X 103 pale 38 tasm Gl i dloxe
A Jol 4o (J9f oslod ity Al

e ..
JH;/'M’ Yo-¢-

Gl

tﬁ'd_i.j_) @h:. > )9 sza'__:a.oac%..&.'lj

Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
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Table 1. Experimental potato cultivars
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1 Agria 11 Arinda

2 Savalan 12 Santé

3 Markies 13 Emeraude

4 Picasso 14 Almera

5 Marfona 15 Santana

6 Dimant 16 Daifla

7 Desiree 17 Milva

8 Bomba 18 Sinora

9 Fontane 19 Arnova

10 Jelly 20 Lady rosetta
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Fig. 1. Interactions of experimental treatments on root depth at late cultivars. Bar lines are the

least significant diference.
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Fig. 2. Interactions of experimental treatments on root depth at early cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 3. Interactions of experimental treatments on root dry weight at late cultivars.

Bar lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 4. Interactions of experimental treatments on root dry weight at early cultivars.

(Bar lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 5. Interactions of experimental treatments on root lenght at late cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 6. Interactions of experimental treatments on root lenght at early cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 7. Interactions of experimental treatments on root earea at late cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 8. Interactions of experimental treatments on root earea at early cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 9. Interactions of experimental treatments on root thickness at late cultivars. Bar

lines are the least significant diference.
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Fig. 15. Interactions of experimental treatments on root area/leaf area at late
cultivars. Bar lines are the least significant diference.
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