herzog DC, Williams C. Resistance in
Soybeans to the Southern Green Stink Bug. Crop Sci 1982;22(3): 573-576.

[64] Kester KM, Smith CM, Gilman DF. Mechanisms of resistance in soybean (Glycine max
[L.] Merrill) genotype PI 171444 to the southern green stink bug., Nezara viridula (L.)
(Hemiptera: Pentatomidae). Environmental Entomology 1984;13(5): 1208-1215.

[65] Borges M., Moraes MCB., Laumann RA., Pareja M., Silva CC., Michereff MFF., Paula
DB. Chemical Ecology Studies in Soybean Crop in Brazil and Their Application to Pest
Management. In: Ng T-B. (ed.) Soybean - Biochemistry, Chemistry and Physiology.
Rijeka, Croatia: InTech Publishing; 2011. p31-66.

[66] Rosseto CJ. Breeding for resistance to stink bugs. In: Pascale AJ. (ed.) Proceedings of
the World Soybean Research Conference IV. Buenos Aires, Argentina: Assoc Argentina
de la Soja Press; 1989. p2046-2060.

[67] Carrao-Panizzi MC, Kitamura K. Isoflavone content in Brazilian soybean cultivars.
Breed Sci 1995;45: 295-300.

[68] McPherson RM, Buss GR, Roberts PM. Assessing stink bug resistance in soybean
breeding lines containing genes from germplasm IAC- 100. J Econ Entomol 2007;100:
1456-1463.

Developing Host-Plant Resistance for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/54597

41



[69] Campos M, Knutson A, Heitholt J, Campos C. Resistance to Seed Feeding by Southern
Green Stink Bug, Nezara viridula (Linnaeus), in Soybean, Glycine max (L.) Merrill.
Southwestern Entomologist 2010;35(3): 233-239.

[70] Kang S, Mian MAR, Hammond RB. Soybean aphid resistance in PI 243540 is controlled
by a single dominant gene. Crop Sci 2008;48: 1744-1748.

[71] Chen Y, Mensah C, DiFonzo C, Wang D. Identification of QTLs underlying soybean
aphid resistance in PI 567541B. ASA-CSSA-SSSA Annual Meeting 2006: conference
proceedings, November 10–14, 2006, Indianapolis, USA.

[72] Mensah C, DiFonzo C, Wang D. Inheritance of Soybean Aphid Resistance in PI 567541B
and PI 567598B. Crop Sci 2008;48: 1759-1763.

[73] Li Y, Hill CB, Hartman GL. Effect of three resistant soybean genotypes on the fecundity,
mortality, and maturation of soybean aphid (Homoptera: Aphididae). J Econ Entomol
2004;97: 1106-1111.

[74] Hill CB, Kim KS, Crull L, Diers BW, Hartman GL. Inheritance of resistance to the
soybean aphid in soybean PI200538. Crop Sci 2009;49: 1193-1200.

[75] Mian MAR, Kang ST, Beil SE, Hammond RB. Genetic linkage mapping of the soybean
aphid resistance gene in PI 243540. Theor Appl Genet 2008b;117(6): 955-962.

[76] Jun TH, Mian MAR, Michel AP. Genetic mapping revealed two loci for soybean aphid
resistance in PI 567301B. Theor Appl Genet 2012;124(1): 13-22.

[77] Hill CB, Chirumamilla A, Hartman GL. Resistance and virulence in the soybean-Aphis
glycines interaction. Euphytica 2012; DOI 10.1007/s10681-012-0695-z.

[78] Li Y, Hill C, Carlson S, Diers B, Hartman G. Soybean aphid resistance genes in the
soybean cultivars Dowling and Jackson map to linkage group M. Mol Breed 2007;19(1):
25-34.

[79] Zhang G, Gu C, Wang D. Molecular mapping of soybean aphid resistance genes in PI
567541B. Theor Appl Genet 2009;118(3): 473-482.

[80] Zhang G, Gu C, Wang D. A novel locus for soybean aphid resistance. Theor Appl Genet
2010;120(6): 1183-1191.

[81] Jun TH, Mian, MAR, Michel AP. Genetic Mapping of Three Quantitative Trait Loci for
Soybean Aphid Resistance in PI 567324. Heredity 2012; in review.

[82] Rossetto CJ, Gallo PB, Razera LF, Bortoletto N, Igue T, Medina PF, Tisselli Filho O,
Aquilera V, Veiga RFA, Pinheiro JB. Mechanisms of resistance to stink bug complex in
the soybean cultivar ‘IAC-100’. An Soc Entomol Bras 1995;24: 517-522.

[83] Souza RF, Toledo JFF. Genetic analysis of soybean resistance to stinkbug. Braz J Genet
1995;18: 593-598.

[84] Li Y, Zou JJ, Zou J, Li M, Bilgin DD, Vodkin LO, Hartman GL, Clough SJ. Soybean
defense responses to the soybean aphid. New Phytologist 2008;179(1): 185-195.

Soybean - Pest Resistance42



[85] Behura SK, Nair S, Sahu SC, Mohan M. An AFLP marker that differentiates biotypes
of the Asian rice gall midge (Orseolia oryzae, Wood-Mason) is sex-linked and also
linked to avirulence. Mol Genet Genomics 2000;263: 328-334.

[86] Bai X, Zhang W, Orantes L, Jun TH, Mittapalli O, Mian MAR, Michel AP. Combining
next-generation sequencing strategies for rapid molecular resource development from
an invasive aphid species, Aphis glycines. PLoS One 2010;5(6): e11370.

[87] Jun TH, Michel AP, Mian MAR. Development of soybean aphid genomic SSR markers
using next generation sequencing. Genome 2011;54: 360-7.

[88] Jun TH, Michel AP, Mian MAR. Characterization of EST-based microsatellites from the
soybean aphid, Aphis glycines. Journal of Applied Entomology 2012; DOI: 10.1111/j.
1439-0418.2011.01697.x.

[89] Orantes LO, Zhang W, Mian MAR, Michel AP. Maintaining genetic diversity and
population panmixia through dispersal and not gene flow in a holocyclic heteroecious
aphid species. Heredity 2012; In Press.

[90] Wiarda SL, Fehr WR, O'Neal ME. Soybean Aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae) Develop‐
ment on Soybean With Rag1 Alone, Rag2 Alone, and Both Genes Combined. J Econ
Entomol 2012;105(1): 252-258.

[91] Tabashnik BE. 1990 Modeling and evaluation of resistance management tactics. In:
Roush RT., Tabashnik BE. (ed.) Pesticide resistance in arthropods, New York: Chapman
and Hall; p153-182.

[92] Tabashnik BE. Delaying insect adaptation to transgenic plants: seed mixtures and
refugia reconsidered. Proc R Soc Lond B 1994;255: 7-12.

[93] Tabashnik BE, Gassmann AJ, Crowder DW, Carrière Y. Insect resistance to Bt crops:
Evidence versus theory. Nat Biotechnol 2008;26: 199–202.

[94] Onstad DW, Meinke LJ. Modeling Evolution of Diabrotica virgifera virgifera (Coleop‐
tera:Chrysomelidae) to Transgenic Corn With Two Insecticidal Traits. J Econ Entomol
2010;103: 849-860.

[95] Crowder DW, Carrière Y. Comparing the refuge strategy for managing the evolution
of insect resistance under different reproductive strategies. J Theor Biol 2009;261:
423-430.

[96] Radcliffe EB, Hutchison WD, Cancelado RE., editor. Radcliffe's IPM World Textbook.
St. Paul, MN: University of Minnesota; 2011. http://ipmworld.umn.edu/ (accessed 20
June 2012).

[97] O’Neal ME., Johnson KD. Insect pests of soybean and their management. In: Singh G.
(ed.) The soybean - Botany, production and uses. Cambridge: CABI; 2010. p300–324.

[98] Hammond RB. Soybean Insect IPM. In: Radcliffe EB., Hutchison WD., Cancelado RE.
(ed.) Radcliffe's IPM World Textbook. St. Paul, MN: University of Minnesota; 1996.

Developing Host-Plant Resistance for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/54597

43



Available from http://ipmworld.umn.edu/chapters/Hammond.htm (accessed 20 June
2012).

[99] Snodgrass GL, Adamczyk JJ, Gore J. Toxicity of Insecticides in a Glass-Vial Bioassay to
Adult Brown, Green, and Southern Green Stink Bugs (Heteroptera: Pentatomidae). J
Econ Entomol 2005;98: 177-181.

[100] Nielsen AL, Shearer PW, Hamilton GC. Toxicity of Insecticides to Halyomorpha halys
(Hemiptera: Pentatomidae) Using Glass-Vial Bioassays. J Econ Entomol 2008;101:
1439-1442.

[101] Hodgson EW, VanNostrand G, O’Neal ME. 2010 yellow book: report of insecticide
evaluation for soybean aphid. Department of Entomology, Iowa State University:
Publication 287–10; 2010.

[102] Agricultural MU Guide, University of Missouri Extension: Soybean Pest Management:
Stink Bugs. http://extension.missouri.edu/explorepdf/agguides/pests/g07151.pdf
(accessed 20 June 2012).

[103] Bahlai CA, Sikkema S, Hallett RH, Newman J, Schaafsma AW. Modeling distribution
and abundance of soybean aphid in soybean fields using measurements from the
surrounding landscape. Env Entomol 2010;39: 50–56.

[104] Smith JF, Luttrell RG, Greene JK, Tingle C. Early-season soybean as a trap crop for stink
bugs (Heteroptera: Pentatomidae) in Arkansas' changing system of soybean produc‐
tion. Environmental Ent 2009;8(2): 450-458.

[105] Gardiner MM, Prajzner SP, Landis DA, Michel AP, O'Neal ME, Woltz JM. Buckthorn
Watch: Studying the Invasive Plant Common Buckthorn, Wooster, OH. Michigan State
University Extension (Report No. E-3146); 2011.

[106] Heimpel GE, Frelich LE, Landis DA, Hopper KR, Hoelmer KA, Sezen Z, Asplen MK,
Wu K. European buckthorn and Asian soybean aphid as components of an extensive
invasional meltdown in North America. Biol Invas 2010;12: 2913–2931.

[107] Koppel AL, Herbert DA Jr, Kuhar TP, Kamminga K. Survey of stink bug (Hemiptera:
Pentatomidae) egg parasitoids in wheat, soybean, and vegetable crops in southeast
Virginia. Env Ent 2009;38: 375-379.

[108] Gardiner MM, Landis DA, Gratton C, Schmidt N, O'Neal M, Mueller E, Chacon J,
Heimpel GE, DiFonzo CD. Landscape composition influences patterns of native and
exotic lady beetle abundance. Diversity and Distributions 2009;15(4): 554-564.

[109] Gouli V, Gouli S, Skinner M, Hamilton G, Kim JS, Parker BL. Virulence of select
entomopathogenic fungi to the brown marmorated stink bug, Halyomorpha halys
(Stål) (Heteroptera: Pentatomidae). Pest Manag Sci 2012;68: 155-157.

[110] Rutledge CE, O'Neil RJO, Fox TB, Landis D. Soybean Aphid Predators and Their Use
in Integrated Pest Management. Ann Entomol Soc Am 2004;97(2): 240-248.

Soybean - Pest Resistance44



[111] USDA-APHIS-PPQ. Qualitative analysis of the pest risk potential of the brown
marmorated stink bug (BMSB), Halyomorpha halys (Stål), in the United States. 2010.

[112] UGA News Service. Tiny wasp may hold key to controlling kudzu bug. http://onli‐
neathens.com/uga/2012-05-02/tiny-wasp-may-hold-key-controlling-kudzu-bug
(accessed 20 June 2012).

[113] McCarville MT, O’Neal M, Tylka GL, Kanobe C, MacIntosh GC. A nematode, fungus,
and aphid interact via a shared host plant: implications for soybean management.
Entomologia Experimentalis et Applicata 2012;143: 55-66.

[114] van Emden HF., Way MJ. Host Plants in the Population Dynamics of Insects. In: van
Emden HR. (ed.) Insect-Plant Relationships. London: Royal Entomological Society;
1972. p81-199.

[115] Price PW, Bouton CE, Gross P, McPheron BA, Thompson JN, Weis AE. Interactions
among three trophic levels: influences of plants on interactions between insect herbi‐
vores and natural enemies. Ann Rev Ent 1980;11: 41.

[116] Boethel DJ, Eikenbary RD., editors. Interactions of Plant Resistance and Parasitoids and
Predators of Insects. Ellis Horwood Ltd; 1986.

[117] Ghising K, Harmon JP, Beauzay PB, Prischmann-Voldseth DA, Helms TC, Ode PJ,
Knodel JJ. Impact of Rag1 aphid resistant soybeans on Binodoxys communis (Hyme‐
noptera: Braconidae), a parasitoid of soybean aphid (Hemiptera: Aphididae). Environ
Entomol 2012;41: 282-288.

[118] Layton MB, Boethel DJ, Smith CM. Resistance to adult bean leaf beetle and banded
cucumber beetle (Coleoptera: Chrysomelidae) in soybean. J Econ Entomol 1987;80:
151-155.

[119] Walker DR, Narvel JM, Boerma HR, All JN, Parrott WA. A QTL that enhances and
broadens Bt insect resistance in soybean. Theor Appl Genet 2004;109: 1051-1057.

[120] Roush RT. Bt-transgenic crops: just another pretty insecticide or a chance for a new start
in resistance management? Pest Manag Sci 1999;51: 328-334.

[121] Tabashnik BE, Liu Y-B, Finson N, Masson L, Heckel DG. One gene in diamondback
moth confers resistance to four Bacillus thuringiensis toxins. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
1997;94: 1640-1644.

[122] Hannon GJ. RNA interfenence. Nature 2002;418: 244-251.

[123] Gordon KH, Waterhouse PM. RNAi for insect-proof plants. Nat Biotechnol 2007;25(11):
1231-2.

[124] Mutti NS, Louis J, Pappan LK, Pappan K, Begum K, Chen M-S, Park Y, Dittmer N,
Marshall J, Reese JC, Reeck GR. A protein from the salivary glands of the pea aphid,
Acyrthosiphon pisum, is essential in feeding on a host plant. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
2008;105: 9965-9969.

Developing Host-Plant Resistance for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/54597

45



[125] Mutti NS, Park Y, Reese JC, Reeck GR. RNAi knockdown of a salivary transcript leading
to lethality in the pea aphid, Acyrthosiphon pisum. Journal of Insect Science 2006;6:
1-7.

[126] Jaubert-Possamai S, Le Trionnaire G, Bonhomme J, Christophides GK, Rispe C, Tagu
D. Gene knockdown by RNAi in the pea aphid Acyrthosiphon pisum. Bmc Biotech‐
nology 2007;7: 8.

[127] Chen J, Zhang D, Yao Q, Zhang J, Dong X, Tian H, Chen J, Zhang W. Feeding-based
RNA interference of a trehalose phosphate synthase gene in the brown planthopper,
Nilaparvata lugens. Insect Mol Biol 2010;19: 777-786.

[128] Shakesby AJ, Wallace IS, Isaacs HV, Pritchard J, Roberts DM, Douglas AE. A water-
specific aquaporin involved in aphid osmoregulation. Insect Biochemistry and
Molecular Biology 2009;39: 1-10.

[129] Pitino M, Coleman AD, Maffei ME, Ridout CJ, Hogenhout SA. Silencing of Aphid Genes
by dsRNA Feeding from Plants. PLoS ONE 2011;6(10): e25709.

[130] The International Aphid Genomics Consortium. Genome sequence of the pea aphid
Acyrthosiphon pisum. PLoS Biol 2010;8(2): e1000313.

[131] Chougule NP, Bonning BC. Toxins for transgenic resistance to Hemipteran pests.
Toxins 2012;4: 405-429.

Soybean - Pest Resistance46


	Chapter 2
Developing Host-Plant Resistance 
for Hemipteran Soybean Pests: 
Lessons from Soybean Aphid and Stink Bugs
	1. Introduction
	2. Hemipteran pests of soybean
	2.1. Soybean aphid
	2.2. Stink bugs
	2.3. Hemiptera feeding and damage to soybean

	3. Host Plant Resistance (HPR)
	3.1. Soybean HPR to hemipteran pests
	3.1.1. Soybean aphid
	3.1.2. Stink bugs

	3.2. Genetics of soybean resistance against Hemipterans
	3.2.1. Soybean aphid
	3.2.2. Stink bug

	3.3. Mechanisms of soybean resistance against hemipterans
	3.3.1. Soybean aphid
	3.3.2. Stink bugs

	3.4. Soybean traits as selection criteria for breeding
	3.5. Sustainable HPR against soybean aphid biotypes
	3.6. Integration of soybean HPR with other IPM tactics
	3.6.1. Chemical control
	3.6.2. Cultural control
	3.6.3. Biological control
	3.6.4. Integrating HPR for hemipteran pest control


	4. Future directions in breeding for Hemipteran resistance in soybean
	5. Conclusions
	Author details
	References


