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Effect of Rootstocks on the Cold Resistance of Grafted Crataegus laevigata ‘Pauls Scarlet’

CAO Ze-wen, XU Jin, LIU Yan”~

(Beijing Key Laboratory of Ornamental Plants Germplasm Innovation & Molecular Breeding /National Engineering
Research Center for Floriculture/Beijing Laboratorg of Urban and Rural Ecological Environment /College of

Landscape Architecture , Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract:In order to screen suitable rootstock for Crataegus laevigata Paul's Scarlet’, this paper studed the
cold resistance of 2-year-old grafting seedlings of C. laevigata Paul's Scarlet’, using C. pinnatifida and C.
sanguinea as grafting rootstocks and taking the combination of C. laevigata Pauls Scarlet-C. monogyna as
a control. The results showed that the cold resistance of both two grafting combinations was higher than
the combination of C. laevigata Pauls Scarlet-C. monogyna. C. pinnatifida was more suitable to be the
rootstock for grafting C. laevigata 'Pauls Scarlet widely growing in Beijing. During the natural overwinte-
ring period, the chilling injury index of the grafted combinations significantly decreased compared with the
introduction of mature trees. In addition, two types of 1-year-old branches all kept relatively low electro-
lytic leakage and malondialdehyde content and accumulated more soluble sugar. However, the accumula-
tion of the poline was not obvious. The cold resistence of C. laevigata Paul's Scarlet-C. pinnati fida was
better than that of C. laevigata Paul's Scarlet-C. sanguinea.
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Table 1 Evaluation standards of cold-resistance for single plant
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Fig.1 The change inthe relative electric conductivity

of three grafted combinations during wintering period
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Fig.2 The change in MDA contentofthree grafted

combinations during wintering period
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Fig. 3 The change insoluble sugar content of three

grafted combinations during wintering period
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