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Grafting Characteristics of Several Kiwifruit Cultivars
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Abstract

To date, various kiwiftuit cultivars have been developed and released. Asexual propagation by grafting onto
seedlings rootstock have been widely utilized commercially in fruit trees including kiwifruit (Actinidia spp.). Most
of commercial kiwifruit cultivars belong to A. chinensis and A. deliciosa. Recently, several cultivars were
developed by interspecific hybridization with different species including A. arguta. There is a possibility for
graft-incompatibility due to interspecific hybridization and therefore, we investigated graft-compatibility of newly
released yellow-fleshed kiwifruit cultivars and a hybrid cultivar with various rootstocks of different species. The
yellow-fleshed cultivars grafted onto same species, 4. chinensis ‘Kuimi’, showed good shoot elongation, about 1 m
in length 50 days after grafting. In contrast, the shoot elongation of the yellow-fleshed kiwifruit grafted onto
different species was retarded. The shoot length of a hybrid cultivar (4. arguta x A. deliciosa) ‘Skinny Green’
grafted onto four different species was about 1 m in length, showing good graft compatibility with other species.
Nevertheless, long term studies for graft compatibility of hybrid cultivars are still needed since graft-incompatibility
between different species can occur several years later.
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Table 1. Plant material of kiwifruit for grafting experiment

Cultivar Species

Goldrush A. chinensis
) Haegeum A. chinensis

Scion
Halla Gold A. chinensis
Skinny Green A. arguta x A. deliciosa
ACT-48 A. deliciosa x A. arguta
ACT-56 A. rufa

Rootstock -
Hayward A. deliciosa
Kuimi A. chinensis
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Fig. 1. Graft-union of four scions to a rootstock (A chinensis Kuimi) 200 days after grafting. a,
Goldrush; b. Halla Gold; ¢, Haegeum; d, Skinny Green.

Table 2. Basal diameter of kiwifruit scion shoots near the graft-union and degree of callus
formation at graft-union depending on rootstocks

Scion/rootstock Degree of callus” Basal diameter of shoot
(mm)

ACT-48 (A. deliciosa x A. arguta) 85 a 145 b
Goldrush ACT-56 (4. rufa) 7.8 a 247 a
(4. chinensis) Hayward (4. deliciosa) 9.0 a 224 a
Kuimi (4. chinensis) 7.0 a 20.1 ab
ACT-48 (A. deliciosa * A. arguta) 83 a 150 b
Haegeum ACT-56 (4. rufa) 6.0 a 218 a
(4. chinensis) Hayward (4. deliciosa) 7.0 a 184 a
Kuimi (4. chinensis) 6.0 a 193 a
ACT-A48 (A. deliciosa x A. arguta) 7.0 a 17.1b
Halla Gold ACT-56 (4. rufa) 83 a 23.7 ab
(A. chinensis) Hayward (4. deliciosa) 7.0 a 305 a
Kuimi (4. chinensis) 80 a 25.5 ab
ACT-48 (A. deliciosa x A. arguta) 82 a 143 a
Skinny Green ACT-56 (4. rufa) 7.0 a 146 a
(A arguta % A deliciosa) Hayward (4. deliciosa) 7.0 a 179 a
Kuimi (4. chinensis) 62 a 13.6 a

“1, poor; 3, weak; 5, moderate; 7, good; 9, excellent
YMean separation within each column by the Ducan’s multiple range test at P = 0.05.
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Fig. 2. Length of scion shoot of the kiwifruit cultivars 50 days after grafting onto
different rootstocks. Bars labeled with the same letter are not significantly
different by the Duncan test at P = 0.05.
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