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Effects of Located Applying Fulvic Acid Potassium on Cotton Yield and Fiber Quality Traits
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Abstract [ Objective ] The research aimed to find optimum fulvic acid potassium ( FAP) amount to improve cotton yield and fiber quality.
[ Method ] Adopting randomized block design, 6 treatments were designed, CK: no fertilizer, F: chemical fertilizer 750 kg/hm® ,F + HI ; chem-
ical fertilizer 750 kg/hm’ added FAP 75 kg/hm’ ,F + H2 ; chemical fertilizer 750 kg/hm® added FAP 150 kg/hm’, F + H3 ; chemical fertilizer
750 kg/hm® added FAP 300 kg/hm’ ,F + H4 ; chemical fertilizer 750 kg/hm’ added FAP 450 kg/hm’. Plant height, fruit branches number,
boll numbers, boll weight, lint percentage, cotton yield and fiber quality were investigated in a location test for 4 years. [ Result] Chemical

(1. Cotton Research Institute ,Hebei Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Science,

fertilizer added fulvic acid potassium prompted cotton vegetative growth and fruit growth in late growth stage. With the increase of FAP amount
the autumn bolls and its proportion also increased, and the same for boll number per plant, cotton yield and lint yield. Compared with F treat-
ment cotton yield of F + Hl, F+ H2, F + H3, F + H4 treatments was increased by 3.3% ,5.4% ,5.2% and 9.0% respectively. FAP im-
proved cotton fiber quality, especially increased the spinning consistency index significantly. [ Concluion] Chemical fertilizer added FAP 450

kg/hm” could increase cotton yield effectively and improve cotton fiber quality.
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Table 1 Plant height and fruit branches of cotton for different treat-

ment
Py FkEr Plant height // cm SLA7%L Fruit branches number
Treatment 06-15 07-15 08-15 06-15 07-15 08-15
CK 29.4b 83.2b 85.3b 2.7b 11.8b 12.8b
F 31.8a 87.1a 93.1a 3.5a 12.5a 13.7 a
F+H1 31.5a 88.9a 93.3a 3.3a 12.5a 13.7a
F+H2 31.0a 83.6a 93.7a 3.3a 12.5a 13.5a
F+H3 31.0a 88.3a 94.0a 3.3 a 1227a 13.6 a
F+H4 31.9a 89.0a 94.5a 3.2 a 12.5a 13.8 a

WP R /NG FRERRTE 0.05 KPR B
Note : Different lowercase at the same column stand for significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 2 Pre-hot summer bolls,hot summer bolls and autumn bolls of

cotton for different treatment

KBk Pre-hot Rk Hot

summer bolls summer bolls

FAE Autumn bolls

MR M wbl K el A%
Number Propor- ~ Number Propor- ~ Number  Propor-

A~ tion // % A~ tion // % A~ tion // %

CK 3.1b 36.0 a 5.4c¢ 62.9 a 0.1¢c 1.2 ¢
F 3.7 a 35.3 a 6.6 b 62.2 a 0.3 b 2.5b
F +H1 3.6a 34.2ab 6.6b 62.6a 0.3b 3.2b
F+H2 3.6a 30.8 ¢ 7.2a 61.8a 09a 7.3 a
F+H3 3.6 a 30.7 ¢ 7.3 a 62.7 a 0.8 a 6.5 a
F+H4 3.9 a 32.6 b 7.2 a 59.9 a 0.9 a 7.5a

T RIFUA R /NG FRERIRAE 0. 05 7KF22 57 .35
Note : Different lowercase at the same column stand for significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 3 Yield and yield components of cotton for different treatment

Bk HLES H Koy

S,

%\'giment nu]rgr?girs w]zi();n per(I:;E:age (:,(1’21(21” Lint yie!d
A . % ke/hm’ kg/hm
CK 8.6 ¢ 4.3b 38.9a 2634 d 1025 b
F 10.5 b 4.7 a 36.3 b 3339 ¢ 1212 a
F+HI1 10.6 b 4.8 a 35.8b 3449 b 1235 a
F+H2 11.6 a 4.8a 35.7b 3518 b 1256 a
F+H3 11.6 a 4.8 a 35.2b 3512b 1236 a
F+H4 12.0 a 4.8 a 35.5b 3638 a 1291 a

0 [FFIR R B/ N RN TE 0.05 /K- 255 3%
Note : Different lowercase at the same column stand for significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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Table 4 Cotton fiber quality of different treatment
R WAL

Qb Average Specific T Uniformity A

. Mic . Spinning
Treatment  length of  Breaking index .
value consistency
upper part  Strength % .
index
mm cN/tex

CK 26.5 b 28.9 a 5.2a 81.6 a 112 ¢

F 27.3 a 28.7 a 4.8b 81.6 a 113 ¢

F+HI 27.5 a 29.0 a 4.8b 81.5 a 121 b

F+H2 27.8 a 29.3 a 4.8b 82.1a 125 b

F+H3 27.8 a 29.7 a 4.7b 82.2 a 132 a

F+H4 27.4 a 29.8 a 4.8 b 82.1a 133 a

T RPN R /NG T RERARTE 0. 05 /K225 3%
Note ;: Different lowercase at the same column stand for significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level
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