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Abstract: To explore the effects of different harvest periods and preservatives on the vase performance of cut branches of
Rhododendron, in this experiment, the cut branches of Rhododendron XX1. were used as the experimental material, and the
changes in flower and inflorescence size, the flowering rate, and the vase life of the cut branches were studied at the different
harvest period such as the tight-bud stage, the unfold—top stage, the soft-bud stage, and the unfold—petal stage in order to
determine the optimal harvest period. And then the effects of different preservatives on the flowering characteristics, the water
balance, and the fresh weight change rate of XXL cut branches were studied by using sucrose, 8-hydroxyquinoline citrate(8—
HQC), and citric acid monohydrate(CA) as the reagents. The results showed that the XXL cut branches harvested at the unfold-
petal stage had the best vase performance with the largest flower and the longest vase life. And the cut branches harvested at the
soft-bud stage had the second vase performance. Among the four different preservatives used in this experiment, the cut branches
of the treatment of 4.50 g/L of sucrose+ 150 mg/L of 8-HQC+ 100 mg/L of CA had high flowering rate and large inflorescence,
and the treatment effectively maintained the water balance, and delayed the decrease in fresh weight, and extended the vase life
to 1841 days of the cut branches. In conclusion, the rhododendron cut branches could be carried out according to the distance of
consumption, by cutting the branches at the soft-bud stage for the far distance and the branches at the unfold—petal stage for the
close distance, at the same time, 4.50 g/L of sucrose+ 150 mg/L of 8~-HQC-+100 mg/L of CA could be selected as the
preservatives to prolong the vase life.
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Tab.1 The combination of preservatives
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Tab.2 The effects of the different harvest periods on vase performance of Rhododendron XXL cut branches

PRieid! PAR(R 'S TFIEH/ % L AH A7 i /d PRleid! TFAEE/ 2% TR/ % AR A5 iy /d
Harvest period ~ Number of flowers Flowering rate Vase life Harvest period ~ Number of flowers Flowering rate Vase life
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Note: The data in the table were shown as mean = standard error, and different lowercase letters indicated significant differences among the

different treatments(P<<0.05). The same as below .
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The different lowercase letters in the figures indicated significant differences among the different treatments
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Fig.1 Bud/inflorescence height (A), bud/inflorescence width (B), flower height and flower width (C),
and the vase performance (D) of Rhododendron XXL cut branches at the different harvest periods
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Tab.3 The effects of different preservatives on the vase performance of Rhododendron XXL cut branches
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The different lowercase letters indicated significant differences(P<<
0.05) among the same preservatives at different vase periods. The
different capital letters indicated significant differences among the
different preservatives at the same vase periods(P<<0.05). The
same as Fig.4
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Fig.2 The effects of different preservatives on the water
balance of Rhododendron XXL cut branches
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Fig.3 The effects of different preservatives on the flower-
ing characteristic of Rhododendron XXL cut branches
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