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Fig. 1 The relative content of chlorophyll in the potato leaves
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" indicate significant difference at 0.05 level.
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Fig. 2 Leaf area of potato plant 6. ZH AW B .
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Table 1 Effect of different plant growth regulators on yield of potato
i 45 Hb Yt 5L/ % ) A/ WP=R/ %
b 3 ) ) INX R kg
Experimental Proportion of potato fresh weight (kg+667 m?) Growth
Treatments Plot yield
field >100 g 50~100 g <50 g Yield rate
= CK 31.3 45.8 22.9 100. 00 2223.33
LisEE 37.1 39.4 23.5 106. 00 2355. 57 5.95
R Z 40.7 33.4 25.9 101. 10 2246. 68 1.05
Pk CK 54,7 40.1 5.2 104. 50 2322. 23
WE 58.4 31.6 10.0 119. 00 2644, 46 13. 88
BRZ 61.3 33.6 5.0 105. 90 2353. 35 1.34
& T CK 52.9 37.9 9.2 68. 85 1530. 01
WE 60. 1 33.4 6.5 78.55 1745. 56 14.09
IR % 74.6 20. 6 4.8 67.60 1536. 23 0.41
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Table 2 Effects of different treatments on
starch ., protein and soluble sugar contents of

potato tuber
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b /% /%
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Treatments Starch Protein
field sugar
content content
content
= CK 11.85 1.92 2.13
W 12.00 1.79 2.24
Rk% 11.79 1. 89 2.16
7h CK 12.10 2.03 1. 99
W 12.18 1.98 1.92
RR% 12. 23 2.01 2.03
BT CK 12. 69 1.82 2.32
[i%es 12.83 1.75 2.26
Rk% 12.01 1.71 2.39
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Effects of Different Growth Regulators on
Yield and Quality of Potato

WU Qiao-yu.HE Tian-jiu, CHEN En-fa.YANG Xiong-bi, LEI Zun-guo
(Institute of Biotechnology,Guizhou Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Guiyang 550006 ,China)

Abstract : In order to promote the promotion and correct use of plant growth regulators.two plant growth regu-

lators were sprayed on the leaf surface of potato Favorita and their effects on chlorophyll,leaf area.yield and

quality of potato leaves were studied in the three counties of Guizhou province. The results showed that the two

plant growth regulators had little effect on the chlorophyll and quality of potato,but the rate of big potato tu-

bers increased obviously. The plant growth regulator root treasure could increase the leaf area of potato plants

and increase the yield of tuber.
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