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Effects of different shading treatments on photosynthesis
and yield of potato
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(1. Agricultural College, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China;

2. College of Resources and Environment, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin 150030, China)

Abstract To study the effects of shading treatments on the photosynthesis and yield of potato, 12 potato virus-free
varieties were taken as experimental materials. After the seedling emergence. the control group (CK) was planted
under normal light, treatment Z, was covered by a single-layer shading net, and treatment Z, was covered by a double-
layer shading net. The sampling interval for was 14 days, and the relative content of chlorophyll (SPAD) , fluorescence
parameters (F,/F,), photosynthetic physiological indexes (transpiration rate T,, stomatal conductance G, net
photosynthetic rate P, and intercellular CO, concentration C;), yield per plant, dry matter content and weight of dry
matter per plant tuber were measured, respectively. The results showed that: The SPAD of leaves was decreased in
treatments Z; and Z, , and the leaves of some varieties withered earlier. F,/F, of the leaves of plants in treatments Z,
and Z, in the early stage was higher than that of CK, while with the extension of treatment time. the F,/F, of leaves of
plants in Z; and Z, was significantly lower than that of the control. T., Gs and P, of other varieties except “Atlantic”
decreased in Z; and Z, , while C; was the opposite. P, of Z, was significantly lower than that of CK 12.20%-82.69% ,
and C,; was significantly higher than that of CK 11.52% — 76.55% . Moreover, the yield per plant of Z; and Z, was
38.44% — 100.00% lower than that of CK, the tuber dry matter content of Z, was 66.88% — 100.00% lower than that
of CK, and the weight of dry matter per tuber of Z; and Z, was 42.06% — 100.00% lower than that of CK.
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LAY (Solanum tuberosum 1.) i FHEE =,
PPN SR (7 E Yo o N SN NV
WAL REEFRY BT, TR B R TR
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ok AL AR D& BURER R bR
TEHEE TR R, SCIRIER A ER
(R RE IR IR S AR ) A K BN R 2 — O R
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FEATE E AN [] B AR ) b 28 L b R A R B A7 7 I
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e [ 7 g 3 X T 8 S RS S AR
Foft 2 — b R AR T L B B AR M AR R AR TE A
] A= B A0 34 2 32 380 8 o 4 400 1 38 B9 5% ) 36
JR T R 5 e T B R R 2 R A AR . 5Ot
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FU MBS ER S EE SRR, X H
B FE R Y RE YR Ak S DG RE L 3k ol A Y FE R PR
il 7l B TR SE R o BRI T S AR R O SR R X T
B BOL A IR R /Y 20, X T 52 R T S B L
TR O'G BE ) 30 R AIG 15 4% 3 i A 7 b 10 B DR
FERAT T S T A A T 50 T B A
J IR oE— 20 A A i 5 =X ()& A AR
AR ) AT R A X B A R L, HAT,
B 0SB 48 5800 5 1 A0 7 5 i TG A T 5 B AL 41
B, AWFSEE RN 12 A 8 8 T SR A TR
A AT A B L LSS E OB
PRARARA 5 22 5, B AR 7 AN [ 3 G Ak PR 5
B A AR i Y S e DL Ry 3 T O T S 4%
AP RS

1 #MHE5RFIE

1.1 R
PLI2 DO MM CILE M2 7% K

R3107 . NFE2 T B LS CRE LS G
BOS R 105 TR 1357 S H 19 50
CTOHT 23 5N R PGEE ) BRI FR A IR 56 A R (R
2 B T PP A A I L B AR b Aol R 2 TS
BT I B A L O AR L RO R AR R
BERY
1.2 REigit

TR — R 2,20 °C L EEOEMERE 15 d. A
FFPAE L2019 4E 5 A 11 HEEEER ., A H L
FEAAE A 26 em, EEFNAR 33 om, TIEERE B
3 em, LM E R MBS A 3 135
RE, pH 6. 51, 5k 2% A (N)205. 5 mg/kg, A R
(P)44.1 mg/kg . A (K,0)262. 0 mg/kg, F ALK
75.8 g/kg. HEFNHT AT A FE I IR 2 B ER H1 R B
fik — % B4y 1.50.3.00 fi 2,25 g/#5% .,
FrJE .6 J1 10 H #5 H% W T b i 17 30 6 b 38, %
B3 AN AL B X EE CK CIE % )6 B8 L Z, (U2 3
WD Zy COBJZ I G ) UL 1, 3 W BE Hb 1 =
2.0 m ., VU A A AR AN HE X AN EE 2.0 m, BEAS
BAAEHE 6 A, AL FRIE 2.5 m, N T 3EHE AR RE 45
b BRI T KR — 2 WA = R B R A
B2 ] 4 B S 0 5 X TZS-1K-G I 2 4 38 3 i 7k
Oy UEE S MNMER .6 H 24 HUEE 1)) .7 HS H
GE2¥O. 7T H22 HEE 3.8 A5 HGE 40O
8 J1 19 H (5 5 W) 55 5 IIE J5 B BREE M .9 A

4 Hsk.
®1 TRLEXREE

Table 1 Light intensity of different treatments

12.00 W5 K
o R B/ 1x
ik 38 VSIDEN S
Light intensity
Treatment Method of treatment

at 12:00 on

sunny days

CK 1E % Y6 B Normal light 78 00011 000

BRI W 16 0004 000

Single-layer shading net

XL )22 1 51 Y
Double-layer shading net

3 80041 400

W N R EE T TES-1332A FEHII 1. 2 m 40 H K7 CE I 2

FRBRE
Note: Use the illuminance meter TES-1332A to measure the
light intensity at 1. 2 m from the ground and place it

horizontally.
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1.3 WEHEREFE
TIE HIH 7:00—11:00 43 51 BORE I it 2%
FEXF B AR SEG I 5 WG F 7T A 8 HillE S
GYEHZSEG9 H 4 HBORSPR, I E bk 7™ & 3
ZE TR AR ZE T B =
1.3.1 "t ZadeE R EARAEDHFLAEA
FaAE R Ao e

T B 4585 — A AR L BEAS SRR AR FR AL BE 3 BRI

SERBOI I R FRAS 3 RIS 4 A, T H AR R
ZEREIR N F A I 4 224X SPAD-502 I 22 43 25 48 %ot

g W I E 5O PAM-2500 ) 58 I 4% % 2%
JBRF,/F,, SR E WALZ 28 7 B YO6 A1
AL GFS-3000 M ECBAEH S T, .G, . P, F1C,,
SHEBEBEBWMT Db Fil R 1 400 pmol/(m” « s) |
B 25 °C.CO, ¥ 380 pmol/mol, M= [ 1

4,00 cm®',

#HHMIE.
1.3.3 #HEHH
N Excel 2012 i0 %04 , i H SPSS 23 #47

2 #HEREHW
2.1 ANEHENAIEXT SPAD B30

e 2 nf 0, 7855 4 K (08-05) FI &8 5 K
(08-19) M 2 19 1Y ] — iy Tt AN [] &b 3L 8] SPAD 22 57
3[Rl — 2 ) SPAD H = SR F# B CK>
21 >Z2o s TR 5 YO E W1 4% Fl Z, B9 SPAD I CK
fik 7.80% ~ 66.64%, Z, W SPAD [t CK 1
30.20% ~65.37 %, KVGFE A 24 2 5719 Z, M
Z, W) SPAD b 2 5 T HoAth & R g A 7] Ak 2 5 Fifi 5 3
Ak B[R] B FF SE 3 o AP AR R I 8 CK i B4
RAENBE e A5 S

1.3.2 FTHR&EHAL CHETE 9 5 CHERE 10 SR ROH 23 50, ARE
B RE IR 1.5 em >} 1.5 em X 1.5 cm /B, Y, HEOEAL PR S B 7By SPAD R R & 23 i R 7R
BT 105 CRHE.MJE 80 C MM T4, 2iE WEGAL B it 4R LA 2R
2 AELETSHREMHB SPAD
Table 2 SPAD of potato leaves under different treatments
M %€ H ¥ Date of measurement
rift 7t Qb ¥
. 06-24 07-08 07-22 08-05 08-19
Variety Treatment
G 100 5B 2 YO 5B 3 00O 5 400 56 5 00O

CK 43.433 a 39.067 a 42.900 a 40. 967 a 37.633
L4

Z, 41. 233 ab 37.067 a 37.800 a 20.356 b —
Youjin

Z, 37.200 b 33.967 b 38.167 a — —

CK 39.867 b 36.867 a 41.933 a 40. 200 a 37.633 a
P liRES

7, 46. 233 a 38.700 a 40. 300 a 33.867 b 34.733 ab
Atlantic

Z, 39.000 b 34.833 b 38.233 a 35.033 b 30.033 b

CK 46. 400 a 40. 367 a 39.500 a 40.700 a 23.133 a
w275

Z, 43.433 ab 38.700 a 40.233 a 37.467 a 13.267 b
Netherlands 7

Z, 40.733 b 40.933 a 39. 200 a 22.333 b 9.467 ¢

CK 41.767 a 39.867 a 42.667 a 37.067 ab 30. 967 a
Ak 310

Z, 37.967 a 37.800 a 40. 333 a 41.700 a 23.167 b
Dongnong 310

Z, 42.833 a 41. 867 a 39.400 a 35.700 b 11.167 ¢

CK 49. 200 a 45.433 a 47.433 a 47.200 a 42.800 a
MfE2 5

7, 44,167 b 39. 200 a 39.767 b 42.600 a 34.333 ab
Xingjia 2

7, 44,433 b 41.100 a 42.567 a 27.133 b 29.150 b
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% 208D
M %€ H ¥ Date of measurement
i A Qb ¥
. 06-24 07-08 07-22 08-05 08-19
Variety Treatment
G130 (55 2 %O (3 3 %0 (B 4 0 3 5 %O
CK 40.500 b 43.533 a 43.900 a 42. 367 a 40. 467 a
eE L5 _
Z, 44,700 a 37.533 b 38.133 b 43. 000 a 13.500 b
Longshu 4
Z, 44. 300 a 42.567 a 41.767 a 26.200 b —
CK 37.300 a 34,067 a 31.800 a 35.367 a 5.733 a
L 45
7, 31.233 b 32.633 a 35.567 a 33.933 a 3.221 b
Yanshu 4
Z, 38.767 a 30. 267 a 33.467 a 23.566 b —
CK 42.667 a 40. 667 a 42.967 a 39.833 a 29. 467
0B
Z, 37.767 a 33.000 b 37.567 ab 30.167 b —
Yanshu 9
Z, 38.733 a 34.867 ab 27.033 b 29.600 b —
CK 38.767 a 32.433 a 34.667 a 35.467 a 27.267 a
JEE 10 5
Z, 39. 800 a 31.533 a 35.933 a 35.767 a 15.467 b
Yanshu 10
Z, 32.500 b 30.033 b 34.000 a 31.533 b —
CK 41.533 a 41.633 a 41.333 a 37.800 a 34.267 a
13 ) ]
7 42. 600 a 39.167 a 36.867 b 36.767 a 16.533 b
Kexin 13
7, 45,867 a 39.267 a 41.167 a 31.567 b 11.867 ¢
CK 42. 600 a 39.433 a 41.067 a 40. 667 a 36.733 a
EHT 19 5 _
Z, 40.767 a 38.633 a 37.900 a 38.300 ab 13.500 ab
Kexin 19
Z, 41.000 a 39.767 a 39.400 a 35.533 b 12.867 b
CK 47,233 a 41. 267 a 42. 800 a 38. 467 a 35. 800
SO 23 5
) 7, 42.933 b 35.200 b 36.000 b 36.233 a —
Kexin 23
Z, 43.233 b 34.167 b 35.200 b 31.000 b —
AP Variety * * * * %%
4
R A Treatment NS NS * * *%
Analysis of
it X 4b B * * * %% %

variance
Variety X Treatment

TE: CKGIE R OG IR  Zy 5020 ' 190 38 58 A 305 Z, U2 O WS i A B, /B F 8RR IR AE 0. 05 /KF- 25 5 35 5+ il %% 3KIRAE 0. 05 Al 0. 01
K25 BE NS KRR AR —URMKTFHZE, TH,
Note: CK, under normal light, Z;, covered by a single-layer shading net; Z;, covered by a double-layer shading net. Lowercase letters

indicate significant differences at 0. 05 levels; * and ** indicate significant differences at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels; NS indicate no

significant differences; —represent leafl blight. The same below.
2.2 AEEXLENRENNFESHAZI 5 UM A I 22 5 W 2 5 il i < A BRAE I A I 2% S 1
M1 3 AL FEHT 4 K (06-24.,07-08.,07-22 FI B3,
08-05) I}, th 44 & S F Bl (4 F,/F,, 22 5% A 3% 76 [F] — it Aol 49 A ] Ak R 565 1 vkl Eﬁéﬁﬂf}*lﬁ‘)

5 R(08-1D M AERT 2 57 8 3 Ab B (A 7655 1.4 A F./F, 2RI N 7, >7, >CKBR i 19 5
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Table 3 F,/F,, of potato leaves under different treatments

AERETEHREMHRE F./F,

5 H ¥ Date of measurement

i Ak 3
. 06-24 07-08 07-22 08-05 08-19
Variety Treatment
G100 (3 2 O (35 3 %) G 4 ) (35 5 W)
. CK 0.747 b 0. 800 a 0.802 a 0.774 a 0.750 a
Jt 4
7, 0.782 a 0.808 a 0.770 a 0.749 b —
Youjin
Z, 0.807 a 0.798 a 0.786 a — —
o CK 0.758 b 0.786 b 0.783 a 0.779 a 0.770 a
KPGH _
) Z 0.751 b 0.804 a 0.758 a 0.787 a 0.501 b
Atlantic
Z, 0.808 a 0.804 a 0.779 a 0.765 a 0.750 a
CK 0.749 b 0.733 b 0.764 a 0.773 a 0.772 a
faf 2% 7 %
7, 0.757 b 0.781 a 0.790 a 0.789 a 0.563 ab
Netherlands 7
Z, 0.804 a 0.776 a 0.625 a 0.485 b 0.401 b
CK 0.741 b 0.772 a 0.765 b 0.751 ab 0.788 a
R4 310
Z, 0.738 b 0.802 a 0.766 b 0.783 a 0.653 ab
Dongnong 310
Z, 0.815 a 0.772 a 0.794 a 0.741 b 0.477 b
CK 0.753 b 0. 806 a 0.751 a 0.719 a 0.788 a
WAE 2 5
A 0.744 b 0.792 a 0.780 a 0.510 b 0.563 ab
Xingjia 2
Z, 0.802 a 0.789 a 0.775 a 0.703 a 0.477 b
N CK 0.753 a 0.749 a 0.799 a 0.792 a 0.765 a
45
A 0.799 a 0.753 a 0.791 ab 0.781 a 0.568 b
Longshu 4
7, 0.801 a 0.748 a 0.769 b 0.253 b —
CK 0.722 ¢ 0.726 a 0.755 a 0.772 a 0.483 a
45
A 0.793 b 0.714 a 0.786 a 0.757 a 0.267 b
Yanshu 4
Z, 0.810 a 0.762 a 0.783 a 0.520 b —
CK 0.738 b 0.792 a 0.796 a 0.779 ab 0.757
o 2
A 0.811 a 0.791 a 0.793 a 0.801 a —
Yanshu 9
Z, 0.796 a 0.776 a 0.773 b 0.760 b —
CK 0.726 b 0.795 a 0.792 a 0.790 a 0.489 a
e 10 5
A 0.818 a 0.787 a 0.801 a 0.780 a 0.333 b
Yanshu 10
Z, 0.793 a 0.753 b 0.791 a 0.757 a —
o CK 0.682 ¢ 0.771 ab 0.779 a 0.758 a 0.762 a
FLH 13 5
7 0.818 a 0.781 a 0.793 a 0.792 a 0.567 b
Kexin 13
Z, 0.797 b 0.754 b 0.785 a 0.753 a 0.447 ¢
CK 0.787 b 0.719 b 0.801 a 0.808 a 0.754 a
T 19 5
Z 0.815 a 0.725 b 0.790 a 0.785 a 0.640 b
Kexin 19
Z, 0.796 ab 0.755 a 0.792 a 0.786 a 0.485 ¢
o CK 0.751 b 0.689 b 0.789 a 0.778 a 0.768 a
TH 23 5
7 0.815 a 0.747 a 0.784 a 0.757 a —
Kexin 23
Z, 0.794 a 0.729 a 0.763 a 0.753 a —
AP Variety NS NS NS NS *
y
J1 2253 B AP Treatment * NS NS * *%

Analysis of

variance

sty oft < Aok

Variety X Treatment
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Ah H A SR Z, B CK & 5. 72% ~ 16. 86% .
F/F,, 5300 30 R B 0 Jon =5 v 18 o i e 4 1 7
B A FRSE 5 IE AL G 55 1T WA I, i A
M F,/F, H&EIMRB RN A CK>Z,>7,.F,/F,
W I8 O R B A o T AR s e AR 4 O E B Z, 1Y
F./F, . CK & 1. 33% ~68. 05% ;55 5 W 22 i
Z, ) F,/F, b CKAK 15.12% ~44. 72%, “ faf 2= 7
FOVURAR 3107 U XAE 2 5 U EEH 13 5 R R
19 %5°Z, ) F,/F,, 55t CK AL 48. 06%6.39. 47% .
39.47% .41, 34 % F1 35, 68% . 45 HF W, 78 4k H A
LA CK & A0t i PSIT Y F,/F., . i 4 %
SR A Jon R Ak B B [ 0 B S Y Ak B A R
R F/F, BEKT CK, 7 SR EAF 5 M s
A SN A A R A K R A M R
2.3 AEIEXGENKEGIERSHNTIE

& 4 ATAHLT, .G P, A1 C, 16 & Fh Ak B 8] A0
AR F O i R 25 S 4 0 L BR U E R SR TPE
AN Ta]— S FPOR TR AL BRIE] T, A1 G, B 3 6 % B i
AR IR R e B CORVEVE TS, P B DGR
JE 0 e SRR B T Rk L C B G AR BE Y
FEARE TR, EEE T, .G M P, H&E
MR RN CK>Z, >7Z, .1 C; i m B RN
Z,>7,>CK,

TECK AT RE A4S WP, fum., %2
SO P, A% CKRVEWZ M P, CK &
89.36% . HiAx 11 A~ fhAh Z, e CK ik 12. 20% ~
82.69 %0, Horf * ZR A 3107 B R e /N, HE 2 9 5 B
MK :Z, 1) P, b CK ik 15.85%~88.81% , H
CRVEEE FREMR /N, TR 23 S BRI K. 7E G
DI, CRPEEE B Z, H CKAK 11, 81%, Higy 11 4
En A E T CKsZ, b CK B 11, 52% ~76. 55%,
SEELFW . P, R OC R B A AR T IR, T, A
G. BEBECFE A I R B TGN AE
(B RVGHED s R HEELAML(ZOP, BE R
F CK.C BFMT CK.
2.4 AEENLEIBHRFEMRETF YR

H 2 5 AT, A bR i R T R i
B R B ZE T BT 5T o A S R L A BRI Rl < Ak B
[B) 2 5 34 G 25 [)— ot i 8 ' A T T 4 v L LB
Fr R HRZE T T E A R B B 2K T T T A
R RN CK>Z,>7, .

R R, CK & TF. X%E2 5 &
FLCIEE A SRR Z R, IR 4 e

TR 19 5 R AR Z, AR SRR 19 50 i i
s CARA 3107 7 a Sk 05[] — b RO [] Ak B AR
FrEES B E.Z b CK A 38. 44% ~97. 71%., Z,
e CK ik 91. 65% ~100. 00% ., fET 9 B & & )5
I, RPUPEIE CKLZ, Ml Z, 600 R ¥, [ — 5
i CK M Z, 2257 83,27, b CK 1k 66. 88% ~
100. 00 % . 7€ bk S 25 T4 o o & 77 1, CK & 14
T2 SRR S 4 SR Z AT R
POVE B RAR 3107 B ik Z, 24 5 19 57
o 5[] — R AN TR) Ak B %) BB B 2K T W 5 T B 2
SRE.Z b CK K 42. 06% ~98. 23% .7, [t CK
ik 95.92%~100. 00% ., Z5FEMH . £ —EEHE N
WEOGAL 2 S B SRR T B R T YR
F R P 25T W) o o 6 1 AT
2.5 BRFETYRSENXESHBAXESH

HH 2% 6 T AT, BRLRR 7 iR W A S T O
GSBEAR M, Btk ES T, 2B FIE
XK MR RE N 0.229: 5 G, Fl P, ¥R B3 IE
AH O A0S R B 9 0. 255 F10. 510515 C, S 4%
WERME.MERHE AN —0. 410, TYREHSE
T, M P, ¥ 58 IE M, M2 R B0 Bk
0.273 f10.452; 5 G, 2 B F EMH & M X RE N
0.213; 1M 5 C W FHAAME MEREN
—0.468, T,.G, Fl P, 1503 5 0% b 25 1E A0 55 i
CHT..G.HEAMAMCHEHARE. 5P, 2HEF
TR G A R B —0. 577,
3 it i
3.1 F,/F, EMERP T

FE I AL BEAT 3 55 1 R E D 12 A s
W Z, M Z, B R FL/F, YT CK, T BE S
T b B[] ) 2 R AR S 4 R E B Z, R Z, 1
F./F, ¥RF X AR 25 7858 5 il /) 12 4>
A Z, M Z, ) F,/F, ¥ 8 EM T, F/F,
Sk PSP OGRE e B 0% HAEID 8 2510 T iZ S8
B A5 A AR 7N 5 AN 2 0 R A K % B B2 i) T A B e
XHTZSHEE TR . 8 1wzt R
BER A, O IR o ) S e s kT R R
Y35 58 W36 L I R RE = AR A L L G R LRk
VR R AR, A W5 R Wi gk E i PSIT B &
ZEAE AR LHCI 89 0T 3 6 iR AL 98 450X — 1
FRE 00T S A BN I R A B v O Ak 2 AR T
FIH T Z 668 R G B i 8 F/F, =T
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Table 4 Photosynthesis parameters of potato leaves under different treatments
o Ak 2 T./ G,/ P,/ G/
Variety Treatment (mmol/(m? « s)) (mmol/(m? + s)) (pmol/(m? « s)) (pmol /mol)
s CK 1.656 a 48.763 a 4.545 a 221.207 b
' Z 1.930 a 59.563 a 3.182 b 271.652 a
Youjin
Z, 1.756 a 53.564 a 3.113 b 282.649 a
N CK 1.526 b 44,207 b 3.322 b 254.199 b
P RES
7, 2.189 a 65.277 ab 4.290 a 224.177 ¢
Atlantic
7, 2.462 a 63.079 a 2.795 b 301.578 a
. CK 2.529 a 87.600 a 6.902 a 249.491 b
fiizt 7%
Z, 1.621 ab 51.165 a 3.914 ab 263.830 b
Netherlands 7
7, 1.234 b 37.892 b 1.603 b 313.174 a
CK 1.500 a 45.559 a 3.882 a 241.108 b
A 310
7, 1.318 a 40.922 a 3.408 a 249.067 b
Dongnong 310
Z, 0.920 b 27.444 b 0.804 b 338.408 a
CK 1.177 a 39.377 a 3.167 a 266.333 b
MAE2 5
7, 0.870 a 26.991 b 1.570 b 296.029 a
Xingjia 2
Z, 0.959 a 30.417 ab 1.766 b 297.037 a
X CK 1.725 a 70.133 a 7.102 a 199.483 b
e 45
Z, 0.997 ab 38.573 b 2.597 b 255.268 a
Longshu 4
Z, 0.545 b 21.981 ¢ 2.104 b 266.123 a
CK 1.287 a 54,161 a 3.901a 248.896 b
FEE 4
7 0.779 b 32.904 b 2.136 ab 272.750 ab
Yanshu 4
7, 0. 466 b 19.120 ¢ 0.959 b 321.114 a
CK 1.253 a 50.921 a 5.147 a 205.916 b
FEE 9 5
7, 1.082 a 47.969 a 0.891 b 222.085 b
Yanshu 9
Z, 0.207 b 8.260 b 0.767 b 351.108 a
CK 1.377 a 63.806 a 5.391 a 241.963 ¢
EE 10 5
Z, 0.342 b 15.399 b 1.008 b 288.347 b
Yanshu 10
7, 0.576 b 26.088 b 1.445 b 339.036 a
CK 0.659 a 30. 255 a 3.810 a 188. 756 ¢
T 13 5
A 0.575 a 27.378 a 1.529 b 276.356 b
Kexin 13
Z, 0.140 b 6.519 b 0.936 b 333.254 a
o CK 1.184 a 55.098 a 3.843 a 240.730 b
TR 19 5
Z, 0.751 b 34.264 b 2.849 ab 274. 237 ab
Kexin 19
Zs 0.683 b 31.520 b 1.857 b 295.372 a
CK 1.077 a 48. 372 a 3.838 a 257.478 b
SLH 23 5
A 1.000 a 39.500 ab 1.850 b 292. 254 ab
Kexin 23
7, 0.743 b 34.034 b 0.430 ¢ 363.779 a
P Variety * *% M %
RSl

Analysis of

variance

AbH Treatment

Y I

Variety X Treatment

* %

X%
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Table 5 Yield per plant and tuber dry matter of potato under different treatments

THRE R/ RRREET YRR/ g

i A b 7 kR /g _
Dry matter Weight of dry
Variety Treatment Yield per plant
content matter per tuber
R CK 479.967 a 18.70 a 89.754 a
Juss
A 82.733 b 16.30 a 13.485 b
Youjin
Zs 22.233 ¢ 5.30 b 1.178 ¢
N CK 401. 900 a 24.00 a 96. 456 a
KV
Z, 133.700 b 22.00 ab 29.414 b
Atlantic
Z, 32.067 b 7.30 b 2.341 ¢
CK 302. 867 a 16.00 a 48. 459 a
i 7
Z 63.667 b 14.30 a 9.104 b
Netherlands 7
Z, 19.760 ¢ 5.70 b 1.126 ¢
CK 508.167 a 21.70 a 110. 272 a
R4 310
7, 11.667 b 16.70 b 1.948 b
Dongnong 310
7, 0. 000 ¢ 0.00 ¢ 0. 000 ¢
CK 1 085.033 a 18.00 a 195. 306 a
MAE 2 S
7, 124. 667 b 16.70 a 20.819 b
Xingjia 2
Z, 8.533 ¢ 4.30 b 0.367 ¢
X CK 703.200 a 12.30 a 86.494 a
k45
Z, 107.767 b 9.30 a 10.022 b
Longshu 4
Z, 0.867 ¢ 1.00 b 0.009 ¢
CK 243.133 a 17.00 a 41. 333 a
M 45
Z 149. 667 a 16.00 a 23.947 b
Yanshu 4
Z, 7.533 b 5.30 b 0.399 ¢
CK 852.667 a 16.00 a 136.427 a
9 B
Z, 61.600 b 14.00 a 8.624 b
Yanshu 9
Z, 4,067 c 5.30 b 0.216 ¢
CK 365.133 a 15.70 a 57.326 a
10
A 90.067 b 13.70 ab 12.339 b
Yanshul0
Z, 8.100 ¢ 4.30 b 0.348 ¢
o CK 455. 000 a 16.00 a 72.800 a
T 135 _
A 98.100 b 15.70 a 15.402 b
Kexin 13
Zs 15.900 ¢ 6.30 b 1.002
CK 416.467 a 15.70 a 65.385 a
TEHE 19 5 i}
Zy 61.325 b 5.10 b 3.128 b
Kexinl9
Z, 53.367 b 5.00 b 2.668 ¢
o CK 559.867 a 18.30 a 102. 456 a
FLH 23 5
7 129.500 b 17.70 a 22.922 b
Kexin 23
Z, 46. 767 c 5.30 a 2.479 ¢
iR Variety * * *%
b\
UEEA Ab PR Treatment *% %% %%
Analysis of
Rl X A B *% *% *%

variance
Variety X Treatment
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Table 6 Correlation of photosynthetic parameters, yield per plant and dry matter content

SR . PR P T A
T, G, P, G )

Item Yield per plant Dry matter content
T, 1. 000
G, 0.950 1. 000
P, 0.703" 0.733" 1. 000
G —0.070 —0.051 —0.557™ 1. 000
PR P 0.229" 0.255" 0.510" —0.410™ 1. 000
TR &= 0.273" 0.213" 0.452* —0.468" 0.580™ 1. 000

s ox Flloex FARAE 0.05 A1 0.0l KFERBE.

Note: * and ** indicate significant differences at 0. 05 and 0. 01 levels.
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JEE 00 F R R L COBR R R E L
Tt FREEMECAL B B FL/F, FRELEA TR
JGREHE AR ATP, 75 BN B B iR 7K SCHE 28 AN fg
o CO. [B5E , ALY RCR AR . A D43
Bré 2 C M P, R 3 AHSC N R T P,
TR CO, WHFEW D HL Z, M Z, 1 C B
X AT B A2 O BRI B PSTT A9 O B8 5% AL 3%
TR DTS SR IR SO BA o ik [ 5 e 7 14 4k 2 fig
AR AR Tk A R R ALY . P, TR,
H ARG IR AE T (CKO I #5252 0 IR 3 o L it 7 il
FE#E T AR I R N AR 25 AR AR T L G,
BEME Y BB ST BRAR LT, $2 T4 DT R A i e YR
I Ah 3 2R A O FRS BE IR L i 3R B O DA
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