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Effect of Different Cuttage Matrix and Cutting Treatments
on Rooting of Daphne papyracea Wall. ex Steud

WU Song-gang' , CAI Ling-yun''? ,LUO Shuang-qun',XU Yuan-jiang' , LONG Yan-ping'
(1. Environmental and Life Science College of Kaili University,Kaili, Guizhou 556011;2. Life
Science College of China West Normal University/Key Laboratory for Southwest Wildlife
Resources Conservation, Ministry of Education, Nanchong, Sichuan 637009)

Abstract: In order to improve the quality of Daphne papyracea Wall. ex Steud cutting propagation, with granite
stone powder,vegetable soil,river sand as matrix, single-sided, double-sided cutting, cutting to split as different
cuttings processing,the effects on rooting of Daphne papyracea Wall. ex Steud were discussed. The results
showed that;granite stone powder was the most suitable matrix for cutting propagation of Daphne papyracea
Wall. ex Steud, the rooting rate was 74. 4%. The best cuttings treatment method was single-side cutting, the
rooting rate was 58. 3%3.

Key words: Da phne papyracea Wall. ex Steud;cuttage matrix;cutting; rooting rate
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Table 1 Salt tolerance level evaluation index

£ @il SN SERTRIN [TENES
Level Salt stress symptoms Salt tolerance

1 ARIER . T 832 FRER A 3~5 F&gnt (=10

2 AREARIER A 2~3 Fgmt 55 1 F Bk iy R 248 8 sl v 2R 7 Ak i 45

3 AR ZIE A 2 B gkt 8 1.2 B B0 AR B ek kAR T A LA

4 LGS RAT 1 &gt %

5 BT AR H BT 1o

AR bR . %0 50 FH R OK A R 1k D L I AR TR 0 25 53] A K v i i 09 e 0 i g PR 2 S i AT

fH % B TS OK A R A VW L SR e R 1 B —
T i AR Ak S TR B AT, P R S A D)
BREMEH EH R, AR E I RR R
2 o = K. #E 520 nm P KR Ho, AR IfE
M4k b A& (g R 5 B D & R 6
T () X EL S SR 0 R A ) A0 T A
M A B RE W AR iR E EENAEH . S
0 B 300 ) 5 555 A 6 . TR I P R L A T)
FERA R e £ 0 R P bEsegs . Sk Hat e Al
AEY PR RS LB R b S A W P M 5 55 Y
—ARERA T SE B v o Eh s S5 ks v et Rk
TEZ ZH 1 h 5 E SRS, ¥k 10 min
MHEBESFS, A FHE=S/S,, T LS HH
A S0 5 AR A RSB )

1.2.5 #4586 AL R St o B oy
54 Excel A1 DPS #¢4F. F « I 56 #4757 1k X 7>

100

T
2 gRY50br
2.1 WEREEm RN NEN
R T R 9 i R 2% ) 1 AR A T AR
R VD SR S0 0 20 A A 2 o B
H T8 AR5 [ 20 BT £ 00 R A TR

5 6 B 041 £ Test material
3 5 = B E V)l Hippophae rhamnoides Sinensis
§ 4 O it #: 2% 57125 th Change of salt tolerance level
:
<3
2 2f
i’%é
£ wE ST (WE_ RE  Ee  SHT

i Variety

B1 b S0 T R 1 78 AL
Fig.1 Change of salt tolerance level of

Hippophae rhamnoides L. at seedling stage
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Table 2 Test of salt tolerance at seedling stage and change of
different indexes of Chinese Hippophae rhamnoides L.
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Identification of Salt Tolerance of Hippophae
rhamnoides L. at Seedling Stage

HE Qiang'* ,DAI Zhi-guo'
(1. Horticultural College of Northeast Agricultural University, Harbin, Heilongjiang 150030

2. Maize Research Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Harbin, Hei-

longjiang 150086)

Abstract: In order to explore the mechanism of salt resistance of Hippophae rhamnoides L. ,using six varieties

as materials, the indicators such as proline content, seedling height,dry weight and relative electric conductivity

were analyzed to evaluate the salt tolerance of Hippophae rhamnoides L. at seedling stage. The results indica-

ted that there were significant difference among all indicators, the change of seedling height,dry weight and rel-

ative electric cunductivity and the proline content could reflect the stress resistance to a certain extent. The re-

sistant varieties accumulate more proline than non-resistant varieties, the proline content, seedling height. dry

weight and relative electric conductivity could be used as indicators of stress resistance identification of Hip po-

phae rhamnoides 1. breeding.

Key words: Hip pophae rhamnoides L. ;seedling stage;salt tolerance
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