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Abstract

comparative test. The agronomic characters and starch content were analyzed. [ Method ] Fresh yield of potato line 47208 and its starch yield were

(College of Agronomy, Hunan Agricultural University, Changsha, Hunan
[ Objective ] To screen the new variety of high-starch sweet potato. [ Method] Eight new varieties of starch potatoes were selected for
both higher than those of the control Xushu 22. Among them, Fresh yield of potato was 12. 64% higher than that of control; starch yield was

20.35% higher than that of control. Therefore, line 47208 had the maximum starch yield and good shape, which could be used as alternative va-
riety for further comparative test and verification. [ Conclusion] This research provides scientific basis for the extension of new high-starch potato

line.
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Table 1 Analysis of economic characters of different sweet potato lines

ARRZE AL ARG
mENRS Tuberization Fresh potato
Line code number per weight per

plant // /> plant // kg
41034 8.22 0.78
41117 4.44 0.42
43027 3.78 0.79
47001 6.89 0.76
47036 3.11 0.68
47126 5.56 0.54
47206 6.78 0.54
47208 6.78 1.13
X8 Control 5.56 0.77
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Fig. 1 Comparison of vine lengths of different potato lines
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Fig. 2 Comparison of vine diameters of different potato lines

2.4 FERREBEFERE HER2TUEN, EHAS
AR, R 3 AR i TR, o i R 47208 7R iR
B, 49 40 961.38 kg/hm’ | HE X HRIR B 22 5 12. 64% ; ik
S 41034, 7=k 37 758. 55 keg/hm? , HE X RS 3. 83% ;b
43027 iy 37 465. 87 kg/hm” | LA HEES 3. 02% HIH
INBIR KO-, o dn & 41117 7= i & ik, o 21 696. 42
kg/hm® | HoX RE YR 40.34%
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Table 2 Results of yield variance analysis of different sweet potato

lines

Bz e R 25 WM
m?/%’ft"? Average yield Significance of difference
Line code 2

kg/hm 0.05 0.01
47208 40 961.38 a A
41034 37 758.55 ab AB
43027 37 465.87 ab AB
47001 36 141.81 ab AB
47126 33 627.01 ab ABC
47036 30 686.20 be BCD
47206 25 798.62 cd CD
41117 21 696.42 d D
%if e Control 36 365. 82 ab AB
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i R 4 A ZR FEXT R TE R 7 e, L R 41034 TER
FEA A, 10 033,01 kg/hm®, [b X BB 25 32. 9% 5 HLyk 2 b
£ 47001,°4 9 314.32 kg/hm’ , HE X IR 5 23. 38% ;i £ 47208
FERS PR 9 085.37 kg/hm’, HE X R 55 20. 35% ;5 i & 43027
TER A 8 441. 11 kg/hm” | LU XT B ES 11.81% , Higx 4 4~
i ZRVE R 2 LR REALG, e 5 R 41107 YE R I,
45 053.35 kg/hm®, X BB B 241K 33. 06%
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Table 3 Comparison of sweet potato yield and starch yields of differ-

ent lines
. 7= 0t EhE kR
Line code Yield of fresh Starch rate Starch yield
potato // kg/hm’ % kg/hm’
41034 37 774.88 26.56 10 033.01
47001 36 158.07 25.76 9314.32
47208 40 980.48 22.17 9 085.37
43027 37 482.73 22.52 8441.11
47126 33 642.81 19.25 6 476.24
47036 30 699. 34 20.72 6 360.90
47206 25 810.90 22.91 5913.28
41117 21 706. 85 23.28 5053.35
% #& Control 36 382.18 20.75 7 549.30
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Table 5 K* Na® and Cl~ content in different varieties(lines) of rape in saline soil cmol/kg
e LY Na’ a
Varieties ( lines ) R = U 1R = Uy 1R = Uy

Root Stem Leaf Root Stem Leaf Root Stem Leaf
F8r 141 Suxinyoul4l 20.2a 25.8a 42.6a 45. 1a 42. 1a 7.4a 40.2a 44.3a 35.4a
il 703 Suxinyou 703 20.8a 26.4a 43.2a 43.3a 37.8b 7.0a 38.4b 42.7b 32.8b
FErih 605 Suxinyou 605 17.6¢ 20.9b 40.2b 33.1b 27.3¢ 6.4b 36.8bc 40.7c 30. 8¢
il 16 Ningyou 16 19.0b 21.1b 39.8b 23.4d 19.1e 5.6¢ 35.7¢c 36.0d 26.5e
Z&H 9 5 Qinyou 9 16.5¢cd 19.9be 37.4c 30. 6¢ 23.8d 5.9¢ 31.5d 33.8e 24.2e
Z&7h 33 Qinyou33 15.7d 18.6¢ 35.8¢ 24.9d 23.3d 6.0bc 32.7d 37.1d 28.2d
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Table 4 Correlation analysis area fresh potato yield and agronomic traits

ok BARREE R ke S RREK [EoN-1i|
IE d/;c Fresh potato weight Tuberization number The maximum The maximum

© per plant per plant vein length vine diameter
PARRZEBERL Tuberization number per plant 0.30
e} 2K The maximum vein length -0.23 -0.47"
K& H The maximum vine diameter 0.37 -0.12 -0.13
@£ P 1 Yield of fresh potato 0.63°" 0.31 -0.23 0.09

p

TE: * FRTE0.05 BEMIKCEFARR, « + FoRTE 0. 01 BFVERE T,

Note: =* indicated significant correlation at 0.05 level; and * * indicated significant correlation at 0.01 level.
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