-

P

Ls'q_:)_) ng.c. > LSJ:‘:}:;AQ.%.MJJ

Environmental Stresses in Crop Sciences
L - 5
.'/_’g oA 1720 sl (Jof ol cugs M
U;;.ra/lc‘ ‘.’ ‘_‘ i

ST 98 ,Kloe (S5 ylos 9 (339w D95 Liliie p3lio 9 ITas b Wb owip

(Solanum tuberosum L .)  gwejoumw =T B pao

75390 pl e S e damalliss Tl Slga oy sagellass 4k 8 mmedozme 6 5L Lo yune
Oles93 eely (sl @lio 5 (65)9liS ol el (28 gmils )
Slis uely el milie g (65,5L88 oA «(55,5LaS eaSiiils el 5 09 8 SLetils Y
Olesjs3 esly sl @l 5 (65,5188 Rl 155 ,5LiS euStils el 095 Sl Y
Sl g S ez Gl (oxmb wlis 5 (55)5leS Dz 35 50 gy Jboliwl B b olRsls (55 sliS euSsls JLobewl ¥
lao3 plisl (oambe @lie 5 (65,9LaS Slindos 35 70 gl Hbstiwl £

AF[e5 1Y c5b oy Gyl QY[ ¥/ F 1l yo 6

ol

39 amilo3T e 39 oy (st s 55155 Slo g3l 9 0, Khas 2 (359 i 295 3 (S AT ik gk T g yskiiody
o 31 i (s s (2 L 00 )0 B0 9 YO Vv irnal i 5 40) 39S S (e G elams 4w L IFAN-AY 25 Sl
Fimo g TY 7 Ave aols i 5 @) Ny g N3 Np N1 o595 355 sl F g ol sl eS8 lgaeas (adhy 0)9 bl G o
0505w b (Bolad ol sleS sl 5k B 53 w0udd 5 Sl S O ygods (o258 5lay gL lgiedr (5395 5bs wwayo
S o0l dmoyd (T i (b3l ol 50 el y0 2l 4y (5l 9 Jlmo ey ¢ybinl (b gobio 3 (6359l i
095 B pao ywdls g (Sl i Jloel b0 ,50 ol | Cuo (| Ol i’ j0 (adilion Wigy (35955 polio Lol ol gio 381 1y rous
Lol clad 5lo (ire IS S, 9 Sy sl slous 3 (9 Bl 0l 3 Ko .l ials Woud (339 9 wigs 50 0l Slas (59
X im0 & a5 4 509 B BB 0k 0 5o o331 el Ng 3 No N (5l jloud s 3 ,Sos wyids <l &y (Sy) o S
039 By g (0 YL 50 S35 Gl jland )0 0l 0 Shas ials e 4y ok (Ng) sald 4y Coms w0y 1) 9 18
S0 buwgio (15 3 o8 s G Ly 50 N sl o 410 sixe 0l 0,5k 31 (59 i 9 Sl i Jilize 1 (N
il o (1Al y0 (ygmi 55 40325 bl 31 09 0T Gpan (A TH5 0 3308 (110 A5 9 bl 50 N ylod g o 5L

055 duz e |y g a2y 55 0ud & Slos Wl ki pidlen 254 9 AR 00 (339

AL (1439 «SS oolo ‘G)L.'.’?T 2.5y (oD 33 oy 39t sl sl g

5 il polie 958 28, L b asils o] 5l olipsles s
491) Jya.?r.n u.\| J..Jy ‘0555;.:1 dw@mwf&ALﬁ
(Haase et a., 2007) oS’ o3 o (S5 olgs
g g 0,Sles i8S il bl yo Ol 04
3 3l o Taas 1) (550leS ¥sama 1 (ks
ol 3l ags oolainl 5 (6l ads a5 (g gboay wols
ui d}a.a ‘_,’4")15 ou‘)B‘ Li ol),o.m LS))SL““S g_B)La.n ) ui
dxwgi gwlal Jeol 5l ely; OYgame glsl adgs o

doddo

5L (Solanum tuberosum L) e jees
G 5 laes id oS Cewl g load DY gaxe
O Oselee B0 1 Gy aldle odgi o)l Dl oy
At oy 5o |y Jame pl GedS 50 (e
ICT ) cusl o0ls )18 puiS 5l om B ras b8 Slae Slge
Center of Iran Jihad-e-Agriculture Ministry,
@l wlio 5 Caio o oLS ()l Brae il (2013

SilsS laasin (Hha Corex Lluli8l wig, L plKen

hrbagheri2002@yah00.com : g xSl o 6,80 Lo jonas 16Kl 00K *



VWA s @ als sl psle o ame gla i Y

OBl s Jyame Lia> ol bosd adsl wd; al>yo S
plo ol oad el digel 4 Cod ©f Bpae oIS
oa dlass Jolds o Slae glizl o Slae rals 50 o lad=e
GRIPl Geizmes g L y0 0ad (59 (Sl 5 Ly 0
G5 sk, lapis Jleel Sl o 1) Ol Grae SLIS
Sobhani and hamidi, 2013; Alva et a., ) sles,S
(2012; Liu et al., 2006; Ayas, 2013

& ey 232 pB) gl b ol epdle
Errebhi et a., ) ols 5L 59,05 995 YL polis
SRy M, S Grge Geie Sl (1999
Js Sle 13b 4 1) sanend 5 05h g ey
oaiSogame (2lS 5 e Jelss ple o5 Slej b
050 3les g o ad; RIEl carse wils
Lils 0 o5 a5 e (Khaehpoor, 2007)
Sy Oiere 995 v gl i Bpae dlexjl gole e
e IS8 @ i g Al el (g n ay waled
(Doring et al., 2005) Wb o oz oLS o gy

Ko, o)l5 (Alva et al., 2012) o SKen 4 1]
3d Blax olS S (s (Oier 095 e pan
Sgrp 1) losd (o5 9 (S Sleogas 5 08 ()
PI O LI 5 S SO PPNV
205 (o0 Bodd (oS 5 (&S Dleogas il

S ool wopn (SB o ig e Baas il
Darwishet al., ) A o yublS o Sme jsbay | eoas
(Aysas, 2013) ;LI (2006; Eskandari et d., 2011
Ol O JBsme 9 St s alaly, S 05 18
5 g 0 oad sl Jold o Shee izl b SB- (39 0
Wang et ) ], 5as 5 Silg 5,18 5935 bodi 339 eSileo
s (Yazdandoost, 2003) cusgs oyloy 4 @l., 2007
oalS 4y goute Oladod bl Cows spplive mls 4
Sras 2l b pae 5l (L2 gl axly )3 0ad 3 Slee
Y azdandoost, 2003; ) wilaisls o lal S 0 59 s
(Mousavi Fazl et a., 2003

eSS el QT S S leiegh 5l 6k s
Ssysba 5okl w23 9 0395 055 Gl e 5l (olie
ghw boas, Jad plos o b (o 0j90 Su o okS
Jpa> & 2eie Cusl (Sas 9 azlge o A5 5| here
Shock et al., ) sgi olS 0 ol s losl, jiSlos

INleda )3 (cogn )5S ploreds 5 0g (55)0LS by
Jo o cwl ouls a8 S a0 5SS dilrden dewgs
Olsieds 9aS (55,5laS su o ol Brae L1 Lol
oole f.).?jl,.f ;i: )‘ )_“5 ‘ui c.)..u.fdra.o P Pedes
N game oy aleie a4 olows Yl wil bl
FE g ogzse ol L AFee Jlo o g5l
oy 4 axg b cploly e daless (See Jlasul
sl Goejly gl Gess o JleSas
a3 b ablic 5 @oalss slo)Sal; sloe 2 b s55)0le8
(Samadi and Ebrahimi, 2010) s.sb gl

4 les cosjoaw ool i soasie Olided
S5 al o oipgts s3mi Sl da 3 (S5 5
Fabeiro et al., 2001; Ayas, 2013; Shock ) el cué
@ Comlas ool BYs 5l iomb slesl 5l ol Gds yo ]
sk, b b b glaSE o aSg sbay 05,00 Lol
WS (oo Gop Sl (SES G 4 Cowles ol
o Sels cel Wl o Sas 2 (Ayas, 2013)
Ol a1y 0 Slee (ol 500 4 Cand pO00E
Gl Sl (Ses 5 oyl b s
lerna and Mauromicale, ) asl 38,56 55 Jyaxe
oole g aBlu olaws zalS el ol 8908 rion (2006
e Soislss s oolse Sbml epiimgid o sl Sis
o 4l S5 s sleoad g gl al, (595 S
(King et a., 2004) 545 o
)L&f):..:b OL; U”‘ .))S.Lo.c » w)w J.A.u) i
(King et al., 2004) .|, Ken 3 KiS bL3,lplys .l
20,5 o0 00 0,8las ialS Coge (Lo joums (o
sl lo s (Shock et al., 1998) ), Ken 5 Sgis
SgaS 4 Camnd Wlgi oo (Feimm Lulyh (S p 0 &5
2l gre GialS e ok 0ad I iy S Zush,
220 Hlis e wad o Sles

1 (Shahnazari et al., 2007) ) Ko2 5 s kol
lap] @l 3,8 ooy Soiims oS 2 1y )kl
o @) ks ey ¥ pals b i Jles! a8 ols oylis



Yo 039 08 it polie 5 (SIS 25 3 g 10K 5 63

b9, g dlgo

sy Hebeas VYAN-AY el Jlo o Grolesl ol
355 b 5 (@leS 2 il Glize zob
P i fhy Slae ple g o Sles (39508
9 Gy Slidss S e Al (Slides oKl
@laibio o8l b 65l 5 Jlro oz ol rb il
Sy sl Gl g Jatre Gl b ogbpe des
5 Sopd Sleogar el 1>l & (Karimi, 2003)
Al ) Joguz b @ as )i S ol

.Table 1. Chemical and physical characteristics of field soil

1998; Zhang et al., 2006; Shahnazari et al.,
(2007

Joeeslez pliwl oses SYgame I (S0 o coejn
5 o8l Gloyiall yess Jdo 4y a5 ol (gl
ol Mg widS gl o g5z slagbin, (el
2lie 5 5l Slaps; b g Sl Cand By ralS
L 5 Ol Bpas ploaily s5ue 50 (J5r0 055 Dglie
sl sad anl b i)l 5l gl 4o Jspaxe
99,5 es 2 lajles ol SIS o) B b ol Gdios
ol Gras L1 Sb5)) (s jommw oS o Slas (gl
Olpets g ;0 0 ,See Glizl (18 ow)p uigres
A Ll e axlg j0 00 o ,Sles

acyiw S (S 5d g (o boad Sluogas ) Jou

895 by sl 03955 oS’ Ly )5 STos  amal  Sopsdlcylas

Zn K aa Pava N TN.V. o.C. pH EC.
(mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (%) (%) (%) (dsm)

0.49 310 9.6 0.071 205 0.502 7.90 0.598
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Soil ) Density Cu Fe Mn
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for tuber dry matter (%), No. of marketable tubers and marketable tubers weight (split
plot experiment based on randomized complete block design)
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b =0 ks 18 0.97 0.97 111.0
error
oy (0/‘;“"” Sl - 4.6 12.8 10.7
V. 0
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*, **: dgnificantly different at a=0.05 and a=0.01 probability levels, respectively; ns: non-significant.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for seed tuber yield, marketable tuber yield and WUE (split plot experiment based on
randomized complete block design).
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C.V. (%)
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*, **: dgnificantly different at a=0.05 and a=0.01 probability levels, respectively; ns: non-significant.
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Table 4. Means comparison of tuber dry matter (%), No. of marketable tubers and marketable tubers weight of
potato as affected by different water deficit and nitrogen fertilizer levels.
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Means in each column followed by similar letters are not significantly different at 0.05 probability level, using LSD

(Least Significant Difference) test.
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Fig 1. Mean comparison of water deficit and nitrogen fertilizer levels interaction for mean of tuber weight;
L SD test (P<5%).
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Table 5. Means comparison of potato seed tuber yield, marketable tuber yield and water use efficiency as affected
by different water deficit and nitrogen fertilizer levels.
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