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Fig. 1

with single bud at different concentrations of ZT

Proliferation coefficient of blueberry stem-segment

The proliferation coefficient of blueberry stem-seg-
ment with single bud was average (n= 120), different
lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level. The
same below.
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Fig. 2 Proliferation coefficient of blueberry stem-segment

with single bud at different concentrations of IBA
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Fig. 3 Proliferation coefficient of blueberry stem-segment

with single bud at different concentrations of sucrose
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Fig. 4 Proliferation coefficient of blueberry stem-segment

with single bud at different pH
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Table 1 Design and results of orthogonal test

e - ZT ¥ /mg- L' IBA ¥ /mg-L! JEAHH S /g- L S EJiigi 2,
’ Concentration Concentration Concentration pH Proliferation Quality Color of
Treatment Error
of ZT of IBA of sucrose coefficient of stems leaves
1 1 0.5 0 20 5.0 7.4 L An, , BEHH: Lo,
2 1 1.5 0.2 20 5.8 6.3 IRERAD, B R ak A
3 1 2.0 0.3 20 5.0 4.7 RLOEE, M RaRE
4 1 1.0 0.1 20 5.4 6.8 KA B ogan
5 2 1.0 0.3 30 5.0 6.7 KA AU KA
6 2 2.0 0.2 25 5.0 7.4 REEE AN Rk
7 2 1.5 0.1 20 5.0 7.1 RGO, ORI R
8 2 0.5 0.3 20 5.8 7.4 RER O, BORDH: RER D
9 3 2.0 0 20 5.4 8.1 RER A IR %A
10 3 0.5 0.2 30 5.4 6.0 KL EHM  FOBEE
11 3 1.0 0.2 20 5.0 7.0 REE ML ROKE
12 4 1.0 0 25 5.8 8.3 KL %40
13 3 1.5 0 30 5.0 5.5 KA o348
14 4 1.5 0.3 25 5.4 6.4 IRk BN IRk
15 4 2.0 0.1 30 5.8 9.4 ROEE B RaRE
16 4 0.5 0.1 25 5.0 14. 8 Ao, R e gt (a,
K1 25.2 35.6 29.3 54. 8 60. 6
K2 28.6 28.8 38.1 36.9 27.3
K3 26. 6 25.3 26. 7 27.6 31. 4
K4 38.9 29.6 25. 2
K 8.9 7.3 7.6
K, 7.2 9.5 6.9
K, 6.3 6.7 7.9
K, 7.4 6.3
R 2.6 3.2 2.3 1.0

TE 3R P A R B P E (n=30) s RN/ T2 0) 378 $dle 22 52 W # VE (P<<0. 05) .

Note: The proliferation coefficient was average(n=30) ,different lowercases mean significant difference at 0. 05 level.
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Screening Test on the Best Subculture Medium for Blueberry

LIANG Wen-wei
(Berries Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Suiling, Heilongjiang 152204)

Abstract; In order to solve the promble of low differentiation rate during tissue culture of blueberry,and obtain

the best subculture medium for blueberry, taking the rootless plantlets seedling of rosette blueberry variety

(Blomidon) as materials, four factors mixed levels of subculture medium was studied by orthogonal experi-

ment. The results showed that the optimum subculture medium for blueberry was improved with WPM+ ZT
0.5 mgeL"'+1IBA 0.1 mge+L"' +sucrose 25 g+L"' ,and the pH was 5. 0.
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