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Study on the Drought Resistance of Five Iris Species

ZHAO Yaryan', LU Jian guo®
(1. Jining Agricultural University, Jining, Shandong 272100; 2. Nanjing Forestry U niversity, Nanjing Jiangsu 210018)

Abstract: The physiological factors of five Iris species: 1. tectorum, 1. lactea var. chinensis, 1. pseudacoru, 1. ensata var -
hortensis, 1. sanguinea were studid based on pot experiment under drought stress. It was showed that under drought
stress the relative water content was decreased; relative electric conductivityand free proline content were increased;
Changes of soluble protein were different. And the drought resistance of I7is species from strongest to the w eakest were
as follow: L. tectorum, 1. lactea var.chinensi, 1. pseudacoru 1. ensata var. hortensis, 1. sanguinea.

Key words: landscape architecture; Iris L. ; drought resistance; physiological factors
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Effects of Ddifferent Fertilizers on Growth Characteristics of Lily

XIE Zharrjun's WANG Xiujuan's LI Shouzhu? SUI Shtjiang's YE Xin', ZHANG Yar jun'
(1. Envionmental Resource and A gricultural Energy Research Institute, Liaoning A cademy of Agricultural Sciences, Shenyang Liaoning

110161; 2. Tashan Agricultural Station of Huludao, Huludao, Liao ning 125014)

Abstract; The impact of different fertilizers on growth characteristics of Lily was studied. The results showed that the
fertilizers with sulfur promoted growth of Lily, made the plants stronger, decreased the rate of disease, and the fertiliz-

ers with chlorine wasn’ t fertilized on lily. It had the same effect when the fertilizers were fertilized by one and several

times.

Key words: Lily;fertilizer; growth
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