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Table 1. Effect of sucrose concentration in medium on the fresh and dry weight of ‘Samantha’ rose shoot

explants.

3.8g1 75N 15g1 30gN
Fresh weight (mg)

1st week 127.1° 174.6* 184.72 185.22
2nd week 191.84 300.4¢ 3744 444.6
3rd week 221.8¢ 294.9¢ 414,5b 526.3*
4th week 301.1¢ 307.4¢ 470.9® 626.2"
Dry weight (mg)
1st week 10.5¢ 17.6° 19.8° 25.4°
Znd week 15.8° 24.1% 38.5* 42.40
3rd week i6.5¢ 25.4¢ 42.9° 53.3

4th week 22 (F 27.4¢ 4870 68.6*

Means with the same letter in a row are not significantly different by Duncan’s multiple range test at 5 %

level,
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Table 2. Effect of sucrose concentration in medium on the fresh and dry weight of ‘Landora’ rose shoot

explants,
3.8gN 7581 157 30g/1

Fresh weight (mg)
15t week 143.0° 153.6 144.1% 197.9*
2nd week 191.8¢ 207.8° 272.6 302.1
3rd week 255.7° 320.7* 290.2¢ 3313
4th week 264.3¢ 3428 341.7% 372.3

Dry weight (mg)
1st week 10.1® 12.1% 13.4° 19.1*
2nd week 14.3¢ 18.15 22,20 35.4¢
35 week 19.5¢ 28.1b 283" 42,00
4th week 19.6¢ 28.7 | 28,36 49.8%

Note is the same as Table 1.
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Table 3. Effect of sucrose concentration in medium on the fresh and dry weight of ‘Pitica’ rose shoot

explants.

3.8z 7.5/ 15g/1 - 301

Fresh weight (mg)
Ist week 121.5% 135.3° 182.4* 168.4*
2nd weck 191.3¢ 192.5¢ 312,32 246.4°
3rd week 252.5¢ 254.3¢ 425.00 315.9%
4th week 254.1° 36230 512.6* 370.4°

Dry weight (mg)
Ist week 10.2° 10.5b 16.9* 1434

2nd week 14.8° 17.4° 25.3¢ 20.5%

3rd week 16.9° 20.2% 357 25.8%
4th week 17.44 25.3¢ 44.1 32.6b

Note is the same as Table 1.
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Fig. 1. Effect of sucrose concentration on the multiplication rate of shoot explants of rose.
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iig. 2. Effect of sucrose concentration in medium on the daily variation of CO; concentration in vessel on
which ‘Samantha’ rose explants grow. A + B + C + D was measured at 7th + 14th « 2lth « 28
th days after subculture, respectively.

“Landora’ (S RIRB T IEREHRAE 3.8 @1 - 7.5 g1 + 15 @A LAR 30 g + — MBI RATHN
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Fig. 3. Effec: of sucrose concentration in medium on the daily variation of CO; concentrauun in vesse) on
which ‘Landora’ rose expiants grow. A + B »+ C » D was measured at 7th + 14ih ~ 21th + 28th
days after subculture, respectively.
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Fig. 4. Effect of sucrose concentration in medium on the daily variation of CO; concentration in vessel on
which ‘Pitica’ rose explants grow. A + B + C + D was measured at 7th + 14th « 21th -~ 28th
days after subculture, respectively.
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Summary
f,

The growth of rose shoot explants in vitro was affected by the sucrose concen-
tration in the medium. When the ‘Samantha’ and ‘Landora’ explants were cultured on a
medium with 30g/1 of sucrose, the fresh and dry weight were the heaviest followed by
the one which was cultured on a medium with 15g/1 of sucrose. The poorest growth was
when the explant was coltured on a medium with 3.8g/1 of sucrose. The ‘Pitica’ explant
showed the highest growth when it was cultured on a medium with 15g/1 of sucrose, and
the lowest growth was on a medium with 3.8g/1 of sucrose. The propagation rates of
these 3 cultivars were higher when they were cultured on 8 medium with !Sor30ylof
sucrose. After 4 weeks in culture, the balance level of CO, during the light period was
apparently divided into 2 groups. The balance level of CO; in the one cultured on a
medium with lower level of sucrose dropped to below 290 ppm, while that in the one
cultured on a medium with higher sucrose level (30g/1) was at 573 ppm. Furthermore,
during the dark period, the balance level of CO; in vessel increased when the level of
sucrose increased.



