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Table 1 Codes and names of tested peanut varieties
45 Code b Variety

Gl FFR 79

G2 w15

G3 AL 0815

G4 FfE 21

G5 i 81 5

G6 i 82 5

G7 AL 9326

G8 HARAE 18

G9 JAE s 5

F2 MEAfEkE
Table 2 Precipitation of the test sites mm
iRz i 5 F% 7K &: Precipitation
Code Location 2016 2017

El VAE=] 556.00 599.50
E2 ) 685.60 813.00
E3 FFH 734.50 930.80
E4 bEQUE 563.80 487.00
E5 e 667.30 731.70
E6 J5BH 889.20 482.10
E7 An 721.00 855.20
E8 IF Ok 922.00 1052.40

5498.50 kg/hm?, ' G4 (5850.20 kg/hm?) V357~
B, kN G2 (5800.20 kg/hm?) , G7 77 &
B (5115.60 kg/hm?) o AS[H] b Fl 2 i) 7= A 22
% 0.90%~14.40%.

®3 HilEEER~E

Table 3 Pod yield of peanut varieties ~ kg/hm?
pi-a= e PR
Coe 9 W0 eyl

Gl 5545.20+723.60  6011.30+1150.90 5778.30+233.10
G2 5630.80+1097.50 5969.70+1106.10  5800.20+169.50
G3 5004.50+748.40 5414.40+1300.80 5209.40+204.90
G4 5677.20+£913.20  6023.30+1000.10  5850.20+173.00
G5 5566.80+905.30 5695.40+1114.30 5631.10+64.30
G6 5193.20+1102.00 5644.20+942.00  5418.70+225.50
G7 5045.90+926.00 5185.40+1241.90 5115.60+69.80
G8 5402.90+1073.70  5635.30+1037.40 5519.10+£116.20
G9 5036.70+1261.20 5290.50+1030.20 5163.60+126.90

FEME 5344.80 5652.20 5498.50

Average

AR R 4.86 5.19 5.76

CV (%)

1.2 MEMBSHEZE

KABEHLIX H BT, B RMERE 3 IRER.
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For, BRI A R A O . 5% 38 BT R0 ik
We e =i R MR E, BfEEEs (XD .
il K (X2 B (X3 « BARRE (X .
SR (X . BHRRE (X0 - BERE (X .
HAE (X)) « HKE (X)) FMIERM7E (V) .
1.3 HIEE

H Microsoft Excel 2020 #1 SPSS 19.0 44447
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ULESEZN AR (Y Bt AE T
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Table 4 Agronomic traits of tested peanut varieties
%5 Code Xi (cm) X (cm) X Xy Xs X5 (g) X7 (g) X (2) X5 (%)
Gl 59.60+12.80 59.1048.90  7.00+0.90 13.70+2.70 6.00£0.60 20.60+1.80 264.30+14.20 103.40£4.80 67.00+1.60
G2 65.20+£12.60 52.7048.90  7.90+0.60 14.20+2.50 6.50+0.80 21.30£4.10 259.60£17.20 100.50£4.60 66.70+1.60
G3 62.40+12.30 67.40£13.00 6.50£0.90 12.30£2.50 5.30+0.70 18.30£1.40 298.60+18.00 115.40+4.70 68.50+2.00
G4 52.2046.20  56.30£6.90  8.10+£1.40 14.10£2.90 6.20+0.80 22.30£3.90 285.30£10.50 108.70+£5.30 68.90+1.70
G5 57.40+10.30 61.40£11.50 7.20+0.80 14.40£2.70 5.90+0.60 20.80+4.30 239.60+13.50  97.70+£5.30 68.90+1.70
G6 46.40£7.10  52.3049.80  8.20+£0.90 16.00+2.20 6.60+0.80 22.30+4.60 223.10£9.20  91.40£3.80 71.60+1.10
G7 53.10+8.80  57.80+8.40  8.50+0.70 15.7042.70 6.50£0.50 20.20£3.00 217.40£10.00  88.20£5.40 67.70+1.80
G8 54.50+9.00 58.30+9.00  7.20+1.40 15.10£3.40 6.00£0.90 23.50+4.60 242.30+16.50  95.60£8.20 68.80+1.20
G9 50.40+9.20  54.20£9.70  8.10+1.00 16.90+4.90 6.40+0.80 22.30£6.30 231.50£11.30  92.90+£8.00 70.30+1.40
“FH4{E Average 55.70 57.70 7.60 14.70 6.10 21.30 251.30 99.30 68.70
AR RECV (%) 20.73 18.52 15.24 22.56 13.66 20.22 11.78 10.10 3.11
1.00
X / . : -
0.80
x| 098 x ‘
0.60
X;| -0.23 0.17 * ok
- 0.40
X, | -023 -0.24 0.23 o
- 0.20
Xs| -0.10 0.10 0.53 0.07 ok
- 0.00
Xs | -0.09 0.11 0.12 0.52 0.30 *
L -0.20
X;| -0.15 -0.17 -0.09 -0.12 -0.03 0.10 , ok
L -0.40
Xs | 0.04 0.01 -0.06 0.09 -0.11 0.18 0.80 @ *
-0.60
X, | -0.07 -0.08 -0.02 -0.15 0.12 -0.06 -0.19 -0.24
-0.80
y| -047 -0.48 0.10 -0.00 0.15 -0.23 0.29 0.22 0.06
-1.00
X X, X3 Xy Xs Xs X Xy Xy Y

Cx7 F CxR” 3 RIFRIREE 0.05 F10.01 AKP ER AR,

“*” and “**” indicate significant correlation at the 0.05 and 0.01 levels, respectively.
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Heat map of correlation coefficients between yield and agronomic traits of peanut varieties
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x5 REERTESRZHERNERRYK

Table 5 Path coefficients of peanut pod yield and agronomic characteristics

PR BEEEZ AN R #3845 2 4L Indirect path coefficient

Trait Direct path coefficient X X X; X Xs Xs X Xz Xy
Xi 0.0570 — 0.0557 0.0010  -0.0145 0.0037  -0.0050  -0.0021  -0.0044 0.0070
Xa -0.5210 -0.5090 — -0.0089 0.1323  -0.0339 0.0453 0.0193 0.0401 —0.0641
X; 0.1770 0.0030 0.0096 — -0.0450 0.0115 -0.0154  -0.0065 —0.0136 0.0218
Xa 0.0260 -0.0066  —0.0065 0.0071 — 0.0017  -0.0023  -0.0010  —0.0020 0.0032
Xs -0.1910 -0.0124  -0.0107 -0.1199  -0.0252 — 0.0166 0.0071 0.0147  -0.0235
Xs -0.3010 0.0262 0.0334  -0.0352  -0.1565  -0.0888 — 0.0111 0.0232  -0.0370
X7 0.1210 -0.0045  -0.0047 -0.0178  -0.0173  -0.0132 0.0127 — -0.0093 0.0149
X3 0.1970 -0.0152  -0.0195  -0.0288 0.0211  -0.0396 0.0349 0.1521 — 0.0242
Xo 0.1090 0.0134 0.0138 0.0100  -0.0144 0.0174  -0.0060  -0.0208  -0.0275 —

HIEMIEM IR . GGE XUREH /NE AR 232 XEERWLAT B3 AR MR R

BIER8,  oF o B B B ) Sk O o 35 BR B Al
(average environment axis, AEA) , #ikfrig/r
AR IR R I . 57 3 PR 58 il i s 55 A
EEHMELARNFSHETAERTREN, EL8
RN R ERT (K2 . G4 FHrF-ER
w, HWKRE GlL. G2, G5, H¥E T 1riyr-&,
Gl. G2 Efettly, G5 BettizE. G 1°F
B eIk (B2a) « G3. G4. Gl. G2 I EH 1=
#wE, HYETPYECE, HG6 M G8IMH
CEEARE. G7T AL ERRE, HHENEIK
(K 2b) .

(a) _E6

Y P G4

S [97 cp 4

g% | >f>‘ . TGZL ! +E5
s —

~ | 7

SR ; EE LE2
e {G9 ‘,J(E3

"< J
]
1G5
PC1 (53.68%)
(®)
G6

| JE#2
S 560G ~a
AL G
[ ] ! =

~ |1 | G4 E5

81 lqy, AR

=%} U

LE8

PC1 (82.97%)
(a) /&, (b) HI-HE, FHE.
(a) yield, (b) 100-seed weight, the same below.
2 TETEESMIERREM

Fig.2 Trait stability of different peanut varieties
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Fig.3 Adaptability analysis of different peanut varieties
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Fig.4 Sorting diagram of ideal varieties
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Genotype-by-Environment Interaction and
Stability of Yield Components in Peanut

Yu Mu', Yang Haitang', Hu Yanling', Liu Ruanzhi', Shi Yanzhao', Li Pan’,
Han Yanhong', Zhu Zhenzhen', Li Shizhong?, Guo Zhenchao?
(Zhengzhou Institute of Agricultural Science and Technology, Zhengzhou 450005, Henan, China;

2Zhengzhou Machinery Research Institute Co. Ltd., Zhengzhou 450000, Henan, China;
3Xinzheng Agricultural Technology Science Research Institute, Xinzheng 451100, Henan, China)

Abstract

variety evaluation and high-yield breeding. Based on the regional trial data of peanut complex in Henan province

The yield composition of wheat interplanting peanut varieties was analyzed to provide reference for

from 2016 to 2017, path analysis and GGE biplot analysis of yield and its related nine agronomic traits were
performed. The results showed that the variation range of milled rice rate was the smallest, and the variation
coefficients of main stem height, number of pods per plant and pod weight per plant were larger, which had the
potential for improvement. Yield showed a significant positive correlation with 100-seed weight and 100-pod
weight. The direct path coefficient of 100-seed weight was the largest. The order of direct path coefficients and
correlation coefficients of agronomic traits and yield were not completely consistent, it was mainly dued to the
interaction between agronomic traits and their indirect effects on yield. The results of GGE biplot showed that the
top four varieties with high and stable yield were Kainong 79, Shanghua 21, Luohua 1 and Zhengnonghua 18.
The selection of 100-seed weight and 100-pod weight, the key factors affecting yield, should be emphasized, and
the main stem height, lateral branche length, total branching number and number of pod branches should be
controlled in the selection of peanut varieties.

Key words Peanut; Yield components; Correlation analysis; Path analysis; GGE biplot
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