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STUDIES ON GRAFTING PROPAGATION OF
GINKGO BILOBA L. OF GUI 8p-1

Xu Chenggiong, L1 Feng, Wei Xiao, Gan Zangiong,
Huang Chengguang and Fu Xiuhong
(Guangxi Institute of Botany, Guilin 541006 )

Abstract The paper reports the results of grafting of Ginkgo biloba by using good
quality group of Gui 8-1 in relation to the various periods, and methods of
grafting, different ages of sciors and stocks. It provides the effective technical
measure for raising the survival rate and quality of grafted plaats.
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Effect of different periods on survival

rate of grafted plants
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Table 1 Effect of different grafting methods on

survival rate
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Grafting methods Survival rate of each test area Total Mean
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1)) @ ®
¥ = 94.34 92.45 88,68  275.47 91.82
Shoot grafting
U8 & 98.11 96.23  94.34 288,68 96.23
Center-cut grafting
n 91.18 85.29 79,41  255.88 85.29

Cut grafting
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Table 2 Analysis of variance on plant survival rate
of grafting methods
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Variation source  Sum of DF Variance Value
squares of F

&7k 181.57 2 90.79  5.86* 5.14 10.92
Among different
methods

i3 * 92.98 6 15.50

Error

2 274.55 8

Total

»  FR0.05KFEH

Significance at p=0.05 Level
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Table 3 Comparison among plant survival rate of
grafting methods
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Grafting methods Mean
¥ B '96.23 10.94% 4.41
Center-cut grafting
2 £ 91,82 6.53
Shoot grafting
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Table 4 Growth amount of plants grafted with different methods

#%5 Plant number A58 ¥y
1 2 8 4 B 8 7 8 9 10 Total Mean

AR
%,% “‘ 9- e(

S AN
Grafting \&* ¢ ®
methods
] # 61.0 62.0 39.0 64.0 28.0 53.5 7.5 39.0 23.0 52.0 429.0 42.90
Cut grafting 1.00 0.84 0.84 0.85 0.57 0.73 0.50 0.72 0.51 0.76 7.32 0.73
=3 # 70.0 58.0 29.0 67.5 70.0 67.0- 59.0 52.5 52.0 79.8 604.8 €0.48
Shoot grafting 0.85 0.88 0.67 0.86 1.05 0,76 0.84 0.71 0,83 1.04 8.49 0.85
g 62.0 78.5 64.5 40.5 45.0 65.0 73.0 37.0 56.0 47.5 569.0 56.90
Centre-cut grafting 0.80 1.02 0.92 0.74 0.68 1.02 0.90 0.70 0.87 0.92 8.57 0.86
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Table 5 Analysis of variance on height of plants grafted
- with different methods

TRER I | H&E FoE F & Fecos  Foenr
Variation source Sum of squares DF Variance Value of F
SRET5 BilA 1726.24 2 863.12 3.43% 3.35 5.49
Among different methods
R % Error 6786.54 27 251.35

B Total 8512.78 29
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;s 2HTHESHELEA, & Table 6 Analysis of variance on stem diameter of
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WiE, Xﬂ'ﬁnﬂﬁﬁ%‘lﬁf&fﬂﬁ Variation source Sum of squares DF Variance Value of F

M, T HBE S ARERIER, b7 Bial 0.0979 2 0.0490 2.58 3.35

Among different
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MO G BR, (BRI Table 7 Comparison of height of plants grafted
FOWAWWE, BREER with different methods
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EEMTENLE., 5AXEe H Grafting methods Mean
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ROBRAEHISNEEELK Table 8 Effect of different ages of scions on
PR, AR HRE survival rate of grafted plant
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B Ekﬁﬂﬁﬁ!ﬁ%, _Ag.e of Date .of Numbe: of Number of survxv‘al Survival rate
#éiﬁﬁf@’ﬁﬂﬂ\ﬁ]ﬁ A scions  grafting grafted,plans plant after grafting
1 h M [

Wipk: 1993.9.25 195 181 92,82
ﬁﬂb%&o Less than
2.2 TRBETEXE & A o0 :.:;r 3.9.26 195 157 80
- 1993.9.2 . .51
ﬁﬁﬂfjﬁﬂﬁl One year
HTHIIARBES BN &4 1993.9.26 195 73 37.44
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Table 3 Growth amount of plants grafted with different ages scions (cm)

#%5 Plant number . = iy
1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total Mean

B fizm
Hight and stem
diameter of

ERER

Age of ;

scion plant

= E 2 70.0 55.0 64.7 31.5 43.7 52.4 31.5 49.3 39.5 48.0 485.6 48.56
Less than one year 1.04 0.83 0.99 0.58 0.70 0.98 0.65 0.83 0.88 0.76 8.24 0,82

— 4k 58.5 27.0 62.6 35.5 23.5 42.3 62.0 35.4 65.2 31.5 443.5 44.35
One year 0.81 0.62 0.90 0.85 0.60 0.78 1.01 0.66 0.92 0.63 7,78 0.78

T 53.6 42.0 21.2 49,3 54.4 24.5 36.8 25.1 32.3 38.0 377.2 37.72

Two years 0.87 0.90 0.58 0.88 0.86 0.63 0.69 0.64 0.64 0.71 7.40 0.74
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