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Tab. 1 Varieties and sources of cowpea
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Tab. 2 Position of the first lateral vine node and initial flowering stage time of different cowpea varieties
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Variety Node position of the first lateral branch/node Initial time of flowering stage
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EEIRREN 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2H7H
HFEF 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2H8H
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Different lowercase letters indicate  significant
differences at the 0.05 level by Tukey's test(P < 0.05), and
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Fig. 2 Comparison of total count per harvest( A), tender pod weight and tender pod length(B) of
cowpea among different cowpea varieties
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Fig.3 The dynamic effects of different excessive growth control measures on
node spacing( A) and plant height(B) of cowpea
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Fig. 4 Comparison of total count per harvest(A), tender pod weight and tender pod length(B) of
cowpea under different excessive growth control measures
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Fig. 5 Comparison of total count per harvest( A) tender pod weight and tender pod length(B) of
cowpea under different sowing densities
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A. Occurrence and damage severity of thrips in different varieties; B. Occurrence and damage severity of thrips at different
seeding densities; C. Occurrence and damage severity of thrips under different growth control measures.
Note: Darker colors indicate more severe thrips occurrence and damage; The horizontal axis 1 ~ 9 represents the number of

surveys, with a total of 9 surveys.
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Screening of cowpea varieties and optimization of

planting patterns in Hainan

ZHANG Siqing'*, YUAN Dongfu'?, CHEN Jianwen'?, XING Cheng'?,
ZHANG Bin*, NIU Yu*, LIFen'*, WU Shaoying'*

(1. Sanya Nanfan Institute, Hainan University, Sanya, Hainan 572025, China; 2. School of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Hainan University, Danzhou,
Hainan 571737, China; 3. Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs Key Laboratory of Crop Gene Resources and Germplasm Enhancement in
Southern China / Tropical Crops Genetic Resources Institute, Chinese Academy of Tropical Agricultural Sciences, Haikou,

Hainan 571101, China; 4. Sanya Extension Service Center for Agricultural Technology, Sanya 572025, Hainan, China)

Abstract: Chemical-physical synergistic control and comprehensive adaptability evaluation of cowpea varieties
(Vigna unguiculata) were carried out in an attempt to solve the problems of excessive vegetative growth,
frequent occurrence of plant diseases and insect pests, and insufficient stress resistance of cowpea varieties in
Hainan cowpea production. Under the full-enclosure insect-proof net facilities, the growth characteristics and
yield performance of 8 main cultivated cowpea varieties in Hainan were systematically evaluated. The results
showed that cowpea variety 'Sujiang 8' had the earliest initial flowering stage, that 'Sujiang 12' had the highest
fresh pod weight (33.28 g), and that 'Rejiang 2' and 'Nanjiang 1' had relatively high fresh leaf weights of 1.8 g
and 2.0 g, respectively. Three treatments including potassium dihydrogen phosphate, “ Aimiao + potassium
dihydrogen phosphate”, and “ Dilituo” were set up for vegetative growth control and seedling suppression.
Among them, the treatment “ Aimiao + potassium dihydrogen phosphate” had the best effects on inhibiting
plant height and improving yield, with a 37.64% increase in tender pod weight, a 20.28% increase in tender pod
length, and a 61.34% increase in total count per harvest. In different density trials, the sowing density of 4 seeds
per hill was conducive to balancing intraspecific competition and mutualism, with the highest tender pod
weight (32.87 g) and 252 pods harvested per picking. There were varietal differences in the damage severity of
thrips, the main field pest. Cowpea varieties 'Rejiang 2' and 'Nanjiang 1' were the least infested with thrips.
Under different sowing densities, the sowing density of 4 seeds per hole was the lowest in damage severity.
Cowpea rust showed a continuous aggravation trend and reached the disease peak in early April (the late
growth stage of cowpea). The synergistic control system and variety adaptation model constructed in this study
provide technical support for quality improvement and efficiency enhancement of the cowpea industry in
Hainan.

Keywords: Vigna unguiculata; variety screening; excessive growth control; occurrence and damage of plant

diseases and insect pests; growth and development of cowpea; sowing density
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