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Table 1 The effects of aitting type on rooting
First— regeneration
Top shoot Middle shoot top shoot Second— regeneration

Average rooting rate/ %4 71.8 45.3 4.6
Average cure rate/ % 14.1 38.5 40. 3
Average rotting rate/ %4 14.1 16.2 17. 1
Deveboping date¢ d 5~6 5~6 5~6

Rooting date/ d 14~15 15~ 16 15~16

H H H
Note: The rooting rate refers to the percent rate which the rooting numbers occupy cutting numbe rs. The aure rate refers to the percent rate of the total which the numbers of the ait

come ino being aire tissue without rooting that occupy cutting numbers. The rotting rate refers to the percent rate of the total which the rotting numbe s occupy autting numbers.
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2.2 Table 2 The effects of different wncentration of grow th
2 , regulators on cutting rooting rate
, 32% , Conent ration
Growth regulators /mg° L1 Average rooting rate/ %5 Contrast/ %
’ (NAD 1000 3.1 115.2
o 2 000 48. 8 151.6
100%’ 3 000 73.8 229.2
3 (TAA) 1 000 47. 6 147.8
’ 2 000 389 120.8
’ 3000 64 1 199. 1
» NAA1 37.1%, 5%; (1BA) 1 000 36. 6 113.7
TIAA1 47.6 %, 15%; IBA1 2000 %5 119.6
36.6%, 5.6% 3 000 50. 5 156.8
CK 32.2 100.0
NAA3  TAA3 , 73.8% 24
64-. lyo D (]AA) D ’
(NAA) (IBA) ’
2.3 s ,
’ t . ’ o
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Table 3 Difference analysis of different concentration NA A compared between @ntrol
NAAL (K NAAT compares to Contiast NAA2 CK NAA2 compares to_Contrast NAA3 (K NAA3 compares to Contrast
CK
NAAL NAA2 NAA3
CK Average
NAAL Average NAA2 Avenge NAA3 Average
rooting num ber Difference Notable level  Result Diffoence Notable level — Result Difference NotaHe level — Result
woling number rooting mumber rooting numler
2.6154 5.2857 2613 0.0014 11. 1579 8.542%5 0.0003 11. 3871 8.7717 0.0003
(P=0.05), (P=0.01),
Note: Significant difference (P= (. 05), Significant difference(P=0.01); the following table same.
Table 4 Difference amalysis of different concentration IAA compared between control
K IAAT - CK IAA1 compaes to Contrast IAA2 _CK IAA2 commres to Contimst IAA3 CK IAA3 commres to Contrast
AA1L 1AA2 1AA3
CK Average
TIAAT Average IAA2 Average IAA3 Avenge
rooting num ber Difference Notable level  Result Diffoence Notable level  Result Difference NotaHe level — Result
woting number rooting mumber rooting numler
2.6154 45263 1.9109 0.01& 5.5000 2.8846 0.0008 5.9130 3.2976 0. 0028
Table 5 Difference analysis of different concentration IBA compared betw een ntrol
CK BA1 (K IBA1 compares to Contrast IBA2  CK IBA2 compares to Contiast BA3 (K IBA3 compares to Contiast
IBA1 1BA2 IBA3
CK Average
IBA1 Average IBA2 Average IBA3 Average
rootingnum ber Difference Notable level — Result Difference Notable level — Result Difference  NotaHe level — Result
woling number rooting rumber rooting num ber
2.6154 3.649 1.0275 0.2327 5.6250 3.00% 0.0183 9.5114 6.9% 0.0012
b b
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Effects of the Plant Growth Regulators on Cutting Propagation of Ziz phus s pinosus

(1. Hebei Pofessional College of Politcal Science and Law, Shijiazhuang, Hebei 030061; 2. Hebei Province Forest
Shijiazhuang, Hebei 050061

CUI Xiang— dong', MAO Xiang— hong?

science Research Institute,

Abstract; This article analyzed effects of the plant growth regulators such as NAA, [AA, IBA on cutling propagation of
Ziz phus spinosus. It showed that the result was well to dip quickly with 3 000 mg/ L NAA and IAA after comparison ex-

periment of different concentration auxins. The rooting rate was 74 % and 64 %, respectively. There was very different
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root ability between different type shoots of Zizphus spinosus. The rooting rate of first— regeneration top
shoot was more than that of other shoots. Its average rooting rate was 71. 8%, and the rooting rate of the
middle part shoots was 45.3%.T he average rooting rate of second— regeneration shoots was the lowest, only
42.6%.
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