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Table 1. The origin of testing pea lines and variety
Line or variety Combination Generation
Taichung Jya Shih 12 25-2-1'xManoa Sugar Fio
Taichung Jya Shih 15 25-2-1xManoa Sugar Fio
Taichung 11 (CK) OtomexMelting Sugar Fis

1'25-2-1 was released by the name of Taichung 11 in 1980.
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Fig. 1. Disease reactions of pea lines to leaf powdery mildew under field condition in 1986-87.
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Table 2. Disease reactions of pea lines to stem and pod powdery mildew under field condition in 1986-87.

Powdery midew

Line or variety Stem Pod
Degree' Reaction® Degree Reaction
Taichung Jya shih 12 0 HR 0 HR
Taichung Jya shih 15 0 HR 0 HR
Taichung 11 5 HS 5 HS

! 0=No infection.

5=76~100% infection of stem (or pod) area.
2 HR =Highly resistant.

HS =Highly susceptible.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of edible pod yield of pea lines under sprayed and unsprayed plot of powdery mildew
in 1986-87.
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Table 3. Cost of chemical application per 0.1 ha. for pea powdery mildew

Item Amount (NT$) Remark
Fungicide 297.5 NTS$ 8.5/sprayer' x5 sprayer/timex7 times
Wage 1.120.0 24 min/sprayerx5 sprayer/timex7 times= 14 hr. NT$

80/hr.x14 hr.=NT$ 1,120
Total 1,417.5

! The sprayer is a semi-automatic knapsack type and its volume is 16 /.
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Table 4. Comparison of main horticultural characteristics of pea lines under sprayed and unsprayed plot
of powdery mildew (1987)

Days to first Growing Edible pod
Treatment Line or variety picking period [ength Width Thickness Pod weight
(day) (day)  (¢cm) (cm) (mm) (2)
Taichung Jya Shih 12 60 125 8.64 1.51 4.08 2.40
Sprayed Taichung Jya Shih 15 63 125 8.65 1.53 4.14 2.41
Taichung 11 60 125 8.42 145 4.03 2.26
Taichung Jya Shih 12 60 125 832 1.49 3.95 2.27
Unsprayed Taichung Jya Shih 15 63 125 8.42 1.51 3.98 2.29
Taichung 11 60 110 7.50 1.38 3.75 2.05
L.S.D. (0.05) — — 0.31 0.03 0.17 0.16

L.S.D. (0.01) - - 0.34 0.04 0.24 0.23
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Table 5. Germination rates of pea lines after floods of rain’ (1986)

Line or Variety1 Germination rate’ (%)
Taichung Jya Shih 12 14.28 b*
Taichung Jya Shih 15 58.55a
Taichung No. 11 1.48 ¢

! Sowing date: 13, Nov. 1986
? Flooding date (rainfall): 16, Nov. 1986 (53.4 mm).
17, Nov. 1986 (11.0 mm).
3 Data were taken at 7 days after flooding.
* Values of percents transformed into degrees of angle an then analysed by Duncan’s multiple range test. Values
followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 1% level.

KSR A TS 105 27 FUREFE » FEFE 5207 I Sk Iﬁ%ﬁ |55 ?'P %ﬁﬁﬁﬁ 073
B ATLIFI2OFCUIEH 3 % B AV127O) R B A S s+ e - B T125’F‘L“ £
FIIQ}L‘#IS%&@%H&:@%% (SB[ 11BE - H I D) B3 F 158D TF”, F0.7% > MR (%
B 3 08 -

FoA G F G T R e i
Table 6. Wilting rate of pea lines after floods of rain® (1986)

Line or Variety1 Wilting rate’ (%)
Taichung Jya Shih 12 13.5 b*
Taichung Jya Shih 15 0.7c
Taichung 11 29.1a

! Sowing date: 27, Oct. 1986
? Flooding date (rainfall): 16, Nov. 1986 (53.4 mm).
17, Nov. 1986 (11.0 mm).
? Data were taken at 12 days after flooding.
* Values of percents transformed into degrees of angle an then analysed by Duncan’s multiple range test. Values
followed by the same letters are not significantly different at 1% level.
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Fig. 3. Changes of ascorbic acid (solid line) and soluble solid content (dotted line) of frozen pea pods
during stored at -18°C for six months.



BB U FT R B

34 p 70F
O O
/A * / \ -
33F @] () 2 651 O/.—__—(.
3 ]
L o x
32k ~ 60f
A
31p o 55 \
A
'y i 1 1 1
Q
° ® Taichung No. 11 ® Taichung No. 11
a Taichung lya Shih 12 A Taichung Jya Shih 12
=14 O Taichung Jya Shih 15 TOF raichung sya Shih 15 .
ry O_____——-_Q
-2k N 65k o—v.-—mee o
g )
a 2 ’
-0} “oeoF
e A
o
-8 A —————— 55k
A
i L i 1 | 1
16.0F 7.5
o 0\
A .
e ——————— ®
15.5F .\ . 6.5
X \o S
. Q °
- O o=
o ‘\ ) A
145k A/ ‘ Ll ‘/
1 H i 1 1 1
03 3.0 6.0 0.3 3.0 6.0

i g@ﬁ?@%%&-mt* ] e

Storage period (month)

(=17

Fig. 4. Change of color difference meter readings of
frozen pea pods during stored at -18°C  for

six months (1987).

L=lightness, —a= greenness,

b=yellowness.

Storage period (month)

[ PR B 18T ]
Fifi

Fig. 5. Sensory evaluation scores of frozen pea
pods during stroed at -18°C for six

[FEI I8

months (1987).

Hedonic 9-point system was used. Scores

above 5 indicated the quality was
acceptable.

A

27



78 S 1 R o WA T+ ~ o = ]

N
TR g[%? RSBl LTBED fCBn  ap oBy  fit szglraﬁo gy
B’WF} ’ F EIUKAEJ%%Bﬁc # Efilﬁhﬁiﬂfﬂ%%ﬁ’?f =TS —rlZE’FbieLH'j} = 1595
B OB S B S MR » (LSER [ R [
Manoa Sugartf!{I] /= jis® » gg. %Fﬁ[{[-r"ﬁ’ et ALY ﬁ“’ﬁ[“% o i N A Sﬁf =R
$@§ﬁWpﬁW[V@W5% imrwﬁﬁﬁﬁ ﬁﬁlﬁﬁbiﬁ%ﬁ%fﬁﬁqw
SRS 0 B B %@4ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂbﬂf SRR G o [ R
N I ’F ShEh IR g o ISR Vﬁ? ﬁ VY TR - PEg ﬁﬁ“’fﬁ ﬁI‘F ’
FIJ E)leﬁﬁglﬁjﬁ [HH:? j“&ﬂﬂ:UE [*JJJTE Fq’lﬂ’?}' S f:[ i’?&"wmﬁif[h«[/ j“ly%\l ,157_1{\}{;/1 :@?E
*PI%%@ ﬁﬁ“ n—r ’ hiﬂ@%i@ |7 5, fﬂ;%ﬁ_ ’ IE[“%FL[—?J/Q?Z[ PJ. }%i“r‘ﬁ"f
B wwpﬁpﬁi% Ry ﬁwﬁwlﬁﬁ@w FVBSR o R P TR R -
FQQ'IWF”EF I o
“%@?%W{%ﬁ“ﬁ‘&ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁlﬁmr@H%%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂm@ﬁ°%
]fl#l—r Ea '*ﬂ”ﬁfﬁﬂ 1B R ,Eﬁ VIR BT F“BWF,EH |V 2P E 9.3% % 4.1% » ﬂE
5. g [/ﬁ] o N H B 4\ OO IS Bl LR R RS %J/i-j\ il
@FL[H’@T“JHLI oo Pt Fﬂﬂﬂ’l L R TR B %‘J‘F’?ﬁi"/?{ﬁ?ﬁﬁnA wr:‘?
ﬁrﬁﬁ&[@%pwﬁwﬁ [70% 59+ TS PSR S R T
ol {5 FF =4 21 208 | oy A 1y TP 7‘/'&‘*% VR - BeflIIBEF T A 605 Tt e B o fE T A R
mw #%%iWW%V%%!f SRR S T FER D i o Bl £ ISYRT 4 5
%&%fjﬁ%\' = S Ejﬁﬁ‘{ﬁ@"{l KB ”f“ﬁ TEIE - e dp ‘*JJJF ’ iijf‘ 9t ['”ﬁfs#sli&gp ’
%iﬁfﬁ bR ALRY I S T ’”?*U?‘*%%*ﬁ ] ﬁ?ij[‘ﬁ%'ﬂﬁrﬁuf%}t%i GRS IS S

R

BRGSO 0 R (TGRS 12001 2 5 T ¥
LR L5 1 SR R BRI § ¥ R R e 3R
BRI R T B s

BN

B AR 1987 BRER (IR A EA) -

VHIEE 1984 BHEIF RS 2 2 B’Bi;"mi TR 188 1 21-25 -

M ~ THERAE 1983 ﬁw?éfﬁ'tplbmf,( ) FE 18312024 -

I E 1981 p%ﬁf‘z‘gﬁlllﬁ Ty Bl R O LA FET ] p

24-29 o

5. Dixon, G. R. 1978. Powdery mildew of vegetables and allied crops. In D. M. Spencer (ed.) Powdery
mildew. 565pp. Academic Press Inc., London.

6. Kumar, H., and R. B. Singh. 1981. Genetic analysis of adult plant resistance to powdery mildew in
pea (Pisum sativum L.). Euphytica 30: 147-151.

7. Mahmood T., I. Ahmad, S. H. Quraishi, and M. Aslam. 1983. Estimation of yield losses due to

powdery mildew in peas. Pak. J. Bot. 15(2): 113-115.

bl



PR PR '*ﬁ’ﬁ%ﬁ’?/#[?ﬂ/ﬁﬁ% 29
Studies on the New Powdery Mildew Resistance

Lines of Pea (Pisum sativum L.)’
J.Y. Kuo’

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to evaluate the powdery mildew (Erysiphe polygoni DC.)
resistance, edible pod yield, freezing quality and tolerance to wet soil condition caused by
flooding of new pea lines developed by Taichung district Agricultural Improvement
Station. This information can be used for releasing to farmers.

The new pea lines tested were stem and pod powdery mildew resistance, only
slightly susceptible to leaf powdery mildew; but plant vigor, edible pod yield and freezing
quality were not affected. Taichung Jya Shih 15 had the best yield performance and
horticultural characteristics and will be recommended for releasing to farmers. Edible pod
yield of Taichung Jya shih 15 both under sprayed and unsprayed plot for powdery mildew
were higher than sprayed Taichung 11 plot by 9.3% and 4.1%, respectively. The pod size
of Taichung Jya Shih 15 is suitable for fresh market, and possessed with excellent
freezing quality and also highly tolerant to wet soil conditon which can reduce the loss of

yield caused by flooding.
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