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Abstract
high yield cultivation techniques of rose . [ Method ] The correlation and path analysis on the morphological index affecting output of the Anning

(1. Agriculture College , Kunming University , Kunming, Yunnan 650214 ;2. Honghe Agriculture School ,Meng-
[ Objective | To study high yield and morphological index affecting output of Anning edible rose, and provide scientific reference for

edible rose were done. [ Result ] The relativity of morphological index and output were in turn:number of flowers per tree(0.952 7) ,the flower
number of single-branch(0.944 5) ,stem diameter(0.914 8) ,length of branch (0.749 8) , diameter of single flower(0.057 8) ,weight of single
flower( —0.801 4). The importance of the direct factors on the ouput were in turn:number of flowers per tree(0.914 3) ,weight of single flower
(0.298 8),stem diameter (0. 287 7) ,the flower number of single-branch (0. 171 1) ,length of branch (0. 080 4),diameter of single flower
(0.029 5) ,and so on. The morphological indices had the obvious restricted relations. [ Conclusion] In the process of cultivation, it should create
cultivation technical measures which was favorable for stem enlargement , the increase of number of flowers per tree and weight of single flower to

increase production of rose.
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Table 1 The correlation coefficient between morphological indexes which affect yield and yield

v
}’:E(E;es Xy %) X3 Xy Xs e Yy

x, 1.000 O

X, 0.7287° 1.000 0

X3 0.8860"" 0.6832"" 1.000 0 -

Xy 0.8724"" 0.7058"" 0.9914"" 1.000 O

X5 0.078 8 0.039 6 0.043 5 0.011 8 1..000 O

Xg -0.778 0" " -0.624 8" -0.908 7" -0.9027"" -0.0279 1.000 0

¥y 0.9148"" 0.3296"° 0.944 5" 0.9527"" -0.057 8 -0.801 4 1.000 0
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Table 2 The path analysis between morphological indexes which affect yield and yield
s )‘H[i] 7 - [B]32:1E ] Indirect effect
Effective Direct action X —> X, —> Ay X4y Xy XY
factor el Y 3 a7 s 6
X, 0.287 7 0.209 7 0.254 9 0.251 0 0.0227 -0.2239
%, 0.080 4 0.058 6 0.054 9 0.056 7 0.003 2 -0.050 2
X, 0.171 1 0.1516 0.116 9 0.169 7 0.007 4 -0.1555
Xy 0.914 3 0.797 6 0.6453 0.906 6 0.010 8 -0.8255
xs 0.029 5 0.002 3 0.001 2 0.001 3 0.000 3 -0.008 3
Xg 0.298 8 -0.2325 -0.168 7 -0.2715 -1.2069 —-0.000 8
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Table 4 Sample test results ng/mL

7]‘1/3\ Hj(i?f;&""_ Detected concentration
T2 FEHIKAE 1 FRBHAKRE 2
Sulfa drugs Aquaculture Aquaculture

water sample 1 water sample 2

SA — 0.607 2
SD 0.677 1 —
ST 0.793 0 0.778 8
SMPD 0.708 0 0.712 8
SM1 0.517 5 0.526 4
Sulfamoxol — —
SM2 0.790 5 0.775 9
Sulfamethizole 0.568 7 0.5355
SMP 0.542 1 0.5117
SCp 0.8310 0.738 0
SMM 0.259 3 0.599 9
SMZ 0.600 4 —
Sulfadoxine 0.566 3 0.560 8
SIZ 0.799 0 0.777 8
Sulfabenzamide — —
Spp 0.667 4 0.556 8
ShM 0.934 9 0.8559
SOX 0.788 3 0.687 3
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