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Evaluation of resistance of different peanut varieties to peanut pod rot
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Abstract: The resistance evaluation to peanut pod rot of 76 peanut varieties (lines) was carried out in natural
disease field, with the aim to provide theoretical basis for disease resistance breeding and field disease control. The
results showed that there were significant differences in the resistance of different peanut varieties to peanut pod rot.
Among the 76 peanut varieties tested, there were no immune varieties to peanut pod rot, 2 high resistant varieties, 7
resistant varieties, 12 medium resistant varieties, 21 susceptible varieties and 33 high susceptible varieties. The re-
sults of cluster analysis showed that the resistance of 9 species in branch I (especially Huanyu 9115) was desirable

and could be further utilized. The correlation between peanut resistance to pod rot and pod fresh weight was ana-

lyzed and no correlation was found.
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Table 1 Varieties tested in this study
G ERAER ETREANEY U Py ETREANIL LR Gy ERAER
Code Name Code  Name Code  Name Code  Name

L1615 3L 6 5 HEIE 205 TEH 6306
1 20 39 58

Hehua 1615 Jiyou 6 Weihua 20 Huayu 6306

fE7733 TP 1715 Hefb 225 FETT 6802
2 21 40 59

Huayu 33 Kainong 1715 Weihua 22 Huayu 6802

TE 77 6805 TP 311 HEdE 25 HEH 951
3 22 41 60

Huayu 6805 Kainong 311 Weihua 25 Huayu 951

HEFH 9111 JF4e312 HAE 265 $£5059
4 23 42 61

Huayu 9111 Kainong 312 Weihua 26 Ji 5059

EH 9115 THA 1 T4 200624 A1
5 24 43 62

Huayu 9115 Kainong 71 Xinghua 200624 Jihua 11

FEH 9120 T 91 #x0607-5 EAE19
6 25 44 63

Huayu9120 Kainong 91 Xu 0607-5 Jinhua 19

HEH 9122 TF4 96 FAE185 HAE10
7 26 45 64

Huayu9122 Kainong 96 Yuhua 18 Jinhua 10

HEH 917 BIE19 FAESI 92
8 27 46 65

Huayu 917 Luhua 19 Yuhua 51 Kainong 92

FEH 9301 B/AES %1£9620 B 185
9 28 47 66

Huayu 9301 Luhua no.8 Yuhua 9620 Luohua 18

FEH 9305 B A E 225 FI4E40
10 29 48 67

Huayu 9305 Luohua 11 Zhengnonghua 22 Shanghua 40

TEH 9510 BAE13 S TiE224 LSS
11 30 49 68

Huayu 9510 Luohua 13 Zhonghua 224 Shanghua 5

TEH 958 KK RO01 JHRHE 16 4K 23
12 31 50 69

Huayu 958 Nongda R0O01 Zhoukehua 16 Weihua 23

15 RARAE201 A3 FAEL165
13 32 51 70

Huashi 1 Nongdahua 201 Anhua 3 Yuhua 16

PrAE 1208 IS5 S FEAE 37 BALET S
14 33 52 71

Jihual208 Puhua 55 Guihua 37 Yuhanghua 7

BL18-155 E A 2520 #iE47
15 34 53 72

Ji 18-155 Puhua 61 Huayu 20 Yuhua 47

32831 HAEOLI 5 123 FAAE23 5
16 35 54 73

Ji2831 Rihua OL1 Huayu 23 Zhengnonghua 23

BEE21 FAE29 % HEH 51 k125
17 36 55 74

Jihua 21 Shanghua 29 Huayu 51 Zhonghua 12

#4915 6335 HETT 613 Hhik24
18 37 56 75

Jihua 915 Shanghua 33 Huayu 613 Zhonghua 24

B4 G94 FifE36% LT 626 ke
19 38 57 76

Jinong G94 Shanghua 36 Huayu 626 Zhonghua 6

2 1-50 M AORIAEA: , 51-76 J/NRiAEE

Note: Number 1 to 50 are large—grained peanuts, and Number 5176 are small-grained peanuts

HEAT % 25 2 4F B A8 A B 5 0 P0IBT, A
2 2 EPumE AR, 6 B AR, H S SRR IE R
— 7 18 3R 0 S S A AN L N T S BR A
FEAE)™ o ST A6 A SR Rl H0 1k 2 8 R G 58
AR =, A S286 % T 2018-2019 4F 4 4L 2 AEAE K Y
TR X 76 3 [ P9 UL AR AR SRR EAT T e Tk 4

TE FPEAT o M A i Aol 4 T 100 30 £ 4009 155 43 0
VER IR GETTHHEDR , X 76 D AEA: SR FEA T T
AELE SR o5 2RO BT , A 445 2R 5 i T A0 v 23
P Rl —2, Hoh B d 9115 45 94~ kil P 45
5, AR — 2 A gl B 2% 22 1 R A 7 AR LA
M



684 rPEREHEY AR 2020,42(4)
F2 AEEERMWIEERGROTETNER
Table 2 Evaluation of resistance of cultivars to peanut pod rot disease
Al (&) btk A () btk
Variety bl i Resistance || Variety bl i Resistance
AEF 9115 Huayu 9115 2.50 0.97 HR #5059 Ji 5059 70.00 0.24 S
ML 75 Yuhanghua 7 7.50 0.92 HR AEH 6805 Huayu 6805 72.50 0.22 S
HEAE 205 Weihua 20 15.00 0.79 R LI 65 Jiyou 6 72.50 0.22 S
1#4L 555 Puhua 55 17.50 0.75 R WAL 105 Jinhua 10 72.50 0.22 S
HEAE 255 Weihua 25 22.50 0.68 R T4 16"F Yuhua 16 72.50 0.22 S
AEH 9111 Huayu 9111 25.00 0.64 R 1EH 9175 Huayu 917 75.00 0.19 HS
1245135 Luohua 13 27.50 0.61 R JF4¢ 311 Kainong 311 75.00 0.19 HS
%A 3% Anhua 3 5.00 0.61 R 4K AE 201 Nongdahua 201 75.00 0.19 HS
IBAE 185 Luohua 18 7.50 0.60 R FAE 11 Jihua 11 75.00 0.19 HS
AEE 9510 Huayu 9510 40.00 0.57 MR HAAE 235 Zhongnonghua 23 75.00 0.19 HS
£ 9301 Huayu 9301 42.50 0.54 MR H14E 24 Zhonghua 24 75.00 0.19 HS
AEH 958 Huayu 958 4250 0.54 MR faf#£ 1615 Hehua 1615 77.50 0.16 HS
#4619 Luhua 19 45.00 0.51 MR AEH 9120 Huayu 9120 77.50 0.16 HS
I4E 295 Shanghua 29 45.00 0.51 MR FF4¢ 1715 Kainong 1715 77.50 0.16 HS
FEAE 37 Guihua 37 45.00 0.51 MR 1EH 626 Huayu 626 77.50 0.16 HS
4:4£ 19 Jinhua 19 45.00 0.51 MR A£ 75 6802 Huayu 6802 77.50 0.16 HS
4% G94 Jinong G94 47.50 0.49 MR #4E 55 Shanghua 5 77.50 0.16 HS
1EE 6306 Huayu 6306 47.50 0.49 MR 4K R0O01 Nongda ROOI 80.00 0.14 HS
HEAE 265 Weihua 26 50.00 0.46 MR F4£51 Yuhua 51 80.00 0.14 HS
F4£ 185 Yuhua 18 50.00 0.46 MR R 4£ 40 Shanghua 40 80.00 0.14 HS
FAE915 Jihua 915 52.50 0.43 MR 4859215 Huashi 1 82.50 0.11 HS
FFA4¢ 312 Kainong 312 62.50 0.32 S 4L 61 Puhua 61 82.50 0.11 HS
FF4% 92 Kainong 92 62.50 0.32 S Fi4£ 33 5 Shanghua 33 82.50 0.11 HS
JF4& 71 Kainong 71 47.50 0.32 S H11E 65 Zhonghua 6 82.50 0.11 HS
4:0607-5 Xu 0607-5 65.00 0.30 S TP 96 Kainong 96 85.00 0.08 HS
JEIRHE 16 Zhoukehua 16 65.00 0.30 S T 4£ 365 Shanghua 36 85.00 0.08 HS
£ 613 Huayu 613 65.00 0.30 S 15 235 Huayu 23 85.00 0.08 HS
AET 9122 Huayu 9122 67.50 0.27 S £ 51 Huayu 51 85.00 0.08 HS
$E4E21 Jihua 21 67.50 0.27 S TF4E 1208 Jihua 1208 87.50 0.05 HS
A AE 225
Zhengnonghua 22 67.50 0.27 S 448 Luhua 8 87.50 0.05 HS
161 20*5 Huayu 20 67.50 0.27 S AEH 951 Huayu 951 87.50 0.05 HS
AETH 9305 Huayu 9305 70.00 0.24 S AE7 335 Huayu 33 90.00 0.03 HS
3 18-155 Ji 18-155 70.00 0.24 S #E4E 23 Weihua 23 90.00 0.03 HS
H4£OL15 Rihua OL1 70.00 0.24 S 4 4£ 47 Yuhua 47 90.00 0.03 HS
#6225 Weihua 22 70.00 0.24 S P 4E 1245 Zhonghua 12 90.00 0.03 HS
FHS4£ 200624 Xinghua 200624 70.00 0.24 S #2831 Ji 2831 92.50 0.00 HS
4 9620 Yuhua 9620 70.00 0.24 S JF4€ 91 Kainong 91 92.50 0.00 HS
*h £ 224 Zhonghua 224 70.00 0.24 S 1#4£11% Luohua 11 92.50 0.00 HS

T A A 0 P A U e 25 SR AP 65 DL T 15 85 RRL ARG B 5 %1

Note: Data are mean of values in 2018 and 2019; DI: Disease index; RRI: Relative resistance index

LR SR 1) 0 o A RE A 08 P I A A 3, 7
FAFIEBATEOLT e AR G 4B A£G T 5, [ )
HoFEAE O T 7 A | BE S5 R R A Al
31 SRR I R ARt PT LER W Ji TR
ISR Y. HEAKA L JEA L T34 A

25 X HERMEE FHAS 24 B TR 35 5 P2 o, AT T
[F1) g [ 6 45 R R B, — SR P v 2 b e
R ZE TR, Rl —SE bR R 9 5 P R
& T B R (H 2 AR BOM 22 R AR B E]
T TR ROE S Y, AT RS AR Y AR IR



TR A EAE A SR AR A SR R B DU E 685

47 11

0.00 12.07 24.15 36.22 48.29 60.36
TE BRI 5, W3R 1
Note: Numbers are material codes, see to Table 1

1 AEZERFMMREFRERESTER
Fig.1 Clustering analysis diagram for the resistance of 76

peanut cultivars to pod rot disease
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Fig.2 Relationship between resistance of peanut varieties

and fresh weight of pod

b, T AEA SR 2 th Z2 R0 I 2 A 1R e 5k
(14, A 7] M DX AE A B il B A7 6 35 AN [ 9 22 57
A F ] A 7 v, I 2SS4 T BAT BT b 5 4%
A 3 AR IS AN [R] A B X 4 B 8 B — S 4T
an Bl L BE S AT O R AR AR A R B i R 2 . N
IHE, 0 it o 2R 8 5 T P A A A 5 ) e
YU RIS — 25 14 [TH 18] 452, [8] 38§ 1 15T
AR A A6 A= A 25 DX B 470 M 2 BRI 18] 28 7
FE b A TR) 995 BT, X6 T Rk it 1 B A 5 1)
i, USRI B2

S Hk:

(1] #&FME. P EEAR R R E M . P ERL 1
Jitt, 20009.

[2]  #hKR%Z . AEFMEIM] JLE . b EAL AL,
1998.

(3] kil R . Al AE R BLAE (AL 4 [M ] i SR 3
AT, 1997 .

(4]  TAen, milk, Tubd, 5. B ARG o1
W), 4B 24, 2010, 39(1): 1-4. DOL:10.3969/
j-1ssn.1002-4093.2010.01.001.

[5]  ZEARE, SR, ®ERAE, & b 164 R I Wi
s R BUR AT AT 1], At Aeolk B 2%, 2011 15
(5): 37-39. DOI:10.3969/j.issn.1088-1631.2011.05.013.

(6] ZRE, Baft, STER, 55 JEAE RURIRTF SR () .
Wb R, 2010, 14(9) : 74-75. DOL: 10.3969/;.
issn.1088-1631.2010.09.027.

(7] YulJ, Xu M, Liang C, et al. First report of Pythium
myriotylum associated with peanut pod rot in China[J].
Plant Dis, 2019, 103 (7) : 1794. DOI: 10.1094/pdis—
02-19-0321-pdn.

[8]  Frank Z R. Pythium myriotylum and Fusarium solani as

cofactors in a pod—rot complex of peanut [J]. Phytopa-



686

rhERR YR

2020,42(4)

(9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

thology, 1972, 62(11): 1331. DOI: 10.1094/Phyto—62—
1331.

Garren K H. Rhizoctonia solani versus Pythium myrioty-
lum as pathogens of peanut pod breakdown[J]. Plant Dis
Report, 1970, 54(10): 840-843.

Garcia R, Mitchell D J. Synergistic interactions of Pythi-
um myriotylum with Fusarium solani and Meloidogyne
arenaria in pod rot of peanut[ ] ]. Phytopathology, 1975,
65(7) : 832-833. DOI:10.1094/Phyto—65-832.

Shew H D. Evidence for the involvement of soilborne
mites in Pythium pod rot of peanut[J]. Phytopathology,
1979, 69(3): 204. DOI: 10.1094/phyto—69-204.

T, RAE, VFEI, 5F. PRAEEIEEAYE L
ST E T ], b R A1 2020, 42(1) 1 121~
126. https : //doi.org/10.19802/j.issn.1007-9084.2019171.
KIBHZS . AELE R BOSE IR E AR SLE SE 8 RS TAR
i EELD ] AR « bl K%, 2018,

Wheeler T A, Russell S A, Anderson M G, et al. Man-

agement of peanut pod rot I: Disease dynamics and sam-

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

pling[J]. Crop Prot, 2016, 79: 135-142. DOI: 10.1016/
j.cropro.2015.10.010.

Fuhlbohm M F, Tatnell J R, Ryley M J. Neocosmospora
vasinfecta is pathogenic on peanut in Queensland [J].
Australas Plant Dis Notes, 2007, 2 (1) : 3-4. DOI:
10.1071/DN07002.

Sanogo S, Puppala N. Microorganisms associated with
Valencia peanut affected by pod rot in new Mexico [J].
Peanut Sci, 2012, 39 (2) : 95-104. DOI: 10.3146/
ps11-25.1.

faf LA, XUBHAS , HEST , 55 . AEAE R T8 R 8 ik
IHTHE PP ()] AL IR AL TR AE A, 2018, 19(4) ¢
780~-789. DOI:10.13430/j.cnki.jpgr.20171214001.
Thiessen L. D, Woodward J E. Diseases of peanut caused
by soilborne pathogens in the southwestern United States
[J]. ISRN Agron, 2012, 2012: 1-9. DOI: 10.5402/
2012/517905.

(TTALH % : L AJT)



