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Changes of Virus Content in Different Resistant Hulless Barley
Varieties Infected with Barley Yellow Dwarf Virus-GAV (BYDV-GAYV)

Wangmu, YANG Chun-bao, XU Qi-jun, Zhasang, YANG Hai-zhen *
(State Key Laboratory of Barley and Yak Germplasm Resources and Genetic Improvement/Tibet Academy of Agricultural and Animal Hus-

bandry Sciences, Tibet Lhasa 850032, China)

Abstract; In the present study, the resistant BYDV-GAV virus hulless barley line C280 and susceptible cultivar Kangqing-3 were used as
materials to monitor the dynamic changes of the virus content in the leaves and roots after artificially inoculated BYDV-GAV virus by the
TAS-ELISA method. The results showed that the content of BYDV-GAYV in leaves and roots were both increased first and then decreased in
two hulless barley varieties, and the virus was primarily detected in new leaves and then moved to roots. After 10 —30 days of inoculation,
the virus content in the roots of disease-resistant line C280 was significantly lower than that of susceptible varieties Kangqing-3, while there

was no significant difference in leaves of two varieties. The above results provided a basis for further exploring the BYDV-GAV infection and

resistance mechanisms of hulless barley.
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A represented the phenotypic of treatment group and B represented the phenotypic of control group

1 5% 2000BYDV-GAV #i4h 3240 53f B A R B
Fig. 1  Phenotype identification of Zangqing-2000 BYDV-GAV inoculation treatment and control groups

—e—(280 -4- JEF35
14
A
12
1.0 |
K
O0.8-
o
g
=
0lIll|IIllllllllllllllllllllll|
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

FRh KA (d)

—&— (280 —d- BE3E

Elisa {H(0Dys)

Oollsl ||1|O| ||iS| |||20||||2%|||3|0
R R KA (d)

B2 #% BYDV-GAV 530d N2 NERBBFAF(A) JRE(B) FHRSIEEN

Fig.2  Changes of virus contents in leaves (A) and roots (B) of two hulless barley varieties within 30 days after BYDV-GAV inoculation
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