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Abstract:

Soybean (Glycine max L.) is one of the most important and widely cultivated oilseed crops worldwide, including Iran. The cotton whitefly, Bemisia
tabaci (Gennadius), is a destructive sap-sucking insect pest that weakens plants and reduces yield through phloem feeding and honeydew excretion,
which subsequently promotes the development of sooty mold. This study was conducted to evaluate the relative tolerance of five commercial soybean
cultivars (Amir, Katul, Saman, Golestan and Rahmat) to B. tabaci under field conditions in Golestan province, Iran. The experiment was conducted
using a randomized complete block design (RCBD) with four replications. The measured variables included the mean number of adults per plant, the
mean numbers of eggs and nymphs per leaf, the percentage of sooty mold coverage and selected morphological traits, including plant height and leaf
area. Data were subjected to analysis of variance (ANOVA), and treatment means were compared using Duncan’s multiple range test at the 5 %
significance level. Significant differences were observed among the soybean cultivars in terms of B. tabaci population density, including the numbers
of adults, eggs and nymphs. The cultivar Amir exhibited the lowest numbers of adults (4.12 + 0.32 per plant), nymphs (36.6 = 13.53 per leaf), and eggs
(5.02 £ 0.98 per leaf), together with the lowest percentage of sooty mold coverage (6.4 +2.5 %), suggesting greater relative tolerance to B. tabaci than
the other cultivars. In contrast, the cultivar Saman showed the highest mean numbers of adults (30.68 & 3.28 per plant), nymphs (244.62 + 97.20 per
leaf) and eggs (16.23 £1.90 per leaf), as well as the highest percentage of sooty mold coverage, suggesting that it was the most susceptible cultivar under
the conditions of this study. These findings indicate that the identification and cultivation of relatively tolerant soybean cultivars, together with
appropriate agronomic management practices, can contribute to integrated management programs for B. tabaci in soybean production systems.
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Table 1. Average number of adults in plants and average
number of eggs and nymphs per leaf.
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Figure 2. Mean leaf area (cm?) of different soybean cultivars
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Figure 3. Mean plants height (cm) of different soybean cultivars
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Figure 1. Mean sooty mold coverage (%) on cotton whitefly-infested
soybean leaves on different cultivars
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