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Table 1 Experimental materials
R RGS RAAE
‘F15073’ ‘035AX14049-17
‘F150697 ‘035AX 14056
‘F15058” ‘045AX 140657

‘F15056”
‘F15055”
‘F15018-1"
‘F15014-3°
‘F15014-1”
‘F15010-3”
‘F15010-2°
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H3E 2 7 L& S, ‘F15069° ‘F15056 7  F15055°
‘F15014-17 *F15010-2° & & M #k & ¥ 7€ 100. 0 em L I,
BrER R 2, Hdr, ‘FI5014-17 M R M BR R & K A
112. 0 em, b CK & 1 32 85% , ALK 5 < F15018-17
& R TR AL 88. 7 em, BT AR M8 4F, (F150737

‘F15058’ ‘F15014-1" (A ZZE M LE L.70 em B b, & F
CK,fH 22 B~ 8 2, “F15073° “F150557 “F15018-1"
‘F15010-3’ ‘F15010-2" B FF B EEAE 90. 0 e LAY, Bl &2
T CK, k% &2 ; ‘F150697 ‘F150557 ‘F15014-1" &4 £
M2 TE 30.0 em AR, H 1~2 45 [ 5/ F
10. 0 cm, BEAY B2 BR 5 R CF15010-2 " SR AL 3~4 T
FIEIEE Ky 15. Tem Ab, HB & 0 R BB R RS 1~2,
2~3.3~4 F5 I AIBESFE 15. 0 cm LA HLEIR 4558 .
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Table 2 Comparison of plant agronomic traits among different strains of dry pepper cm
RS PR Ey TR FERE 1~2 A5 I 2~3 1y Al B 3~4 5 [EHE
‘F15073° 96. 349, 45bed 1.7140. 19ab 84,742, 52hc 33.0+2. 65abe 11.043. 61ab 10.042ab 8.7+1.53b
‘F15069° 106.0+3ab 1.5440. 21ab 117.7+4.73a 27.3+3. 05abe 7.0%0c 10. 742, 08ab 11.0+2.65b
‘F15058” 99, 742, 08abc 1.7840. 18ab 113.0+7. 8lab 34,0+ 2abe 8.7+1.15bc 11.042.65a 11.3+1.53b
‘F15056° 104.0+£9. 85ab 1.6440.19ab 108. 0%5ahc 38.0+4. 36a 8.7+2.08bc 10.041. 73ab 9.7+£1.15b
‘F15055° 100. 0=£6. 56abe 1.5440.19ab 80.0+11. 53¢ 24.3+15. 04dbe 8.720.58bc 9,7+1.15ab 10. 340. 58b
‘F15018-1” 88.7+3.79d 1.5040. 28ab 88.0424. 27be 36.7+5.51a 10.343. 21abe 10.741.15ab 9.7+1.53b
‘F15014-3” 99. 05, 29abc 1.52+0. 10b 97.3+13. 05abc 34, 3£2. 08abc 10. 0741, 73abe 10,741, 15ab 10.0+2b
‘F15014-17 112.0£7.81a 1.8340.15a 96,74 3. 06abc 22.3+11.93c 7.7+2.08bc 10.740. 58ab 12.0+4ab
‘F15010-3” 96, 020, 88bed 1.55+0. 34ab 84,0427, 40c 39,0+3a 8.3%+1. 15be 8.0+2b 8.0+3b
‘F15010-2” 108.7+£5. 13ab 1. 4640, 32ab 83.3433. 26¢ 35.0+8ab 13.043.46a 11.0+1a 15.7+4.16a
CK 84,3+4.04d 1.70+£0. 15ab 97.7+14, 8abe 37.7+7.60ab 7.8+3. 30be 8.8+2.02ab 9.0+1.36b
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Table 3 ~ Comparison of fruit traits among different
strains of dry pepper
ARG A/ em HAER/om BRRE/g FHEL/ %
‘F15073’ 9.3%+0. 10de 2. 340. 31labc 3.78+2. 32ab 27.62
‘F15069° 8.540. 35e 2.3+0. 49abe 2.27+4. 221g 25.91
‘F15058° 9. 8+ 1. 10cde 1.5+0.17d 2. 63+6. 93ef 27.04
‘F15056° 9. 8+ 1. 64cde 2. 2740. 35bc 3.52+0. 50be 33.36
‘F15055’ 11. 941. 18ab 2.5+0. 10ab 3.2440. 54cd 35. 00
‘F15018-1 12.140.45a 2.1+0. 36be 2.8112. 99e 33. 89
‘F15014-3°  10.5740. 21bcd 2.8+0.12a 3.9242. 68a 25. 06
‘F15014-17 9. 740. 6lede 1. 940. 68cd 2.88+3. 82e 26.29
‘F15010-3>  11.5+0. 38ab 2. 340. 23abc 2. 94+ 1. 62de 29. 00
‘F15010-2”  10. 8+ 1. 63ahc 2.1+0. 16be 2.3142. 90f 27.12
CK 8. 7+0. 15¢ 2.540. 15ab 1.9942. 13¢g 25.92
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Table 4 Comparison of fruit spatial distribution among
different strains of dry pepper

MART  RRERE/A B 5 WRWERE/ % WEBIHHERE/ %
*F15073° 34747, 55cde 60. 42 12.08
F15069” 49+4. 584b 51.22 4.72
“F15058” 2842, 08de 48.21 21. 49
*F15056° 29742, 65de 72.22 34.43
*F15055° 44+4. 58abe 86. 67 5.93
‘F15018-17  41217.09abed 70. 00 17. 30
‘F15014-3”  43=5.57abed 79. 07 15.52
‘F15014-1"  365. 51bede 58.33 3.23
‘F15010-3”  46+15. 3labe 72.73 30.43
‘F15010-2”  53%11.53a 49. 06 24. 26
CK 2444, 58 88. 17 0
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Table 5 Comparison of yield among different
strains of dry pepper
HRES Y& TH 667 m? 7=/ ke Hon BB =R/ £ % (17274
‘F15073’ 356.65+3. 95a 27.93 1
‘F15069° 300. 4346, 36¢ 7.77 6
‘F15058’ 335.50+3. 38b 20. 35 2
‘F150567 328.51+5, 29b 17.84 3
‘F15055* 267.56+8.07e —4.02 10
‘F15018-1" 291. 42411, 50cd 4,53 8
‘F15014-3° 301.4147.19¢ 8.12 5
‘F15014-17 322.16+7.48b 15.56 4
‘F15010-3” 296.50+2. 32¢ 6. 36 7
‘F15010-2° 266.43+4, 25¢ —4.43 11
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Comparative Test of New Strains of Dry Pepper

JIANG Huafei, WANG Haogiang, LIU Jianping, YANG Yanjie, LIN Duo
(Horticultural College,Qingdao Agricultural University/Key Laboratory of Genetic Improvement and Breeding of Qingdao, Qingdao,Shandong

266109)

Abstract ; Ten new stains of dry pepper were used as materials,dry pepper ‘Yingchao No. 4 as control,the ten new stains

were studied and compared with control on five indexes, which included plant agronomic traits, fruit characteristics, fruit

spatial distribution and yields. The results showed that the yield, botanical characteristics and resistance to collapse of
‘F15073” were better than the others. In addition,the yield of ‘F15073” was 27. 93% higher than the control. This new

strain was suitable for being planted in large scale in Shandong Peninsula.

Keywords : dry pepper ; strain; comparative test;yield
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