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Avrticle Info ABSTRACT

Article type: Background and objectives: Deficit irrigation, as a water management

Research Full Paper  strategy, is a method in which irrigation is applied below the plant's full
water requirement to achieve a balance by minimizing yield reduction
while increasing water use efficiency. Recent studies have shown that
adjusting the timing and intensity of irrigation can enhance water use
efficiency and mitigate the negative impacts of stress on tuber yield.
Given the intensification of drought stress due to the water crisis and
climate change, developing optimal irrigation strategies and identifying
genotypes tolerant to water deficit are essential for maintaining tuber
yield and increasing water use efficiency. This is particularly crucial in
regions with limited water resources.

Materials and Methods: This research was conducted during the 2024—
2025 growing seasons at the farm of the National Potato Research
Station in Ardabil. The experiment was performed as a split-block
design within a randomized complete block design (RCBD) with three
. : ] replications. Traits such as tuber yield, plant height, number of main
'é‘ercte'ic\lg drznzs(gg;}/d&ll stems per plant, number and weight of tubers per plant, water consumed,
Accepted: 2026-8-16  and water use efficiency were measured throughout the growth period
and after harvest. Additionally, growth indices such as Relative Growth
Rate (RGR), Crop Growth Rate (CGR), Leaf Area Index (LAI), Leaf
Area Duration (LAD), and Net Assimilation Rate (NAR) were
monitored periodically (every 15 days from 30 days after planting until
the end of the growth period). To evaluate the tolerance of genotypes to
drought stress, the Drought Tolerance Index (DTI) was used. Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) was employed to integrate and group
physiological, growth, and yield characteristics, providing a unified
framework for identifying drought-tolerant genotypes and optimizing
yield under water-limited conditions.

Results: The results indicated that genotypes G1043 and Eurostarch

Keywords: .

Def¥cit|rrigation Qe_mor!strated hlgh Drpught Tolerance Index (I_D'I_'I) values across all
Drought Tolerance irrigation levels, identifying them as water deficit-tolerant and stable
Index genotypes. These genotypes were able to maintain tuber yield, dry

Physiological Traits  matter accumulation, and water use efficiency under both mild and
Potato (Solanum L .. . L. ..

tuberosum L) severe irrigation stress conditions. The significant superiority of these
Principal Component twoO genotypes (G1043 and Eurostarch) across all irrigation levels

Analysis (PCA) suggests the presence of effective physiological mechanisms for coping
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with drought stress. The high DTI values in these genotypes are likely
due to the stability of growth indices such as LAI, CGR, and LAD, as
well as efficient allocation of dry matter to tubers under drought
conditions. In contrast, genotypes Arsenal, Babilon, and Sherga were
significantly sensitive to drought stress. It appears that tolerant
genotypes, by maintaining plant growth and photosynthesis, are capable
of minimizing their yield loss under stress conditions. The gradual
decrease in final DTI values with increasing drought stress intensity
indicates that potato response to drought stress is highly dependent on
stress intensity and growth stages. Overall, combining the evaluation of
tuber yield and growth indices with the DTI provides an efficient tool for
identifying drought-tolerant potato genotypes and optimizing irrigation
management under water-scarce conditions.

Conclusion: The results of this study demonstrated that integrating the
Drought Tolerance Index (DTI) with growth indices and agronomic
traits provides a comprehensive and reliable framework for evaluating
drought tolerance in potato genotypes. Based on this integrated
approach, the genotypes G1043 and Eurostarch were identified as the
most suitable for water-limited conditions due to their ability to maintain
growth stability, tuber yield, and water use efficiency. In contrast, the
genotypes Arsenal, Babilon, and Sherga exhibited greater sensitivity to
water deficit. Therefore, the proposed integrated approach can improve
the accuracy of selecting drought-tolerant genotypes and serve as an
effective tool for potato breeding programs and the optimization of
irrigation management, particularly in regions facing limited water
resources.
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Table 2. Effective rainfall (m3 per 11.25 square meter area)

Month .l 2024 2025
May cigosl 0.58 0.67
June sis = 0.35 0.47
July s 0.20 0.32
August sis 0.00 0.00
September . ¢ 0.00 0.00

(pre WY0 Colas 53 2) (bl slasles 5 (i o Ay Jol o 53 (S e Sf Ol ¥ Jstx
Table 3. Water consumption at different potato growth stages and irrigation treatments (liters per 11.25
square meter area)

(Irrigation stages) (¢, |>I 100% 80% 60%
planting c.ilS 100 80 60
Planting till beginning of tuberizatiocs s ,a ;3 ,l5eas @j.; G culs 150 120 90
Beginning of tuberogenesis till the harvesting of the tuberlasde cils 5 b ,l50u8 @f: 200 160 120
bl e S bt s S5y -t Jsix
Table 2. Chemical properties of the soil at the test site
et o S5 Jlade el b S5 Dl
(Chemical properties) (Amount) (Chemical properties) (Amount)
(ds/m) Salinity ;= 1.36 Absorbable Phosphorus (ppm) wie- L6 s 4.72
pH 7.4 Absorbable Potassium (ppm) i LG wuly 274
Percent Saturation ¢l 1o,s 42 Zinc (ppm) s, 6.88
Percent Lime i wws s 4.05 Iron (ppm) ;i 6.92
Copper (ppm) - 74
PercentOrganic Carbon Ji - s 1z )s 0.78 Manganese (ppm) ;& 15.04
PercentTotal Nitrogen s o3 2 4o s 0.07 - -

Texture b,

Clay loam ., .

eclw ALy 53 il B a5 Shee :Yield
ol 53 ol O ae O IS TWA

A gla el sl gla e s (g 8651l
{Leaf Area Index, LAI) & mhavs j2xls Lils
& (Relative Growth Rate, RGR) . 1, &
Fr {Crop Growth Rate, CGR) J sams 43
s (Net Assimilation Rate, NAR) _2ll= i
Y+ ;I (Leaf Area Duration, LAD) & ke pls

VO a i Jead OLL G 5 5T S 51 e 5,

V€

Slio syl ey 5 A 00 b o
g 53 ol dlu sliss g Pl ) el 5 Shas
Aoy 0k O35 e gie 5 g 3 0ds Oy 5 Sl
G a1 5 e O s s S esle
o (WUE) O G as L1 .03 (g, Sojluil O
A a3 e

Yield

WUE = %100
A

tol G s ol,lS WUE
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dely o Sis 05 Ol eis ((RGR) g A ,st.
Gl magad 93 e Olay dly 53 i O

OV e
InW2 - Inwi

RGR =
t2 —tl

20l s S

(9) Jsl sols e sad L3 oS Js S 035 : WL

(9) ¢33 ol piped 53 ol IS o 035 : W2
Goo) e 5 dol ol paisas slaoles 1 11512

b o Ln

(‘day™ L g g™ s s, £, :RGR

Sz 0y el (INAR) el Ol s

.(H)Jlj:.a
NAR = W2 —W1 [nA2 — LnAl
To2-tl A2 — Al
ZQT BEEYY

Ol 3 el S s i 0350 W2, W1

() RES IOV

ol 53 s (Leaf Area) S, e AZ;Al

ICM?2 L, M2) (g 15 paS a5

(o) ol i sed slo0les 1 12,11

b 2SN

(g m? leaf day™) al= _ix +; NAR

S ol Ol e (LAD) S ch.., plsse
Ik o LALC a5 el 5 Sy (g5 53

Y ol

LAI1 + LAI2
LAD = ————F——

X (t2 —tl)
ZQT BEEYY
£33 Suls paised 2 fﬁckﬁuua;'-LZ:LA|
(520) Gl i gas sladla
m?2 day m™S ; ~aw. ols5 : LAD

V€)Y

ado e a5 (1)) K (g Sl LSS S,
Sl pp e S b Sl g gy (S)l0 4 50
Pls Gl Slio g LS Clls 5 5 Sl
S ) oS il glapluil S 035 5 5 05
4&ﬁ&@)‘<g§ﬂd§€kﬂ‘(ﬁv@juﬁ)¢éu
D30l U9 9 4T g 5 ol 3ldad e O J4<JL:A
3ol U ity sl Lanls i s, Sejlll 5
AL ale 5 Ll

LeS 2 S v s :(LAD 8y s jasli @
1) oS Lo 5 8t ons e

_ Total leaf area

Ground area
b‘ ).} 45

(M2) oS oS IS k- : Leaf area Total

(M2) oS L 5 edsdlidl (s =law :Groundarea

(4=l 050) S 5 g 2>l LA

o St o i ALAR) S o i o
Gols i gl Olas a3 oS IS i 035
()

LAR = Leaf area
" Total dry weight

0l s &S

(m2Lem?) S, ~L.. : Leaf area

(9) o3 Js S oy, :Total dry weight
Mm2kg™ L em? g S mlaw s LAR

Six 035 il 531 ((CGR) J geazes A &5
jAWdL‘) J&‘j)ajchja_.apbjé

CGR_W2—W1 1
ToR2-tl
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1ol s oS
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S laes 53 5 oS o Blize 3 5 a3
3 e GOt ede S esla d s LU
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(s il A la et

ol g 5 o35 Jolize i Sole 4l
Sl e LIS 5o s Shes o iy 5l 0L
L, s) dsss Ver eslinad LB OT i jles s
o) Ao s (e 25) Aoy Ar (e S
Eurostarch eyl 5 G1043 Cisl & by e (L
53 ke Sl o3l Aoy o td s g Javid
ol Jlis sla s ,> Rona , Savalam o3|
Jodor) ol s Loy Ve s Av Ve aslinal LG
=l L Ll 3 ede s Shee 28l Olge (1
SUBUSTS 1 S U WS 0 27] G AP RN WV P V)
SHLS sede Six ol o ys Ui sdaline
Sl 5o oS Jemte 0l 5o OB ae
OV dsder) ol OLas Aulsbl i Dl
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syteany (DTN (25 4 Joos o ld 4wl
e 2l $l = el e S 4
o e S el S S
3l s A esliul (PCA) ol slaa il
ol laadlje o (YY) Laesls (g53Les luileud
ol e sl adle 8 055 5 el
() A s OF ol pars
s (Z-score) s kel 5 yaslaesls (g 3las Ikl —
Z=(X-X)/SD
I8 Fames Sosein ol el e -
(YL 5 YY) a3 S alone Laadl 5o
DTlgina = Wher X DT ¢l,5 Sliw + WaeoX
DTl 4, laaxls
Ol s &S
Weei=EV1/ (EV1+ EV2)
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RUBTR
I Aol adse 059 \WPCi
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i Lol «d 5sVariance)
B8 el fged skeas (ol o
Jomi oS w03 b el lie il
S Ulean gluaih ol Lds guaib
emlis gl Sl s 5o Slles ol
(Y0) a4 S ey a8 oo
Tolerant DT1 > 1 Loss
Semi tolerant 0.5 < DTT< 1 Jomio 4o
Fairly tolerant .0 < DTI < 0.5 _osxis bows

Sensitive -0.5 <DTI <0 .l
Very sensitive DTl <-0.5 Lles> Lo

SAS 9.1 (ool Jlsdle 5 Ly ol a5
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Table 5. Mean squares of studied traits of potato cultivars in water deficit stress treatments during
two years of experiment

Meen Square ol ,» . Sle

@5l a= s

)'-“—‘;':'C-'t"- _ Degree of e 5,5 Ol Gpan LS ets Kt ele dsys
Source of Variation Freedom  Tyber yield Water use Tuber dry matter
efficiency percentage
JuYear (Y) 1 348.3 10.79 0.021
Error 1 4 435.6 14.64 0.072
Water Deficit Stress (A) .l.s x5 2 6422.1* 11.11%* 19.68**
Y x A 2 27.8 0.22 0.021
Error 2 8 16.8 0.31 0.013
Cultivars (B),t.| 15 10179.1* 24.34"" 17.07**
Y xB 15 58.5% 2.25* 0.017
Error 3 60 32.8 1.15 0.022
AxB 30 20.5* -0.99% 1.193*
Y xAxB 30 15.57 0.23* 0.017
Error 4 120 9.6 0.36 0.034
Coefficient of variation (%) ., ) Lo21 10,60 5 86

(Ao 3) Sl s

#*

. *and **: significance at the five and one percent probability levels L3 Sy s gy Jlol a3 gols ne **

s U1 5 08 S5 e s addllas 3 50 Slio 5Kl alie - J g
Table 6. Mean comparison of studied traits in water deficit stress treatments and potato cultivars

O G yan LS B S esle o NEIR - . Skl gl

Water usﬁffficiency Tu%%rréigr){t%%tter Tuberfji:d Cultivars ¢ Irrllggéllon

6.850 cdef 20.64 nopq 48.62 ab 1043 y. ¢y

5.456 jklm 22.13 fgh 37.29 efg Savalan oVisL.

4.538 opqrst 22.95¢ 31.02 ijklmno Rona u,

5.062 Imnopq 20.58 opgr 34.60 fgh Agria L 3T

7.008 cde 21.13Im 47.90 a Eurostarchz ks, 5

4.682 nopqrs 20.55 pgr 32.00 hijkim Larisa LY

5.646 ijkl 18.81v 38.59e Takta uss S EVSEARE

5.676 ijKI 21.62 ijk 38.80 de Atoosa L. 51 EMTE

4.784 mnopqr 20.23 rst 37.20 hijkl Prince .., 1O%ﬁrﬁ’tfsthe

6.422 efgh 20.64 nopq 43.89 he Javid s 51 available

6.400 efgh 20.97 Imn 43.74 be Roza |5, water

4.502 pgrst 20.97 Imn j%?llr?q%op Jely i~

4.577 opgrst 22.52 de 31.28 hijkimn Serga &,

4.082 stu 19.67 u 27.90 nopars Arsenal Ju. i

4.251 rst 21.06 Im 29.05 mnop Babylon oL

4.099 stu 20.11 st 28.02 nopars Rilana v\,

7.706 ab 21.31kl 4213 cd 1043 v+ ¥ .

6.228 fghi 22.78 cd 24.05 ghij Savalan oYL e

6.043 ghij 23.82b 33.04 hijkl Rona U, ngful;ﬁe

5.055 Imnopq 20.45 qrs 27.64 opqrst Agria y 31 plant's

7.406 bc 21.83 ghij 40.49 cde Eurostarch - i 5 a\(,?,gfétﬁle

5.286 kimn 20.78 mnopq 28.90 mnopq Larisa L. Y

£y
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oo ode i osle s s . R

Watjr js)(;déf#c.?elsncy Tuber dry matter T;Jt;e:jilki“epl q Cultivars i, Irrigatid(:;
percentage level

6.038 ghij 20.90 mnop 33.01 hijkl Takta uss

6.298 fghi 22.14 fgh 34.43 fghi Atoosa L. 51

5.168 Imnop 20.06 t 28.25 nopgr Prince .

6.878 cdef 20.83 mnop 37.60 ef Javid w51

5.907 hijk 21.00 Imn 32.29 hijkim Roza 13,

3.949tu 21.02 Im 21.59 wxy Jely -

4.304 rst 22.33 ef 23.53 uvwx Serga &

4.352 rst 20.23 rst 23.79 uvw Arsenal Ji... )i

4529 opgrst 20.95 Imn 24.76 rstuvw Babylon o L.

4.442 grst 20.55 pqr 24.28 tuvw Rilana s\,

7.056 a 21.89 ghi 33.27 hijkl 1043 v ¢y

6.139 bcde 23.05¢ 28.96 mnopq Savalan oV,

5.323 ghij 24.84 a 25.20 rstuv Rona u5,

8.189 klmn 21.50 jk 21.85 vwxy Agria L ST

6.018 a 22.03 fgh 33.60 hijk EUTOStafCh@\L«b;f,

6.206 ghij 20.93 mno 24.70 stuvw Larisa LY i

7.281 fghi 21.00 Imn 25.47 grstu Takta tss <! et

5.207 bed 22.78 cd 29.88 Imnop Atoosa L. 51 60;;2 thfr‘fe

7.383 Imno 20.93 mno 21.37 wxy Prince . plant's

6.677 e 20.94 mno 30.30 kimnop Javid .5 a\@gg;le

4.504 defg 21.051Im 27.40 parst Roza i3,

4.877 pgrst 21.78 hij 18.48 yz Jely -

3.918 mnopgr 22.17 efg 20.02 xy Serga €,

4.467 tu 22.11 fgh 16.08 z Arsenal Jt... i

3.565 grst 21.05Im 18.33 yz Babylon o,L.L

7.056 u 20.98 Imn 14.63 z Rilana us.,

A el (5ol pre SN s 53 0 Jlez| cla“)g LSD Ose3l bl sl Gy = b b, Kils c g2 52 53
In each column, means with the same letter are not significantly different from each other based on the LSD test at

the 5% probability level.

o pdos 5 Jemts glacd 95 Ol a5 das e
e 53 iy o et il e S0l G2
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o 3y ledul B sk 4 (S 5w b
S s ey () Sl 4B S 13
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Table 7. DTI values based on agronomic traits in potato cultivars under normal, mild and severe

..\g'.&.fa 3 ﬁ)&n U:"": gdhj Jﬂ.ﬂjﬁ BL) ‘_5“'..‘“3""'.’.“’" rG) BL g;“)} olap ;}“L"‘Jf DTI ﬁ;lj.a Y% d}.\?

stress conditions

Cultivars DTI _ Normal_ (I,\DA-:-IId _Mild tensi_on (Sevlg;(reltensi Interpretatio_n of
(Normal) interpretation - interpretation severe tension
tension) on)

Eurostarch 1.05 Tolerant 1.20 Tolerant 1.22 Tolerant
G1043 0.95 Semi tolerant 1.15 Tolerant 1.19 Tolerant

Roza 0.70 Semi tolerant 0.90 Semi tolerant 0.93 Semitolerant
Javid 0.60 Semi tolerant 0.85 Semi tolerant 0.84 Semi tolerant
Atusa 0.20 Fairly tolerant 0.35 Fairly tolerant 0.34 Fairly tolerant
Takta 0.15 Fairly tolerant 0.25 Fairly tolerant 0.25 Fairly tolerant
Larisa 0.12 Fairly tolerant 0.24 Fairly tolerant 0.24 Fairly tolerant
Agria 0.15 Fairly tolerant 0.21 Fairly tolerant 0.21 Fairly tolerant
Savalan 0.05 Fairly tolerant 0.11 Fairly tolerant 0.11 Fairly tolerant
Rona -0.20 Sensitive -0.27 Sensitive -0.27 Sensitive
Princess -0.30 Sensitive -0.38 Sensitive -0.38 Sensitive

Jelly -0.40 Sensitive -0.50 Sensitive -0.50 Sensitive
Sherga -0.45 Sensitive -0.64 Sensitive -0.64 Sensitive
Rilana -0.75 Sensitive -0.87 Sensitive -0.87 Sensitive
Babilon -1.20 Very sensitive -1.29 Very sensitive -1.29 Very sensitive
Arsenal -1.30 Very sensitive -1.37 Very sensitive -1.37 Very sensitive

G1043 slac—s 55 Il ool Lol 2als
Ol s (DTI=1.61) Eurostarch , (DTI=1.64)
Sl as s S b |, 5l 5L DTE sbis
s Sk 5 S i 4 el sl
bl o b glajar i s ol ol
Rilana lacas 55 blis 53 .l O Cus o
S JJs & Agria (DTI=0.65) (DTI=0.48)

slag 55 Olymean DTN 2l 5ol ol
A Jsdr) Dds plabs e S a5l
Sl s edd s, S iy (ALS LS o s
il Glasen A5 kil s s wl gls el
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Sl e o2l e (15 S s Shas 1Al
(1) 35 r 2 pmimn (S Jaos (Ul s
A0S GolS (Vv ) O 5 e yuizean

o Do (o Ll g S pU)l (2 S

V€0

Je>DTI > 1 :Tolerant

Jemie 405 0.5 <DTI<1 :Semi tolerant
Jos s 0 < DTI< 0.5 Fairly tolerant
L>=0.5<DTI<0 :Sensitive

ol ,LDTI <-0.5 :Very sensitive

WDl bl 5 s iy sla e ls alul
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Fig 3. Leaf Area Ratio (LAR) of Potato Genotypes under
Severe Water Stress
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Fig 2. Leaf Area Ratio (LAR) of Potato Genotypes under
Mild Water Stress
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Fig 1. Changes in Leaf Area Ratio (LAR) of Potato
Genotypes under Normal Irrigation
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Fig 6. Changes in Crop Growth Rate (CGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Severe Water Stress
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Fig 9. Changes in Leaf Area Index (LAI) of Potato
Genotypes under Severe Water Stress
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Fig 12. Changes in Average Growth Rate (AGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Severe Water Stress
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Fig 15. Changes in Leaf Area Duration (LAD) of Potato
Genotypes under Severe Water Stress
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Fig 18. Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of Total

Dry Matter in Potato Genotypes under Severe Water
Stress
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Fig 5. Changes in Crop Growth Rate (CGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Mild Water Stress
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Fig 8. Changes in Leaf Area Index (LAI) of Potato
Genotypes under Mild Water Stress
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Fig 11. Changes in Average Growth Rate (AGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Mild Water Stress
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Figl4. Changes in Leaf Area Duration (LAD) of Potato
Genotypes under Mild Water Stress
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Fig 17. Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of Total
Dry Matter in Potato Genotypes under Mild Water Stress
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Fig 4. Changes in Crop Growth Rate (CGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Fig 7. Changes in Leaf Area Index (LAI) of Potato

Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Fig 10. Changes in Average Growth Rate (AGR) of Potato
Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Fig 13. Changes in Leaf Area Duration (LAD) of Potato
Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Figure 16 — Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of
Total Dry Matter in Potato Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Fig 21. Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of Tuber Fig 20. Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of Potato Fig 19. Changes in Relative Growth Rate (RGR) of Tuber in
in Potato Genotypes under Severe Water Stress Genotypes under Mild Water Stress Potato Genotypes under Full Irrigation
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Table 9. DTI values, based on growth indices in potato cultivars under normal, mild and severe
stress conditions

Yield DTI Mild Yield

Yield DTI Normal (Mild (Mild tension (severe DTI Interpretatio
Cultivars ~ (Normal  (Normal interpretatio - - . . . (Severetensio n of severe
tension tension |nterpretat|o tension .
) ) n ) ) n ) n) tension
G1043 46.82 1.82 Tolerant 42.13 1.64 Tolerant 33.27 1.30 Tolerant
E”mhsmm 47.9 1.91 Tolerant 4049 161 Tolerant  33.60 1.34 Tolerant
Roza 4374 159 Tolerant 3229  0.85 Semi 27.40 0.66 Semi
tolerant tolerant
. Semi Semi Fairly
Agria 34.6 0.99 tolerant 27.64 0.65 tolerant 21.85 0.41 tolerant
Larisa 32 0.85 Semi 2890  0.70 Semi 24.70 051 Semi
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Takta 3859 124 Tolerant 3301  0.89 Semi 25.47 0.54 Semi
tolerant tolerant
. Semi
Javid 43.89 1.61 Tolerant 37.60 1.10 Tolerant 30.30 0.76 tolerant
Rona 31.02 0.80 Semi 3304 091 Semi 25.20 0.72 Semi
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Princess 327 0.89 Semi 2825 067 Semi 2137 0.57 Semi
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Semi Fairly Fairly
Jelly 30.77 0.79 tolerant 21.59 0.47 tolerant 18.48 0.32 tolerant
Savalan  37.29 1.16 Tolerant 3405  0.96 Semi 28.96 0.70 Semi
tolerant tolerant
Atosa 38.8 1.25 Tolerant 3443  0.96 Semi 20.88 0.74 Semi
tolerant tolerant
Semi Fairly Fairly
Arsenal 27.9 0.65 tolerant 23.79 0.47 tolerant 16.08 0.38 tolerant
Rilana 28.02 0.65 Semi 2428 048 Fairly 14.63 0.36 Fairly
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Babilon  29.05 0.70 Semi 2476 051 Semi 18.33 0.47 Fairly
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Sherga 3128 082 semi 2353 0.49 Fairly 20.02 0.50 semi
tolerant tolerant tolerant
wle>-0.5 <DTI <0 :Sensitive Jo=DTI > 1 Tolerant
b LDTI <-0.5 Very sensitive Joxie 40,3 0.5 <DTI < 1 :Semi tolerant
Jorrio s 0 < DTI< 0.5 -Fairly tolerant
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Table 10. Final DTI values, based on agronomic traits and growth indices in potato cultivars under

normal, mild and severe stress conditions

. Yield DTI . . Yield DTI Interpretation
Cultivars el DTI ~ Normal gy g Mildtension oo e (Mild of severe
(Normal)  (Normal) interpretation . . interpretation - X .
tension)  tension) tension)  tension) tension
G1043 46.82 1.63 Tolerant 42.13 145 Tolerant 33.27 1.29 Tolerant
Eurostarch 47.9 1.57 Tolerant 40.49 1.45 Tolerant 33.60 1.16 Tolerant
Roza 43.74 1.30 Tolerant 32.29 1.02 Tolerant 27.40 0.70 Semi tolerant
Agria 34.6 1.33 Tolerant 27.64 0.87 Semi tolerant 21.85 0.67 Semi tolerant
Larisa 32 0.89 Semi tolerant 28.90 0.62 Semi tolerant 24.70 0.56 Semi tolerant
Takta 38.59 0.86 Semi tolerant 33.01 0.72 Semi tolerant 25.47 0.52 Semi tolerant
Javid 43.89 0.74  Semitolerant  37.60  0.63  Semitolerant 3030  0.38 tg;':;fn
Rona 31.02 068  Semitolerant 3304 051  Semitolerant 2520  0.31 tgf;rrg’n
Princess 32.7 0.61 Semi tolerant 28.25 0.51 Semi tolerant 21.37 0.36 t(l)zlaelrrzlaﬁt
Jelly 30.77 0.37 Fairly 2159 0.44 Fairly 1848 035 Fairly
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Fairly Fairly Fairly
Savalan 37.29 0.38 tolerant 34.05 0.45 tolerant 28.96 0.40 tolerant
Atosa 38.8 0.31 Fairly 3443 008 Fairly 2088 022 Fairly
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Arsenal 27.9 0.24 Fairly 2379 010 Fairly 1608 0.03 Fairly
tolerant tolerant tolerant
Rilana 28.02 -0.04 Sensitive 24.28 -0.04 Sensitive 14.63 —-0.05 Sensitive
Babilon 29.05 -0.08 Sensitive 24.76 -0.19 Sensitive 18.33 -0.14 Sensitive
Sherga 31.28 -0.16 Sensitive 23.53 —0.33 Sensitive 20.02 -0.25 Sensitive

wl>-0.5 <DTI <0 :Sensitive
> Lo DTI <-0.5 Very sensitive

Voo

JosDTI > 1 Tolerant

Jooxio 405 0.5 <DTI <1 :Semi tolerant
Josmie les 0 < DTI < 0.5 -Fairly tolerant
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