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Table 3- Mean comparison of the simple effect of humic acid on studied characteristics of Lilium cut
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In each column, similar letters showing non-significant differences according to LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 4- Mean comparisons of interaction effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on characteristics
studied in Lilium cut flower.
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In each column, similar letters showing non-significant differences according to LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 5- Mean comparisons of the interaction effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on studied
characteristics of Lilium cut flower.
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In each column, similar letters showing non-significant differences according to LSD test at 5% level.
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Table 6- Mean comparisons of the interaction effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on studied
characteristics of Lilium cut flower.
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Abstract

Lily is one of the most important cut flowers, which is also widely used as a potted flower. In order to
study the effects of gibberellic acid and humic acid on growth, flowering and vase life of Lilium LA
Hybrid “Original Love’, an experiment was conducted as factorial in a completely randomized design
with 2 factors, 16 treatments and 3 replications. The first factor was gibberellic acid at 0, 150, 300 and
450 mg L which was carried out by immersing bulbs gibberellic acid for 24 hours. The second factor
was humic acid, at 0, 200, 400 and 600 mg L™ as foliar application at the beginning of sprouting every
two weeks. The results showed that the effect of gibberellic acid treatment on bud number and
flowering stem height was significantly different from control. The highest bud number (5.04) and
flowering stem height (79.08 cm) were obtained by treating gibberellic acid at 450 and 300 mg L?,
respectively. Gibberellic acid and humic acid treatments effects separately showed significant
differences on fresh weight of cut flower, total soluble solids and percentage of cell membrane
stability index. Also, the interaction effect of gibberellic acid and humic acid treatments caused a
significant increase in chlorophyll index (67.70 spad value), vase life (13.66 day), total chlorophyll
(0.370 mg g* FW), chlorophyll a (0.266 mg g* FW), chlorophyll b (0.103 mg g* FW) and petal
carotenoids (0.026 mg g* FW). The highest relative fresh weight was related to the interaction of
gibberellic acid at 450 mg L* and humic acid at 400 mg L, with 113.47 and 103.75% increase on
third, and fifth days, respectively. Also, the highest relative fresh weight at seventh day was observed
in the treatment of gibberellic acid 450 mg L and humic acid 600 mg L* with an average of 97.01%.
Also, the highest water uptake was related to the interaction of gibberellic acid at 300 mg L and
humic acid at 600 mg L?, with 1.99, 1.81-, and 1.48-ml g* FW at third, fifth and seventh days,
respectively. In general, gibberellic acid 450 mg L* and humic acid 400 mg L* were the best
treatments to improve the growth, flowering and vase life features of lily.

Keywords: Carotenoid, Cell membrane stability, Chlorophyll index, Stem height, Total chlorophyll.


mailto:hassanpurm@guilan.ac.ir
http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/flowerjournal.6.1.49
https://dor.isc.ac/dor/20.1001.1.26765993.1400.6.1.3.1
http://flowerjournal.ir/article-1-190-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

