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Table 1 The drought resistance degrees of 5 potato varieties
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K¥s59
1 Qingshu No. 5 0.52 0.82 0.634aA
KR35
2 Qinghai No.3 0.48 0.81 0.593bB
T 65
3 Xiazhai 65 0.45 0.79 0.570bB
K K45
4 Qingshu No. 4 0.36 0.69 0.522¢C
5 6—21 0.34 0.70 0.486c¢C
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. Fig.1 The relation between soluble sugar content in leaves

and drought resistance of different varieties
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Note: The numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in the figure represent 5 dif-

ferent varieties of potato.
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Fig.2 The relation between water loss rate of cutting leaves
and drought resistance of different varieties
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Note: The numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and § in the figure represent 5 dif-

ferent varieties of potato.
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Fig.3 The relation between water contents in leaves
and drought resistance of different varieties
WP 1.2.3.45 FHERERM SN THREFR,
Note: The numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in the figure represent 5 dif-

ferent varieties of potato.
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Comparative Research of drought on different potato species
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Abstract: The relationship between soluble sugar, water loss rate of cutting leaves, water content in potato

leaves and variety drought resistance under water stress was studied. The results showed that there is significant

positive correlation between the relative values of soluble sugar in potato leaves and variety drought resistance(r

=0.9768, P<0.01), but it showed significant negative correlation between the relative values of water loss

rate in cutting leaves and variety drought resistance (r = —0.925, P<0.05), it also showed significant nega-

tive correlation between relative water contents in leaves and variety drought resistance(r = —0.8844, P <

0.05). Therefore, these 3 indications can be used to evaluate the drought resistance of different potato species.

Keywords: potato; water stress; soluble sugar; water loss rate of cutting leave; water content in leave;

drought resistance



