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Comparative Test on Summer Peanut Varieties in Henan Province

CHEN Lei, WU Ji-hua“ , LI Ke et al
Abstract
Henan Province. [ Method] We compared the growth characteristics, agronomic characters, economic characters, resistant performance and
yield performance of different peanut varieties. [ Result] Pod yields of Kainong 86, Yuhua 98 and Shanghua 24 increased by more than 10% ,

(Shangqiu College of Agricultural Science, Shangqiu, Henan 476000 )

[ Objective ] To carry out comparative test on 12 peanut varieties, and to identify suitable peanut varieties for summer planting in

which were extremely significantly higher than that of CK and showed relatively good general performance. Among them, Kainong 86 and
Shanghua 24 were specially suitable for summer planting due to the middle fruit size, high kernel percent and great productivity per plant. Yu-
hua 98 and Yuhua 92 had small fruits and kernels, and the pod yield increased significantly, which were recommended to be participated in
small-fruit area test. The pod yields of Shanghua 25 and Kainong 85 were only 6.84% and 5.09% higher than that of CK. [ Conclusion] This

research provides theoretical foundation for the extension of summer peanut varieties in Henan Province.
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Table 1 Comparison of the growth characteristics and agronomic characters of different peanut varieties

o S s rm wgon awm wme MEE s

Lateral

.:ﬁ%ﬂ!%ffj’\ Sowing ersrf;f:;::fe Seedling  Flowering Harvesting ~ Growth Main. stem <hoot Branching Branch
Variety name date dat emergence date date stage height leneth b number
H-H ae rate // % H-H H-H d cm eng NUMDEr (Gith fruits
H - EI cm
#:4£ 91 Yuhua 91 06 -02 06 -11 98.61 07 -01 09 -15 106 50.34 55.33 7.34 5.30
#4£ 92 Yuhua 92 06 -02 06 -11 97.92 07 -03 09 -15 106 48.50 54.17 6.65 4.70
#4¢ 96 Yuhua 96 06 -02 06 -11 96.30 07 -03 09 -15 106 50.34 56.00 7.11 5.55
F44¢ 98 Yuhua 98 06 -02 06 -11 93.98 07 -03 09 -15 106 48.00 54.50 7.92 5.36
#4E 99 Yuhua 99 06 -02 06 -11 96.99 07 -03 09 -15 106 46.17 51.00 7.15 5.08
#4£ 100 Yuhua 100 06 -02 06 -11 96.76 07 -01 09 -15 106 50.17 55.67 6.67 5.07
#:4¢ 101 Yuhua 101 06 -02 06 -11 98.38 07 -01 09 -15 106 50. 84 56.84 6.96 5.35
FF4& 85 Kainong 85 06 -02 06 -11 97.92 07 -01 09 -15 106 43.60 46.17 7.30 5.45
& 86 Kainong 86 06 -02 06 -11 95.37 06 -30 09 -15 106 49.67 53.50 6.49 4.69
Ti4E 24 5 Shanghua 24 06 -02 06 -11 98.38 06 -30 09 -15 106 51.67 54.67 6.69 4.61
Ti4£ 25 %5 Shanghua 25 06 -02 06 -11 98.84 07 -01 09 -15 106 49.84 53.33 6.85 5.25
7% 15C10 Zhu 15C10 06 -02 06 -11 93.29 07 -01 09 -15 106 45.00 49.34 8.47 5.82
:4£ 9327 Yuhua 9327 (CK) 06 -02 06 -11 99.31 07 -02 09 -15 106 50.67 53.00 8.10 5.55
x2 FAEZERMHEFERIER
Table 2 Comparison of the economic characters of different peanut varieties
% R " (RS HiE . s BRRAET T
gt
SRR 44 FR $f5lb\/n%7;& 100-fruit %’;ﬂ( Percentage of  100-kernel 15 Kernel Productivity per
Variety name Fruit number weight Fruit number plump fruits weight Kenel number percent plant
’ ; > A/ ke : > AN
per plant . ~/kg % . ~/kg % .
#:4£ 91 Yuhua 91 9.39 152.4 1764 75.8 64.4 3672 74.24 12.73
#:4£ 92 Yuhua 92 10. 60 165.6 1616 79.2 60. 1 3904 73.94 11.31
#44¢ 96 Yuhua 96 11.48 133.1 2 080 80.4 50.2 4 668 67.84 10.71
#:4¢ 98 Yuhua 98 10.91 130.2 1988 77.9 61.3 3 836 68. 82 10. 64
#4£ 99 Yuhua 99 9.55 166.2 1 600 78.5 61.6 3 808 66.82 10.83
#4E 100 Yuhua 100 11.20 174.3 1 620 82.0 64.6 3 660 67.63 13.84
#4E 101 Yuhua 101 7.59 159.7 1764 83.2 58.5 6 552 67.23 12.79
FF4& 85 Kainong 85 8.80 189.6 1380 79.7 68.4 3652 67.66 11.88
JF4& 86 Kainong 86 8.07 166.0 2120 81.5 91.9 2552 70.76 15.12
Ti4E 24 5 Shanghua 24 9.36 192.0 1 464 81.9 75.0 3 408 71.08 12.03
Ti4E 25 5 Shanghua 25 9.85 181.6 1 408 84.0 66.7 3708 70.78 12.74
¥ 15C10 Zhu 15C10 8.11 207.0 1220 79.8 76.4 2908 70.05 11.40
4 4F 9327 Yuhua 9327 (CK) 11.35 190. 1 1416 83.8 71.1 3616 69. 08 13.20
x3 AELERMBITIELE

Table 3 Comparison of the resistances of different peanut varieties
; - o TR KBER e
n”ﬂ]Z% i q:fﬁ: .*ﬂ‘ @Hj( Resistance to leaf Resistance to Resistance to
Variety name Drought resistance Lodging resistance . . .

spot disease net blotch bacterial wilt

#4£91 Yuhua 91 i H & ¥t 0
#4F 92 Yuhua 92 it 59 RE e 0
#4696 Yuhua 96 i H i i 0
#44E 98 Yuhua 98 iR [ e E 0
#4699 Yuhua 99 58 55 SR T 0
#4100 Yuhua 100 i 53 £ i 0
#:4F 101 Yuhua 101 Ci i LEEI Bt 0
JF4¢ 85 Kainong 85 [ 55 Hhdi G 0
JF4¢ 86 Kainong 86 [ G Bt Bt 0
T4k 24 5 Shanghua 24 5iR 59 k7 e 0
[I4E 25 5 Shanghua 25 5iR L k7 £ 0
3§ 15C10 Zhu 15C10 i 55 st it 0
4F 9327 Yuhua 9327 (CK) i 5 LREiN Ein 0
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Table 4 Comparison of the yields of different peanut varieties

H JARUPX R JERITE R KA SR CK 1 FEAT L CK B,
2 i Variet Pod yield per Converted pot Kernel yield Increase or decrease of Increase or decrease of
b Vaniely name plot // kg yield // kg kg pod compared with CK // % kernel compared with CK //%

#44£ 91 Yuhua 91 3.63 275.01 gH 3 062.55 -8.42 -1.58
#4492 Yuhua 92 4.14 313.34 cdDEF 3475.35 4.35 11.69

F4¢ 96 Yuhua 96 3.80 287.79 {GH 2928.45 -4.16 -5.88

4t 98 Yuhua 98 4.36 330.01 abABC 3 406. 65 9.90 9.48

#4£ 99 Yuhua 99 4.03 305.57 deEF 3 062.70 1.76 -1.57

#:4£ 100 Yuhua 100 3.64 276.12 gH 2 801.10 -8.05 -9.98

#:4£ 101 Yuhua 101 3.79 287.51 fGH 2 899.35 -4.26 -6.82

& 85 Kainong 85 4.17 315.57 ¢dCDE 3 202.65 5.09 2.93

JF4% 86 Kainong 86 4.48 339.18 aA 3 600. 00 12.95 15.70

T8 4¢ 24 5 Shanghua 24 4.39 332.51 aAB 3545.25 10.73 13.94

& 4£ 25 %5 Shanghua 25 4.23 320.84 beBCD 3 406. 35 6.84 9.47

¥ 15C10 Zhu 15C10 3.75 283.90 fgH 2 983.05 -5.46 -4.13

44 9327 Yuhua 9327 3.97 300.29 eFG 3 111.60 0.00 0.00

VPN NG TR R 22 5 5 (P <0.03) 5 RIS E 7R Fem 22 S0 i 8 (P <0.01)

Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences (P <0.05) ;different capital letters in the same column indicated extremely sig-

nificant differences (P <0.01)
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