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Correlation of Leaf Area with Yield and Quality in Potato
LI Jun, ZHONG Yingna, GUO Huachun*

(College of Agronomy and Biological Technology, Yunnan Agricultural University, Kunming, Yunnan 650201, China )

Abstract: The leaf area and corrected coefficient of five potato varieties were measured and furthermore the correlation
between leaf area, and yield and quality was analyzed. The results showed that the leaf area and corrected coefficient of five
potato varieties had highly significant difference and the coefficient obtained in one variety would not be applied in another.
Moreover, leaf area had significant positive correlation with tuber yield but not with any quality trait. These suggested that the
enlargement of leaf area could enhance the export of photosynthetic product and cause increase in economic yield.
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Table 1 Corrected coefficient and leaf area

for each of varieties

cm’
Variety Corrected coefficient Leaf area
88 Hezuo 88 0.7632 A 20.64 C
6  Lishu 6 0.7790 AB 20.41 C
Jianchuanhong 0.8132 C 16.23 B
Zhuanxinwu 0.7978 BC 15.06 AB
Black Beauty 0.7869 AB 1322 A
001 LSD

Note: Different capital letters in the same column mean significant

difference at 0.01 level as tested by LSD method.

1
F=5237 p<001
0.7632~0.8132 ¢ ’ ¢
88’ 0.0500 ¢ 6
T ’ 0.0079 K
5 0.13~1.35 cm?
F =23865
p <0.01 ¢ 88’ ¢ 6
20 cm? 3
2
p<0.01 ¢ 5 o
2.2
2
2
6 ’ 70% o

r=0915 p=0.029
<0.05 I
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Table 2 Tuber yield and distribution for each of five varieties
kg kg/ % <0.05 kg % 0.05~0.1kg % >0.1kg
Variety Individual Total yield  Yield per hill Percentage of small tuber Percentage of middle tuber Percentage of big tuber
Zhuanxinwu 10 0.9 0.09 94.7 3.2 2.1
Black Beauty 29 22 0.08 97.5 2.5 0
Jianchuanhong 30 6.3 0.21 82.3 13.0 4.7
88 Hezuo 88 30 11.5 0.38 75.0 17.7 7.3
6  Lishu 6 30 17.6 0.59 29.9 393 30.8
24 ¢ 3
R* = 0.8369
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Figure 1 Correlation between leaf area and tuber yield per 0.7264
hill in five potato varieties
3 % :
Table 3 Nutritional quality in five potato varieties
o
Variety Dry matter  Soluble protein Soluble sugar ~ Starch
20.65 11.3 4.8 83.51 K
Zhuanxinwu
17.08 8.4 2.0 78.45 N
Black Beauty
17.40 9.0 29 82.95
Jianchuanhong ’
88 20.39 6.4 2.7 84.55
Hezuo 88 LA 316
6 16.24 8.2 35 85.32 [17.18] 5
Lishu 6
N o o]
Note: Soluble protein, sugar and starch are the percentage of dried .
potato powder.
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