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TAINAUNG 9 × TAINAUNG 6  2008S-PA 72   

TAINAUNG 6 × TAINAUNG 9  2008S-PB  54   

NUNG YU 57 × HUA YU 21  2008S-PC  45   

HUA YU 21 × NUNG YU 57  2008S-PD 78   
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F3 2006S-BA 3 -  F3 2006F-FA 8 - 
F4 2005F-BA 3 -  F4 2006S-BA 3 - 
F5 2005S-BA 11 600  F5 2005F-BA 3 400 
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( )  
97 2003S-BD 415 180

 
( ) ( )  

97 160
50 14  

 ( )  
97 3 3

2000S-PE-07 3 14 (2709 kg/ha)
2000F-RE-10 2 14 (1982 

kg/ha) 2000F-RE-10 9 (787g)

 

3. 97 ( ) 

       
         

 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (scale) ---(scale)--- (%) (%) 
2000S-PE-07 2888  2142  883 241 36 3.8 4.8 5.8 27.8  50.2 
2000S-PG-17 2577  1996  770 200 28 3.0 4.8 5.8 28.8  50.1 
2000S-PJ-09 2646  2055  747 207 33 3.3 5.0 6.0 29.1  50.7 
2002F-RE-10 2834  2171  930 184 32 3.3 5.0 6.0 29.3  51.6 
2000F-PF-01 2748  2110  880 230 36 3.5 4.8 5.8 29.2  46.3 
2000F-PF-02 2969  2319  887 239 32 3.0 5.0 6.0 30.4  51.2 
2002F-BC-12 2784  1523  767 211 33 3.3 4.8 5.8 29.9  50.0 
2000S-PJ-11 1958  1465  810 197 34 3.5 5.0 6.0 28.9  50.2 
VA-55 1925  1435  533 161 32 3.3 5.0 6.0 26.9  49.6 
VA-95 1781  1333  520 165 30 3.3 5.0 6.0 28.3  48.4 
2001F-BF-01 2951  2255  870 239 34 3.5 4.8 5.8 28.1  52.3 
2000S-PE-02 2379  1766  737 183 32 3.3 4.8 5.8 28.0  45.9 
2002S-BA-04 2343  1669  823 229 29 3.3 5.0 6.0 29.1  48.7 
2000S-PH-02 2320  1689  647 185 31 3.3 5.0 6.0 30.3  49.0 
98S-PJ-05 2542  1917  810 210 32 3.3 4.8 5.8 27.0  54.6 
2000F-PJ-05 2893  2393  940 237 35 3.3 5.0 6.0 29.6  48.7 
2000F-PI-04 2707  2068  907 244 30 3.3 5.0 6.0 27.3  49.8 
VA-189 1783  1382  450 143 32 3.3 5.0 6.0 26.7  51.0 
Tainan No. 11 2332  1698  710 182 34 3.5 4.8 5.8 26.3  49.5 
Tainan No. 14 2709  1982  787 215 33 3.3 4.8 5.8 27.6  49.3 
LSD5% 549  455  117 37 7 0.7 0.4 0.4 1.9  0.07 
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97 4 4
2000F-PL-05 1 14 (2773kg/ha)

2000F-PL-05 (1939 kg/ha)
2002S-RK-01 6 (670g)

(3.0 )
(4.8 ) (5.8 )

 

4. 97 ( ) 

      

        

 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (scale) ---(scale)--- (%) (%) 

SP-270 2550 1794  493 128 35 3.8 5.0 6.0 28.6 49.7 

2002S-RD-03 1882 1295  570 256 36 3.5 4.5 5.5 26.8 49.7 

98S-PJ-10 2743 1975  760 208 32 3.5 5.0 6.0 25.8 49.1 

2002S-RK-01 2652 1783  833 234 33 3.0 4.8 5.8 25.8 50.6 

2001S-BA-07 2775 2056  790 222 30 3.0 5.0 6.0 27.8 50.6 

2002S-BA-09 2555 1787  707 211 30 3.8 5.0 6.0 28.1 49.3 

2001S-BA-11 2733 1969  787 231 34 3.5 4.8 5.8 26.9 49.1 

2002S-BB-13 2436 1726  683 194 29 3.5 5.0 6.0 27.4 50.6 

2001F-BF-12 2685 1909  723 227 34 3.5 5.0 6.0 28.5 49.1 

SP-350 1980 1484  417 129 26 3.0 5.0 6.0 27.9 48.3 

2001F-BF-05 2581 1817  797 232 33 3.0 4.8 5.8 26.2 49.1 

2000F-PL-05 3103 2259  863 233 33 3.5 5.0 6.0 26.8 48.5 

2001S-BA-12 2551 1834  920 244 30 3.5 4.8 5.8 23.5 51.9 

2000F-PN-01 2626 1965  810 236 31 3.5 5.0 6.0 24.3 51.1 

2001F-BC-02 2465 1728  643 177 32 3.5 5.0 6.0 29.7 47.9 

SP-479 2182 1557  543 168 33 3.3 5.0 6.0 26.8 53.0 

VA-14 1864 1239  647 247 36 3.5 4.8 5.8 27.5 50.9 

2001F-BH-05 2667 1818  750 211 29 3.5 5.0 6.0 28.1 50.0 

Tainan No. 11 2512 1755  667 174 33 3.5 5.0 6.0 27.9 49.1 

Tainan No. 14 2773 1939  670 219 28 3.0 4.8 5.8 26.4 49.9 

LSD5% 441  322  102 22 7 0.8 0.4 0.4 2.5 0.05 
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97 5 5

93F-BD-01 1 14 (4824kg/ha)
98S-EH-33 3 14 (3707kg/ha)
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5. 97 ( ) 
       

         
 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (scale) ---(scale)--- (%) (%) 

2001S-R4-03 5160 3651  860 285 3.3 4.0 5.0 27.5  51.0 
98S-RA-06 4838 3409  930 264 3.3 4.0 5.0 29.0  45.9 
2001F-BG-09 4800 3591  630 213 3.8 4.0 5.0 29.6  50.2 
2000F-PI-06 4824 3560  963 307 4.8 4.0 5.0 28.8  48.8 
2001S-BB-01 4931 3713  973 283 4.5 4.0 5.0 28.3  48.4 
96F-BH-02 5289 3393  793 236 4.0 4.0 5.0 28.3  50.1 
97F-P1-69 5128 3798  787 254 4.3 4.0 5.0 28.5  49.6 
2001S-BA-04 5085 3747  797 272 5.0 4.0 5.0 31.2  50.4 
2001S-BA-06 4827 3621  880 285 4.8 4.0 5.0 30.0  49.1 
2001S-BB-08 5044 3846  1033 289 3.3 4.0 5.0 28.9  50.8 
2000F-PL-04 4573 3414  877 254 3.0 3.8 4.8 27.5  51.9 
2001F-BF-05 5443 4074  690 230 4.5 3.8 4.8 30.1  47.5 
93F-BD-01 5467 3999  710 258 4.0 4.0 5.0 27.4  48.3 
2000S-PE-13 4911 3701  747 227 5.0 4.0 5.0 30.3  47.4 
98S-EH-33 5536 4041  743 231 4.0 4.0 5.0 27.4  49.7 
98S-RA-02 4996 3782  897 259 4.0 4.0 5.0 27.2  48.5 
98S-RA-64 5214 3773  650 269 3.0 4.0 5.0 28.8  49.4 
2000S-PH-05 4986 3550  667 219 4.3 4.0 5.0 28.7  48.4 
Tainan No. 11 4842 3304  603 198 3.8 4.0 5.0 30.4  50.3 
Tainan No. 14 4824 3707  597 211 4.0 4.0 5.0 26.2  49.4 
LSD5% 714  187  111 13 0.7 0.2 0.2 2.0  0.03 

6. 97 ( ) 

        
        

 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (scale) ---(scale)--- (%) (%) 
NUNG-YU 55 3196  2224  723 213 4.5 4.5 5.5 29.2  48.3 
NUNG-YU 56 2537  1731  653 180 4.0 4.5 5.5 28.3  47.0 
NUNG-YU 57 2582  1724  777 212 3.0 4.8 5.0 28.8  46.2 
NUNG-YU 58 2242  1554  703 183 4.0 4.8 5.8 29.0  45.5 
HUA-YU 21 2128  1473  540 193 3.0 4.3 5.3 28.3  46.8 
HUA-YU 22 1787  1164  733 280 3.3 4.5 5.5 27.8  47.6 
HUA-YU 23 1957  1204  650 272 3.3 4.3 5.3 28.3  45.1 
HUA-YU 24 2062  1435  720 179 3.3 4.5 5.5 28.0  46.2 
NAN-KAI-SI 175 2557  1788  687 181 3.8 4.8 5.8 28.8  47.9 
NAN-KAI-SI 176 2460  1749  697 174 3.5 4.5 5.5 29.6  48.7 
NAN-KAI-SI 177 1782  1228  627 182 3.5 4.3 5.3 29.4  46.6 
NAN-KAI-SI 178 2427  1677  693 188 3.0 4.5 5.5 30.0  45.5 
TAINAN 14(CK) 2017  1308  670 167 4.3 4.8 5.8 29.2  46.9 
LSD5% 687  664  104 40 0.9 0.7 0.9 1.3  0.05 
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7. 97 ( ) 

       
         

 (kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (scale) ---(scale)--- (%) (%) 
NUNG-YU 55 6650  5080  827 254 3.8 3.8 4.8 28.7  49.1 
NUNG-YU 56 7426  5461  740 229 4.0 4.0 5.0 31.0  46.8 
NUNG-YU 57 6085  4521  807 255 3.0 3.8 4.8 29.7  51.1 
NUNG-YU 58 6996  5195  787 227 4.0 4.0 5.0 29.2  52.7 
HUA-YU 21 5579  4050  657 274 3.8 3.8 4.8 29.1  52.9 
HUA-YU 22 5803  4216  733 341 3.0 3.5 4.5 28.6  50.9 
HUA-YU 23 4762  3417  767 338 3.3 3.8 4.8 31.6  52.1 
HUA-YU 24 5966  4540  697 221 3.5 3.5 4.5 29.2  50.0 
NAN-KAI-SI 175 6649  5046  687 214 3.0 3.3 4.3 28.2  51.3 
NAN-KAI-SI 176 6052  4439  757 245 3.0 3.0 4.0 28.4  51.1 
NAN-KAI-SI 177 6409  4954  700 231 3.8 3.8 4.8 28.6  51.7 
NAN-KAI-SI 178 6499  4968  723 222 3.0 3.0 4.0 28.0  52.7 
TAINAN 14(CK) 6490  4832  720 262 4.3 4.0 5.0 29.8  49.2 
LSD5% 776  788  97 45 0.5 0.6 0.6 2.2  0.05 
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Improvement of Peanut Varieties 

K. H. Yang and J. N. Tsai 
Agricultural Research Institute, COA  Executive Yuan  

Summary

The mainly goal of the peanut improvement project is to obtain new peanut varieties with 
disease-resistance, high yield level, a large pod and seed size, and the best quality. The testing 
results in 2008 as fallows:  

Per new variety Tainung no. 8 and Tainung no. 9 was planted 0.1 hectare for propagating 
seed. 

Hybridization was crossed with large seed, purple seed coat, pod rot resistance characteristics 
of the parents. The bulk method was applied for propagating the hybrid progenies in F1 - F5 
generations. In the preliminary yield trial (PYT), 58 new promising strains from PYT in the spring 
crop season were out-yielded to the check, Tainan No. 14 in pod yield. In the intermediate yield 
trial (IYT), one new strains 2000F-PL-05 was out-yielded in pod yield and in pod rot resistance of 
the check, Tainan No. 14. The almost new strains possessed a large pod and kernel size. In the 
advanced yield trial (AYT), one new line (98S-EH-33)with a large pod and seed size selected, 
out-yielded the check, Tainan No. 14 in pod yield and kernel yield. Among the above 10 lines 
were large pod size. In the regional yield trial (RYT), two elite lines were out-yielded the check, 
Tainan No. 14 in pod yield and seed yield, respectively.  
  

Keyword: Peanut breeding, Bulk method, Regional yield trial, Yield trial. 


