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Potato Varieties Tested for Their Disease Resistance and Yield in a
Continuous Cropping System in Arid and Semi-arid Regions of
Central Gansu Province
LIU Xiaoping*

( Dingxi Anding Agricultural Technology Extension Center, Dingxi, Gansu 743000, China )

Abstract: Disease resistance and yield performance of various potato varieties were studied in a continuous cropping
systemin view of the fact that the potato acreage was expanded, leading to continuous cropping for potato in the arid and semi-
arid area of central Gansu Province. Two varieties, '‘Longshu 7' and 'Longshu 6', were selected out based on their resistance to
early blight, late blight, black scurf, tuber rot, comprehensive analysis of yield, tuber set, and marketable tuber percentage.
These two varieties were disease resistant, easy for storage, high yielding and high in marketable tuber percentage, and
therefore suitable for growinginthe arid and semi-arid areas.
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1
Table 1 Incidence of diseases for various varieties
Black scurf Early blight Late blight
. % % % % % %
Variety
Disease rate Disease index Disease rate Disease index Disease rate Disease index
3 Longshu3 0.36 eE 0.33 dD 32.10 ¢cB 8.26 cC 7.50 cC 4.00 cC
10 Longshu 10 2.68 bB 2.76 bB 1.83 dC 0.11 dD 2.44 dC 1.44 dD
6 Longshu 6 1.52dD 1.47 cC 4.42 dC 1.48 dD 2.18 dC 1.18 eE
7  Longshu 7 1.53 dD 1.44 cC 2.62 dC 0.32 dD 2.16 dC 1.16 fE
1L.K99 1.87 ¢C 1.70 ¢C 48.24 bA 18.68 bB 20.17 bB 8.03 bB
CK Xindaping 6.22 aA 8.00 aA 52.17 aA 22.56 aA 51.63 aA 16.38 aA
0.05 0.01

Note: Means in the same column followed by different small letters are different at 0.05 level of probability and different capital letters are

different at 0.01 level of probability as tested by Duncan' s multiple range rest. The same below.

2
Table 2 Comparison of potato tuber rot rate for

various varieties

‘ LK99" ¢ ’
Variety % Number % Mass
¢ LK9Y’ 3 Longshu3 16.75 aA 18.99 aA
‘ 37 10 Longshul0 3.11dD 3.58 dD
6 Longshu 6 5.80 cC 5.89 ¢C
7 6 ' 10 7 Longshu7 1.53 ¢E 1.04 eE
LK99 15.08 bB 15.48 bB
CK Xindaping 5.62cC 532cC
* LK99’ 2.3
' 3 7 3
‘ 7 1922 kg/667m’ f
‘ 10 "¢ 6 ' "1 021 kg/667m’
7
' 7 6 '’ ‘ 7
’ 8.6 ‘ ' 3.6
2.2
2 2 : 7 : 3
‘ 3 16.75%
18.99% * LK99’
15.08% 15.48% * 7 ‘ 7
1.53% 1.04% 64.63%  LK99"  62.00% ‘
‘ 6 ' ' 10 ' 49.77%
‘ 7 7 85.80%

‘ 6 ' 8520% ‘ '
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Table 3 Plot yield, tuber number per plant, and marketable tuber percentage for various varieties

No. %
kg/667m’ Tuber number per plant Marketable tuber percentage
Variety Yield >75¢g
Total number Number of tuber >75 g Number Mass
3 Longshu3 1839 cC 8.00 abAB 4.03 beABC 52.23 bBC 80.63 abA
10 Longshu 10 1232 ek 6.28 cC 3.15 ¢dCDE 49.77 bC 79.33 bA
6  Longshu 6 1887 bB 7.02 beBC 4.42 abAB 60.50 aABC 85.20 abA
7  Longshu 7 1922 aA 8.60 aA 5.17 aA 64.63 aA 85.80 aA
LK99 1462 dD 4.48 dD 2.77 deDE 62.00 aAB 79.27 bA
CK Xindaping 1021 {F 3.60 deD 1.93 eE 53.30 bBC 66.80 cB
66.80% ‘ 6
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