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Effect of microtuber size and planting density on minituber production in potato
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for number (NM), diameter (DM), weight (WM) and total weight of minituber (TWM) in potato
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NM DM WM TWM
Replication S 2 273.508 1.36 18 0.118 21075.23 18
Cultivar (C) o3 1 5601.85 ** 16.91 ** 092 ™" 10261.14 1S
Size of microtuber (S) 0l 05101 2 36261.72 °F 13.30 520" 2028155.99 **
CxS )X ok a5l 2 899.46 NS 341" 0.05 118 13594.29 1S
Planting density (P) il WS 2 80104.39 ** 6.06 " 1.73** 845131.20 **
PxC S (ST o 2 221.24 18 2.04 1S 0.19 18 2998.59 1S
SxP ol ol x IS ST 5 4 176.11 18 2.53 18 0.06 118 5266.87 1S
SXPXC  adiy,ejltlx S35 o515 %0, 4 285.35 18 0.54 1 0.03 118 1837.91 1
Error s 34 516.56 1.09 0.09 19639.32
C.V.(%) (1) Sl i a5 8.08 5.61 6.54 11.09
* and **: Significant at the 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively. Ao )3V 90 ez o 53 s me o 5 4 ¥R ¥
ns: Non- significant s sxe 618
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Table 2. Mean comparisons of the effect of cultivar, microtuber diameter and planting density on number (NM),

diameter (DM), weight (WM) and total weight of minituber (TWM) in potato
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<Smm o g Jeo )l So8 230.06 b 17.62 b 3.88¢ 884.71 ¢

5-10 mm e e Ve 5O o 302.06 a 18.95b 4.64b 1384.61b

>10mm g Joo Ve 5 S5 31294 a 1922 a 493 a 152273 a
Planting density (Microtuber/m?) (o 0 7o 33 0kb 33 5) CblS” (S 5

50 212.06 ¢ 19.20 a 482a 1036.99 ¢

75 288.28b 18.55 ab 441b 1286.44 b

100 345a 18.05b 421b 1468.61 a
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Means, in each column and for each treatment, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the
5% probability level- using Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of interaction of cultivarxmicrotuber size on number (NM), diameter (DM), weight

(WM) and total weight of minituber (TWM) in potato
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<5 mm Sk 851 S S 2263 ¢ 1840 39c 883.1c¢
5-10 mm ekt =0 284.1b 18.99 ab 4.78 ab 1339b
>10 mm Jacka Ve ) S5 304.4 ab 20.06 a 51a 1528 a
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<5 mm ke 0 51 S S 2344 ¢ 16.84 ¢ 38lc 886.3 ¢
5-10 mm O 320a 18.9 ab 4490 1430 ab
>10 mm N - 321.7a 18.38b 4.75 ab 1517 a
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Means, in each column and for each treatment, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at the
5% probability level- using Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Table 2. Mean comparison of interaction of cultivar x microtuber size X planting density on number (NM),

diameter (DM), weight (WM) and total weight of minituber (TWM) in potato
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odé 5 5 s . . ( e 3) (= ) (5 ( 3 5)
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Agria L 5T
50 157.871 18.78 bed 4.28 efg 67492 g
<Smm pedsd S8 75 326.33h 17.88 cde 3.78 gh 891.87 fg
100 284.67 fg 18.53 bed 3.80 gh 1082.65 ef
50 212.67h 20.01 ab 5.23 ab 1121.24 def
5-10 mm IS EEN 75 289 efg 18.88 bed 4.69 cde 1355.86 bed
100 350.67 abc 18.14 bed 4.42 def 1550.96 ab
50 223.67h 20.96 a 570 a 1281.28 cde
>10 mm ek 5855 75 311.67 cde 19.39 abe 4.92 bed 1532.64 abc
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Means, in each column and for each treatment, followed by at least one letter in common are not significantly different at

the 5% probability level- using Duncan Multiple Range Test.
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Effect of microtuber size and planting density on minituber production in potato
Bolandi, A. R. ' and H. Hamidi’

ABSTRACT

Bolandi, A. R. and H. Hamidi. Effect of microtuber size and planting density on minituber production in

potato. Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences. 10(3):208-218 (in Persian).

Effect of microtuber size and planting density on traits related to minituber production, in two potato
cultivars; Agria and Marfona with three size : <5, 5-10 and >10 millimeter were studied. Microtubers were
cultivated with three density (50, 75 and 100 microtuber /mz). The experiment was carried out using a RCB
design, with three replications. In this research, number and weight of minitubers per m? and also means of
diameter and weight of minituber were measured. Analysis of variance indicated significant effect of genotypes,
size and planting density of microtubers on all traits. In this research, cv. Marfona with 292 minitubers per m?2
had greater yield than Agria. Although the diameter and weight of minitubers, Agria showed superiority, but
With increasing diameter and weight of microtuber, minituber weight per m? increased, while minituber

diameter decreased.

Key words: Potato, Microtuber, Minituber, Planting density, Microtuber size, Agria, Marfona
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