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7 1. 98 FEMEH ARk L AR R e AR (BT

R ¥rhz g . = R 735} TER IR
s er opr 0w FREORE agn omp mg owm
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
=E 59 5k 2222 1559 1007 181.0 31.0 13.8 5.5 6.8 33
=E 605k 2540 1802 1033 217.0 31.8 11.3 5.8 6.8 3.5
=E 615k 2209 1567 949 175.0 243 13.8 4.8 5.8 3.5
=E 62 5k 1917 1419 964 208.0 22.0 10.0 5.8 6.8 33
=E 635k 2015 1446 999 224.0 24.8 12.5 5.5 6.5 3.0
FEUCR 179 58 2812 1991 794 181.0 20.5 11.3 6.0 7.0 3.0
R 180 5 2635 1912 823 193.0 23.8 10.0 5.0 6.0 33
Uk 181 5 2316 1623 776 157.0 23.5 11.3 5.8 6.8 3.0
Uk 182 5 3153 2209 874 191.0 24.8 10.0 6.0 7.0 33
R 183 5 1685 1076 631 233.0 35.8 17.5 5.8 6.8 33
576 14 B5(CK) 1945 1415 842 217.0 28.3 15.0 5.5 6.8 3.0
LSD5% 725 497 72 13.2 9.6 4.1 0.8 0.8 0.6
7 2. 98 FEBMEHT R WA B R R B IR B L R (SEARPY )
PR AR A oo = ERR ] TEPEIR IR
B CIE - S S I A S G
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
B2E 595 3977 2809 800 195.0 67.4 30.0 45 35 3.0
=E 605k 3905 2807 787 187.8 64.4 32,5 4.8 3.5 2.8
BE 615k 3991 2795 740 192.3 63.0 25.0 4.0 33 2.0
BE 625k 3933 2727 832 205.8 53.8 25.0 4.0 35 2.0
2E 635 4288 2712 714 180.8 73.5 25.0 3.8 33 2.3
FEUCR 179 5% 4981 3417 677 153.8 48.6 27.5 3.5 3.0 2.0
FEUCR 180 5% 5019 3493 699 154.0 50.6 27.5 3.0 3.0 2.0
FEUCR 181 5% 4531 3123 638 152.0 67.8 25.0 2.8 2.8 2.0
FEUCR 182 5% 4923 3257 672 143.5 58.1 30.0 3.0 3.0 2.0
FACR 183 3F 1739 456 318 123.0 108.1 25.0 1.8 2.0 3.0
B 14 57(CK) 4426 3058 815 183.0 56.1 30.0 4.5 3.5 2.3
LSD5% 787 568 56 16.4 6.7 11.7 0.9 0.7 0.8
7 3. 98 FEEMERT LR IR MR RIS H A R (B L)
R SR A g . = FERA F735) ENR IR
e mRomm 0E ARE WOR el g mm omg
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
BE 595k 6716 4703 939 226.0 40.0 7.5 6.0 7.0 3.5
BE 60 5% 6393 4489 1015 226.3 355 8.8 6.5 7.5 3.0
B2E 6l 37 5449 3866 780 207.3 35.8 7.5 5.8 6.8 3.0
BE 625k 7144 4697 876 2335 39.8 8.8 6.8 7.8 3.0
BE 63 5% 7107 5076 999 265.5 39.8 6.3 6.8 7.8 3.0
FEUCR 179 5% 7370 5028 718 177.8 26.3 7.5 6.0 7.0 3.0
HEUGR 180 5% 7149 5111 882 172.0 34.8 7.5 6.3 7.3 3.0
FEUCE 181 5% 6816 4725 755 192.8 38.0 7.5 7.0 8.0 3.0
R 182 5 7446 5047 757 199.5 40.0 7.5 7.0 8.0 3.0
HEUGR 183 5% 4741 3128 729 252.8 49.0 7.5 6.8 7.8 3.0
5 14 35(CK) 6268 4337 834 211.8 29.5 8.8 6.5 7.5 3.0
LSD5% 956 657 125 10.1 10.3 4.1 0.9 0.9 0.3
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7 4. 98 FAMEFTALR G L iR IR R L B (EMOITR)

PR R A oo -~ - R #W R AR
i R omm e FRE R ems =g mg o=m

(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
B2EH 595 4474 3244 778 181.8 47.1 40.0 4.5 3.5 3.0
B2E 605 4159 2998 789 179.5 473 32.5 4.8 35 2.8
B2E 6l 3k 4562 3231 703 168.3 46.2 27.5 4.0 33 2.0
B2E 62 5% 4940 3426 814 189.8 40.1 25.0 4.0 3.5 2.0
2E 635 4247 2974 847 195.5 46.7 25.0 3.8 33 2.3
FEUCER 179 5% 4662 3234 676 160.5 40.3 25.0 35 3.0 2.0
FEUCR 180 5% 4928 3430 692 166.0 42.1 27.5 3.0 3.0 2.0
FEUCR 181 5% 4262 3155 657 1533 44.7 25.0 2.8 2.8 2.0
FAUCR 182 Bf 4963 3380 694 168.8 39.5 22.5 3.0 3.0 2.0
UG 183 5f 2982 1763 548 175.8 57.4 25.0 1.8 2.0 3.0
5 14 57(CK) 4426 3058 815 183.0 35.8 30.0 4.5 3.5 2.3
LSD5% 577 374 71 16.1 5.1 11.6 0.9 0.7 0.8

7% 5. 99 FARMERTIR SRR L iR B IN R E R (EMILHE)

PR rHi TRE EE PR EZAT TEPA R

e R B e ] Eik £ =
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
EE 5958 5300 4026 990 212.0 15.0 4.8 5.8 2.0
BE 60 5% 5938 4699 1009 209.3 17.5 4.8 6.3 1.3
BE 61 9% 4953 3722 864 1753 25.0 4.5 55 1.3
T 62 uE 4978 3890 944 193.0 20.0 45 6.3 1.0
BE 635 4763 3667 962 234.0 17.5 4.8 53 1.0
R 179 5% 4828 3678 805 187.0 17.5 5.0 5.8 1.0
iR 180 52 4875 3700 803 185.5 20.0 53 6.5 13
R 18158 4765 3661 790 171.8 22.5 5.3 6.0 13
FEUCR 182 4% 4978 3779 814 1913 17.5 5.0 58 1.3
iR 183 5% 3233 2187 783 229.0 16.3 4.0 5.0 3.3
5 14 5(CK) 4845 3607 842 193.3 22.5 5.0 6.0 2.0
LSD5% 657 482 61 7.6 8.0 0.9 1.1 1.0

7 6. 99 FAVERTALR G L iR IR B 7 B (SE AR DY)

KR FERL . o R 7R IEEDE . fIR
R, wR omr PR HXRE BB el wp  mg s

(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (2) (2) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
BB 59 5E 2856 2017 648 164.3 33.2 40.0 2.0 3.5 1.8
BE 60 5E 2283 1592 650 163.3 28.0 35.0 23 3.5 1.8
EmE 61 % 2552 1766 556 146.8 32.5 30.0 23 33 1.8
B 62 3075 2198 699 167.0 27.8 30.0 2.0 25 1.8
BB 63 5 2749 1899 730 180.3 36.3 30.0 25 23 1.8
REE 179 B8 2844 2123 609 1443 26.2 25.0 2.0 2.8 1.8
REUR 180 58 2084 1564 642 155.5 26.2 275 2.0 23 1.8
RUR 181 5% 2938 2173 595 148.8 36.0 225 2.0 2.8 1.8
IR 18258 2816 2136 655 150.5 27.4 25.0 2.0 25 1.8
REkE 183 88 1821 1104 423 158.8 48.9 25.0 13 1.0 1.8
5 14 37(CK) 1718 1206 746 189.8 25.7 30.0 2.0 2.5 1.5

LSD5% 640 517 73 14.4 4.2 12.2 0.6 0.9 0.2
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7. 99 FAVEHT LR SRR AR IR R (B L)

PR SR g e . R #W o W AR
i R opm R ARE BB g mg  mg ome
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
B2E 595 6088 4516 836 171.5 43.0 10.0 7.8 7.5 7.0
B2E 605 6483 4833 750 168.8 42.5 7.5 7.5 7.0 6.8
B2E 6l 3k 5448 3986 660 146.5 42.8 8.8 7.5 7.5 7.3
B2EH 625k 6305 4601 763 172.8 37.3 10.0 7.8 7.5 5.5
2E 635 6523 4772 882 221.3 42.0 10.0 7.5 7.3 6.5
FEUCER 179 5% 5663 4196 678 151.0 34.8 7.5 7.3 6.5 6.0
FEUCR 180 5% 5943 4462 713 160.8 35.0 11.3 7.0 7.8 6.5
FEUCR 181 5% 5763 4367 665 141.0 443 10.0 7.3 7.0 7.3
HEUGR 182 5% 5858 4378 715 162.3 323 7.5 7.5 7.3 6.0
FEUCR 183 5F 3575 2323 627 200.0 46.8 10.0 5.3 6.8 6.0
Hrd 14 53(CK) 5190 3626 690 160.3 36.0 8.8 7.3 7.5 7.3
LSD5% 700 531 25 8.3 6.4 4.2 0.7 1.3 0.9
3 8. 99 FEEMER LR AR R R BN HE R (EMITR)
B S L3R A oo . . B S I TEPHR IR
e R omm o PR RE e ag mg 3m
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (g) (g) (cm) (%) (scale) (scale) (scale)
BE 595k 3679 2412 592 161.3 39.6 37.5 2.0 2.5 1.8
B2E 6037 3227 2125 620 166.5 39.3 35.0 23 2.3 1.8
B2E 6l 3k 3341 2122 505 137.5 413 25.0 23 2.3 1.5
BE 625k 3524 2277 560 160.3 32.8 25.0 2.0 2.0 1.8
B2E 635k 3399 2230 687 184.8 37.6 27.5 2.5 2.5 1.8
FEUCR 179 5% 4073 2735 628 163.8 34.8 25.0 2.0 2.3 1.8
FEUCE 180 5% 3831 2599 617 164.8 33.6 25.0 2.0 2.0 1.8
FEUCE 181 5% 3910 2626 522 145.0 389 25.0 2.0 2.3 1.8
UG 182 5% 4089 2666 568 153.5 29.3 22.5 2.0 2.3 1.5
FEUCER 183 5% 2734 1520 421 174.8 56.7 25.0 1.3 2.3 2.0
5 14 5R(CK) 2967 1840 550 148.3 342 30.0 2.0 2.0 1.3
LSD5% 415 308 89 27.7 6.4 10.2 0.6 0.5 0.7
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2 9. 98~99 BN EVEAEAHT LR B IEGAEE R i R R VR M Bl R 8
PR FrREE & T-hiE HE Pk =
e Mean b Mean b Mean b Mean b Mean b
(kg/ha) (kg/ha) (8) (8 (cm)
=E 5958 4414 1.038 3161 1.073 824 1.316 186.6 0.963 45.0 1.025
B=E 60 5% 4366 1.095 3168 1.179 831 1.433 189.8 1.175 42.8 1.050
=E 6158 4063 0.825 2882 0.873 720 1.235 168.6 0913 43.6 0.913
BE 6252 4477 1.138 3154 1.085 806 1.109 191.3 1.024 38.6 0.718
2E 635k 4386 1.166 3097 1.203 853 1.069 210.8 1.361 46.0 1.192
FAGR 179 58 4654 0.982 3300 0.927 698 0.582 164.9 0.639 35.1 0.681
FHOGR 180 5% 4558 1.099 3284 1.09 734 0.760 168.9 0.497 37.0 0.687
FUCR 181 5% 4413 0.964 3182 0.963 674 0.819 157.7 0.747 44.9 1.000
FHUR 182 5% 4778 0.98 3356 0.939 718 0.807 170.0  0.986 37.8 0.906
FHUCR 183 3% 2813 0.651 1695 0.644 560 1.153 1934  1.792 61.1 1.932
B 14 5R(CK) 3979 1.063 2768 1.024 767 0.717 185.8 0.9 36.2 0.896
Sty 4263.2  1.000 3004.3 1.000 744.1  1.000 180.71 1.000 42.55  1.000
LSD5% 674.6 - 471.2 - 98.5 - 24.79 - 9.05 -
+SE - 0.095 - 0.1 - 0.164 - 0.255 - 0.139
HEFR 9. 98~99 BN EA A FT R @ IBGE B2 il R R R M Bl B (R 8
R BB IR TEPTE SEAk BUREER
% Mean b Mean b Mean b Mean b
(%) (scale (scale) (scale)
BE 595k 24.2 1.471 4.6 0.962 5 0.874 32 1.022
=E 60 58 22.5 1.343 4.8 0.925 5 0911 29 1.035
B=EH 61 5% 20.3 0.934 4.4 0.866 4.7 0.852 2.8 1.188
=E 6252 19.2 0.908 4.6 1.059 5 1.048 2.5 0.836
2E 635k 19.2 0.963 4.6 0.951 4.8 0.989 2.7 1.017
mEUCE 179 58 18.3 0.922 44 0.997 4.7 0.93 2.6 0.93
FOGR 180 58 19.5 0.937 4.2 0.981 4.7 1.058 2.7 1.019
mUGR 181 5% 18.6 0.797 43 1.114 4.8 1.062 2.8 1.163
R 182 5% 17.8 0.906 44 1.113 4.8 1.078 2.6 0.933
FUCR 183 B 18.9 0.763 35 1.061 4.2 1.177 32 0.715
B 14 35(CK) 21.9 1.056 4.7 0.952 4.9 1.021 2.8 1.142
Sty 20.04 1.000 441 1.000 4.78 1.000 2.8 1.000
LSD5% 4.34 - 0.68 - 0.59 - 0.44 -
+SE - 0.099 - 0.094 - 0.061 - 0.065
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Regional Yield Trial of New Breed Peanut Lines
in the Spring Crops During 2009 to 2010

K. H. Yang', and Kuo Hsien Chen?

! Agricultural Research Institute, COA, Executive Yuan

? Tainan District Agricultural Research, COA, Executive Yuan

Abstract

The regional yield trial was conducted at five locations in Taiwan during the fall crops between
2009 to 2010. Ten lines that are Nung-yu 59 to 63, Nan-kai-si 179 to 183 and the check cultivars
(Tainan No. 14) were evaluated for yielding potential, better quality and adaptability. The results
from stability analysis found that new line, Nan-kai-si 182 out yielded the standard check - Tainan
No. 14 with 3,979 kg/ha of mean pod yield. The best line, Nan-kai-si 182 was significantly
comparable to Tainan No. 14 by 20.4 % in pod yield. The stability analysis of pod yield (b = 0.980),
seed yield (b =0.939) ~ 100-pod weight (b = 0.986) ~ plant high (b = 0.906)and pod rot(b = 0.906) are
good.

Key words: Peanut, Regional yield trial, Stability.





