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Effect of Vine Cutting Time on Yield and Quality of Peanuts and Vine
ZHENG Xiang1i'?, YE Hualan"?, WANG Jurhong"?, XU Guezhong"?, WENG Bo-qi'’
(1. Fujian Engineering and T echnology Research Center for illy Prataculture, Fuzhou, Fuyian
350013, China; 2. Fujian Engineering and Technology Research Center f or Recycling A griculture,
Fuz hou, Fujian 350013, China)

Abstract: Effects of vine cutting time on the yield and quality of Quanhua No. 7 peanuts and vine were studied.
The results showed that harvesting vine 10 days earlier at the vine height of 5 em could increase the crude protein
content and yield of the vine without apparent decline on peanut yield and quality. T he yield of vine cut 10 days
before peanutharvest increased 6. 5% over the control, at P< 0 01 level. Its crude protein content was also higher
than that of the control. However, the difference was not statistically significant.
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5 10 15 20d To
( ) : 7
120~ 130 d"”, 5 2
em ( Sem ) Table 2 Effect of different treatments on vine yield
1L 4
i (kg* hm=2) (%) (kg* hm=2)
To(CK) 15228 1 cC 24 1 3666 5 cB
T 15726 9 beBC 272 4280 4 bAB
’ T, 15859 3 abAB 27 8 4407 6 abA
’ « ’ T, 16218 0 aA 26 3 4265 5 bAB
N T4 17404 9 aA 271 4718 1aA
10 d . 500g 22
, i 3 , 20 d
Excel 15 21% 15 25%,
, SPSS 5 10 15d
2 HRBNAT 24 o
21 ’ ’
211 ERFE 1 , ’ 20d
5 10 15d 2 213. 5
21589 1983 4kg* hm °, 3
713% 9 42% 16. 78% . , Table 3 Effect of different treatments on peanut agronomic
20 d 30. 63% . characteristics
(9 (%)
To( CK) 193. 33 aA 70 50 aA 62 50 aA
! T 196. 33 aA 71 33 aA 64 30 aA
Table 1 Effect of different treatments on peanut yield
CK=* T2 185 75 aAB 68 25aAB 65 60 aA
(kg* hm~2) (%) Ts 183 25 aAB 67. 50 aAB 65 70 abA
To(CK) 2383 4 aA Ty 163 92bB 59 75 bB 66 27 bA
T, 2213 5aA -7 13
T, 2158 9 abA - 942 23
Ts 1983 4 abA - 16 78 231 RALSRG A
Ty 1653. 3 bA -3063 , ,
. LSD (P< 4 ,
0.01), (P< 0 05), ; ,
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Table 4 Effect of vine cutting time on peanut quality (relative feeding value, RFV)
(%) (%)
To( CK) 50 27 aA 25 27 aA ’
T, 48 40 abAB 26 20 aA ? (
) [ 10]
T, 47. 97 abAB 26 06 aA ?
= X . 9— 0.
T, 46 87 LB — RFV = 120/ (88.9- 0.779
X .
Ty 43.70 cC 25 57 aA ) /1.29 5 ’ 20
d , ,
166 43 RFV 144. 32~ 156 41
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Table 5 Effect of vine cutting time on vine quality
DF DF
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) RFV
To 12 20 beB 2 17 aA 22 33 aA 40 02 28. 06 155. 81
T 11 76 ¢cB 2 23 aA 22 73 aA 41 05 30. 48 147. 65
T» 13. 23 abAB 1 77 aA 23 33 aA 39 84 28. 12 156. 41
Ts 12 46 beB 2 20 aA 22 43 aA 41. 08 29. 39 149. 48
Ty 14 34 aA 1 80 aA 19 43 aA 37 23 28. 62 166. 43
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