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ABSTRACT 

Soybean is a commodity that has an important role as the source of protein, but its production is affected by various factors including disease. 

CpMMV (Cowpea mild mottle virus) is one of the most damaging viruses that cause soybean disease. CpMMVs belong to the group of Carlavirus 

that are transmitted by whitefly (Bemisia tabaci). The use of CpMMV resistant plants as biological control can prevent viral diseases. Indonesia has 

many soybean germplasm from many regions and introduction from other countries that need to be evaluated for CpMMV. The assessment technique 
for soybean resistance to CpMMV is not available yet, but it is still based on other virus diseases. The specific assessment of plant resistance is 

important because some diseases can cause certain symptoms, depends on the resistance and the kinds of plants that are infected. This paper presents 

the assessment technique for soybean resistance to CpMMV infection, which can be used for various purposes and studies. One of the benefits is to 
find out soybean resistance to CpMMV or other objectives. This resistance assessment is not only based on leaves symptoms, but also based on the 

phenomenon of foliar symptoms recovery.  
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Soybean is one of the major food crops in Indonesia 

besides rice and corn. Soybean has an important role as 

the source of protein, animal feed, as well as raw 

materials for small or household industrial scale to large 

scale. Soybean demand continues to increase from year to 

year, but has not been fulfilled by domestic production. 

According to BPS (2015), the production in 2014 is 

953.96 thousand tons, increased by 173.96 thousand tons 

(22.30%) compared with 2013. The average production of 

Indonesian soybean is 700-800 thousand tons per year, 

while the requirement is 2.2-2.3 million tons, and the 

remaining 1.4-1.5 million tons are supplied from import. 

Thus, it is approximately 30% from domestic production 

and at least 70% from import. Even if the soybean 

production increases every year, soybean demand has not 

been fulfilled due to various factors, such as limited 

agricultural land and diseases infestation. One of the 

diseases that can decrease soybean yield is caused by 

CpMMV (cowpea mild mottle virus). 

CpMMV is a member of the genus of Carlavirus. 

Currently, this virus is classified in family 

Betaflexiviridae, which is characterized by flexuous 

filamentous particles of approximately 650 nm in length. 

CpMMV is transmitted in a non-persistent manner by the 

whitefly Bemisia tabaci G. (Tavasoli et al., 2009). It is 

also distributed by mechanical transmission (Salaudeen & 

Aguguom, 2014). However, the transmission of CpMMV 

in seed is still a controversial subject because some 

authors reported seed transmission of CpMMV in 

soybean, while others failed to produce such transmission 

(Tavasoli et al., 2009). CpMMV was first observed 

causing chlorotic blotches, systemic mottling, and leaf 

malformations in cowpea (Vigna unguiculata L.) at 1973 

in Ghana (Brito et al., 2012). Since then, it has been 

subsequently reported as the limiting factor of soybean 

production in many countries such as Argentina, Egypt, 

Nigeria, Yemen, Israel, Kenya, Brazil, Thailand, 

Malaysia, and others including Indonesia (Buchen-

Osmond, 2002). CpMMV is also known infectis the other 

hosts systemically with clear symptoms in Chenopodium 

amaranticolor, peanut, kidney bean, beans, tomatoes, 

eggplants, grasses, and various other plants (Buchen-

Osmond, 2002; Pardina et al., 2004). According to Iwaki 

et al. (1986) sometimes CpMMV infection in some host 

plants is symptomless and the symptoms will appear if 

inoculated to the indicator plant. 

CpMMV causes blotchy yellow leaf, mosaic or 

rough mosaic, wrinkled, chlorosis, necrosis of apical and 

malformation of leaves symptoms depending on the 

infected soybean cultivars (Kameya, 2001; Buchen-

Osmond, 2002). The yield of CpMMV-infected soybean 

may be decreased up to 90% depending on the plant age 

when infected, virus strain, and environmental condition 

(Sinclair, 1993). In moderate resistant varieties, generally 

it show chlorotic spots, mild mottle, and medium 

wrinkled leaves symptoms, but plant growth is not much 

affected. However, in susceptible varieties, infection at 

the beginning of growth resulting in stunted plants, small 

leaves, and produces little pods (Sinclair, 1993). Based on 

the symptoms, in India CpMMV can be identified into 
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two strains, i.e. CpMMV-S that causes severe symptoms 

and CpMMV-M that causes mild symptoms (Naidu et al., 

1998). 

Indonesia has many soybean germplasm from many 

regions and introduction from other countries, and many 

of them have not been evaluated for CpMMV yet. The 

assessment of resistance to the specific disease in plant is 

needed, because the virus may not show the same 

symptoms in different host plants. Tavassoli et al. (2009) 

and Rodrigues et al. (2014) reported that CpMMV did not 

show any visible symptoms in some host plants like 

Vigna radiata, V. aconitifolia, and tomato, although they 

were infected and gave positive results in the ELISA test 

for the virus. It seem that the expression of symptoms in 

infected plants could difference that will make assessment 

of the disease severity and incidence and its management 

very difficult. There are many reasons why estimating or 

measuring disease effect on plant is important, 

particularly for decision-makers where disease must be 

related to yield loss; for disease management decisions 

such as applying pesticides to control disease epidemics; 

in plant breeding where various germplasm, varieties 

and/or cultivars need to be scored; and also for 

understanding fundamental processes in biology, 

including plant disease epidemiology and coevolution 

(Burdon et al., 2006; Bock et al., 2010). 

The existence of a reference scoring of soybean 

resistance to CpMMV is necessary. Various publications 

about determination of scoring on soybean resistance 

against other viruses such as yellow mosaic virus 

(Usharani et al., 2004) and southern bean mosaic virus 

(Gumedzoe et al., 1997) cannot be applied for CpMMV 

because the virus is different. Hopefully, by the reference 

of scoring determination on soybean plant resistance to 

CpMMV is expected to be used for assess specifically. 

Previously, Zubaidah et al. (2006) have developed an 

assessment for soybean resistance to CpMMV which 

done at the age of approximately 35 days after planting 

(DAP). This assessment is very helpful on several related 

studies. However, in the observation during the 

development before 35 DAP, we discovered the 

phenomenon of foliar symptoms recovery. The symptoms 

changes gradually as the soybean age increases that may 

affect the category of disease severity on leaves 

symptoms, the scores and the criteria of plant resistance. 

Hence, we develop the assessment of soybean resistance 

to CpMMV based on foliar symptoms recovery. In this 

study the assessment of resistance is conducted three 

times i.e. on 21, 28, and 35 DAP. 

The cause of the recovery phenomenon of CpMMV-

infected soybean leaves is still unknown. For other plants, 

the recovery appears to be induced by different factors 

and it can be correlated to various biological factors. 

These include the induction of systemic acquired 

resistance (SAR), the activity of particular substances or 

plant secondary metabolites, the presence and dominance 

of hypovirulent strains of the pathogens, and the presence 

of antagonists or phytoplasma parasitoids (Romanazzi et 

al., 2009a). 

 

 

 
The experiment was conducted in Indonesian 

Legumes and Tuber Crops Research Institute, Indonesian 

Agency for Agricultural Research and Development, 

Malang. The research material consisted of 100 genotypes 

of soybean germplasm. Each genotype were planted in 

four polybags, each of which consists of four plants, then 

reduced became two plants so the total plants were 800 

plants. The CpMMV inoculums were supplied by 

providing 40 infected soybean plants. These inoculums 

plants were placed around the tested soybean germplasm. 

This technique allowed CpMMV inoculation from 

CpMMV inoculums to the tested plants by the vector of 

CpMMV (Bemisia tabaci). Inoculation was applied from 

7 to 14 days after planting. It was more effective than 

mechanical inoculation using extract of disease leaf 

containing the viruses (Saleh et al., 2005). After 

inoculation, the inoculated plants were placed in the 

screen house as well as the control plants. 

The existence of viruses in plants was determined by 

ACP-ELISA (antigen-coated plate enzyme-linked 

immunosorbent assay) serological techniques using 

CpMMV antiserum, with manual procedures in 

accordance with the manufacturer (DSMZ, Germany). 

Quantification of the virus was determined by the 

absorbance value using the ELISA reader at a wavelength 

of 405 nm. The test was declared positive if the sample 

absorbance value is two times than healthy control. 

The assessment resistance was performed using 

ordinal scale which was developed by Zubaidah et al. 

(2006), at 21 days after planting (DAP) (the first scoring), 

28 DAP (the second scoring), and 35 DAP (the third 

scoring). The symptoms categories with a score of 1-5 are 

shown in Table 1 and the symptoms visualization are in 

Figure 1-5. The symptoms category showed the disease 

severity, that is the area (relative or absolute) of the 

sampling unit (leaf, fruit, etc.) showing symptoms of 

disease (Bock et al., 2010). 

 

 
The results of ELISA showed that all of the tested 

plants were positive, while control plants were negative. 

It seems that the preparation technique of the inoculums 

source and naturally viral inoculation from the inoculums 

source to the tested genotype by the vector was effective. 

Transmission of the virus naturally by the vector B. tabaci 

was closer to the actual conditions than mechanically 

artificial inoculation. The natural technique can also be 

used to screen large numbers genotypes. However, these 

techniques has the disadvantage in which the 

effectiveness depends on the population of insect vectors 

of B. tabaci and the possibility of another viral infection 

which is transmitted by B. tabaci or others, because the 

insects vector B. tabaci were originated from around the 

experiment site allowed containing various CpMMV 

strains or other diseases. 

 

 

METHODS 
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The symptoms found to be vary from the lightest 

with leaves look healthy, no mottle or mild yellow 

blotches; until the most severe symptoms with clear 

yellow blotches, wrinkles, obviously mosaic, necrosis on 

the leaf vein, malformation, smaller leaves, curved to 

downward or upward. Some genotypes showed stunt or 

dwarf. These symptoms were similar to the study of 

Thouvenel et al. (1982) in plants that were mechanically 

infected using CpMMV. We also found some variation 

patterns of plant resistance based on observation 

conducted three times as shown in Table 3. 

 
 

Table 1. The Leaf Symptoms Category 

Score Symptoms 

1 Look healthy, no mottle or mild yellow blotches 
2 Yellow blotches, no wrinkles 

3 Yellow blotches, slightly wrinkled, slightly mosaic 

4 Yellow blotches, wrinkles, obviously mosaic, no necrosis 

5 Yellow blotches, wrinkles, obviously mosaic, necrosis on 
the leaf vein, malformation, smaller leaves, curved to 

downward or upward, plant dwarf 

 

Table 2. The Criteria of Soybean Resistance to CpMMV 

Disease Severity Soybean Resistance 

S ≤ 25% Resistant  
25% < S ≤ 50% Medium resistant 

50% < S ≤ 75% Medium susceptible 

75% < S Susceptible  

 

Table 3. The Patterns of Soybean Resistance Variation Based on Observation Conducted Three Times 

First Scoring 

(21 DAP) 

Second Scoring 

(28 DAP) 

Third Scoring 

(35 DAP) 

Condition 

Medium resistant Medium susceptible Medium susceptible/ susceptible Not recovery 

Medium resistant Medium resistant Medium resistant/ Medium Resistant Not recovery 

Resistant  Resistant Medium resistant/ Medium susceptible Not recovery 

Resistant Resistant Resistant Recovery/Not recovery 

Medium resistant Medium resistant Medium resistant/ Resistant Recovery 

Medium resistant Medium susceptible Resistant Recovery 

Medium susceptible Medium susceptible Medium resistant Recovery 

 

 
Figure 1. Symptoms of Score 1: look healthy, no mottle or mild yellow 

blotches. 

 

 
Figure 3. Symptoms of Score 3: Yellow blotches, slightly wrinkled, 

slightly mosaic. 

 

  
Figure 5. Symptoms of Score 5: Yellow blotches, wrinkles, obviously 

mosaic, necrosis on the leaf vein, malformation, smaller leaves, curved 
to downward or upward. 

 

 
Figure 2. Symptoms of Score 2: Yellow blotches, no wrinkles. 

 

   
Figure 4. Symptoms of Score 4: Yellow blotches, wrinkles, obviously 

mosaic, no necrosis. 

 
 

 

 
Description:  

S : disease severity per plant (%)  

n : the number of affected leaves on certain category per plant 
v : the score category of certain infected leaf  

N : the number of observed leaves per plant  

Z : the value of the highest category 
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We used ordinal scale to score because it is still 

quite widely acceptable for specific diseases, particularly 

for scoring some virus diseases where symptoms are not 

easy to measure quantitatively (Madden et al. 2007). 

Ordinal scoring scales have some advantages, i.e. easy to 

learn and use, provide a rapid way for assessing large 

numbers of plants, as might sometimes be the need in 

plant breeding programs, and particularly that they often 

describe the disease development as the symptoms 

become increasingly severe and thus can be interpreted by 

the rater (Bock et al. 2010). Ordinal data should be 

analyzed using non-parametric tests, which are becoming 

more sophisticated and powerful for these types of data 

(Madden et al. 2007). 

The assessment of soybean resistance to CpMMV in 

this study was performed only based on the rater eyes and 

without tools. According to Bock et al. (2010), visually 

assessed disease has some advantages, where the process 

can be quick, relatively easy to recognize and differentiate 

multiple diseases with some training, and no equipment 

required. Besides, visually assessment has some 

disadvantages where substantial inter- and intra-rater 

variability (subjectivity) were found, raters may tire and 

lose concentration, thus decreasing their accuracy, raters 

are prone to various illusions (for example, area infected), 

and visual scoring can be destructive if samples are 

collected in the field for assessment later in laboratory. 

Hence, training of raters before assessment is needed. To 

maintain the rater quality, the training should be repeated 

periodically. 

As stated by Bock et al. (2010), recovery can be 

complete or partial, temporary or permanent, and 

common or rare. Consequently, it can be practically 

significant or not for an infected plant. We did not study 

whether the recovery of CpMMV infected soybean 

showing complete or partial and temporary or permanent, 

but in grapevine and apple with severe symptoms for 

several years showing a complete remission of the 

symptoms, associated to the disappearance of the 

phytoplasms from the crown (Carraro et al. 2004). 

Recovery appears to be induced by different factors, such 

as the presence and dominance of hypovirulent strains of 

the pathogens, the presence of antagonists or phytoplasma 

parasitoids, the activity of particular substances or plant 

secondary metabolites, and the induction of systemic 

acquired resistance (SAR). From various references, 

Romanazzi et al. (2009b) explained that in grapevines, 

this natural phenomenon has been observed in different 

varieties and viticultural regions. In grapevines, the 

recovery phenomenon depends on some factors such as 

phytoplasma identity, host-plant variety (Bellomo et al. 

2007), rootstock combination (Romanazzi & Murolo, 

2008), environmental conditions (Braccini & Nasca, 

2008), and agronomic practices such as pruning or 

transplanting. In recovered plants, molecular analysis of 

some grapevine varieties leaf veins has failed to reveal the 

presence of phytoplasms in several Italian and German 

areas (Romanazzi & Murolo, 2008).  

The physiological basis of plant recovery from 

symptoms is not yet completely known. Thakur (2007) 

stated that various factors could influence resistance 

expression such as the inoculum density, crop maturity, 

plant habitat, weather variables, interplot interference, 

agronomic practices, etc. The expression of resistance 

genes often get modified by the action of other genes. 

There are some reports about recovery in plant disease as 

stated further. It has been observed that in grapevine, in 

apple, and in apricot, recovery from phytoplasma-

associated diseases was related by an overproduction of 

hydrogen peroxide localised in the phloem tissues 

(Musetti et al. 2007). In pepGMV (Pepper golden mosaic 

virus)-infected pepper plants, the concentrations of viral 

nucleic acid in recovered leaves were reduced compared 

to severely symptomatic leaves (Carillo et al. 2007; 

Rodriguez et al. 2009). The recovery process has been 

associated with transcriptional and post-transcriptional 

gene silencing mechanisms (Rodriguez et al. 2009).  

Regarding to the presence of recovery phenomenon, 

we found that based on observation conducted three times 

(21, 28, and 35 DAP), the CpMMV resistance assessment 

should be applied as follows: 

a. If the assessment is done once, the scoring could be 

carried out at 35 DAP or more because it has 

undergone a process of recovery or not recovery 

(limited to the results of this study). In this case, we 

can use the assessment technique that has been 

previously published (Zubaidah et al. 2006), as shown 

in Table 1 and Table 2. 

b. For other purposes especially to track the processes 

which are associated with a resistance and 

susceptibility, it is better if the scoring is carried out 

more than once, at least three times at 21, 28, and 35 

DAP. It is supposed to be done more than one, using 

the later techniques as explained further. The scoring 

is done several times using the category in Table 1. 

On the first scoring, the second, or before the final 

scoring, we only look up the disease severity. After all 

scorings are done, we use the recovery data and 

determine the criteria of soybean resistance as shown 

in Table 4. 

 
Table 4. The Criteria of Resistance to CpMMV Based Soybean Foliar 

Symptoms Recovery 

 Disease Severity Resistance Criteria 

S ≤ 25%, not recovery Very resistant 

S ≤ 25%, recovery Resistant 

25% < S ≤ 50%, recovery Medium resistant 

25% < S ≤ 50%, not recovery Medium susceptible 

50% < S ≤ 75%, recovery Medium susceptible 

50% < S ≤ 75%, not recovery Susceptible 

75% < S Very susceptible 

 

The technique and formula that developed for de-

termination of soybean resistance to CpMMV are still 

need to be completed by observations scoring of the 

dwarf as supporting data, where if there are two plants 

have the same disease severity but the one more dwarf, it 

is considered to be more susceptible. However, so far we 

have not found such cases yet. Apparently, the technique 

and the formula is still need to be developed by observing 

the level of plants dwarfism and other aspects.  

DISCUSSION 

 



Zubaidah and Kuswantoro 

 

89 

Journal of BIOLOGICAL RESEARCHES | Volume 21 | Number 2 | June | 2016 

 
We thank to The Directorate General of Higher 

Education (Dikti), Ministry of National Education, 

Indonesia which funded this research through 

Fundamental Research Project No: 323/UN32.10/PL/ 

2011 and to Indonesian Legume and Tuber Crops 

Research Institute for providing the soybean germplasm. 
 

 
Badan Pusat Statistik. 2015. Produksi Padi, Jagung, dan Kedelai (Angka 

Sementara Tahun 2014). No. 28/03/Th. XVIII, 2 Maret 2015.  

Bellomo C., Carraro L., Ermacora P., Pavan F., Osler R., Frausin C., 

Governatori G. 2007. Recovery Phenomena in Grapevine Af-
fected by Grapevine Yellows in Friuli Venezia Giulia. Bullettin 

of Insectology 60: 235-236. 

Bock CH., Poole GH., Parker PE. Gottwald TR. 2010. Plant Disease 
Severity Estimated Visually, by Digital Photography and Image 

Analysis, and by Hyperspectral Imaging. Critical Reviews in 

Plant Sciences 29 (2): 59-107 
Braccini P., Nasca M., 2008. Influence of Some Environmental Factors 

on The Phenomenon of Recovery in Bois Noir Affected Vines. 

Petria (18): 363-365. 
Brito M., Fernández-Rodríguez T., José Garrido M., Mejías A., Romano 

M., Marys E. 2012. First Report of Cowpea Mild Mottle 

Carlavirus on Yardlong Bean (Vigna unguiculata subsp. 
sesquipedalis) in Venezuela. Viruses 4: 3804-3811.  

Buchen-Osmond, C. 2002. Cowpea mild Mottle Virus. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/ICTVdb/ ICTVdB/140t2002.htm 
Burdon JJ., Thrall PH., Ericson L. 2006. The Current And Future 

Dynamics Of Disease In Plant Communities. Ann. Rev. 

Phytopathology 44: 19–39. 
Carraro L., Ermacora P., Loi N., Osler R. 2004. The recovery phenome-

non in apple proliferation-infected apple trees. Journal of Plant 

Pathology 86(2): 141-146. 
Carrillo-Tripp J., Lozoya-Gloria E., Rivera-Bustamante RF. 2007. 

Symptom remission and specific resistance of pepper plants af-

ter infection by Pepper golden mosaic virus. Phytopathology 97: 
51–59. 

Gumedzoe MYD., Thottapilly G., Asselin A. 1997. Occurence of south-

ern bean mosaic virus (SBMV) in Togo and its interaction with 
some cowpea cultivars. African Crop Science Journal 5 (2): 

215-222. 

Iwaki M., Thongmeearkom T., Honda Y., Prommin M., Deema N., Tibi 
T., Lzuka N., Ong CA., Saleh N. 1986. Cowpea mild mottle vi-

rus occurring on soybean and peanut in South East of Asian 

countries. Tropical Agricultural Research Centre, Tech. Bull. 
21: 106-120.  

Kameya M. 2001. Virus diseases of soybean in Southeast Asian 

Countries. Plant Protection, 2001-6.  
Madden LV., Hughes G., van den Bosch F. 2007. The Study of Plant 

Disease Epidemics. APS Press, St. Paul, MN. 

Musetti R., Marabottini R., Badiani M., Martini M., Sanità, Di Toppi L., 
Borselli S., Borgo M., Osler R. 2007. On the role of H2O2 in the 

recovery of grapevine (Vitis vinifera cv. Prosecco) from ‘flaves-
cence dorée’ disease. Functional Plant Biology 34: 750-758. 

Musetti R., Paolacci A., Ciaffi M., Tanzarella O. A., Polizzotto R., Tu-

baro F., Mizzau M., Ermacora P., Badiani M., Osler R., 2010. 
Phloem cytochemical modification and gene expression follow-

ing the recovery of apple plants from apple proliferation dis-

ease. Phytopathology 100: 390-399. 
Musetti R., De Marco F., Farhan K., Polizzotto R., Santi S., Ermacora 

P., Osler R. 2011. Phloem-specific protein expression patterns 

in apple and grapevine during phytoplasma infection and 
recovery. Bulletin of Insectology 64 (Supplement): S211-S212. 

Naidu RA., Gowda S., Satyanarayana T., Boyko V., Reddy AS., Daw-

son WO., Reddy DVR. 1998. Evidence that whitefly-
transmitted cowpea mild mottle virus belongs to the genus Car-

lavirus. Arch Virol. 143: 769–780. 

Pardina PER., Arneodo, JD., Truol GA., Herrera PS., Laguna IG. 2004. 
First record of Cowpea mild mottle virus in bean crops in Ar-

gentina. Australasian Plant Pathology 33: 129 – 130. 

Rodrigues JC., Kondidie DB., Estevez-Jensen C., Kitajima EW., Hucka-
ba RM., Foster JE. 2014. Infection in soybeans and on multiple 

host plants in Puerto Rico by an isolate of cowpea mild mottle 

virus. October 17, 2014. Virus Reviews and Research, Socie-
dade Brasileira de Virologia. www.vrrjournal.org.br/ 

Rodriguez-Negrete EA., Carrillo-Tripp J., Rivera-Bustamante RF. 2009. 

RNA silencing against geminivirus: complementary action of 
posttranscriptional gene silencing and transcriptional gene si-

lencing in host recovery. J Virol. 83: 1332–1340. 

Romanazzi G., D’ascenzo D. Murolo S. 2009a. Field treatment with 
resistance inducers for the control of grapevine Bois Noir. 

Journal Of Plant Pathology 91 (3): 677-682  

Romanazzi G., Musetti R., Marzachì C., Casati P. 2009b. Induction of 
resistance in the control of phytoplasma diseases. Petria 19 (3): 

113-129. 
Romanazzi G., Murolo S. 2008. Partial uprooting and pulling to induce 

recovery in Bois noir infected grapevines. Journal of Phyto-

pathology 156: 747-750. 
Salaudeen MT., Aguguom A. 2014. Identification of some cowpea ac-

cessions tolerant to cowpea mild mottle virus. I.J.S.N. 5 (2): 

261-267. 
Saleh N., Baliadi Y., Kuswantoro H., Hadi M. 2005. Skrining Ketahan-

an Genotip/Varietas Kedelai terhadap Penyakit Belang Samar 

Kedelai (Cowpea Mild Mottle Virus). [Laporan Hasil Penelitian 
APBN Tahun Anggaran 2004]. Malang: Balitkabi Malang. 

Sinclair JB. 1993. Compendium of Soybean Disease. Sec. Ed. The 

American Phytopathology Society. St. Paul. MN.  
Tavassoli M., Shahraeen, Ghorbani S. 2008. Detection and some proper-

ties of cowpea mild mottle virus from soybean in Iran. Pakistan 

Journal of Biological Sciences 11 (23): 2624-2628. 
Tavassoli M., Shahraeen, Ghorbani S. 2009. Serological and RT-PCR 

detection of cowpea mild mottle carlavirus infecting soybean. 

Journal of General and Molecular Virology 1 (1): 007-011. 
Thakur RP. 2007. Host plant resistance to diseases: potential and 

limitations. Indian Journal of Plant Protection 35 (1): 17-21. 

Thouvenel JC., Monsarrat A., Fauquet, C. 1982. Isolation of cowpea 
mild mottle virus from diseased soybeans in the Ivory Coast. 

Plant Disease 66 (4). 

Usharani KS., Surendranath B., Haq-Q MR., Malathi VG. 2004. Yellow 
mosaic virus infecting Soybean in Northern India is distinct 

from the species-infecting soybean in Southern and Western In-

dia. Current-Science. 86 (6): 845-850. 
Zubaidah S., Kuswantoro H. Saleh N. 2006. Establishment of scoring on 

resistant soybean toward CpMMV (Cowpea mild mottle virus). 

[Proceeding Paper of Workshop in Biology 6: Plants and Hu-
man Civilization. Study Program of Biology, Faculty of Math-

ematics and Natural Sciences]. Surabaya: Sepuluh Nopember 

Institute of Technology. 
 

 
 

REFERENCES 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


