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Effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on some growth characters of Daffodil
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ABSTRACT

In order to evaluate the effect of gibberellic acid and humic acid on some morphological and physiological traits of
Narcissus cv. German, a factorial experiment was conducted in a completely randomized design with 2 factors, 12
treatments, 3 replications and 5 pots in each plot. The first factor was gibberellic acid at four levels with
concentrations of zero (control), 150, 300 and 450 ppm which was carried out by immersing onions in the mentioned
concentrations of gibberellic acid for 48 hours. The second factor was humic acid at three levels with concentrations
of zero (control), 250 and 500 ppm which was carried out as a foliar application at the vegetative stage. Analysis of
variance showed that the effects of gibberellic acid treatment on appearance of flowering stem, flowering time and
flower diameter had a significant effect compared to control. Gibberellic acid and humic acid treatments had
individually significant effects on total chlorophyll, carotenoid and diameter of narcissus bulbs. The most leaf area
was also related to the interaction of gibberellic acid (300 ppm) and humic acid (500 ppm). In general, results of this
study indicated that according to the studied traits, use of gibberellic acid (300 ppm) and humic acid (500 ppm) was
the best treatments to improve the studied traits.
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Nitrogen Phosphorus Potassium Sodium EC pH Soil Soil porosity
(ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (ppm) (us/m) Texture (%)
157 73 26 0.14 800 6.20 Sandy loam 56.30
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Figure 1. Effect of different concentrations of gibberellic acid on appearance of flowering stem
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Table 2. Results of analysis of variance charactrestics studied in Narcissus jonquilla cv. German

MS
S.0v df  Time of flowering Time of Flower Leaf Total Carotenoid Bulb
stem appearance flowering  diameter  surface  chlorophyll amount diameter
Giberrellic acid 3 42417 222,747 0.34™ 145.4™ 0.0042” 0.0055™ 61.47"
Humic acid 2 0.19™ 1.86™ 0.014" 130 0.0026" 0.0047" 14.83"
Intraction 6 1.52" 4.37™ 0.05"™ 7.93" 0.0003™ 0.00003" 3.10"
Error 24 16.69 13.16 0.079 3.15 0.0005 0.0002 1.01
C.V (%) - 6.76 4.52 4.23 6.65 14.55 10.50 8.92

el (6,18 gixe BWST 555 g doy00 « oy Jlaol olaw ;o o fre IS sasmsyLis s g # e

** * ns: Significantly difference at 1% and 5% probability levels and non-significant, respectively.



e gy Slio (S el Senged g el Sz 3 () i ool e 5 (5 el AA-

=
§ 90 a
2 85
S
g 80
s 75
(3]
£ 70
|_
65
0 150 300 450

Concentrations of gibberellic acid (ppm)
M5 Loy el S e il slacdale 3Ty S
Figure 2. Effect of different concentrations of gibberellic acid on time to flowering
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Figure 3. Effect of different concentrations of gibberellic acid on flower diameter
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Figure 5 Interaction effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on the leaf surface
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Figure 8. Effect of different concentration of gibberellic acid on carotenoid amount
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Figure 9. Effect of different concentration of humic acid on carotenoid amount
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Figure 10. Effect of different concentration of gibberellic acid on bulb diameter
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