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Effect of irrigation intervals on yield and plant characteristics of potato
(Solanum tuberosum L.)
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Tablel. Water amount for different irrigation intervals
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Total water amount for irrigation ol Slds
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Irrigation times

T
Irrigation interval (days)

S 0 okt O Sl

Irrigation water.plot™ (lit)

13764 12
10323 9
8029 7
5735 5
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1147 10
1147 14
1147 18
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Table2. Physicochemical characteristics of soil experimental site

85978 Py 058 Le)s L ge G
STy S Sl oty i s STosle o ) S S sl sob S35 <asb, Sl gls
glal K EC K P total N 0.C Sand  Clay Silt Soil Bulk density Soil Soil depth
pH (dS.m™) (mg.kg"h (mgkg") (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) texture (@.cm™) Moisture (%) (cm)
7.6 0.455 449.5 21 20 1.9 40 33 28 > s 1.514 22.5 0-30
7.6 0.63 335.5 6.5 18 1.3 36 36 29 o) o 1.571 22.5 30-60
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Fig 1. Soil moisture curve at experimental site
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for plant characteristics of potato in irrigation interval treatments

(MS) Sl o S

odE yo sade 09

olsTamys  oSist osle doys Tuber specific 6Ky T oo 5 g S ok sl o 031t
S.0.V. JueTpate d.f Dry matter weight RWC CMS No.of.tubers  Tuber size
Replication SIS 2 0.001™ 0.007™ 165.527 409324* 6.07™ 41.67™
Trrigation intervals (I) ST sla s 3 941 0.006 " 129.41° 121154 ™ 14.57" 473.86™
Error a kol gl 6 0.003 0.032 128.45 104404.5 5.9 18.79
Growth stage (GS) iy A e 1 0.001™ 0.004™ 1.68™ 406901 0.207 ™ 16.5™
IxGS Sl A e xo,lT L gs 3 0.001™ 0.001™ 59.46™ 16177 10.07™ 4332™
Error b o p sl 8 0.004 0.005 27.43 50598.9 3.68 11.72
ns: Non-significant Sl sxe 8 NS
* and**: Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively Loy5 SSS  y dlel shan 53 ls an o 5 4 FH G
Y Jgd anlsl
Table 3: continued
(MS) cluy e Sl
Bl sl e 5 055 il o S 035 Sl
RS No.of Bl s Sl plisl oe s Shes oke S 5 Slas Mean of tuber fresh Mean of tuber dry
S.0.V. o e d.f stem Stem diameter Stem height ~ Fresh tuber yield  Dry tuber yield weight weight
Replication IS 2 5.53™ 1.07™ 0.64™ 35.53™ 46.58" 122.66™ 359.73™
Irrigation intervals (I) ol slayss 3 9.3" 36.05 " 126.5™ 429.2*" 299.02"" 527.57" 266™
Error a ol sl 6 1.82 0.457 16.63 25.83 6.47 16.79 63.03
Growth stage (GS) L dl> 1 0.094™ 12.11™ 220.5*" 54.93™ 0.191™ 96.68 ™ 266.66™
IxGS Ly Al e x g,LT 4o 3 0.742"™ 4.84* 63.06™ 16.38™ 417" 41.92™ 63.03™
Error b = p sl 8 1.71 0.781 7.31 22.22 5.95 49 99.77
ns: Non-significant Sl sxe NS
* and**: Significant at 5% and 1% probability levels, respectively Lo y3 68 5 gy ez = glan 53 yls me 5 a1 FH
YV
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Mean comparison of plant characteristics of potato in irrigation interval treatments Table 4.

odb 5055 dow g

A LT s oks ¢Sz 5 Sles oke 5> Sles Mean of tuber fresh weight &8 O (b S gioen PREPRIRG 4l sl ¢St onle oy
Irrigation intervals Dry tuber yield (t.ha™) Fresh tuber yield (t.ha™) (g.plant™) RWC (%) Tuber size (mm)  No of stem DM (%)
STTACRTIIFIBYH b b b a b a b
(10 day interval) I, 232 29.2 46.5 50.4 33.1 7.8 25.6
BTSALS LS)L:{T 092 c b b a be ab c
(14 day interval) I, 17.7 253 42.7 48.0 27.2 6.3 25.3
BTSAUNTIFIYE d b b b
(18 day interval) I 12.1 19.7 369° 41.7 23.5°¢ 5.4 25.3°
e 28.5° 39.7° 59.0° 52.3° 439° 8.0 ° 279°

(control) Iy

L)l (g4l gae sl Mﬁ@dwlé&.’):ﬂl: laals Lo 05057 bl cias &S 2in o > u;l)l:«\f@_u‘;nfdl._.n O 2 )3
Means in each column, followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncans Multiple Range Test
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Gy Jolm 5 oLl s sl blie 1 5o e o Bl a8 5 455 ¢ L)) ke ds e —0J 5

Table 5.Mean comparison of plant height and stem diameter of potato in interaction effect of irrigation intervals and growth stage treatments

sl ose s e Gl Al k3
Irrigation intervals (I) GS Growth stag) Plant height (cm)  Stem diameter (mm)
sl GBS (hwy/or sl 6y700 045 ) 47.3° 122
(control) I GSy  (Kigpih Sty bl g l0e atld) 443 12.8°
SV by GSp (hap/d sdlE b laa, /0 s ) 36.7% 9.2 ¢
(10 day interval) I, GS)  (K5sp s Sty b w700 2t 45.5° 10.0 ¢
SV LT s GSp (b as7dr AU b &, 70 Ods 5) 34,0 750
(14 day interval) I, GS) (5558 Sohoory G la 55700 adl) 40.3 % 7.8 %
5okl s GS1 (LU0 AUE 6 s 6,700 A ) 29.5° 5.0°¢
(18 day interval) I, GS, (595 50 j.x,wl:u‘cﬁ'/.m L;Adlf) 415 ® 9.1 %

LI gl gre SolE Loy = Jlaz|

o 53 (Sl (slacals dor 05 5T bl cokiton &5 20 3 (115 457 (oo oo O 2 52 55

Means in each column, followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 5% probability level, using Duncans Multiple Range Test

Yvy


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

Ms 3 S bl slaygs 1"

O+ O ol jo 5 (1) 5L S5 5,0A (oLT 55
)j)&:.{.)}.{(GS])@u\KM)Jb' U‘.AA?}{M‘)J
PUE U300 a5 (1) 5L S 555V LT
53 6T 533 5 (GSy) S5 8558 Sy U
o U‘.AAS_’{M)JO' Qu\.&ﬂ%ﬁ))(h))bg&i
- sre N 4 p iyl Bl | (GS)) AAE Lo ys
Yazar ) o,Ln 5,150 .0 5d) Cils 5 5 (gl
Jsb 55 BT 25 48 Wiles, S 5,15 (et al. 2002
)}—E‘JQJJQL"'&L&J“GJ—”Q—QJJUJ
Yuanet)a\)lﬁﬂ.a)olﬁ.uua@dulfdﬁi%
ST Hlaiae il L oS Wsls Olis 56 (al.,2003
Ol P 6 L) e S5 ) s VYO 40 /Y0

o

wu D
o o
L y

Plant height (cm™!)
w S
o o

e (Sl sl plis )

[}
o
L

=
o
L

o
y

AU 1sy3 00 b s Gy oy 00 O e

LS 5 sl bl Gl SSLS 2w
sl a8l 5l adlie gL (Walworth et al.2002)
oL.:?)J ods sluas 457 Wisls OLid 5 Ls 5T Sy LS
Aile (lames byl 5 A Sl LS e 08, 6 5 L LTS
S o S ol sl (555 5 S g s Les
B33 ols bl 4y goe) o 028 (6 S N
DT y2aS e D8 5 &S50 ey o5 slaay
0 i OT ) 53 Shes S Gl alE S
(ool clay s ol b Hlws ST 25
Oy L,y Bl 5L T i 515 sksy 1 e
Cls 3y s Aoy 6l 5 (5ol gae M
Slays g gy J=l e o oline S1(Fd i)
.w\ouut,\$p,>uﬁtw)‘ﬂ5)LﬁT

Sbass g b pe (et FVNY) & 5 il oy i

B GS1

S5 s zh Sy b 2 A s 30 GS2

() ol slayss
Irrigation intervals (days)

0 e €5 P51 sy e 5 LT slayss Blize SI-Y S
a3 e 0L 1 (P<0.05) skme O3l il 1SS s 0ks gl
L5 (5513 gmn Sl Ao y3 ey Jlol o 53 657 e g (5,1 b Sl
Fig 2. Interaction effect of irrigation intervals and growth stages on plant height of potao. Results are shown as

mean + standard error (P < 0.05), obtained from three replicates.

Similar letters indicate that the difference is not significant (P < 0.05)

3oV ol hes s Sl byl plu g o
Ol o(I3) 5L S5 550 ol T L 5 (1) 5L S
L5l g s gmwse (Fdgum) Cbls 5529 (g )l5 2ae
S s S ui.)\;,f = (Moosavi and Faeznia, 2001)

Yvy

oM = ade o)L,\_:\ L] )\ Lg‘)l_::T ‘_;LAJJA =
O s Bl 3 g g Aoy dﬁ_ ch.»)_s Sd sma
3525 Sl gme Sl \GT bl 31 5 iy Jo! e


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

VAR Sl OF o5le connlss dlor 011 o155 psle "

= Gl e fI ol slaygs a8 s> Ol @\:5
(To) als HLas (FJgds) dzsls ¢SKist asle o ys
Loy g bbb Lajles ple U (gyls e oD
b @Sas onle Loy s gme el Esl LT
eSSt osle o3 (ST OT Ol J2alS L &S 5k
SS90 WA Sles 53 (Ao YO/PY) Hldis oy 2aS 4
3 Shozme oo 5l Jool il (Fd g ) e I L
L 45 sls oLz (Mohammadi et al., 2001) Ol )L s
SLrods ¢Sas o3l das 3 ¢ (5 jmme Ol jn Lol 331
DL G o gl b a5l oo a1 (e
(Herse and Kolpal,1976) JLJ S 5 0 .Ceul
Aoy palS Eel T i aS Al ol
09 S &S o 5 5 i 4 S JU> jo i dawlis
e &S Lsls olis (Jefferies and MacKerron,1993)
ool [rals )JS.L«F)&&?’-OJLACM ‘u’.T
(352 30 T a0 &St 03l Car) it 03ke Aoy
a3 e il
SLasss om a5 sl Olas (Fdgds) wibyls 4o
Blu s L 5T blize 515 gkdy ol e csulT
WBls 3y g Ao y3 G mhaw 53 (55 gme NS
L (Ip) dald Hlas 45 sl ol L - S50s 4l

Cdys Glrods o ys (T 5 mme Oljae ial 531 L
OT o y3 VB ali 5 3L 231 (o510 51 i
Lo sia glacde Loy aSas Eelol S 5Lis,
Cel g aml 2alS 5y 5 Codys ola e ol
OLSer 5 (b s J s gy (s LI5L
ol s aw b isle3T 5 (Heidari et al., 2004)
ojl.x_slﬁL;JLﬁTjj:;l aS Wsls Olas ) e (S9)
st ) e 0 03I 5 alS L I fme ods
Ctles S Dldalin L glT by so 4 fmuly o
o514l ys LialS e (Eldredge et al.,1992) Cuils
U Ol b @Ol ST Ol J2alS Lo
wils T 55 3153 ol Wiy S Ol
o OT e Sl 3 5 65LT sl s3 oy
Cils 5525 (6,13 gmme oM .Lp)_s@cb)a
o o Sl s Hle o SV (M)
Slas 53 0T Jlis s 28 5 (p)uals jlas 53 &8
25 (F sder) Sl el iy (1) 5L & 555 VA
Slsd 5 b DLt T gl Ly laiT ol
3 &1}—<iji‘ ) ys (Ferrat and Lovatt,1999)
5 O o 3 425 5 > (Irigoyen et al.,1992) ol ,Len
3403 Caslbae Sl 3 (Simon et al., 1992) ol,Kea

A 1oy D b 6y doys D 0L e B GST

a P P
A14 ab : S5 Sohes AU o300 W GS2
512' abcabc abc
—1‘5’10‘ ¢ abc I
i :
1z
4
1E 7
[}
0 -

G T slo s

Irrigation intervals (days)

SR o L s (G o) e 5 (Sl ) (SWL 93 e 1T IS
Aas e 0L 1 (P< 0.05) )lme 31 ol 1SS 4w ke il
Vu,\,uwb@#;,,wMﬁ@JW@bﬂﬁsﬂn@,Pduwuﬁp
Fig 3. interaction effect of irrigation intervals and growth stages on stem diameter of potato

Results are shown as mean =+ standard error (P < 0.05), obtained from three replicates.

Similar letters indicate that the difference is not significant (P < 0.05)


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

s s Shoe 51T slayss 1"

>3 (Hassanpanah et al.,2009) O, 5es 5 oly e
JS o Shes o 6)l3gmn 5 e sl (T oS 25
S a5 g 53 0de 05 ¢ b Job s Shas Lo
gﬂjmoguuﬁjuﬁ@s,\,wmu
Bl sliws )l Callas Gutse oyl zbL S sls
ijg\ﬁwowj\éﬁﬁ)bg};i
RS ST IOV KU S o DR SR PG
LS ol s Slhae Culg )3 5 0k 05 0355 S
e sesldal s aS g s ol sl slua b
L JUH NIV PSP SPSN SR N W T R\ PR
sjbtgz_.ﬁ(kg);\_:au\_é)sv_:g-:‘u\_d)v_i)
.(Allen,1972 )
s g s Bl 5l gsy e
Ot (559 ¢Sl 5 g s Aoy iy el 53 13 fme
o pn (Fdgd) 355 )l dme Sl LT sla s
as & LS iy 5 oles! Sl e s T oS g8
S St R g 2 e e b oylns S
sk 05353 Lt sl 5 03 503 Cailes 0l 55 JulSS
.(Shibairo et al.,1998) 534 s sde Zusb, Al
OIS 5 g s 5l sl bl G s Vs
pslis ol 4S5 Wsls oL (Stevanovic et al.,1998)
ol gl iz s 1y Il esl55 3 ki o S
Gl a4y o) s oS Dolis oS 515 Olis 2uleT
505w S 515 LT Calises (glay g3 ,30 Cos
sdalive (6 > an Jl Calides Slae 55 (gl > 1

References

13 ime SV (1), S5 S0, V0 Hles s
Ol Lajles b U dals jley o Jg bl
GoleT 593 blize 510U sds) Ai sualive (g s s
397 I3 me Ao 53 S e 3 sy ad e
Kazi ) 01,85 315" Gaiows 5| Jol s (¥ JSC2)
Ols LT Bl ks ST oS sl oL (et al.,2002
e Jidsy S 3 55, B ceite (LT Sl 5o
5 L aS el s 55500 LT 550 b sulT
el lin isla3T ol

LeT Jlie J1 5 i) Jol e e ol slasss 5
Ol (FUsdar) 353 I3 iae Wode o guades 055
L S a3 S 5,055 (Yuan et al.,2003) o, 8as
Sl Lok o paten 055 oLl ST Sl 530
58S sb el i G ol S L &S AL e
oS 45" Usls L& (Shock et al., 1998) oL an
SR g 0de o padee 05 AL LS e o)LT
GolaT Gls 553 4 uly H3 0de o sates 05 52
el Ko o) s OBLE &S 515 0Lt Joad J 5
OLalE aal awsls |y (Sist au Ca gl (glojIl b
N GLag, T 057 o me 5o ol (LT oS
0ol ol ods (i) Jomd Lawlyl Job 50l LSS
L3 S A 5 08T o g

33 45y 53 ol Blu slaws LT slayss 3l
O 4SS sk (FUsds) 5 5ls sime do 3 iy el
S ()L &S5 59, A sles b () dals Lo
Sla,l F bl o (FUsda) L odalie (gl sne

oolaiul 350 2l

Akhavan, S, S. F. Moosavi., P. Mostafazadeh and A. Gadami. 2007. Study of drip and furrow irrigation with

regard to yield and WUE in potato cultivation. J. Sci. Tech. Agric. Nat. Resour. 11 (41) 15-26. (In Persian

with English abstract).

Allen, E. J. 1972. The effect of row width on the yield of three potato varietes. J. Agric. Sci. Cambridge.

79:315-321.

Antal, J., J. Kruppa., K. Pocsai and M. Sarvari. 2005. Burgonya, in (szerk): Antal. J: Novenytermesztestan 2.


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

VAR Sl OF o5le connlss dlor 011 o155 psle "

Mezogazda Kiado. 51-88.

Eldredge, E. P., C. C. Shock and T.D. Stieber. 1992. Plot sprinklers for irrigation research. Agron. J. 84:
1081-1084.

Ferrat, |. L. and C. J. Lovatt. 1999. Relationship between relative water content, nitrogen pools, and growth
of Phaseolus vulgaris L. and P.acutifolius A. Gray during water deficit. Crop Sci. 39: 467-475.

Harris, P. M. 1992. The potato crop. Chapman and Hall Ltd. 910 Pp.

Hassan, A. A., A. A. Sarkar., M. H. Ali and N. N. Karim. 2002. Effect of deficit irrigation at different growth
stages on the yield of potato. Pak. J. Biol. Sci. 5: 128-134.

Hassanpanah, D. 2009. Effects of water deficit and potassium humate on tuber yield and yield component of
potato cultivars in Ardabil region, Iran. Res. J. Environ. Sci. 3 (3): 351-356. (In Persian with English
abstract).

Heidari, A., M. D. Rezvani and A. Hemmat. 2004. The effects of subsoiling and irrigation regimes on potato
yield. J. Agric. Sci. Natur. Resour. Vol.11 (3) 35-43. (In Persian with English abstract).

Herse, J. and R. Kolpal. 1976. Effect of irrigation and high rates of mineral fertilizers on yield and nutritive
value of potatoes. Zeszyty Problemowe Postepow Nauk Rolnicych. 181: 255-267.

Howell, T. A. 2001. Enhancing water use efficiency in irrigated agriculture. Agron. J. 93: 281-289.

Irigoyen, J. J., D. W. Emerich and M. Sanchez- Diaz. 1992. Water stress induced changes in concentrations
of proline and total soluble sugars in nodulated alfalfa (Medicago sativa) plants. Physiol. Plant. 84: 55-60.
Jefferies, R. A. and D. K. MacKerron. 1993. Response of potato genotypes to drought. II. Leaf area index

growth and yield. Ann. Appl. Biol. 122: 105-122.

Karafyllidis, D. I., N. Stavrapoulos and D. Georgakis. 1996. The effect of water stress on the yielding
capacity of potato crops and subsequent performance of seed tubers. Potato Res. 39: 153-163.

Kashyap, P. S. and P. K. Panda. 2003. Effect of irrigation scheduling on potato crop parameters under water
stressed conditions. Agric. Water Manage. 56:49-66.

Kazi, B. R, F. C. Oad., G. H. Jamro., L. A. Jamali and L. N. Oad. 2002. Effect of water stress on the
growth, yield and oil content of sunflower. Pak. J. Appl. Sci .2(5): 550-552.

Khorshidi, M. B., F. Rahimzadeh., M. J. Mirhadi and G. Nourmohammadi. 2002. Study of drought stress
effects in different growth stages on potato cultivars. Iran. J. Crop. Sci. 4 (1) 48-58. (In Persian with English
abstract).

Kramer, P. J. 1983. Water relations in plants. Academic Press. Pp.34,41.

Loon, C. D. van. 1981. The effect of water stress on potato growth, development and yield. Americ. Potato. J.
58: 51-69.

Lynch, D. R. and G. C. Tai. 1989. Yield and yield component response of eight potato to water stress. Crop

Sci. 29: 1207-1211.

Yv#


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

Ms 3 S bl slaygs 1"

Magedi, A., A. Shokoohfar and M. Alavai-Fazel. 2008. Determination of the best irrigation interval for maize
(SC704) and evaluation of drought stress on yields using clay pan evapotranspiration classA. J. Sci. Tech.
Agric. Nat. Resour. 46: 543-551. (In Persian with English abstract).

Mohammadi, A and F. Faeznia. 2001. Effect of water stress on growth and yield of two potato cultivars.
Research Report of Semnan Agricultural Research Center. (In Persian).

Mohammadian, R., M. Ahmadi., M. Kolarostagi and S. Galebi. 2004. Study of potassium application at
different regimes of drip irrigation on yield and WUE of two sugar beet genotypes. J. Sugar Beet 20(1): 55-
72. (In Persian with English abstract).

Moosavi, S. H and F. Faeznia.2001. Effect of various contents of water and nitrogen fertilization on
quantitative and qualitative characters of potato. 11th congress of Irrigation and Drainage National
Committee. Pp.273-294. (In Persian).

Shibairo, S. 1., M. K. Opadhyaya and P. M. Toivonen. 1998. Influence of pre harvest water stress on post
harvest moisture loss of carrots (Daucus carota L.). J. Hort.Sci. and Biotech. 73: (3) 347-352.

Shock, C. C., E. B. G. Feibert, and L. D. Saunders. 1998. Potato yield and quality effects on some
physiological response to deficit irrigation. HortSci. 33(4): 655-659.

Simon, J. E., R. D. Bubenheim., R. J. Joly and D. J. Charles. 1992. Water stress- induced alterations in
essential oil content and composition of sweet basil. J. Essential Oil Res. 4: 71-75.

Stevanovic, B., J. Sinzar and O. Glisic. 1998. Electrolyte leakage differences between poikilohdrous and
nomoihydrous species of Gesneriaceae. Biologia Plantarum 40: (2) 299-303.

Walworth, J. L. and D. E. Carling. 2002. Tuber initiation and development in irrigated and non- irrigated
potatoes. Am. J. Potato Res. 79: 387-395.

Yazar, A., S. Sezen and B. Gencel. 2002. Drip irrigation of corn in the Southest Anatolia Project (SAP) area
in Drainage. Irrig. and Drain. 51: 293-300.

Yuan, B. Z., S. Nishiyama and Y. Kang. 2003. Effects of different drip irrigation regimes on the growth and

yield of drip- irrigated potato. Agric. Water Manage. 63: 153-167.

YW


https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5
https://agrobreedjournal.ir/article-1-169-en.html

[ Downloaded from agrobreedjournal .ir on 2026-05-19 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.15625540.1389.12.3.4.5 ]

VAR Sl OF o5le connlss dlor 011 o155 psle "

Effect of irrigation intervalson yield and plant characteristics of potato
(Solanum tuberosum L.

Masoudi, F.}, M. R. Zardashti?, B. Abdollahi Mandoulakani®, M. H. Rasoli
Sadghiani* and H. Nazar|i®

ABSTRACT
Masoudi, F., M. R. Zardashti, B. Abdollahi Mandoulakani, M. H. Rasoli Sadghiani and H. Nazarli. 2010. Effect of
irrigation intervals on yield and plant characteristics of potato (Solanum tuberosum L.). Iranian Journal of Crop Sciences.

12 (3) 265-278. (In Persian)

To study the effect of different irrigation intervals on the yield and plant characteristics of potato (Solanum
tuberosum L.), a field exoeriment was carried out in split plot arrangements using randomized complete block
design with three replications at research field station, faculty of agricultural, the university of Urmia, in 2008
growing season. Experimental treatments were included irrigation intervals at four levels: 6 (Iy), 10 (1)), 14 (I,
Jand 18 (I3) day assigned to main plots, and growth stages at two levels: 50% emergence to 50% flowering (GS))
and 50% flowering to physiological maturity (GS,) randomized in sub-plots. Results showed that tuber fresh
yield, tuber dry yield, mean of tuber fresh weight.plant”, stem diameter, plant height, tuber size and dry matter at
1%, and the number of stem and relative water content in 5% probability level were affected by different
irrigation intervals. However, irrigation intervals had no significant effect on mean of tuber dry weight.plant™,
specific weight and cell membrane stability. Significant difference was also observed between the growth stages
for stem diameter, plant height and cell membrane stability. Interaction effect between irrigation intervals x
growth stages was not significant on any traits except for stem diameter and plant height. It was concluded that
irrigation intervals had a significant effect on plant characteristics of potato, but growth stages had no effect on

these traits.

K ey words: Dry matter, Dry tuber yield, Growth stage, Irrigation interval and Potato.
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