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Tab. 1 Experimental protocol for preservation treatment of
Magnolia liliflora cut flowers

e PRABEF B S LA B f
Preservative Preservative
Treatment . . .
ingredients concentration
1 N L 1.00 g-L"!
BRI AR (VC)
2 2.00gL"
3 S 0.50 mmol-L™"
AR ER R (STS)
4 2.00 mmol-L™
5 HIZERIE 0.15 mmol-L™
6 HHE AR (AVG) 1.00 mmol-L™!
7 15.00 mg-L™"
AIA LR (AOA)
8 30.00 mg-L'
CK &K (Water) —
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Fig. 1 Effects of preservatives on fresh weight ratio of Magnolia liliflora at the
blooming stage after 14 hours of vase insertion
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Fig. 2 Effect of preservatives on vase life of Magnolia liliflora at the blooming stage
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Fig.3 Effect of preservatives on vase insertion of
Magnolia liliflora at the blooming stage

i TR B 5 AR B L R LY > 1 WUISRIAR T
OB Be, S i i /b A O i HLEE TR LE <1
W W AER T E 20T IR I, S, BR 14 h
PIAEI 56 . 22 R i IR A e A% b PR P A7 A d 2
ZE5HN(P <0.05), B (45 s (6] 140G 8 25 2 5 (P >
0.05) FlRFaI3E N, CK, ALBE 5. 6 FI 7 ff JFi e b
AR, RIS KRG AL T AR 1,
2. 3. 4 1 8 S JordE LI Se TR, BN B oK
JERIK, BEIG AL ik, e, e e ) 6 o o L

[F) F0 2658 v o S F L o UNIRL S BT, AR 4R &
TEZIMIT FF A TE A A B 25 57 1 25 (P <0.05) . AL
PR 8 fEae i K, N 86 h, CK #¢/E, iy 14h, 72h
Af, Ab PR 8 () ff i 8 b R 1.22, B CK Ab B fef i &
e (0.74)$2 5 T 0.48, b AT 0L, B AR B R AR
AOA ZELR-EEF o0 T LA R AE ] 28 K 22 A8 51
i 5T LU, AR K A3 IR I AT, DT 4 e A 21 PR AR
FFA

mE 6 frR, PERIb A ] A F2E. 1) 58
TP (MEFE 1, 2, 3. 4, 8): #E¥ AT 14 h WIT
GRFFTL, BES A8 i e a7 e . Hirh, ab 8 %5
L Ath A P2 % B S A K L B R B, AR
R TE 24 ~ 72 h W RS i H B, £ 86 h il
PRI T TG s Rb T 2 X400 A6 3 48 K 22 i WL 5%
WIFE K SCRAVR TAE 3 8, 14 ~ 48 h L9 - B aT



868

2025 4F

fief J§i i [t Fresh mass ratio

- ]-2-+3

P>0.05

P>0.05 P>0.05

P>0.05

4-o5-+6-oT-+8-+CK
0.4
14.0 24.0 38.0 48.0 62.0 72.0 86.0
A Vase life/h
B4 REEFINTVIIEEILEE XA MIFEERE LR

Fig. 4 Effect of preservatives on fresh weight ratio of Magnolia liliflora at the early flowering stage
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1 DU HIAE TR K B Be, 6 o pai b5 A5 B ELGE i L <1 ISRIAERR © 2T IR, S iR . 18 P <0.05 3%
B XoF I I ] 45 b B ) 22 57 . 35, P> 0.05 R BITNS LN 1) 25 A B A 22 S AN R 2% . Rl

Note: The dotted orange line in the figure is the reference line with the vertical coordinate =1, and the slope of the line

segment in the figure is positive, indicating that the fresh weight is increasing at the water absorption stage. If the slope is negative

and the fresh weight ratio is > 1, the fresh weight is reduced at the stage of water loss. If the slope is negative and the fresh weight
ratio is < 1, the petals have begun to fade and the fresh weight is reduced. P < 0.05 in the figure indicates that there is a significant
difference between the treatments at the corresponding time, while P > 0.05 in the figure indicates that there is no significant
difference between the treatments at the corresponding time. Similarly hereinafter.
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Fig. 5 Effect of preservatives on the vase life of Magnolia liliflora at the early flowering stage
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Note: Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences between treatments(P<0.05), similarly hereinafter.
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Fig. 6 Effect of preservatives on vase insertion of
Magnolia liliflora at the early flowering stage
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Fig. 7 Effect of preservatives on the fresh weight ratio of Magnolia liliflora at the ruddy stage
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Fig. 8 Effect of preservatives on vase life of Magnolia liliflora at the ruddy stage
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Fig. 9 Effect of preservatives on vase insertion of Magnolia liliflora at the ruddy stage
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Effects of several preservatives on the vase life of

Magnolia liliflora flowers

MO Liwen"*, OUYANG Zilong'?, GONG Li"*, GAO Xiaoyu'?, LIAO Hongying'?, XU Tian"*
(1. Nanning Botanical Garden, Nanning, Guangxi 530002, China; 2. Nanning Qingxiushan Scenic and Historic Tourism Development Co., Ltd., Nanning,
Guangxi, 530004; China; 3. Nanning Wuxiangling Forest Park, Nanning, Guangxi 530219, China)

Abstract: Magnolia liliflora cut flowers were treated with four preservatives, ascorbic acid, silver thiosulfate
(STS), Aminoethoxyvinylgycine hydrochloride (AVG), and aminoethoxyacetic acid (AOA) to observe the
effects of the preservatives on their vase life across developmental stages (blooming, early flowering, and
ruddy). The 30 mg-L™" AOA treatment demonstrated optimal efficacy, extending the vase life to 86 h at the
early flowering stage and 110 h at the ruddy stage while keeping the fresh weight ratio at a relatively high level.
Both ascorbic acid (2 gL ™" ) and silver thiosulfate (STS) (0.5, 2 mmol-L™" ) promoted the opening of flowers at
the ruddy stage, but they also accelerated the withering process. On the contrary the vase life of flowers treated
with other preservatives was the shortest, ranging from 89.33 to 96 hours. Flowers at the blooming stage
showed no statistically significant response to the treatments. This study revealed the stage-dependent vase life
preservation effect of M. liliflora cut flowers, providing a theoretical basis for the application of M. liliflora cut
flowers and the selection of preservative components.

Keywords: Magnolia liliflora; cut flower; preservative; vase life
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