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Experimental Research on Potato Water Saving Cultivation Modes
CHEN Xiangdong, PAN Xiaochun*, YAO Yanhong

( Dingxi Dryland Farming Research and Extension Center, Dingxi, Gansu 743000, China )

Abstract: Seven different cultivation modes, i.e. white transparent plastic film covering the whole field, black plastic film

covering the whole field, white transparent plastic film half covering with ridge planting, black plastic film half covering with ridge
planting, white transparent plastic film half covering with ridge side planting, black plastic film half covering with ridge side
planting, and planting without plastic film coverage (control), were compared in the two sites of Tuanjie Township and Dryland
Farming Research and Extension Center in Dingxi, using cv. Dingshu 1 as plant material. Emergence percentage, large sized

tuber percentage, yield and production cost in the mode of black plastic film covering the whole field were all superior to other
modes. In this mode, the yield could be reached 30 326 kg / ha, increasing 8 537 kg / ha (39.2%) as compared with the control,

with big sized tuber percentage being 82.3%.
Key Words: potato; water saving; cultivation mode
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1
Table 1 Effects of different treatments on phenophase and plant height

D/M % cm D/M D/M D/M

Treatment code Emergence Rate of emergence Plant length Budding Flowering Maturity
A 25/05 952 75 29/06 12/07 -
B 23/05 97.5 72 25/06 05/07 -
C 30/05 93.0 71 01/07 13/07 27/09
D 26/05 93.3 68 30/06 15/07 28/09
E 01/06 88.5 66 01/07 18/07 26/09
F 26/05 90.8 68 29/06 15/07 28/09
G 15/06 85.3 61 10/07 25/07 28/09
A- B- C— D- E-

F- G- “-7 o

Note: A—white transparent plastic film covering the whole field, B— black plastic film covering the whole field, C—white transparent plastic film
half covering with ridge planting, D—black plastic film half covering with ridge planting, E—white transparent plastic film half covering with ridge side
planting, F-black plastic film half covering with ridge side planting, and G-planting without plastic film coverage (control); "— "indicates the plants

still remain green at harvest. The same bellow.

2
Table 2 Effects of different treatments on potato yeild

No. % ke / hm? kg / hm? + kg (%)
Treatment  Location Per plant tubers  Percent of big tuber Yeild Average yield Compared to control Yield increase Rank
A 5 27412
78.6 26380 4591 21.1 2
6 25347
B 5 34307
82.3 30326 8537 392 1
6 26345
C 5 26097
75.8 25143 3354 15.4 4
6 24189
D 5 26438
72.4 25451 3662 16.8 3
6 24465
E 5 25346
72.1 24834 3045 14.0 5
5 27413
F 6 25388
73.5 25036 3247 14.9 6
5 24684
G 4 23096
60.5 21789 7
5 20482
14.0%~16.8% 7 3.
4 0
o]
3 o
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Table 3 Two-way analysis of variance for yield

Source SS DF MS F Foos Foo
Location 50319637.7 1 50319637.71 9.31%%* 4.20 7.68
Treatment 165612578.8 6 27602096.46 5.1 2.44 3.53
X 61290019.3 6 10215003.21 1.89 2.44 3.53
Treatment x Location
Error 151344185.2 28 5405149.47
Total variation — 428566421.0 41
ok 3
Note: ** denote highly significant difference.
4
Table 4 Multiple comparison for different treatments 5 2011
ke / h’ Significance ®
Treatment Means 0.05 0.01
B 30326 a A o
A 26380 b B
D 25451 b B o
C 25143 b B
F 25036 b B
o
E 24834 b B
G 21789 b B
3
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