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F 1 LTIEEEATA
pH
(g/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg)
2014 36.3 99.8 47.8 211.5 5.86
2015 44.7 77.94 342 190.6 6.45
1.3 50%
6 3
6 21m 67 cm
84 m* I m 2014 5 1 5 27 8 13
lm 4 4m 2015 4 26 6 2 9
15 m 8 2
#F2 HRESFLENFIEHAEREE
(kg/hmz)
N P,0; K,O (  /hmd) /7)) (cm)
2014 6-1 150 75 150 6 1 24.9
6-3 150 75 150 6 3 24.9
9-1 150 75 150 9 1 16.6
9-3 150 75 150 9 3 16.6
12-1 150 75 150 12 1 124
12-3 150 75 150 12 3 12.4
2015 6-1 150 100 150 1 24.9
6-2 150 100 150 2 24.9
8-1 150 100 150 1 18.7
8-2 150 100 150 2 18.7
10-1 150 100 150 10 1 14.9
10-2 150 100 150 10 2 14.9
1.4
2014 22 d( ) 39 d( ( >
) 61d( ) 78d( ) )
2015 28 d( ) 2014 6 /hm*>9 /hm*>
45 d( ) 62 d( ) 83 d( 12 /hm® 2015 6 /hm*>8 / hm>>
) 98 .d( ) 10 /hm’
2014 12 /hm>9  /hm>6  /hm?
3 2015 10 /hm*>8 /hm*>6 /hm?
<3cm 3cm~30g 30~75g 75~100¢g 2.2
100~150g 150~200g 200~250g >250g 8 1] 2
105°C 30 min 75°C 2014a  2014b 2015a  2015b
Excel 2013  DPS 7.65
5 2014 6 /hm*>9 /hm*>12 /hm?
2015 6 /hm*>8 /hm*>10 /hm?
2.1 2014
12 /hm*>9 /hm*>6 /hm?* 2015
1 2014a 2014b 2015a 2015b 10 /hm*>8 /hm*>6 /hm?
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(P<0.05) 60 d
(P>0.05)
30.3 29.4 29.7 t/hm’
31.6 30.7 31.7 t/hm? 30~150 g
13
(P<0.05)
28.5 38.9 37.9 t/hm? 12-3 30~150 g
454 456 44.4 t/hm 18.2 t/hm* 70% 13 8-2
30~150 g 20.1 t/hm?
75~200g 49%
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12-3 13 62 82 3
12-3 13 82 75 ~ William 1!
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*3 FEIEZEARI30~150 g REFERIZMN
2014 (d) 2015 (d
39 61 78 45 62 83 98
(%) 6-1 97 a 21b 29 ¢ 6-1 97 a 40 b 22b 23 b
6-3 90 a 55a 44 ab 6-2 95a 65 ab 41 ab 25b
9-1 95a 35ab 39 be 8-1 93 a 43 b 24 b 25b
9-3 85a 66 a 57 ab 8-2 90 a 76 a 49 ab 35a
12-1 87 a 46 ab 43 ab 10-1 93 a 51 ab 34D 29 ab
12-3 82a 70 a 59a 10-2 89 a 76 a 53a 39a
6-1 18b 7b 10¢c 6-1 14.0b 1470 10.7 a 75b
( /m’) 6-3 28 ab 33 ab 17b 6-2 233 ab 31.3a 27.3 be 12.6 ab
9-1 23 a 23 ab 14 be 8-1 20.4 ab 15.1b 13.3 ab 10.1b
9-3 38a 49 a 24 a 8-2 27.6a 329a 302 ¢ 165a
12-1 25 ab 31 ab 17b 10-1 22.2 ab 31.1a 17.8 abc 12.7 ab
12-3 44 a 63 a 25a 10-2 36.7 a 378 a 322¢ 20.6 b
6-1 4.7b 6.2c 6.0b 6-1 59b 8.6b 6.6c 460
(t/hm’) 6-3 6.9 ab 13.0 ab 84a 62 9.9 ab 1852 15.8 ab 7.9 ab
9-1 55b 7.6 ¢ 6.4b 8-1 8.9 ab 9.7b 7.1¢ 530
9-3 7.8 ab 162 a 92a 8-2 10.6 a 19.7b 20.1 a 94a
12-1 7.0 ab 99b 6.8b 10-1 9.0 ab 12.9 ab 9.5 be 6.2 ab
12-3 10.8 a 182a 10.1a 10-2 129a 189a 19.0 ab 10.6 a
P<0.05
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13 8-2
80 d
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[16] [7]
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Preliminary Study of Effect of Density Control Method on
Potato Tuber Size

TIAN Jingxuan', SUN Lei'", YU Hongtao®, BI Shiting', ZHANG Zeyu', TAI Feng'

(1 College of Resources and Environment, Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin
2 Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Suihua Branch, Suihua, Helongjiang

150030, China;
152000, China)

Abstract: Field experiments were conducted to study the effect of density control method on the potato tuber size

distribution. The planting density of 60 000, 90 000 and 120 000 holes/hm? with 1 or 3 stems per hole were conducted with the

variety of Youjin in 2014, and the planting density of 60 000, 80 000 and 100 000 holes/hm? with 1 or 2 stems per hole were

conducted with the variety of Kexin 13 in 2015 respectively. The yield of tubers of the grade 30—-150 g increased by increasing the

planting density or increasing stems, while the yield of tubers of the grade over 150 g decreased. To early maturing variety of

Youjin, the planting density of 120 000 holes/hm® with 3 stems per hole and harvest at 60 d after emergence was suitable for seed

potatoes production, while 60 000 holes/hm? with 3 stems per hole suitable for marketable tuber production. To late-maturing

variety of Kexin 13, the planting density of 80 000 holes/hm® with 2 stems per hole and harvest at 80 d was suitable for seed

potatoes production and 60 000 holds/hm? with 2 stems per hole suitable for marketable tuber production.

Key words: Potato; Planting density; Stem number; Density regulation; Tuber set
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