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Evaluation for Adaptation of Some Spring Potato Cultivars in Open Field of
Southern Mountainous Part of Ningxia
SU Linfu*, HU Zhikui LIU Xiaodong, HE Guogqin

( Xiji Potato Industry Service Center, Guyuan, Ningxia 756200, China )

Abstract: Ten potato cultivars were compared to evaluate their yield and yield stability in order to identify the cultivars which
was high yielding and high quality, and suitable for planting in local environments. 'Qingshu 9', 'Zhuangshu 3' and 'Jizhangshu 8'
were high yielding and suitable for extension in local area. 'Favorita' and 'Zhongshu 3', though low in yield than the control cultivar,
were early maturing and suitable for planting in irrigated field or in plastic tunnel, and in this way other vegetables could be grown
after harvest of potato, which could put potato in reasonable rotation system and use land efficiently.
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Table 1 Phenological phase of cultivars tested Date/Month
d
Cultivar Planting Emergence Flower bud Flowering Maturity Harvest Growth duration
9  Qingshu 9 06/05 02/06 24/06 11/07 - 12/10 -
3 Zhuangshu 3 06/05 03/06 21/06 12/07 25/09 12/10 114
Favorita 06/05 01/06 18/06 10/07 15/08 12/10 75
3 Zhongshu 3 06/05 02/06 22/06 10/07 17/08 12/10 76
8  Jizhangshu 8 06/05 03/06 20/06 06/07 20/09 12/10 109
168Qingshu 168 06/05 02/06 18/06 10/07 22/09 12/10 112
3 Longshu 3 06/05 03/06 16/06 12/07 22/09 12/10 111
4 CK Ningshu 4 06/05 03/06 16/06 12/07 24/09 12/10 113
1 Kexin 1 06/05 03/06 16/06 12/07 06/09 12/10 95
17 Kexin 17 06/05 05/06 21/06 11/07 05/09 12/10 92
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Table 2 Plant morphological traits of cultivars tested

cm
Cultivar Stem color Leaf color Flower abundance  Flower color Berry set Plant height Stolon
9 Qingshu 9 88.6
3 Zhuangshu 3 71.4
Favorita 50.2
3 Zhongshu 3 51.6
8  Jizhangshu 8 74.2
168 Qingshu 168 66.8
3 Longshu 3 65.9
4 CK Ningshu 4 66.7
1 Kexin 1 66.2
17 Kexin 17 52.5
° 8 °
23 24
3 ‘ 9 . 168’ ° 4
4 70 17 ’.° ’5 ‘ 9 7 7.2
‘ 307 3000 ‘ 168’ 33
§ . 3 . 1 s 9 ' 5806¢
S99 68 . 3 0 3467 ¢ 17
‘ 3000 8 . (VAN N 373
‘ [ N ‘ ’ ‘ 4 7 6
N ‘ 3 7 N °
o ‘ g8 . ° 3 7 ‘ g 1249 g
. <3 : ©843g ¢ 3 .
e 4 N 8 . 168, ° 3 4
3
Table 3 Tuber traits of cultivars tested
Cultivar Uniformity Tuber shape Skin color Flesh color Skin type Eye depth Stolon

9 Qingshu 9
3 Zhuangshu 3
3 Zhongshu 3
Favorita
8  Jizhangshu 8
168 Qingshu 168
3 Longshu 3
4 CK Ningshu 4
1 Kexin 1
17 Kexin 17
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Table 4 Tuber economic traits of cultivars tested

Cultivar Tuber number/plant g Tuber yield/plant g Tuber weight % Marketable tuberrate
9  Qingshu9 7.2 589.6 81.9 88.2
3 Zhuangshu3 4.6 535.5 116.4 91.3
8  Jizhangshu8 4.1 5124 1249 91.2
3 Longshu3 3.5 424.6 121.3 80.3
168 Qingshu 168 3.3 403.6 122.3 70.5
1 Kexinl 4.1 406.8 95.2 81.2
4 CK Ningshu4 34 386.3 113.6 74.2
17 Kexin17 4.2 383.2 91.2 83.6
Favorita 4.3 362.5 84.3 73.9
3 Zhongshu3 4.1 346.7 84.6 69.8
5
Table 5 Combined analysis of variance on yield of cultivars tested
Source SS DF MS F Prob.
Replication 5.2833 8 0.6604
Year Y 40.8333 1 40.8333 55.6362 1E-07
Site S 254.6253 1 254.6253 346.9317 1E-07
x SxY 0.3630 1 0.3630 0.4946 0.4842
Cultivar C 27871.7997 9 3096.8666 4219.5381 1E-07
x CxY 127.7017 9 14.1891 19.3329 1E-07
x SxC 82.5663 9 9.1740 12.4998 1E-07
x x SxCxY 92.6286 9 10.2921 14.0231 1E-07
Error 52.8433 72 0.7339
Total 28528.6446 119
6 o
Table 6 Significance of mean difference 69.8%~91.3%
for cultivars tested ¢ 3 ¢ 3 ’ ¢ 3 .
¢ PR ,
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Cultivar Plot yield
5% 1% °
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9  Qingshu9 68.46 a A
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Note: Means in the column followed by the different letters indicate

significance at the 0.05 and 0.01 level, respectively, as tested using DMRT. °
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Table 7 Analysis of cultivars tested for their yield and stability

Yield parameter Stability parameter
Cultivar kg/ Comprehensive evaluation
Yield kg/plot Effect Variance Coefficient of variability
9  Qingshu 9 68.46 27.083 1.022 1.477
3 Zhuangshu 3 61.83 20.450 0.432 1.064
8  Jizhangshu 8 58.57 17.192 5.940 4.161
3 Longshu 3 45.93 4.550 2.212 3.238
168 Qingshu 168 33.88 -7.492 0.704 2.476
1 Kexin 1 32.34 -9.033 3.133 5.473
4 CK Ningshu 4 31.33 -10.050 0.005 0.218
17 Kexin 17 29.46 -11.917 0.127 1.208
3 Zhongshu 3 26.25 -15.125 0.017 0.503
Favorita 25.72 -15.658 0.168 1.595
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