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Screening of Suitable Runner Bean Varieties for Open Cultivation in Dezhou District

QI Hong-xin, CHANG Pei-pei, XIE Jie et al
Abstract

(Academy of Agriculture Science of Dezhou City, Dezhou, Shandong 253015)

In order to screen the suitable runner bean variety for open cultivation in Dezhou, six runner bean varieties were taken as the tested

materials to analyze growth period, pod characteristics, yield and disease resistance.The results showed that Shengyou 1 had suitable maturity,
better quality, higher yield and stronger disease resistance, and was suitable for open cultivation in Dezhou, then the variety of Jinlongwang

runner bean and Fuyou 928.
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Table 1 Comparison of growth period and maturity of different runner bean varieties
e o 5 A AN W RSO -
Serial No. Varieties Seeding Beg}nmng Beginning Days from sowing Maturity
stage flowering stage harvest stage to harvest //d
1 A2 04-11 05-27 06-16 55 FR L (55~60 d)
2 BB 04-11 06-01 06-22 61 A (60~65 d)
3 LS Wi/ 04-11 06-05 06-27 66 PSR (65~70 d)
4 ARG E 04-11 06-09 07-07 75 i (70~75 d)
5 B/ 928 04-11 05-27 06-17 56 FhERLE(65~70 d)
6 Koy R 45 04-11 05-22 06-10 50 H#(50~55 d)
7 JUkLA (CK) 04-11 06-01 06-24 63 T (60~65 d)
®2 AEEEXEMMEERZMIRLE
Table 2 Comparison of pod agronomic characters of different runner bean varieties
e . e Sk e s gy Mo "
Serial No. Varieties eight per Pod length Pod width Pod thic- Pod shape Tender Fiber
pod//g cm cm kness // cm pod color
1 KE2S 134 e 193 e 1.7b 1.0 ed i 598 2k, —
2 Bk 1 5 24.2 be 348 b 1.2d 1.2 ab KIRIE et b
3 S WL A5 19.6 d 26.7 d 1.0e 13a [EI I LEE A, e
4 HAHRET 29.0 a 38.5a l4c 1.1 be i [EI B 23 pich —
5 &/ 928 23b 27.4d 1.1 de 1.2 ab [T LA o
6 SRTHRE 26.3 b 30.7 ¢ 25a 09d ok Siz ZxAh, %
7 JukiH (CK) 17.7 d 25.9d 1.2d 1.1 be [FI I LRE 1, — %

TE : RPNV 5 AN R/ ING 7R R AR (5] b ] 22 5 . 35 (P<0.05)

Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant differences between different breeds at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Comparison of yield and plant incidence of different runner

bean varieties

AR I R
o g KR Tﬁ%ﬁfi R Pla:t jiﬁjff//%
Serial ,m'ﬁ? Cell prod- Conversion Increaée —éf\ —
No. Varieties uclion//kg Outpul2 production Z] ﬁﬁ:ﬁ
kg/hm rate // % Rust Virus
disease  disease
1 H2E 559d 25893.0d 3.5 10.8 6.7
2 B 12 71.6b 33165.0b 32.6 6.7 1.7
3 RICHIAE 61.5¢ 284715¢ 138 14.2 5.8
4 EHRREGE 68.0b 31482.0b 259 12.5 2.5
5 Bl 928 61.8c 2861.0c 145 4.2 0
6 TR 799a 3699%4.5a 47.9 5.0 2.5
7 CK 540d 250125d — 11.7 42

T RV AN RNG B3R AN R A ] 22 5 i 3% (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant
differences between different breeds at 0.05 level
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EFR  KEBINRAY R Hibiscus dasycalyx 3+ NaCl i # 24 22 vé j 115

£1 KERE NaCl ii8 3t H.dasycalyx IREMH Na"#1 K' €82 R
K*/ Na* 220

Table 1  Effects of different NaCl concentrations on K*, Na* and
K*/Na"in roots,stems and leaves of H.dasycalyx
= NaCl K* Na* N N

g?gaan g'kg pe'e pe's K /N

A2 Root O0(CK) 8.34+0.38 ab 1.62+0.21 d 5.20+0.44 a
2 8.45+0.32 a 2.46+0.28 ¢ 3.46+0.34 b
4 8.03+0.34 ab 4.72+0.37 b 1.71£0.21 be
6 7.72+0.37 b 6.58+0.57 a 1.18+0.08 ¢
8 6.37+0.34 ¢ 5.81+0.56 a 1.11+0.14 ¢

Z£ Stem O(CK) 4.85+0.29 ¢ 0.45+£0.07 e 10.88+1.98 a
2 6.29+0.46 b 1.11+0.14 d 5.75+1.20 b
4 9.67+0.48 a 2.84+0.36 ¢ 3.44+0.46 ¢
6 9.40+1.04 a 7.13+0.39 a 1.32+0.12 d
8 6.85+0.47 b 6.13+0.29 b 1.12+0.06 d

- Leaf 0(CK) 10.07+£0.48 e 0.37+0.05 d 27.33+4.84 a
2 12.30+£0.33 d 0.43+0.06 d 29.07+4.64 a
4 14.06+0.76 ¢ 0.78+0.11 ¢ 18.23+2.53 b
6 18.64+0.36 a 2.55+0.28 b 7.38+0.86 ¢
8 16.95+0.47 ab 3.20+0.26 a 5.32+0.59 ¢

VE: [FF)/NE 7B R [ 275 76 A8 7] NaCl v 3 30 K 7 F 2% 5 %
(P<0.05)
Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicate significant differ-
ences of the tested plant organs under the different NaCl stress con-
centrations ( P<0.05)
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