WA - EHEK

Z &

R L A F 34

x4 AEAEERXNNINESRERMGS RN

Table 4 The effect of stolon tip size on the rate of survival and detoxification

2R KJE/mm Aib 3 R FET-HREL T R/ % Jit 25 ok % JE R/ % JiL8E %R/ %
Length of No. of treated Death Survival Detoxification Survival Detoxification
stem tip plants plant No. rate plant No. rate rate
0.3~0.5 30 13 17 17 56.7 100. 0
0.5~0.8 30 6 24 24 80. 0 100. 0
0.8~1.0 30 2 28 27 93.3 96. 4
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Fig. 1 The effect of different pH on proliferation coefficient of three blueberries
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Effects of Different pH Levels Culture
Medium on Root Growth of Blueberry

ZHOU Shuang. LIANG Wen-wei, WANG Ming-jie.SUN Lan-ying, YANG Guang
(Institute of Rural Revitalization Science and Technology, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Har-
bin 152204 ,China)

Abstract; In order to study the effect of pH on blueberry root system,use the ‘Wile Type’ as experimental ma-
terials, this paper studied the effect of different pH on the root growth of blueberry. The result showed that in-
creasing the pH level (5. 0-5. 8) appropriately promoted the rooting rate of blueberry, and the excessive
pH(6. 0-6. 6) inhibited the rooting rate. The average number of roots was inhibited with the increase of pH. In-
creasing the pH level appropriately (5. 3-5. 8) promoted root elongation, while increasing the pH level (6. 0-
6.6) was inhibited root elongation. Average rooting index of increased pH was inhibited.

Keywords: blue berries; root growth; pH
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Study on Virus-free Technology of Strawberry Stem Tips

NIE Yuan-jun',LI Rui-zhen' ,ZHANG Chun-fen’ ,DENG Shu’, HOU Li-yuan’ ,CAO Qiu-fen’
(1. Institute of Agricultural Resources and Economics, Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Taiyuan
030006 ,China; 2. Fruit Research Institute, Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Taigu 030815, China;
3. Biotechnology Research Center,Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Taiyuan 030031, China)

Abstract;: In order to establish a simple and efficient virus removal technology and promote the industrialization
development of virus-free strawberry seedlings, the virus-free technology of strawberry mother strain infected
with strawberry mottle virus was studied by tissue culture of strawberry stem tip,tissue culture of stem tip af-
ter heat culture and regeneration of stolon tip of tissue culture seedlings. Advantages and disadvantages were
compared. The result showed that the detoxification rate of strawberry tissue culture seedlings increased, but
the survival rate decreased after heat treatment. Compared with the direct stem tip culture method and the heat
culture method after the stem tip culture, the virus-free rate and survival rate of the stem tip culture method
with the same stem tip length were higher,and the survival rate and survival rate reached 93. 3% and 96. 4%
when the stem tip length was 0. 8-1. 0 mm. Therefore, the regeneration of stolon tip culture with tissue culture
was an effective method for strawberry detoxification.

Keywords: strawberry; detoxification technology; stolons regeneration
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