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Effects of Paclobutrazol at Different Concentrations on the Growth and Yield of Sweet Potato
SHI Chan,ZHANG Han,ZHANG Xing-duan et al
Abstract The effects of different spraying concentrations of paclobutrazol on growth characteristics and yield of sweet potato were studied with
Wanshu No.5 as experimental material. The results showed that spraying certain concentration of paclobutrazol could promote the number of
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basal branches, inhibit the growth of main stem length and stem diameter, and inhibit the growth of some vine leaves aboveground, the effect
on the underground part is that the root tuber of sweet potato is expanded and the dry matter rate of sweet potato is increased ;when the spraying
concentration is too high, the inhibition on the aboveground part of sweet potato will weaken, even lower than the level without spraying pa-
clobutrazol, the yield of fresh sweet potato was lower than that of the control, and the difference was significant. The drying matter rate of sweet

potato was also lower than that of the control.
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Table 1 Effects of different treatments on the major agronomic characters of sweet potato

R x SrbER LB 2 T
Treatment Days //d Branching Main stem .Maln stem Ivy leaf fresh weight
code number // 4~ length // cm diameter // mm per plant//g
1 0 3.33+0.58 99.67+12.66 0.58+0.03 363.33£161.97
30 3.67+1.53 128.00+5.86 0.58+0.07 433.3+52.92
60 4.00+3.00 235.00+38.84 0.60+0.10 983.33+£725.14
90 2.33+0.58 262.67+£25.17 0.57+0 450.00+332.91
2 0 3.33+0.58 88.67x11.27 0.52+0.05 246.67+220.18
30 3.33+1.53 118.70+£39.37 0.63+0.04 386.67+407.22
60 2.67+0 246.70+£22.91 0.61+0 733.33+£251.66
90 2.33+0.58 314.33+61.83 0.57+0.05 733.33+404.15
3 0 3.00+1.53 84.00+£42.91 0.55+0.10 286.67+153.08
30 4.67+0.58 147.70+33.53 0.56+0.06 760.00+£152.75
60 3.00+1.16 243.30+20.81 0.56+0.04 550.00+152.75
90 2.67+0.58 309.33x14.36 0.60+0.06 700.00+50.00
CK 0 3.33+0 99.33+24.44 0.55+0.03 269.33£92.92
30 4.33+0.58 151.70+£16.52 0.58+0.06 683.33+£80.83
60 3.00+2.00 203.30+11.55 0.56+0.05 633.33+327.87
90 3.67+0.58 313.33x£13.32 0.65+0.06 933.33+£217.94
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Note: Data were the mean value +standard deviation of 3 repetitions
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Fig.1 Effects of different treatments on the fresh potato weight
per plant
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Fig.2 Effects of different treatments on the dry matter rate of

sweet potato
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Table 2 Effects of different treatmentes on the aboveground and underground weight of sweet potato

2 Fresh potato

M Vine and leaf

o LT AR ok o LT A Uk ARZLES
R E . Dy S A - PFAPH Compared Dy ma
Treatment JNX R C d ompare INX R C i ompare: Ty matter
Plot yield onvene with CK Plot yield onverted with CK rate
code J 1d y 1d
kg e, +% kg yed, +% %
kg/hm kg/hm
1 45.00+3.12 aA 22 511.25 4.24 48.10£6.63 aA 24 012.00 -46.39 33.93+1.18 aA
2 43.33+7.57 abA 21 675.90 0.37 66.10+16.61 abA 33 066.60 -26.17 32.19+1.61 abAB
3 29.03+6.94 bA 14 522.25 -32.75 59.90+9.93 abA 29 965.05 -33.10 31.36+0.78 abAB
CK 43.17+4.19 abA 21 595.80 — 89.53+22.11 bA 44 787.45 — 29.26+0.99 bB

BN 3 WE R T E bR . R R NG FRERORTE 0.05 K722 57 B35 ; FIFUAR R RS FAE R R TE 0.01 K25 540 B 3%
Note : Data were the mean value tstandard deviation of 3 repetitions. Different lowercases in the same column indicated significant differences at 0.05 level ; dif-
ferent capital letters in the same column indicated extremely significant differences at 0.01 level

3 #it5itie

AR IGZ BN W — R VR T 1) 22 RS RS 4 i T 2
F0 R A, A T S A 1 A K, LR B
RN H 8 T K 38 A8 L 20 ) 2 K, 42 S 2 ) B b
7, U R AR H S T 3 4 1 A K e T Ak,
LR FE IR bt o b S T L) B T S TR, (R
SO T i) FE 0 P S — S ) YA 3 3 B P4 5 24k 1o 725
Mo, S 5% AR B S I AR T, X S R A B S 45 A
—F,

TEIRI S H 1 4 PF T, I T G 22 280 o Y 250 7
5 S AR B S B SR AR SR AR, T
K CHOHL, RIS R T 3 AR K, 4 v H 7 A
TR X SR TS R —

G 2 A RO H A B B P R (H AL AT 4
WEHTE OB W o Y 750 o/hm’ (14 22 A N, ff 2 7=
HIEE CK 3 4.24% 5 4155 900 g/hm® e J& f) Zo s mg i, fik
B HIN T 0.37%, ¥ 7= 0 BE A G 2w

1050 g/hm’ e J3E 1) 22 55 W i, 6 5 B 2 of L CK . 1A
U, Wi 750 g/hm® () 225 mMe iR A, 387 RUR e, HH )
BRI T 447 B oM. 2 H Wi 0~900 g/hm® L35k
R B VR R R X S A R U T R R R A i
WP I OB ST T REAR . v A2 R 4 S B , 25K
WA T A TR TOU s O34 , i TR 5, A2 i 5 5, AR
RV 3 28 O H L 1 VR 32 1) 2 RO T T 4 S v AR 11 2
KAmld Famgl, & SEO= R, SEEC B Em, £
SRS it e J8E s 25 485 S8 7= A — S S ], TE K 2T AR P b
W2 AN G224 HEA Tt B, 22 00 mae v 32 i vy , L 7 s 2R
M B A A R R E — i W S R P vk
R W 58 S A R T A PSR A, ALV J3 5 1223 L e &%
BT R
BRI ST R T A 4 ) e TR e 2 ks L
50 mg/kgly T, HEGR B RBOR DA A PR EE . 256
FIBMATEA LT H R MR | e 2R
(T4% 76 1)



76 B A

2020 £

X Hb S BT PR R DX AT B, o B DX 0 B AT 3
YT FAEBE T AR AR X BT T B T R M
PRI M T AR . SRR B B TR M
PR B 2 ) AN ) DR 0 T TR R R L R
B TR RS A4S RS HEE TR, W H 2
ST AZ AN ) X IR A RIS TS B, W] R s R AT AR 25 4
AT FEE B E T o B IR A B S 47 5 Bl
BB PRI AT P TR, 37 i b 7 1 R0 A B T3 A0
M T RAMONL R G 25 W B A B, MRl 30 T Ak B 5 L B
BT A ARBEURFR ] A ERT T LA B IR AR b X 45 G4 & L
MR R, BRERR AR 5 IR E R W& R S
B AR BT RS A A A R . RIS B — o
AR TAT:, 5 SCTATAB ITHI , TS TAESS I TR 17 R, £
EIR PR BEA TR 78 R0 SE , P RS 9 A B A
H, BB A Rs =
42 STEEIRAMBESIMENE I XX SR
X GRS X AR B E AR SRS T RE W B SR 2R R
T R AP A5 B A R A e X ] R %) e R el i AN 3
BV LIRS I ARMEAILH] A 7 0 B3 R B P &
— P LR B

T S N A Rk ML B A S ) R X M AL
OB TR R — AN BAh X G i AR, L 1 S,
SRR DIRE . AE SL IR AN (IR ) b B DA b A S AR A
RS FE LR A AT RE FA L S ME R RTER T, 3R
Fri i

)G A MR R A AR DAL A S S R L e A
ASINREHAT M ST o [RI P M R B st AR A 28 B A
FIRF RIS ) U AKMETEIE . 254 M PR B AR W4 X
Bl R b i 15 S 35 1 sh W T 2 A2 453 0 (R e Ak H AR R 2 461
B TR RS2 AT, 41 MR 22 BIAL M AR LR T b
Ko b EE R b — 22 8 BB 9 B AT (FEIX) SERE 2R Ak | Bl B
W A SE R SR UGETH 44T 4N

T 2 3 i B X A 2 B 06 A AR K, B[
FE YR THLUE ZAHRH I RE X (T ] A 25 X R 3R
A AR S DI REAE S TR A0S IE , I 5 W XA (R A 7= R
I B 50 R SBAR B o PRI Al DX R0 75 S5 3 4 X A

IMRESRANBE NS FRFRAE | R GRS ARl 5 R T i i
LT IR I DXCREAR , B4 T 1 Y i BT AME IR BR] .
43 ZEEESHERPEERBRGEVE KT
JEIRHIE S RGE AW 2R R PRI 5T S5 I
R X T M D235 SR ) A T RS o) of L, 5 7 P o) 4 D 245
B, A A SR B P AR U P T AR A U R R X R
JSCASCYY db ) 240 DU S R A, oA AN A2 5 B S TR A T
o AEPHTTIHIRE AP DI BB R, ) e A AT AR 1 g
[FUE AN [ DX Sl AN (] 9 LA X5 S 4 D) et P 2 DX
HE 2R A3 54 P X ) PR P IR , e e PR A
R SIS A5t , A e NS5 5836 A A FREE R4 A8 B AL
S PR A S5 AN I i e A A 1) e R
Sk
(1] VL PRELE R SR B RIS 56« DA B A A [ ) ] e
Es#412,2019,21(2) : 1-7.

(2] 2ED5%, 2, M AR AT L S AP R E A TR (T ] 4K
TLFER IR SR ,2005,14(1) :40-43.

[3] W&EE, ). PETEH R T RENR P S St S [T ] R,
2017,39(4) :795-804.

[4] EFML . S R E T E [ EB/OL]. (2013-04-09) [ 2017-01 -
10].http ://www.gov.cn/ gzdt/2013— 04/09/ content_2373337.htm.

[5] ESEMLRIEERIIRS L. ZBRE AT PHTETEE B SA CRAP DCE AR

FILR].2012.

[6] #IikiEHUNPSIRIEH IR IR S o 56 [ T ] R SR, 2019,

15(3) :38-41.

R, 5, T , S AP K AL A K A MR 04T [ ]

IR AR ,2020,37(8) :49-53.

SR XTI , FASSHT , 5 e RE A ST K A R = e T

GELI] A 2017,34(4) :69-75.

(9] JEMK &, X FA, SR FS1E6 MK A= I R R v /K R AL PR PR 28

AEENEFEL) ] IEHR,2016,14(6) :832-839.

[10] HkiE, EF5Eh, OpTE, S PRI /K A i S RS SR 0 5
ML) ] A EEE7KHEK ,2018,34(21) :64-69.

[11] FORMAN R T T,GALLI A E,LECK C F.Forest size and avian diversity
in New Jersey woodlots with some land use implications[ J ].Oecologia,
1976,26(1) . 1-8.

[12] ANDERSON D W,JEHL J R,JR,RISEBROUGH R W et al.Brown peli-
cans : Improved reproduction off the southern California coast[ J].Science,
1975,190(4216) :806—808.

[13] By, % R, S R AR AP BB IR S A S LT ] 3R
FlliTt,2012,25(4) :58-62.

[ 14] e, Ha, &40 , % th A S M BR 5% (3830 [T].
IR 5A241,2015,6(6) :355-362.

[15] i), B8 e, U R A MRS IR IR () ). AR,
2008,28(6) :2870-2877.

[7

[

[8

=

G G G G G S S S S M M P G G G G G G S G G G S O O S S o G G GGG S G G G S S S S SR SO WO W Wy

(L#F397)

W% s 2 A 7 T2 7 ks s ek TR B, LA 750 ¢/hm® R EL,

A A R VE AR P o SR e, A it — Ao

A7 O 40 e 3 T L B Lt 5 s 30 17403 B R

5% ik

(1] skEse rR PG H 2 M) K PURE A ke, 2014.:4-5.

(2] FlB, BE 5, ikegis, 55 280 1o & = B T Y
S 1] LA AR, 2018,50( 10) :65-68.

(3] {Hpas , Scsm, Skt S5 A R T A e B - R AR Tt i
(I RITAR2E ( ARRREAR) ,2011,8(10) :233-235.

[4] B %, 2007, S 2 K R = RT3 [ T ). K2 58250}
22 2008(2) :48-49.

[5] Doy B M- i 22 5msiat g [ ) ] Al B iBiH , 2017

(9) :104-106.
[6] B 22T BRI TS 1] Al Rl ,2018,38(6) :54.
[7] 22 RERERH, kSN, e s | 2 s /e SR o B B RABR B A
AR BT AR, 2019,13(1) :92-95.
(8] BRFH, 18 IVhR, 2k, 5. S22 e A PRI TR SO R ek iy £
KA )] Aesfa441%,2020,10(2) - 7-11.
[9] 4B PN, R, % 20k B A K S B S R A s
[J] TRl ,2019,47(21) ;182-185.
[10] 5kef, F R, 305%, . 2008 F RSBt TR H S ARk B A=
EAIEMFFT[ )] A, 2013(4) :97-99.
[11] itk J5HR  ZA A, S5 IR A A T 7703 4 R R
ML) ] U AAILARH ,2018(1) :13-14.
[12] AR, S EAR , T M R Rl R 2 o SR S S o N R (1 5
[ J ] yeTEE AR, 2019(31) £ 13, 18.



