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Effect on Yield of Large Sized Seed Tuber Planted at Various
Densities for the Variety Xuanshu 2
ZHAN Kang', LI Xiangneng? GAO Lianzhang™, XU Fahai'

(1. Xuanwei Agricultural Technique Extension Center, Xuanwei, Yunnan 655400, China;
2. Dongshang Agricultural Service Center, Xuanwei, Yunnan 655408, China )

Abstract: Effect on yield and tuber set per hill of large sized seed tuber planted at various densities was studies using

the variety Xuanshu 2 as plant materials. Large sized seed tuber of 'Xuanshu 2' planted at 27 000 hill/lha gave the best yield,
34 654 kg/ha, higher in both yield and economic return than those of 22 500 hill/ha, 31 500 hill/ha, 37 500 hill/lha and traditional
sized seed potato planted at 60 000 hill/ha. Tuber set and tuber yield per hill decreased as density increased from 27 000 hill/ha,
however no clear pattern was found for marketable tuber percentage. Therefore, for the variety "Xuanshu 2' 27 000 hill/ha

should be planted when large sized seed tuber was used in Xuanwei, at which high tube yield and benefit could be achieved.

Key Words: potato; large sized tuber seed; density; tuber set; yield

63 333 hm?
50 000 hm®> !
2 868 m 920 m 1.1
980 mm 13.3%C
3 . . C2 0,
1200 kg
‘ 5 \
1.2
S 5
2011-12-27
shsyz—22 .
1968-

* Corresponding author E-mail glz6307@126.com,



. 218+ 26 4 2012

225 A 2.70 B . 34 654.15 kgthm?
3.15 (0NN
3.75 D . 6 E . F=06.65>Fy;=3.84 o
351 m? o B. E
2011 3 6 D. C. A D. C. A
667 m* 2 400 kg B A C
80 kg. 420 4 .
27 6 5 6 12 1 2.70
5 24 6 24 667m’ o
“ 7200 g 1 8
17 10 F="7.19> Fys=701 o
N o B. E C 001
o B. E D. A. C 005
B. E D. A C
2
2.1 22
1 ¢ 2 2 1.8 N
1.0
2.70 /hm? 2557801 /hm? E A
1
Table 1 Total yield and marketable tuber yield under different planting densities
kg/35.1 m? ke ke/35.1 m?
Treatment Plot yield Yield converted based on hectare Plot marketable tuber yield
121.63 34 654.15 aA 109.72 aA
E 117.05 33 349.25 aAB 108.39 aA
D 104.55 29 787.81 bAB 94.26 bAB
C 101.74 28 987.20 bB 90.66 bB
A 100.52 28 639.61 bB 93.05 bAB

A-2.25 /hm*  B-2.70 /hm*  C-3.15 /hm*  D-3.75 /hm*  E-6 /hm®
0.05 0.01 o °
Note: A-22 500 plants/ha  B-27 000 plants/ha  C-31 500 plants/ha D-37 500 plants/ha E-60 000 plants/ha; Means were separated by using

Duncan's method. Small letter and capital letter were used to indicate significance at 0.05 and 0.01 level of probability, respectively. The same below.
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Table 2 Analysis of economic return

10* plant kg Yuan kg Yuan Yuan
Treatment Density Marketable tuber yield  Output value Seed used Seed cost Benefit Rank
A 2.25 26 511.69 26 511.69 2 595.0 4671.0 21 840.69 3
B 2.70 31 261.51 31 261.51 31575 5683.5 25 578.01 1
C 3.15 25 830.49 25 830.49 34755 62559 19 574.59 4
D 3.75 26 856.69 26 856.69 4185.0 7 533.0 19 323.69 5
E 6.00 30 881.41 30 881.41 3165.0 5697.0 25 184.41 2
100 g < <150 g 50 g °
Note: 100 g < Large sized seed potato < 150 g; traditional sized seed potato about 50 g.
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Table 3 Economic characters under different planting densities
No. kg kg
Treatment Tuber number per hill Weight per hill Marketable tuber yield per hill
B 11.27 aA 1.34 aA 1.21 aA
A 10.89 aA 1.29 aA 1.19 aA
C 10.11 abAB 0.96 bB 0.85 bB
D 8.84 hcAB 0.85 beB 0.77 beB
E 7.68 cB 0.77 ¢B 0.71 ¢B
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