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Table 1. Chinese names, English names and abbreviations of 20 treated cultivars / lines

Chinese name English name abbreviation
[ s 5 A-Lai-Fen ALF
S *ﬁ Fen-Huo-Yan FHY
:F‘*P = Huang-Ding-Er HDE
AEHI Hong-Feng-Che HFC
f’. == Huang-Pin-Pang HPP
F FEfeR Huang-Tong-Qian HTQ
F ,ﬁéﬁ Ji-Xiang-Huang JXH
fﬁéf Ji-Xiang-Jin JXJ
RS Ka-Luo-Lin KLL
[ P Lu-Shui-Xiao-Hong LSXH
#* ’3?3 Mu-Gua-Huang MGH
Rt Shen-Ma SM
LR Zhen-Zhu-Hong ZZH
0410 0410 0410
0412 0412 0412
0413 0413 0413
0437 0437 0437
0439 0439 0439
97238 97238 97238
98264 98264 98264

! variety use for scion and own root controlled.
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Table 2. Degree of freedom, mean square, F value and probability of root dry weight Anova analysis of
19 grafted and 1 own root chrysanthemum varieties / lines in controlled and flooded treatments
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Degree of Freedom Mean Squre F value Pr>F
Treatment 1 4.22 579.40 <0.0001
Variety 19 0.064 8.83 <0.0001
Treatment*Variety 19 0.025 3.42 <0.0001
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Table 3. Significant difference test of root dry weight, stem dry weight, leaf dry weight, total dry weight
and top/root ratio Anova analysis of 19 grafted and 1 own root chrysanthemum varieties / lines

Degree of Mean square

Freedom Root DW Stem DW Leaf DW Total DW Top/Root
Treatment 1 *k*k **k*k **k* *k* **k*k
Variety 19 *kx *xx *kx **kx *kx
Treat*variety 19 *kx **kx *kx ** *kk
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Table 4. Root dry weight (RDW), stem dry weight (SDW), leaf dry (LDW) weight, total dry weight

(TDW) and top/root ratio (T/R) of controlled and flooded plants and their LSD of 19 grafted and
1 own root chrysanthemum varieties / lines

RDW SDW LDW TDW T/R
Controlled 0.468 0.989 1.52 2.98 5.56
Flooded 0.143 0.630 1.05 1.82 17.40

LSD(p=0.05) 0.027 0.056 0.07 0.14 1.84
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Table 5. Root dry weight (RDW), stem dry weight (SDW), leaf dry weight (LDW), total dry weight

(TDW) and top/root ratio (T/R) of 19 grafted and 1 own root chrysanthemum varieties / lines
(average of flooded and controlled plants)

.

Abbreviation ~ RDW SDW LDW TDW T/R(DW)
sm! 0.339 1.16 2.02 351 25.04
HPP 0.530 1.04 1.68 3.26 5.30
LSXH 0.472 0.76 1.31 2.54 5.25
0412 0.430 0.91 1.38 2.72 6.20
0410 0.416 1.03 1.40 2.85 7.88
ZZH 0.326 0.86 1.28 2.46 8.87
0413 0.310 0.77 1.35 2.42 8.64
HTQ 0.295 0.92 1.09 2.30 7.55
ALF 0.291 0.96 1.49 2.74 17.77
HFC 0.280 0.96 1.36 2.60 19.01
IXH 0.271 0.86 1.33 2.47 11.66
KLL 0.269 0.41 0.76 1.46 6.53
IXJ 0.266 0.88 1.46 2.61 17.89
98264 0.263 0.60 1.11 1.97 7.53
FHY 0.250 0.55 0.96 1.76 7.04
MGH 0.240 0.85 1.34 2.42 15.21
97238 0.231 0.77 1.26 2.25 14.56
HDE 0.220 0.62 0.99 1.83 13.79
0437 0.220 0.70 1.09 2.02 11.93
0439 0.198 0.59 1.02 1.80 11.91
LSD 0.085 0.18 0.21 0.43 5.81

! variety use for scion and own root controlled.
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Fig. 1. Root dry weight of controlled and flooded 20 chrysanthemum varieties and lines.
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Fig. 2. Top/root ratio of dry weight of controlled and flooded 20 chrysanthemum varieties and lines.
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Selection of Flooded Tolerant Rootstock
Chrysanthemum Varieties by Grafting
Technique?

Chian-Shinn Sheu?

ABSTRACT

Using ‘Shen-Ma’ chrysanthemum as scion, it was grafted on 19varieties to select
flooded tolerant rootstock from stress. Three weeks old grafted chrysanthemums were
treated with 3-time flooding, each time for 1-2days. Some flooded tolerant rootstocks
were selected for cultivation from the flooding stress. Root dry weight, stem dry weight,
leaf dry weight, total dry weight and Top/root ratio were compared within flooding stress
and controlled plants. In two treatments, root dry weight was the most significant
different in five indicators. The root dry weight of controlled plants was 3-times higher
than that of flooded plants. Root dry weight was an acceptable selective indicator of
flooding stress. Because the roots damaged seriously of very sensitive varieties, Top/Root
ratio became high. Top/root ratio was also a good indicator to evaluate sensitivity of
flooding tolerance. When the Top/Root ratio was smaller, the variety was the more
flooded tolerant.

Key words: Chrysanthemum, flooding, variety, grafting.
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