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Early Detection of Graft-compatibility in
Crataegus L. Using POD Analysis

WANG Wei,PENG Jin-gen,LIU Yan™ , WANG Feng-zhou
(College of Landscape Architecture.Beijing Forestry University.National Engineering Research

Center for Floriculture, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: Experiments were conducted to analyze the peroxidase isoenzymes of the ornamental
hawthorn cultivar (Crataegus laevigata ‘Paul’s Scarlet’) with three kinds of hawthorn root-
stocks(C. pinatifida,C. sanguinea ,C. monogyna) ,and to measure the POD activity of scion and
rootstock bark after grafting. The results were as follows:the same count value of POD isoenzyme
of scion and rootstock was related to graft-compatibility,the former was bigger and the latter was
stronger. As growth of the graft union, the difference value of POD activity between rootstock and
scion became smaller from Clps/Cm of which the compatibility was stonger, and from Clps/Cs,
the difference value became bigger, while the compatibility was weaker. So the POD activity at
graft unions could be used as a method for early detection of graft-compatibility.
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