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Effects of Three Plant Growth Retardants on Seedling Traits of Sweet Potato
WANG Guo—quan"*?, LU Pan—pan"**, SONG Jin-bo"*, AN Jia—lin"*>, LIANG Chong—gao"**, LI Wei—guo’,

ZHOU Feng"***, LIU Run—qiang"***

(1. School of Plant Protection and Environment, Henan Institute of Science and Technology, Xinxiang 453003; 2.
Henan Engineering Research Center of Green Pesticide Creation and Pesticide Residue Monitoring by Intelligent Sen-
sor, Henan Institute of Science and Technology, Xinxiang 453003; 3. Baiquan Institute of Advanced Agricultural
Technology, Xinxiang 453003, China)

Abstract: Sweet potato is an important food crop and economic crop, yet its growth is frequently constrained by en-
vironmental factors and agricultural practices. To explore the effects of different plant growth retardants on the agro-
nomic traits of sweet potato seedlings, three plant growth retardants, paclobutrazol, uniconazole and mepiquat chlo-
ride, were selected, and their effects on the growth of sweet potato seedlings were studied by root irrigation. The re-
sults showed that while the three retardants did not significantly affect the aboveground growth of sweet potato, they
notably promoted root length and root fresh weight. Among them, the number of roots increased by 58.11%, the root
length increased by 27.38%, and the root fresh weight increased by 36.17% after the treatment of 1.5 g.ai/ha. When
uniconazole was treated with 15g.ai/ha, the number of roots increased by 39.05% and the fresh weight of roots in-
creased by 72.11%. The number of roots increased by 17.65%, the root length increased by 22.72%, and the root
fresh weight increased by 47.84% when treated with mepiquat chloride at 1.5 g.ai/ha. The findings provide a theo-
retical basis and technical support for further optimization of sweet potato cultivation and management, contributing
to improved yield and quality, and promoting the sustainable development of the sweet potato industry.

Key words: Plant growth retarder; Sweet potato; Agronomic trait; Auxo—action; Bottom application
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Fig.1 Effect of different concentrations of polyphobulozole on rooting of sweet potato
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Fig.2 Effect of different concentrations of polyphobulozole on root length of sweet potato
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Fig.3 Effects of different concentrations of polyphobulozole on fresh root weight of sweet potato
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Fig.4 Effect of different concentrations of uniconazole on rooting of sweet potato
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Fig.5 Effect of different concentrations of uniconazole on root length of sweet potato
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Fig.6 Effects of different concentrations of uniconazole on fresh root weight of sweet potato
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Fig.8 Effects of different concentrations of mepiquat chloride on root length of sweet potato
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Fig.9 Effects of different concentrations of mepiquat chloride on fresh root weight of sweet potato
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