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Comparative Experiment of Potato Varieties in North Alpine Black Soil Region

LI Xue-min, LIU Ya-ping, LI Xue-feng et al ( Yakeshi Senfeng Potato Industry Co. , Ltd. , Hulun Buir, Inner Mongolia 021076)
Abstract In order to select potato varieties suitable for planting in the cold black soil area of the north, 16 potato varieties were compared in
order to provide technical support for high-quality, high-yield and high-efficiency potato production in the area. The results showed that among
the 16 potato varieties, the shape of potato was mostly oval, the color of potato skin and flesh were mostly yellow, the bud eyes were mostly
light, and the shape of potato skin were mostly smooth and orderly. The average yield, the commercial potato rate, the total number of tubers
and the number of tubers with different sizes were significantly different. The highest yield was Holland 806, with an average yield of
72 495 kg/hm’ , but there was no significant difference with Kexin 13, Holland 7, Holland 15, Xingjia 2, Zhongshu 5, Jizhangshu 12 and
Xisen 6, which was significantly higher than other varieties. The highest commercial potato rate was Holland 7, which was 80. 63% , but there
was no significant difference with Holland 806, Holland 15, Xingjia 2, Zaodabai, Jizhangshu 12 and Kexin 13, which was significantly higher
than other varieties. There was no significant difference in the total number of tubers per plant between Zhongshu 5, Holland 806 and Xisen 6,
and the average number was 8. 1-9. 9 and there was no significant difference among the other varieties, which maintained at 4. 5-6.4. Ac-
cording to the average yield and commercial potato rate, the best performance of these 16 potato varieties were Holland 806, Kexin 13, Hol-
land 7, Holland 15, Xingjia 2 and Jizhangshu 12 ;the yields of Zhongshu 5 and Xisen 6 were also high, but there were more tubers and lower
of the commercial tubers rate ; The commercial potato rate of Zaodabai was higher, but the yield was in the middle.
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Table 1 Tuber characters of different potato varieties
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Fig.1 The tuber characters of different potato varieties
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Fig.2 The average yield of different potato varieties
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Fig.3 Commercial potato rate of different potato varieties
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Table 2 The number of tubers of different potato varieties

ZEEASEL Number of tubers

Fp o r,".é\éﬁg/l\ﬁ
No. Variety Fotal number T 150 50~150 g VT 50

of potatoes g s g
1 17 == 806 8.5+1.9 ab 3.8+x1.0 a 2.3%0.5 be 1.0£0. 7 cdef
2 T2 7 6.3+1.2 bed 3.4£1.0 ab 1.9+1.0 ¢ 0.8+0. 3 def
3 w2z 15 6.4+0.4 bed 2.8+0. 3 abede 2.7+0.2 abe 0.6+0.3 ef
4 Ju4s 5.3+0.8d 1.9£0.4 cde 2.3+0.6 be 2.0£0.6 be
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13 B 7 5 4.5+1.9d 1.6+0.7 e 2.3+1.2 be 4.2+0.8 a
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15 TR 5 5.7+0.7 cd 2.2+0.9 bede 1.5+1.0 ¢ 0.1+£0.2 f
16 ToE 13 5 6.3+1.6 bed 3.1£0. 6 abed 1.7+0.5 ¢ 1.5£0.2 cde
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Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicated significant difference between different varieties at 0. 05 level.
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