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Potato Yield Characters Under Different Modes of Planting
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Abstract: Potato yield, commodity potato rate, plant characters, and so on were analyzed and discussed in this research
through the comparison of ridge, flat and heap planting modes. The results showed that different planting modes had great
influence on potato yield. Ridge planting gave the highest yield, 2251 kg/667m?, increasing by 65.76% compared with heap
planting and by 21.82% compared with flat planting, and the difference was highly significant and significant, respectively. Flat
planting produced 1848 kg/667 m? and ranked second, increasing yield by 36.08% compared with heap planting, and the
difference was found to be highly significant. As for the large and medium sized tuber percentage, ridge planting placed first,
89.03%, increasing by 20.37 percent point compared with heap planting. Flat planting ranked second, 86.62%, with an increase
of 17.96 percent point compared with heap planting.
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Table 1 Effects of various treatments on emergence of potato Day/Month

07/03 20/04 20/05 30/05 15/06
% % Yo %
Treatment Sowing  Emergence Emergence rate Emergence Emergence rate Emergence Emergence rate  Emergence Emergence rate
Hill Hill % Hill % Hill % Hill Yo
1 4200 212 5.05 3357 79.93 4078 97.09 4195 99.88
2 4 200 158 3.76 3711 88.36 4188 99.71 4196 99.90
3 4 200 37 0.88 1418 33.76 2953 70.31 3976 94.67
2.2 3
2 1 99 d Table 3 Effects of various treatments on plant and tuber
o) 97d 3 124 10d characters of potato
o
2 / o

Treatment Plant height ¢m  Main stem No.  Tuber/plant No.

Table 2 Effects of various treatments on growth period of

1 94.1 43 8.3
potato Day/Month
2 91.5 3.8 7.8
d 3 82.9 3.1 7.2
Treatment Emergence Budding Flowering Maturity Growth duration
1 14/05 18/06 23/06 20/08 99 2.4
2 16/05 18/06 26/06 20/08 97
F 6.06 Foos
3 30/05 27/06 04/07 24/08 87
F F 001 o
37 8 25 4 1 2 251 kg/
Note: Experiment was planted on March 7 and harvested on August 25. 667 m? 3 65.76%
23 2 21.82% 2
3 1 94.1 cm 1 848 kg/667 m? 3
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Table 4 Effects of various treatments on tuber yield of potato

kg Yield/plot kg 667 m’ kg = % + % . R
Converted into yield per Compared with Compared with Difference significant
Treatment 5 . . Rank
Average 667m* kg heap planting  flat planting 5% 1%
1 637.5 7265 661.8 675.27 2251 +65.76 +21.82 a A 1
2 522.5 5735 567.0 554.33 1848 +36.08 0 b A 2
3 369.6 4945 358.0 407.37 1358 0 -26.51 c B 3
p=0.05 p =0.01 o

o

Note: Means with different small letters mean significance at 0.05 level of probability, and with different capital letters mean significance at 0.01
level of probability using Duncan's Multiple Range Test.
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Table 5 Effects of various treatments on tuber distribution %
Treatment >150 g 50~150 g <50 g
Large tuber tuber>150 g  Medium tuber tuber 50-150 ¢ Small tuber tuber<50 g  Large and medium tuber rate
1 60.27 28.76 10.97 89.03
2 63.38 23.24 13.38 86.62
3 35.82 32.84 31.34 68.66
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