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Plant Regeneration via Multiple Shoot Formation from Sucker Explant
of Hybrid Blackberry (Rubus fruticosus L.. X R. parvifolius L.)

Jeong-Sun Shin, Jong-Chon Lee*, Ock-Kyeong Sim, Tai-Young Yoon, Han-Jik Cho and Ee-Yup Kim
Panaxia. Co. Ltd 452-32 Jangdong, Deokjingu, Jeonju, Jeonbuk, 561-360, South Korea

Abstract - This study was carried out to induce plant regeneration via multiple shoot formation from sucker explants of

Rubus fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L. To induce adventitious shoots, the sucker explants were sterilized in 1.2%
sodium hypochlorite (NaOC]1) solution, and then were cultured on the full and 1/2 MS solid medium supplemented with

BA (0.1,0.5,1.0,20mg -

L"). After 4 weeks of culture, the highest frequency (83.3%) ot shoot formation from sucker

explants was obtained from the full MS medium with 1.0mg - L' BA. The highest shoot number (3.7) per explant was

obtained from the full MS medium with 0.5mg - L' BA. After 12 weeks of culture, the number of shoots (15.4) per
explant was increased. The highest frequency (95%) of root formation was obtained from the 1/2 MS medium, when the
explant with shoot were cultured on the full, 1/2 and /4 MS medium. The survival rate of the plantlets after transfer to

plastic pots containing sand, soil, and vermiculite (1:1:1, vol.) was 95%. The results indicate that multiple shoot
procedure can be applied for an efficient mass propagation of Rubus fruticosus L.. X R. parvifolius L.

Key words - Multiple shoot, 6-benzylaminopurine (BA), Sucker explant, Rubus fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L.
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Table 1. Frequency of multiple shoot formation, shoot length and fresh weight from sucker explant of Rubus fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L.

after 4 weeks_(i culturJepn MS__ and 1/2_5/18 co_l_l_taining_i), 0.1,05,1,2 mg -41_;‘ BA}_

Treatment Shoot formation (%) Shoot l_e?gth (Em) o " Fresh weig)t ( g)__

MS + BA 0 56° 10.2¢ 0.04°
0.1 61.1° 13.3% 0.05°

05 77.8 17.6% 0.06°

1 83.3 212 0.32¢

2 80.6° 25.0¢ 0.14°

172MS +BA 0 0 93¢ 0.04°
0.1 51.2° 12.7% 0.04°

0.5 66.7° 15.1% 0.05°

1 72.2° 18.8* 0.21°

2 | 61.1* 20.5° 0.11°

YMean separation with columns by Duncan’ s multiple range test at 5% level.
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No. of shoots/explant
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Concentration of BA mg-L™" in MS medium

Fig. 1. Number of shoots induced from ir vitro shoot explant of Rubus
fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius .. on MS medium containing 0, 0.1,0.5,
1, 2mg - L' BA after 4, 8 and 12 weeks of culture. Data represent the
mean 3 SE of three replicates.
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Fig. 2. Number of shoots induced from in vitro shoot explant of Rubus
fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L.. on 1/2 MS medium containing 0, 0.1,
05,1,2mg - L' BA after 4,8 and 12 weeks of culture. Data represent the
mean + SE of three replicates.
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Table 2. Frequency of root formation, root length, number of root from in vitro shoot of Rubus fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L.on X 1, X

1/2 and X 1/4 MS medlum after 4 weeks of culture

—_—

—— S— e y——— rere— P —
— — — — — e — e

——

Medlum Root formation ( %) Root len gth (nTm) Number of root
MS 7133 70 1.83¢

1/2 MS 94 .67 10.33¢ 1.22°

1/4 MS 65.33° 12.66° 1.61°

"Mean separation with columns by Duncan’ s multiple range test at 5% level.
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Fig. 3. Process of in vitro propagation of Rubus fruticosus L. X R. parvifolius L. through organogenesis, plant regeneration and soil transfer. (A)

Multiful shoot formation from in vitro shoot explant with the treatment of 0.5mg - L' BA, (B) Group of shoots, (C) Root formation of a plantlet on 1/2
MS medium, (D) Acclimatization of plantlets in soil mix.
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