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Table 1 Effects of different plant growth regulators on cotton yield and its components
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T R PSR = bR 2E” TR SR R AR A AN Rl /NS FRER R 28 5 35 (P <0.05)

Note: Data in the table are average + SD, different letters in a column mean significant difference at P < 0. 05 level
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Effects of Four Plant Growth Regulators on Growth and Development,

Photosynthetic Characteristics and Yield of Cotton
JIN Rong', LI Jin®, LIANG Jing”, ZHOU Xiaoyun®, ZHANG Jungao’, ZHANG Xueying',
ZENG Xiaofan', LI Shanshan', GAO Wenwei', LEI Bin®

(1. College of Agriculture, Xinjiang Agricultural University, Urumqi 830052, China; 2. Institute of Nu-
clear Technology and Biotechnology, Xinjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences/Key Laboratory of Crop Eco-
physiology and Farming System in Desert Oasis Region, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs/ Xinjiang
Crop Chemical Control Engineering Technology Research Center, Urumgqi 830091, China)

Abstract ; [ Objective] This experiment was conducted to study and evaluate the effects of NAA — Na, 6
- BA, EBR and ABA on cotton growth, leaf photosynthetic characteristics and yield. [ Methods] NAA — Na
(10.0 mg/L), 6 —BA (2.0 mg/L), EBR (0.2 mg/L) and ABA (0.5 mg/L) were sprayed when cotton
seedlings grew to two — leal and four — leaf stage, plant height, stem diameter, leaf number, bud number,
SPAD value, photosynthetic parameters, were detemined during the seedling period,yield and its components
were determined during the harvest period. [ Results] After spraying the four plant growth regulators, the dai-
ly average growth of plant height, stem diameter, leaf number and bud number in each treatment were 0. 96 —
2.78 em/d, 0.06 —0.44 mm/d, 0. 15 -0. 58 slices/d and 0. 14 — 0. 86 pieces/d, respectively, which were
higher than that in the control treatment; SPAD value, net photosynthetic rate (Pn), stomatal conductance
(Gs) and transpiration rate (Tr) of leaves were respectively increased by 8.02% - 10.99% , 8.95% -
16.13% , 93.14% —110. 17% and 6. 58% —19.44% compared with CK at 5 d. Spraying plant growth regu-
lators had no significant differences on the number of harvested cotton plants and boll weight, while compared
with CK, the boll number and seed cotton yield per plant were increased by 0. 53% -7.54% and 0. 73% -
9.39% , respectively. EBR treatment was superior to NAA — NA, 6 — BA and ABA treatment in promoting
growth and yield of cotton. [ Conclusion] The tested four plant growth regulators could promote the transfor-
mation of vegetative growth to reproductive growth, increase the SPAD value and photosynthetic characteristics
of cotton leaves, and increase the seed cotton yield by increasing the boll number per plant. EBR treatment
was superior to other plant growth regulators.
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