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Evaluation of High-pH Culture Medium Tolerance
in Blueberry Germplasm

ZHOU Shuang. LIANG Wen-wei, WANG Ming-jie. YANG Guang,ZHANG Kun,LI Peng-ju
(Berries Institute of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Suiling 152204 , China)

Abstract: In order to promote gremplasm resources innovation of blueberry with high pH tolerance, we evalua-

ted the ability of 19 different varieties of blueberry to resist high pH medium with the proliferation coefficient

as the identification index at pH5. 8. The result showed that there were obvious differences in the ability to re-

sist high pH medium between varieties and types of blueberry. Eventually, four varieties of blueberries inclu-

ding two short bush blueberries, Mayden and wild blueberries, the northern high bush blueberry Lanle and the

semi-high bush blueberry Northern land were chosen to be tolerated with high pH. The proliferation coefficient

and plant height analyzed and established of high pH medium resistance of blueberry identified regression; Y=

3.64X+3.64(r=0.67,F=13.71"").

Keywords: blueberry; germplasm; high - pH culture medium tolerance
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Table 1 Formulas of different fresh-keeping
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No. Composition of fresh-keeping agents
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Fig. 1 The vase life of Dendrobium Sonia in the

experiment of different fresh-keeping agents
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Fig. 2 Effects of different fresh-keeping agents

on soluble sugar of Dendrobium Sonia
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on soluble protein content of Dendrobium Sonia
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Fig. 4 Effects of different fresh-keeping agents

on POD activity of Dendrobium Sonia
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Fig. 6 Effects of different fresh-keeping agents

on SOD activity of Dendrobium Sonia
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Effects of Different Fresh-keeping Agents on Physiological
Characters of Dendrobium hybridus Cut Flowers

MA Hong-yun, LI Min, WANG Wei-na, WU Dan-dan,SU Yi-lan
(Department of Agronomy, Honghe University, Mengzi 661100, China)

Abstract: In order to screen out the best formulation for fresh cut flowers of Dendrobium hybridus, we used
the cut flowers of Dendrobium hybridus as the research object,and utilized six different fresh-keeping agents
(distilled water as control) in their preservation, determined the physiological and biochemical indexes of the
fresh cut flower, studied the effects of different fresh-keeping agents solutions on the physiological effects of
Dendrobium hybridus cut flowers. The results showed that with the increase of vase time, superoxide dismutase
(SOD) , peroxidase(POD) activities, catalase (CAT) activity,proline (Pro) contents,soluble protein and solu-
ble sugar of Dendrobium hybridus cut flowers increased firstly and then declined; Based on the compre-hensive
analysis of the morphological. physiological and biochemical characteristics of Dendrobium hybridus cut flow-
ers,it was found that No. 3 treatment, consisted of 3% Sugar+150 mg+L! citric acid+40 mg+L" AgNO; which
was had the best effect among all the tested ones. Not only can it extend the vase life to 19 d, which was 8 d
longer than the control in their vase life;but also maintain the shape and color of petals, promote the increase of
stems,and have the best preservation effect.

Keywords: Dendrobium hybridus ; preservative agents; physilogical and biochemical indices



