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E TR & SR ERMAT SR I
TANE, B, Aok, KR, R
AR RS R 15 TR, AFPE o 5 S0, LR AR 32271018

WE: VA2l % (Malus xiaojinensis). #5853 R (M. sieversii). %) Z-F (M. prunifolia). %M. x ro-
busta). L 7ZF (M. baccata)F=-F &5 (M. hupehensis var. pingyiensis)r& A 52 & W A XA+, 24840 3 5 1 M4k
k. #EF. FE. RREH. @BRATH. ABEMDASE. RBANYEAH(SOD)F it A4 B(POD)
E, oA B R B AH0)Fert G E AT A E. SREAY, ARG, HBHFFERORK, TR EE
A FERE, AR mIERT F. MDAS 2t A H,0,8 26t E ¥R 5, LT FEFTHREFTAH
H,0,4 3 Aoté R MK, AR FAR A i 5t = 538 Anté & R IK, AR 2 PODASODE M4 & 18 & K % b &
FrtgFAx &2 HEKER K, NS EFLETERTRE. AEZRS /T EaE, AR B8 &40t &

BE AT M FEAF AT 4260 AT, B 7o A S REE ARG 48 AL 71 B 5% 5 53 097 Ay NARE 5> F>F 45>

L EF> el £ ER,

KRR FREEAG AR R E N mIRI T F, dHbate; TR T FE B

H(Cd)2—FhEt MM E S, £ Tl
AR e N O IR SR P i, Tl IS YR E AR,
&, e NARAE B (Grembeckafll1Szefer 2013), = B
FRFCE A LB Zn® . Mg®'. Fe*'. Mn*"%5 5
TIETE B B TR N A, BRI SRR
fiE i, Fa i S ALIEG DG AR RS AR
FOERF T F T [E4E2017; Pilon%$2009; Savvasss
2013). AR IE NG 2 5120 i i 2 A A
FLAL Ak, ™ B 52 e 41 o B PR AL R &5 A AN
BRI 552013), (50480 5 A 49 53 92 025 381 48 i s
Ak, SN T BE NI, T B M AU 2L,
YA K (AnjumZ52016). 4% 5 4 )@ i ia b
PR Ak N — S OR3P Bl 1) i M, 7 AR R B
PR 2, i EE AR+, SlEBENR T A
EEGR AR T AT EH 4£2017).

B8 2 T B 2 P A B AR A bR A4 B =
B ARG GRS A 1284k, Ry 20 B Al DA B —
HOR BB R 2R IR A 2 46 ORI AN s 1 HL
T e ST BN A R I 2R G 48 bR, A B T U HE A
T RS IRAR AR 2R 5 R, [FIFARBE % 5
D S NANCIRYR TN SR = AV R G N D B R
e LR b, R SR8 s E02%, 7T RLRE 0 &5
P FORE AR T 4 12 BE AT 2% & PR (B 3E S0 562013) 6
R (Malus spp.)& 23R KK R —, WEFR
FEE AR AR R . R R

PR ACHEAT 158 208 (ZhouZ2016) . AR L& F FH 3
FARBTIE H R ARFR M R AR, KRR T
BEATHR I AR TR, AT R AR SR AR AL, JIF
FIFH 25 553 23 i 45 6 S5 8 R B SR e AT R i
FRPERE, NSE RN AL A L AR IR S .

1 HPR ST

1.1 MRI54038

TG E LU 2R AR P R 23 25 A L 2R v RS SR
AW R R S AT, WM NN & 5 (Malus
xiaojinensis Cheng et Jiang). HriBESER[M. siev-
ersii (Ledeb.) M. Roem.]. WjiliZ2¥[M. prunifolia
(Willd.) Borkh.]. J\#ZiE3E(M. x robusta Rehd.).
L1 5€ F[M. baccata (L.) Borkh.)JF1°F & & A5 [M. hu-
pehensis (Pamp.) Rehd. var. pingyiensis Jiang]75Ff
SRR . KA TAE4°CR ERR40 d), 1R
FREXAE N, FEIR = NS FRHEHE €M T7.5 cmx
7.5 cmx10 emfb7EH, Zhk BN RR L 8 A
BERA TR I3 AR LL I S1VR AT . 244l
K256 B HILE, F1/2Hoagland’ 37 g T Ak

ks 2018-12-11  f&&  2019-04-03
Y] K HIRRI A 42 (31772251 /131801838) A1 1L A4 H SR B}
2 H 4 (ZR2018ZCO8N3FIZR2017BC024),
*  JEENEIER: 5KE i (zhangww@sdau.edu.cn). #5358
(hgyang@sdau.edu.cn).
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PE10 d, fr el AR A H BB H FAR T a5 b 2
it ARG 2R A — B Y, it 724R, £
BFK P24 b5, NS S50 pmol L CdSO,
B IR I KRR H(47 emx35 cmx15 cm)H, XN
AN G 1/2Hoagland & 7235 77, $559%14 dfE, B
FENE o & IR H,SO, M %5 pH 4 6.0+0.1, A4 d
B e — B TR, B R AIRSR AR IR I8
1.2 $5HRNE

MR 2 77K P 40 DY %0 (2,3, 5-triphenyl-2 H-
tetrazolium chloride, TTC)yEMN 52, 8 RANILALT:H
FHAR SR 2% Geh 0 52 (Steffens I Sauter 2005), 7
— % (malondialdehyde, MDA) % & AR I EL Z R
EIE, A A B AL (superoxide dismutase,
SOD)y& 14 F VU M % 5 (nitro blue tetrazolium, NBT)
EE, T8 ALY R (peroxidase, POD)E M FH /6]
AWy 2 GRSt A E5E2002), MR & AT & & H
SPAD-502PLUSH-£¢ A&, it L2 (H,0,) &
& B R AR UTIE VI E o
1.3 #iEE

F]FHMicrosoft Exceli#E {714, F]FHSPSS 19.0
A AT B o3 A, R SR8 sk AR SR
(S SR PE AT 275 DA
1.3.1 BERRE

- AR
BRI A= 1 00% 1
RREAY o BRI 54 1 M
132 {EHRABIRELAIE
X=(X~X)/S )

X PR HEAL 5 R 5 FE AR fEL, X9 SR Prat R
W, XAHECFIME, S HEE .

1.3.3 RERHE

Zz’ —Z; min
v ©
max ““j min

T UZ) 9 iR AR 35 A 27 T bm 5
JEREUE, ZNEB IR N EEETEMT I Z
FNZ, i 956 G5 TRARAT 53 1 3 K AR B /M
1.3.4 W&

W=P/%;. P, (4)

W, WRIRF AN AEFIERTH AR T+ fr
R, PR AR A T R DTk
1.3.5 ZEFNE

D=3 - [U(Z)< W] 6]

o, DAE IR S5 ek B (AR R T A 3
(I B 25 A VAN E

2 SLIGZER

2.1 SBXTERMARIK, BHEMTERNZMN

SEECIWPSINE Y (S WAV LR S T N 53 SN
fief BRI T E AN AR RE N o, e IR )
R R AR, AR A AT EE N BRI 43 )
37.89%. 38.56%A144.59%; /INax U HEARK 1) R %
Mg FEAN VTR B SE IR, 29.25%; “F- & i 7% (1) fef 5
08T Ly 2% 1 1A 2T B Bt ANAES T s B S R,
535 31.32%H135.98%; )\ it S AR AR B T
B P A 1l T EE A R BRIR RS A ik, Rk,
DATE 25 HR AR A 1R 75 32 Al AT 4% e 1 K &8
SR S BT AR P d 22, )\ i 54 ) T 1 B -
2.2 SRRERMEARRF NN

H TR0, ERRALEE TR, M SE R AR R

R RTINS SR AL TS TR PR AR

Table 1 Effect of cadmium treatment on morphological indexes of apple rootstock seedlings

" & fif 7 T#E

Hof i /em FEML TR /em A% K HR/g (FW) 4RabEl/g (FW)  iR/%  XTHE/g (DW) fEAb#E/g (DW) AR/ %
INGg 215.56" 152.51° -29.25 2.40°" 1.76° -26.87 0.91° 0.63" -31.46
HrERET R 257.02° 159.64° -37.89 2.21° 1.36° -38.56 0.83° 0.46° —44.59
U5 111 257 381.04° 294.15" -22.80 2.28* 1.60° —-29.85 0.78° 0.50° —-35.98
J\ kg5 330.28° 300.46" -9.03 2.10° 1.85° -12.26 0.99" 0.89° -10.79
& 317.77 280.43" -11.75 1.68" 1.44° -14.43 0.63" 0.57° -9.03
SEEFE 146.12° 115.04° -21.27 1.24° 0.85" -31.32 0.67" 0.59" -12.13

X B AT BB S H/NS P R IRFRORAE0.0 UK 257 3, TR IA
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Fig.1 Effect of cadmium treatment on root activities of six

= AL H

e -

ARG 1/pg-ht-g! (FW)

apple rootstocks
ARFRAEIE bR SRR S e B A EUAE0.0 /K B 72 e i 3
T,

EAEE . SXTRRAHL, N EY R
RIE TR %53.91%, HrimirsiE i F%70.86%, Uil
BT N %45.00%, )\ Wi T FE32.83%, LWEF T
F%31.99%, T E &A% F%44.67%. R RIE S FREIE
PR, i B AR 2R 52 4 3 8™ B, T 1 e 2
PRl it DA 23 J0 3R AR 75 P Sk AT 45 B8 77 HH
mENRAK YGRS SFEETAS. Bl
BT NEIE. HEEER.
2.3 BT ERM AR RYEAEX L TR
B2 7R, ZNMEERGR IR R T: A
A AR S . SXIRAR L, N S R AR
FAHEAE T I 15165.36%, HTE E SE FAE 5 78.11%,
I 111 2% 4 15162.40%, )\ MR HE R 5124.14%, 1€
THE1129.92%, V- Bl 712 5137.39%. #AbHE 5 20
PRLBE T 248 iR BB OR, R M AR 32 58 45 5 1O A%
FEREOR, RN 52 5e 7K. R, AR AR R4

i o xR
14} e

12f
10p
8l

= FRALEE
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Fig.2 Effect of cadmium treatment on root cell mortalities

LS AT
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of six apple rootstocks

Y T 268 vy M B ] R, 7S o S SRl A T 49 e
B BMRAR UG )\ Bl e g 1 P BT
B A ANEiESE . BTEEE AL
24 WITERMALEHIRZEAMDA S ELLKPODH
SODJE MY E N

HH 2 AT 5, 7SMSE SRS R Y AR & IMDA %
LG AR E R S . XA, N Ei s
MDA % 42 5115.82%, a8 B 57 L 42 51126.94%,
U 1L A% 42 1528.13%, )\ MR 42 122.38%, LLE
T 547.06%, 1 B 5542 1551.68% . MDAR it
e M PR AR, 4 I 52 1) %) AR A A% 55 K, AR PR T
R, RPEMDA & = ARL AT, 7S FPSE SR AL AR
iy 5 e 7 F v B AR O NG i 38 )\ Wil 3
B2, T CFEREE. B R,

F2WIR, AT 5 VYRR il A B PODYE 14 {2 3
P, Horh )\ Bl S B e B2 e K, Eox) g iy
58.92%, HramEy WA R T 24.99%, VBRI AR A
14.31%. FR2ILEIR, 7NFIE AT A KISODIEEAE

2 FRERAAR LR RMDA S & . PODJEMEFISODE M [ 541
Table 2 Effect of cadmium on MDA content, POD activity and SOD activity in apple rootstock roots

MDA & & PODE % SODH M
P pagicy R Ab Y/ B oyl AL/ B oGl R AL/ B
. N AR/ Y N . AR/ %o . N AR/ %%
pmol-g (FW) pmol-g~ (FW) Umg (FW) Umg (FW) Umg (FW) Umg (FW)

AN 68.18" 78.96" 15.82 68.64" 66.99* —2.41 122.33° 152.23" 24.45
BraEEy R 68.29° 154.99° 126.94 60.53 75.65° 24.99 62.93 95.28" 51.40
IS 28.40° 36.40° 28.13 68.09* 66.77" -1.95 59.61° 102.18" 71.41
J\ M 5 55.54" 67.98" 22.38 71.53° 113.67° 58.92 105.18° 215.30°* 104.69
g1 25.88" 38.06" 47.06 73.40° 76.01° 3.57 91.75° 149.03* 62.43
F & 2 25.88" 39.26" 51.68 60.68" 69.37° 14.31 110.43° 141.67° 28.29
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AbFE R 38 42 i T, AN i R HH24.45%,
P EEE S R 54.40%, B 2T 71.41%, )\
PRI 5 17 H1104.69%, 11152 T H162.43%, ~F &
# e H28.29% . SODIHE M2 &1 i B & B AR IR
fe )\ BEiEE . Wl e FIEE SRR,
FEEAE. NI
2.5 WITERMANFH,0,2 8 XHERENE
EMFN

e A AR 1 L 0,45 R K i R, AT
i Haber-Weiss Jz W fllFenton Jz . 7= 4= -OH, iR /7
SR, PEM ML, BT ThAE. R
3R, AL E R S T NP RI FH,0, % &,
XA, AN T H0, 8 B T77.11%,
IR R 57 169.62%, 155111 25 T2 5109.67%,
J\ B 52 17544.34%, 11158 T 12 5123.49%, 1 &l
FPER1126.86%, $2E mil B MK 2 m ik 02 L E 7
>\ U 5> /)N 4 Y > 085 1) 25 1> Bl 2> 8
[ o8 N

MR s N RS Z B FE R EER
L, HRADFE 2 PRAK T NG R . BT R ET SRR
U 111 2% 7 RSP & 8 A (1 SR A 0 i, L A g
TSR E 3 =N
2.6 FERMAHBBRZRY

FI (D) RAF A A & bR K R UK R 3L
(F4), ERER, WA R EUR RO E T
o, IR R AIG, AR RAIMISET R AIMDA S &
(AR R R B SR S R e, \ MR AR AR AR
ZPODHISODFH P (1) 47 BUK R 235 2% )\ B i 5 Bt
i, NSRS R HLO, & B AR U R BORT
SRR S, e TG g SRS B
BUR R MRS i, L AT ARG, B
AT )R U R \ MR R A, R T
AR R BUR R B M R R ol 1 U AR
FE, T AR 5 R R 1 3 L RIS Pl e 1 L i
PEZE V) REL, (HZ S Pl AR & F8 A 50 BUR R 501
KNSR o 1 HL AT IR 5 5 AR % 5 04 s Al

3 AR R A H 0, 35 B S SR s A 2 B 52

Table 3 Effect of cadmium on H,0, content and relative chlorophyll content in apple rootstock leaves

- A H,0, 5 & SR AN
S HE/umol-g”" (FW) 4@4b 3 /umol-g” (FW) AR/ %% M/ % BEALFR /% AR/ Y%
INGrig 18.99° 33.63" 77.11 46.94" 42.97° —8.46
T T S L 13.98" 37.70° 169.62 40.71° 35.47 -12.88
05711 2% 16.27° 34.11° 109.67 56.85" 47.77° -15.98
J\ Wit 5 10.09° 14.57" 4434 4321° 42.10" -2.56
15E T 14.09° 17.40" 23.49 47.07° 45,65 -3.03
FER 5.35 12.15° 126.86 36.76" 32.30° -12.13
Foa SFERMAEBEA IR R BUR R
Table 4 Cadmium coefficients of physiological and biochemical indexes of apple rootstocks
fabr NG F L LGRS RS A3 1EF FEAE
LSS0 46.09 29.14 55.00 67.17 68.01 47.73
TR AN IET % 165.36 178.11 162.40 124.14 129.92 137.39
MDA & & 135.82 226.94 128.13 121.82 147.06 151.68
PODJFE 97.59 124.99 98.05 158.92 103.57 114.31
SODyH 1 124.45 151.40 171.41 204.69 162.43 128.29
H,0, & & 177.11 269.35 209.67 144.34 123.49 226.86
WA E 91.54 87.12 84.02 98.21 96.97 87.87
LiE8IS 70.75 62.11 77.20 90.97 88.25 78.73
firf 73.13 61.44 70.15 87.74 85.57 68.68
TE 68.54 57.41 73.02 91.30 88.21 75.87
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HEAT (075 P 3 B A IR 48 B8 D HE T IR A — 2
B B — R bR VP Sl R T AR A7 TR T Pk, R
B BARR AR LA R T

2.7 ERBAT RN EENZES TN

2.7.1 ZIEHRREURRBER T S

X 7S T 3 SR R 1O BT A 1) 4 B0k R 4
BT B TR BIRS, iz mlan, 13 m
TUHRZ N T2.027%, 5523 B4 M TTRk R N 14.422%,
HT2T00 3 B 53 1) 22 T DT ik 26 0 £1186.449%, KU,
A DL A 2> 3 B A D e Bl S SR Al A 5 UK 12
P2 G fabr. S5 1E Mo TR R BRI 2 T
#H, ffE ., RKRR R R BURRES 2
F 43 DT R R A K IR A2 R R POD I A U R 3L,
FH R NSODTE I 4R UK R 5L
2.7.2 AMERMAMEEEESITNE

SRR ST IR T % R RMDA
&, PODIEME. SODJEM:. M FH,0,& & Al
SR A B R AR UK KBRS A Q) AT bRt
G, IRIRHX s X Xon Xiv Xov Xew Xov Xin
XoFX Ko, JEHZ . Z,00 3R ik 256 4
PRI 0, ARG S F8ARTE 2 B Hh R RFAE 1) (R
5), AT B2 LR A TR IR BI1S90 J7 FE:

7,=0.134X,—0.126X,~0.100.X,+0.055.X,+0.088 X,—
0.126X,+0.114X,+0.135X,+0.136X,+0.137.X,,

Z,=—0.136X,—0.02X,+0.329X,+0.606X,+0.38 1 X;+
0.187.X,+0.126X,-0.034X,—0.012X,—0.028.X,,

B %07 #2 3k H AR 24N SR A 18 bR 19 7
H(Z,MZ,), WL ETRIRF 7, HAG)HE 6
ASSERBEAR LSRR SR8 R BUEUU,), Fi2
MERETRIRI DTRRZE (73 90 972.027% . 14.422%),
FRAE A () F 24 32 153 BIRCE (W AW, 53 3R

5 BAahR LRI FIRHE A B R T TR
Table 5 Eigenvectors and cumulative contribution rates of

principal components

L7 H1ERS E2E M
RARWE S 0.134 -0.136
R AL T -0.126 -0.022
MDA % & -0.100 0.329
PODiF 0.055 0.606
SODiE 0.088 0.381
A H,0, 8 -0.126 0.187
MR ARG 0.114 0.126
lii§IS 0.135 —0.034
i e 0.136 -0.012
T#E 0.137 -0.028
75 72 DUk Yo 72.027 14.422
FRATTRRE /% 72.027 86.449

83.317%1116.683%), i J& FIFH 22 20(5) R 15453 F
iR 25 ETENME(D), 1336,

TS 55 BE 7 45 & PR B (D) 2 8 25 FR AR 45 5
BT a1 H, IR = R ARG AR (N 4R B s . i
F6n] W)\ M5 IDE 90.998, 111 € F40.736, °F
& %5 80.390, W7 1L 22§ 50.370, /NaxifEsE A
0.304, FrEErFH50.167, KIS 7S TG A
BB BRI N )\ B i3> 1 g 7> &
B> 111 251>/ Nl > iR Y 3 2R
3 Wit

AN [E IR A R 20 i PR AE B G R R e R 2
PR [A] ) [ N (BE3E220111; Hartke52013; 1
JBUEEE2017), 7S FhE FAG A S F8 bR 7E 4R AL 38 T (1)
AN FERIEOR T e R E A . KR
VR P AT R AL B, AR R A o A2 B 5 (O 1R 4

o NMERMARBZLZEIRIF A SRR R EBE LRI IE

Table 6 Composite indicators, membership function values and comprehensive evaluation values of six apple rootstocks

NI SRR il %7 J\H S i RR=TES
Z -0.386 -1.395 -0.264 1.367 0.948 -0.270
Z, -0.995 1.270 -0.609 1.249 ~0.604 -0.311
U, 0.365 0 0.410 1 0.848 0.408
U, 0 1 0.171 0.991 0.173 0.302
D 0.304 0.167 0.370 0.998 0.736 0.390
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2016; FFEEZE2009; IR EZE2011), KERIN RAE
RAH, HEmA RN RAAEK, SEBURRE
KZBHH] . RRWE SR, AT, SF
SRR RIS HEE TR, R R AT %
BrEER e, P EEET SRR RS T RREE
AR R AL T R IE R AR E YR K. MARTE 2
R AR AR i 7 R SR, AR ARG R AT T F ) AR
A SR R, WAR R AE Ay ) mT L, B ey S R
A Ty %2 BRI a0 T, TR RN I R e ) I 2,
A VEMMED) AR X — 45 R, 1M H 32 553 7 i
SE B 132 0o IOV FH 2 B AR R 96 70 5Tk, ml
AR 2R AR A 0 R b B8 B L b A TR A X P
pER YT

TEDAE4R i T 2 AR BRI A, TR PR A
RS Z B A 5, (BERR B E B LT, A2
i 368 ok B R A B R R I B TR R AR, T R T
50T R0 A B ) 40 5 n SR AR B B L, O AN
H,O, 55 PE AR AR, MG I i 010 A A g,
G RMDAF 8 K& T (B 552016, [R2 %55
2013). FEAGRLG H, 40 Wi aE 3 7S ol 2 R Bl AR 1)
MDA & 35 82 7t &, (B SRR T = R 2B
7251, WA S SRS AR 41 i I R 4 52 2 5 e
155 (PR A5 AN AR [R), 75 R 48 1 B A7 AE 2 5

T R TR & — N 2R M AE Y IR (He 552013,
Xin%2013). #aMiE NN KA — R B HA
FERE (AR B AR L, ik s6735 4k ( FE bR B AAS
IF) 2 T s e T AR i R e 0 () s R (R BE452009)
AR T-E, fE., K. MDASE. SOD
WM. PODJEM:. MR RANAIET 2. MARWE S 1
AN E S R HEREAEN S EE & NE T IH
Ak, BATTAE NS T 0 BE A AR AR B (R R 4003 7]
NS 1 1 e AR Aok ot 4 3 £10) 2 i 3 I
(ERE ) i 248 S 7S T T 4 A 2 22 P A B 2B 4K S B
FIZH M 27 28038 B - PR IR, Il 2 —F6 45 R g
A ) i 12 e 1D — A 000 T D, T R R 0 T 1) &
F A [RVRG A (1) i 6% e 0 2 tH 0 A 22 L 28 4
Wo FELAT TG 2 MR AR SR A IIVE JE A IR R
DBV GRE RIS (LT, IF HA] DR HE sr ik =
B A SR O R AR A E . AR Fm i = 4y 43
HTRE SR 10 BT R AR e 4 o 2/ A BT 256

Febr, 1L HTE, #EE, REKARRE N
F 5, F2FE S HRAPOD. SODE 4 AIMDA
SENES, TE, BEARKZEEROESS
fabr, BERILE S MiRERMHE T ALK 1)
RV TTRAR R AE A S BB bR, AN
THYRARS KRR 2 W& KR, RE)
TG 1K B AR KA AR B R A b R ) IR
RO B = 8K, R, X LA bR AT AR R 251
F RS RATAN AN [7) 3 S BE DR Y (i 45 14 . MDA
B N AR I A B & ), A KT8
T R A PR T 52 AL AR R (MR AR 252016),
PODFISOD & 1 )1 17 14 40075 B 28 4 1) 21 22 40
oy, AR EB AR MG RE IE N2+
B RV I R . SRS AR B A TR E S5 S
I8 R BUE RS R ARG AVEINE, 5
WRIELRE VRG22 7S 342 SR A Py i 49 2 i
JF, BRI S B T AN R R 2 IR 22 5
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Evaluation of cadmium tolerance for apple rootstocks based on index
comprehensive analysis

YUE Song-Qing, CAO Hui, XUN Mi, ZHANG Wei-Wei', YANG Hong-Qiang’

College of Horticulture Science and Engineering, Shandong Agricultural University, State Key Laboratory of Crop Biology,
Taian, Shandong 271018, China

Abstract: The seedlings of six apple (Malus xiaojinensis, M. sieversii, M. prunifolia, M. % robusta, M. baccata
and M. hupehensis var. pingyiensis) rootstocks were used as the materials. After cadmium treatment, root
length, fresh weight, dry weight, root activity, cell death rate, malonaldehyde (MDA) content, and activities of
superoxide dismutase (SOD) and peroxidase (POD) in roots were detected. Hydrogen peroxide (H,0,) content
and relative chlorophyll content in leaves were measured. Results show that the extents of root length, fresh
weight and root activity declined, the extent of root cell mortality increased, and the increase ranges of MDA
and H,O, contents in M. sieversii were the highest after cadmium treatment. The increase range of dry weight
and the increase extent of H,0, content in M. baccata were the lowest. The increase range of MDA in M. xiao-
Jjinensis was the lowest. The activities of POD and SOD in roots of M. x robusta increased more than those in
others. The decrease of relative chlorophyll content in M. prunifolia was the largest, but the difference between
M. x robusta and M. baccata was not significant. Based on the principal component analysis (PCA), the index
of rootstocks was analyzed using membership function. Taken together, the order of cadmium tolerances of six
apple rootstocks was as follows: M. X robusta > M. baccata > M. hupehensis var. pingyiensis > M. prunifolia >
M. xiaojinensis > M. sieversii.

Key words: apple rootstock; root activity; cell mortality; cadmium tolerance; principal component analysis;
membership function
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