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Table 1. The botanical types and origins of tested peanut varieties (lines)

Variety Botanical type Origin
Tainan 11 (HF6 11 5%) Spanish Taiwan
Lichzyn (37R{FiR) Virginia bunch Taiwan
Tainung 6 (52 6 5%) Spanish Taiwan
85F-P1-32 Spanish Taiwan
NY-43 Spanish Taiwan
NY-44 Virginia bunch Taiwan
SP-7 Spanish USA
Toalson Spanish USA
VB-80 Virginia bunch USA
VB-98 Virginia bunch USA
VB-185 Virginia bunch USA
VB-186 Virginia bunch USA
VR-139 Virginia runner USA
VA-55 Valencia Peru
VA-220 Valencia Peru
VA-221 Valencia Brazil
VA-222 Valencia Peru
VA-223 Valencia India
PI1365553 Virginia bunch Honduras

PI1341885 Spanish Israel




30 FREERZERTSE ES1E F4aH 2002

fHEt DT

BRI ~ B IERFH sin'V x EHHATR DL SAS 2 2UETT 4T
(DFFERTHT - BB
Xhijk= # +Yh+Ci+(YO)hi+B (hi)j+Vk+(Y V)hk+(CV)ik+(YCV)hik+Ehijk
po BRAEZRIME Y FERE C: WERE B EENIE
Vo BEEIESE YV ¢ B R A S E
CV : WIS A A YOV @ BT ~ HA1F Bt e A0 J
E : B
QMRS R R Z R A2 FARA DT (R 2) ©

m R

RS AE2E SR BB RO 4 - (R RE RERBE T A5 o2 S HE - 55 e o R B 56 R SR B S
ZAURIRE - (R AR S S Z HURIR A GR) R S HE Z AR AEGR) - LU S B S IR - TE R AT aER
SEREELT I IAIFI LU BGEABR - AR &8 7T TR RANR 3 AR - BIRATE HEE ~ BI0F ~ £ x
HAPE ~ dnfl ~ R x 0B ~ HAF x SRR RCEE I x HIME x S AEDS ERREEE SUE o SRR TEAE R BB
ML WADZREZVE  FRMEETFRPEFE G RRNERE - EEMthe g AR - Fit
TUR S8 Z FURTEA R 2l » A RERERE -

| 2. LB 28 75 BB s 2 MR

. 2 . ..
Table 2. The expected values of variance (¢ ) and covariance (cov) for variéty characters

Source of df Variance Covariance

Variance M.S. Exp. of MLS. M.P. Exp. of M.P.
Block r-1 — -
Variety s-1 Ml O +r0, cov, COV,+ COV,
Error (r-1)(s-1) M2 o, cov, cov,

o =MI-M)r 5 0 '=0

p=0g+0, ; COVy=(COVI-COV2)/r i COVp= COVe + COVy ¥ 1y =COVgyy /0 gx %0 gy

rpxy=COVpr /(Tpx * (fpy
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Table 3. The combined ANOVA of pod rot severity for varieties of peanut

Source DF MS F Value
Year(Y) 1 17664.50 240.12%%
Crop(C) 1 397.83 5.40%*
YxC 1 1435.70 19.51%*
Block(B) 8 73.57 1.37
Variety(V) 19 1857.94 34.57%*
YxV 19 1264.15 23.52%:%
CxV 19 376.18 7.00%*
YxCxV 19 178.54 3.32%*
Error 152 53.73

“#x : Significant at 1% level.
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Table 4. The means of pod rot severity of peanut varieties in crop seasons

Variety 1998 F 1999 S’ 1999 F 2000 S Mean
VA-221 2.00£0.58 2.33+0.33 6.00% 2.08 3.66+ 0.67 3.50
VB-186 3.66+0.88 15.6612.33 3.00+ 1.15 766+ 1.45 7.50
NY-43 2.66-0.34 15.3342.68 466+ 1.67 766+ 145 7.58
VB-98 3.660.67 20.00£7.64 933+ 0.67 16.66+ 1.67 12.41
VA-223 6.66+1.66 20.00+2.89 15.66+ 3.48 11.00+ 2.08 13.33
VB-185 3.33+0.88 12.66+2.67 16.66+ 4.41 2333+ 4.41 14.00
85F-P1-32 4.66+1.44 12.66+2.67 2166+ 4.41 1833+ 1.67 14.33
PI341885 5334145 13.66+3.18 30.00+ 5.77 10.00+ 0.33 14.75
VB-80 5.33+1.45 21.00£2.08 25.00% 7.63 12,66+ 2.33 16.00
VA-220 2.3340.33 9.3342.96 30.00+ 5.77 2333+ 3.33 16.25
Toalson 8.00+1.15 15.00+2.89 10.00+ 1.16 35.00+ 5.00 17.00
Lichzyn 2.33+0.33 12.66+3.71 21.66% 4.41 36.66+ 3.33 18.33
Tainan-11 8.33+0.88 24.33+3.48 12.66+ 3.71 30.00+ 5.77 18.83
PI365553 7.661.45 31.66+6.01 21.66+ 1.67 16.66+ 1.67 19.41
Tainung-6 27.33+3.71 17.66+1.45 3333+ 4.41 36.66+ 6.67 28.75
VR-139 21.66£4.41 21.00+2.08 60.00+ 5.78 2833+ 4.41 32.75
VA-55 7.33+1.45 16.66+1.67 46.6612.02 7333+ 6.67 36.00
VA-222 16.66+1.66 20.00+0.58 7333+ 8.82 60.00+10.00 42.50
NY-44 27.66+1.45 9.00+2.08 82.66+11.57 51.66+ 9.28 42.75
SP-7 8.00+1.15 13.3342.40 91.66+ 1.67 66.66+12.02 44.91
Mean 8.73 16.20 30.78 28.46 21.04
LSD 5% 3.83 8.08 16.51 15.31 5.91

; F: Fall crop season.
S: Spring crop season.
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Table 5. The correlation among crop seasons for pod rot severity of peanut varieties

Crop season 1998 F 1999 S’ 1999 F
1999 S 0.1385

1999 F 0.6221%% -0.0515

2000 S 0.4523% -0.0037 0.7749%*

“F: Fall crop season.

’s: Spring crop season.
#%% 1 Sionificant at 5% and 1% levels, respectively.
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Table 6. Estimates of phenotypic(r,) and genotypic(r,) correlation between pod rot severity and agronomic characters of
peanut varieties

Plant Length Ratioof Length Sick of  Rust Leaf Lodging Pod Seed
Character high  of node defoliation of peg shell spot scale yield yield
Spring crop
(1p)

pod rot 0.0741  0.0304 0.0891 -0.1095 -0.3477  0.2838 0.4960*" 0.0138 -0.6921% -0.6620+*
(rg)

pod rot 0.2577 0.1393 0.1179 -0.1507 -0.3894  0.3000 0.6336 0.0695 -0.7616  -0.7308
Fall crop

(rp)
pod rot -0.3067 -0.3079  -0.0669 0.1966  0.1023 -0.2370 -0.3002 -0.3750 -0.3534  -0.1907
(rg)
pod rot -0.3964 -0.3573  -0.0448 0.1821 0.2145 -0.3579 -0.4767 -0.6718 -0.4119  -0.3221

EEE Significant at 5% and 1% levels, respectively, according to table 2 analysis.
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The Effect of Crop Season on Pod Rot Disease of
Peanut (Arachis hypogaea L.) Varieties'

Kin-Hsing Yangz’s, Wen-Long Tsausz, Guang-Jauh Shiehz, Chan-Lee Hoz,
Jhi-Nong Tsai’, Chien-Yih Lin’ and Fu-Sheng Thseng*

Summary

For evaluating crop season effect on pod rot disease, 20 peanut varieties were cultivated continuously at
a TARI field for four crops in two years. It resulted that the varieties, crop seasons and years had interactions
with pod rot severity. Susceptible and moderate resistant varieties were more serious pod rot in continuous
cultivation seasons, but resistance varieties were not. The crop seasons correlation were significant for fall
crop with after fall crops. The phenotypic correlation was positive for pod rot severity with leaf spot disease,

but negative with pod and kernel yields, in spring crop.

Key words : Peanut, Arachis hypogaea L., Crop season, Pod rot disease.
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