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Abstract
flower Baxian Flower, which has the advantages of long flowering period, diverse flower types and colors, was selected as the experimental ma-

In order to solve the problem of limited variety and color of summer and autumn flowers in the gardens of Urumqi City, the summer

terial. Three different concentrations of acidic fertilizer FeSO, solution were used for treatment. After 60 days, the various indicators of the test
material were measured and the mean values of each group were compared. The results showed that the treatment with acidic fertilizer FeSO,
had a positive promoting effect on the growth of potted endless summer plants, and the relevant indicators were better than the control group.
Chlorophyll expression was 400 mg/L FeSO,>200 mg/1. FeSO,>CK, with an average of 47.371, 38.951 and 31.635 mg/cm’. Leaf area was
400 mg/L FeS0,>200 mg/L FeSO,>CK, with an average of 45.28, 34.56 and 19.93 cm’. Plant height was 400 mg/L FeS0O,>200 mg/L Fe-
S0,>CK, with an average of 27.64, 19.56, and 11.84 c¢m. Leaf volume was 400 mg/L FeSO,>200 mg/L FeSO,>CK, with an average of
55.07, 39.40, and 27.20. Therefore, in the Urumgi region, it is more suitable to use 400 mg/L FeSO, every 7 days for irrigation treatment of

endless summer in agricultural production.
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Table 1 Analysis results of normality test for chlorophyll of different treatments

Lbg B Y brifEzE B . Shapro—Wilk #5;36 Shapro-Wilk test
i Standard i 3 [235°8

Treatment Sample Average deviation Skewness Kurtosis B35 WA P

mg/L size mg/cm2 m;z/cmz o Gt ik Wi

400 30 47.371 8.916 0.431 -0.782 0.946 0.132

200 30 38.951 11.627 1.425 2.378 0.883 0.003" "

CK 30 31.635 14.737 1.554 2.839 0.856 0.001""

1 = P<0.05, * * P<0.01,
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Note ; Different lowercases indicated significant difference between dif-

400 mg/L

ferent treatments at 0.05 level ; different capital letters indicated
extremely significant difference at 0.01 level.
Bl ZREBEEIREHERAELEK
Fig.1 Comparison of chlorophyll content of endless summer un-

der different treatments
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Table 2 Analysis results of normality test for leaf area of different treatments

b3 S FHE brifEzE

Shapro—Wilk £55 Shapro-Wilk test

Treatment Sample Average Standard Qk?j\év%; - Klﬂ;%rtgis SR WG

mg/L size em’ deviation // cm® - Geilht WiH P
400 30 45.283 22.091 0.405 -1.040 0.926 0.039"
200 30 34.567 10.894 0.204 -0.679 0.970 0.528
CK 30 19.930 10.283 1.234 1.236 0.880 0.003" "

H: # P<0.05, = * P<0.01,
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Note : Different lowercases indicated significant difference between dif-
ferent treatments at 0.05 level ; different capital letters indicated
extremely significant difference at 0.01 level.
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Fig.2 Comparison of endless summer leaf area under different
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Table 3 Analysis results of normality test for plant height of different treatments
Kby [E¥N SEX(H bz Shapro-Wilk #;55 Shapro-Wilk test
i 5 353
Treatment Sample Average Standard Sk B Kurtosis .
mg/L size cm deviation // cm CWness Uriosts Gtk WK P
400 30 27.640 7.740 0.086 -0.402 0.988 0.975
200 30 19.563 6.033 0.346 -0.828 0.963 0.378
CK 30 11.837 2.706 1.379 2.002 0.881 0.003" "
¥+ * P<0.01,
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Note : Different lowercases indicated significant difference between dif-
ferent treatments at 0.05 level ; different capital letters indicated
extremely significant difference at 0.01 level.
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Fig.3 Comparison of plant height of endless summer under dif-

ferent treatments
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Table 4 Analysis results of normality test for leaf volume of different treatments

Shapro—Wilk #553 Shapro-Wilk test

= E=N —
Toatmen o S35 kol - -
ple Average lar-!dard Skewness Kurtosis 25 i
mg/L size 8 deviation - Geiti WiE P
400 30 55.067 22.817 -0.557 -1.079 0.870 0.002" "
200 30 39.400 17.071 0.461 -0.142 0.961 0.336
CK 30 27.200 11.571 -0.129 -1.395 0.912 0.016"

HE: # P<0.05, = % P<0.01,
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Fig.4 Comparison of endless summer leaf quantity under differ-

ent treatments
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