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Table 1. Potato dry weight under the different day length and light intensity.

CO2

Concentration

(ppm)

Photoperiod(hours)

12

24

PPF( « mol/m®s)

400

800

400

800

Leaf(g/plant)

350

79(3)

93(9)

165(42)

137(47)

1060

103(3)

85(44)

184(46)

112(47)

Stem(g/plant)

350

16(3)

17(12)

78(74)

52(144)

1000

17(4)

12(56)

57(90)

35(166)

Tuber(g/plant)

350

225(46)

262(210)

339(125)

311(125)

1000

321(63)

335(243)

388(125)

272(125)

Total(g/plant)

350

322(52)

374(230)

587(240)

504(315)

1000

443(70)

431(343)

662(261)

418(338)

Calculation.
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Table 2. Relationship between tuber dry weight and day length.

Photoperiod(hours)
12 16 20
Experiment(g/plant) 258 194 304
Calculation(g/plant) 58 144 255
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Table 3. Relationship between tuber dry weight and temperature.

Temperature(C)
12 16 20 23 24 28
Experiment(g/plant)| 50 67 71 - 45 0
Calculation(g/plant)| 16 26 28 8 ;- -
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Table 4. Relationship between tuber dry weight and CO2 concenteration.

CO; concentration(ppm)
500 1000 1500 2000
Experiment(g/plant) 56 9.3 9.7 124
Calculation(g/plant) 7.9 105 10.6 106

Table 5. Relationship between tuber dry weight and CO2 concenteration.

CO:2 concentration{ppm)
400 1000 1600
Experiment(g/plant) 83 103 . 105
Calculation(g/plant) 29 40 40
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