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Comparative Test on the Variety and Breeding of New Cowpea Variety Guijiang 1
ZHANG Chao-ming' , ZHAO Kun'® , PAN Shan-jiao® et al
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Abstract
promote the sustainable development of cowpea industry in China. [ Method] Conventional pedigree selection method was used to breed the

(1. Vegetable Research Institute, Guangxi Academy of Agricultural Sci-
[ Objective | To breed high-quality, high-yield, disease-resistant cowpea variety suitable for cultivation in Guangxi Area, and to

new variety of cowpea, tentatively named Guijiang 1. Comparative test was carried out on the field economic traits, yield and disease resist-
ance between Guijiang 1 and main cultivated variety in Guangxi. [ Result] The commodity pod rate, pod length, pod thickness, single pod
weight of Guijiang 1 all showed the best performance. The first season and second season yields were 35 713.5 and 34 185.0 kg/hm’, respec-
tively. Guijiang 1 had the highest yield, and showed significant differences with the yield of farmers retained varieties. At the same time, Gui-
jiang 1 had strong disease resistance. [ Conclusion] Guijiang 1 has the characteristics of high yield, high quality, high dual-pod rate, and

strong disease resistance, which is suitable to be widely planted in Guangxi.
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Table 1 Comparison of the economic characters of cowpea variety

# B BRI Sk o I

Type Variety Commodity pod rate // % Pod length // cm Pod thickness // cm Single pod weight /g

3 The first season EEL—5 96.3 £0.50aA 69.6 £3.49aA 0.71 £0.02aA 27.7 £2.88aA
EF—*(CK,) 94.9 +0.67bA 65.8 +3.84abAB 0.68 +0.04abA 25.9 +£3.29abA
KR A BRI (CK,) 92.8 +0.60cB 60.9 +5.25bB 0.64 £0.03bA 22.2 £2.96bA

3% The second season FEH]—5 96.7 +1.38aA 67.8 £3.38aA 0.69 £0.01aA 26.9 +£2.02aA
JHEF—5(CK,) 95.2 +1.33abA 66.7 +3.91abA 0.68 £0.02aA 25.4 +1.99abA
KEHEF(CK,) 92.7 +1.38bA 59.7 +6.06bA 0.63 +0.03bA 22.7 +1.72bA

TE T EA = JEK T 40 em L) b SERDIE IS8 T S8 x 100% o [RISIASR]/NE FREFIR AL BRIFILE 0. 05 7K1 28 5 % s A A RS F-BE3RR

ALPE[A]7E 0. 01 /K225 B3

Note : Commodity pod rate = pod number with regular pod shape and pod length greater than 40 cm / overall pod number x 100% . Different lowercases in the
same row indicated significant differences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters indicated significant differences at 0.01 level.
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Table 2 Yield comparison of cowpea variety

HH Al
Type Variety

I Prara
Plot yield //kg/ X Converted yield // kg/hm’

HEEL—

A —5(CK,)
KR AP (CK,)
HEL—5
JHEFI— (CK,)
RE B EFP(CK,)

H.1& The first season

3% The second season

214.1 £5.95aA 35 713.5 £994. 4aA
202.9 =10. 15abA 33 844.5 1 692.9abA
193.0 +8. 10bA 32 193.0 +1 352. 1bA
204.9 £5.19aA 34 185.0 £864. 0aA

197.7 £6.20abA
187.3 +11.36bA

32 979.0 £1 033.4abA
31242.0 =1 893.3bA

T RIS NG FREFORAL BRI 0. 05 K225 035 s AN R RS SRR RO A B A 7E 0. 01 7KF-22 57 8.3

Note : Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level ; different capital letters indicated significant differences at 0. 01 level.
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Table 3 Investigation results of field disease resistance of cowpea variety

B S L YR L W55 %L Disease index

Type Variety Incidence rate of rust disease /% 8% Root rot JEAEIG Sooty mold  FEFENE Virus disease

Bk FEIT—%5 4.27 £0.41bB 2.33 £0.93bA 2.03 £0.84bA 2.09 £0.60cB

The first season JF]—5(CK,) 4.65 +0.54bB 3.60 £0.68abA 2.14 £0.39bA 3.38 +0.72bB
REHBE(CK,) 6.57 +0.80aA 5.01 +1.12aA 4.41 £1.19aA 6.63 £0.41aA

R ki —5 3.92 +0.38bA 2.92 +0.54bA 2.32 +0.32bB 2.44 +0.31bB

The second season JF—5(CK,) 4.12 +0.29bA 3.46 +0.57bA 2.20 +0.29bB 3.31 +0.55bB
REHEF(CK,) 5.58 +0.94aA 4.96 £0.81aA 4.42 £1.00aA 6.25 £0.44aA

T RIS RNG F R AL BRI 0. 05 K22 5 035 5 AN AR F-RER R AR B]E]£E 0. 01 7K 28 57 3%

Note ; Different lowercases in the same row indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level ; different capital letters indicated significant differences at 0. 01 level.

523k

(1] Epdde i, TARL, % ST M itBe [ ). SRR,
2008(8) :16,18.

(2] Ph5Ee, BRiB . FREHRIT SR FHBLIR M RS BRI ] &
TTE,2007(10) ;25 -27.

(3] e, 2N AT OO E) b PRI TRt S b e L0 ] W o
VR 2006(1) 182 —83.

(4] AR, ook e, B, 55 5 MR S At RaREE [ ) ). KIT

TR 2009(17) 41 —42.

[5] FoeH , 20, TR, SHEHEE ISR EaAIe [ )], KT
3%.2016(2) 148 - 50.

[6] Z=g=, XUMEW, 5. AL G Fisgal 3 SR B )], Frasfll B,
2008(6) :34.

(7] BhFs9e, WhiALE, B IERE, 25, B Al =3 5 SRIE 4 Sk
B, bR RR: 2006 ,45(6) 1761 —763.

(E#%TR)
JE FOAEIFLRT R R RS (AN 1 BOE HA IR
2.2.4  EACEERAR. hAR 2 WAL BB IR AR AN
A,B,C B 3% RN 5% I RHIZ F 2% BRIRES . MR 2R
AT LA HS XA AT B A 52 0D 1) S 5 P MU g e
BB > HEHE > BRIRES , WV IR b ) 4R A B RHR & AR
PrFUAF R A= P B RN R
R2 EXRBRITEER
Table 2 Design and result of orthogonal test

= K Z Factor HYE (0Dg,)
Test code A B C Biomass
1 1 1 1 13. 468
2 1 2 2 14.799
3 1 3 3 12.553
4 2 1 2 12.967
5 2 2 3 14.798
6 2 3 1 15.045
7 3 1 3 13.497
8 3 2 1 14.035
9 3 3 2 14.007
K, 13. 607 13.311 14. 183

K, 14. 270 14. 544 13.924

K, 13. 846 13. 868 13.616

R 0.663 1.233 0.567
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