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Relation between callus growth speed and
somatic embryogenesis of citrus

ZHANG Jun-E

( College of Life Science, Jiangxi Normal University, Nanchang 330022, China )

Abstract: In order to discuss the cause of loss of regeneration capability of citrus callus, and to look for the relation be-
tween callus growth speed and somatic embryogenesis,in this study, calli growth speed of twenty-nine genes from
seven citrus types were detected,and the correlation between callus growth speed and somatic embryogenesis was sta-

tistically analyzed. The results showed that correlation coefficient of the growth speed and somatic embryogenesis was

2010 £ 9 A

-0. 3683. It was thus deduced that other influence factors still occured between them.

Key words; citrus; callus; growth speed; somatic embryogenesis
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BOHHAANSARIB P RA, REF LB HMB
BMOGHAREREFT LB, mekug, REETBE,
MREBEBOWAGHRAERBEENESR, E
K15, BXF0ESE. Ba, HEXGARNEK
EESEEREREERTREAMERHERE? W
RE RV LGS H T A AR ERAER K
VT RAEHRERG & . KB, g X 7 R A
B2 MERNMNAGARNEREREH#T T
E X WA R A K R 5 R MR R R AR 2 TR B
FRMEBEAT G 4047, Ao — 25 BT 58 M4 4k 4 ML AR
fit 5t SR AR

1 BT

1.1 R HH

A H AR PR REEYBRIERR
HEREALREW AR OMEE ETERETH
W4 R SR IR 20 OE R BE) . B B gk 4K 48
FRENURBM MT+30 g/L FE¥E+7 g/L BHE, R
IR AMEE . R TR ARRE & A BF 5 B AT R4 31
BT 7 AMERER 20 A ERE. XM ENE
B 20 gk AR 5 SR i) IR 1.

1 HENIMTEAEEROMEBERHALR

Table 1 Twenty-nine citrus embryogenic calli of different genotypes
. % 3% B+ ]
?}fzsﬁ Citrus FHE A Genotypes # 4 Latin name Si:bgful]ljt’\i?e(:fr;e
HEQ2FH) K4 H # (Valencia) Citrus sinensis 17
5 E # (Carter) C. sinensis
B4k B #8 (Olinda) C. sinensis
B 75 X B4 ##8 (Ridge Pineapple) C. sinensis 13
¥ 1515 B 48 (Shamouti sweet orange) C. sinensis
% 4048 (Anliucheng) C. sinensis 8
M &1 48 (Succari) C. sinensis 10
A 757 /R B 48 (Newhall) C. sinensis 13
15 5 Wi $ B 48 (Frost) C. sinensis 8
41 Py J5 #8 (Cara Cara) C. sinensis 12
£ 15 1% # (Russ navel) C. sinensis 11
A L4 (Tarroco) C. sinensis 15
TR MAE (L0 FD B3 (Owari) C. sinensis 8
EH K 1 5 (Guoging No. 1) C. sinensis ) 8
B )k 5 B (Guoging No. 5) C. sinensis 8
##t (Jiangan) C. sinensis 8
79 25 1% (Calamondin) C. sinensis 11
4 4 7k i B (Bendizao) C. sinensis 8
F3 74 £1 #§ (Dancy) C. sinensis 10
Ef 5 B2 4% (Cleopatra) C. sinensis 11
H #1#8 (Natsudaidai) C. sinensis 11
2% % (Chaxianggan) C. sinensis 8
HEMQC 4T T 5 B %l (Red Marsh) C. sinensis 11
B R %l (Ruby) C. sinensis 10
[k A D) B A F| B 4% (Ttaly sour orange) C. sinensis 15
' 2% [€ BR #& (Sour orange) C. sinensis 9
A3 R IR, 3 4% fih (Page tangelo) C. sinensis X C. sinensis 15
BH JE 88 1 4% fl ( Mineneola tangelo) C. sinensis X C. sinensis ]
Z WG 224545 H (Sunburst) C. sinensis X C, sinensis 11
11 QW D) BB 4 RS # (Murcott) C. sinensis X C. sinensis 17
HEAQA/M Y 45 # (Microcitrus) Microcitrus papauwana 10
1.2 REHE SARARTERE, FREAXHTEAKEE, &

L2.l et sarst ks BHBAH
AR FHEAR TSR 0.5 g /P MT FE&iEsF
HELERBEFAEES#ROALARBHEHENR G

KRF=HETEE - MENER /MEWER.
FAERBRIKRER.
L2.2 % hmEBR R it AN BRE
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30 %

HHREREREIR R MT+20 ml/L H#Hl+7
g/LIig. RGALREFERIHFAELARIAR,
BRI BEYLER 3 #, 7E 4 P BE VLR 0. 3 g B
FE/NBFRILF , Inb Bk BT E R R BHET
gt IR R EER TR . BRER 3 K.
L2354 R AOGHANAEREZREMEREA
Bz A E R BE S PTRA SPSS10. 0 ks

%2 HBERGHLKMMEREEEHIHILR
Table 2 Comparison of competence for somatic
embryogenesis in citrus calli

it
/g
ﬁg iiﬁ feﬁfipes Competenf:e
for somatic
embryogenesis
HEGH)  LBREE (Succari) 2260.4424.6 A
% i ¥ B A (Frost) 2070.0430.5 B
R4 B ## (Valencia) 2024,24:8.7 B
R 048 (Anliucheng) 1635.0+17.8 C
41 B #8 (Cara Cara) 853.44+11.5 D
FEMEC#) HFMH (Chaxianggan) 607.3£15.9 E
BEOQ#)  EEMRE(Sour orange) 1608.6+22.9 C
HEQA R  BMWIEHE (Microcitrus) 349,3+12.5 F
. ERBEFER ARG RHERELSF(P<0.0D, F—F 4
AFRERERABE.

Note: Significant difference was analysed via Duncan Analyse (P
<C0. 01) ,same capital letter in the column means insignificant.

Bl #PHHERQAIRNEE® A%

HAZEH MR ml/L) FEAERRE

Fig.1 Somatic embryogenesis of Frost and
Microcitrus on glycerol medium

2 HRE52H4

2.1 HHERGARBERREGE D AN LR
FIRBXT 29 A R 2 B AL A RAE A 5 H 4
TR ERH R HI R SRERE, BNE
ERREREEN KDREGE 2). THR#HE.BE
B KA RE. B XERBERBNE
AR BRI E AR R T R AEGE L 1 600 (A

DARFERTEEANRR,  BREBAERKTE
ARAEK 4510 890 /M FI 853 4~ X EFM M IBIFR
BRSO, S REEREFERERSH R 607
AR ED. REHERAIN S HEBAR
FARERBAGASNEAREREERNZ
HMEEEERER. HE 21 HAGHEKET B
FHEERNHORE, HHE 2 TR, 12 FEiEg
HEARP . FSHAGHAEHMEFRELEKY
AR A, BLRERE & AR RE B8R T 10 RPN
AGELAF . RE 1 FEAFEERN . BERBRERS
IR FEHBEFGHR . HEAGALBERRE
WmE 1 PR,
22 HERGAAERERSKEMERE LD
ZHEBXR

R A, BN RS ERNGT TR
SRGHAE MT BHRELERKHERRE, HEA
HmgREm, EMNEeEERRE TEK 1 5.
BAAOLE MR SERBSEAHAERE MT 55
HEWEAE,ERYH AT MWIERE L, EAR
BEF AR ORE . TR, 3 29 ik F B A & AR B
AREEHTHE, REZAMBEGHRELRE
FESEAREREERIZBINERAER, SR
R3In. ARAZEEMAGAANEKREEZBF
ERENER. STHBRGAREREE S
MR RERSZEOEXERZI, WEBHEXE
B r=-0. 3683(P<C0.01), i RAGER S
FAMER R A2 BB —ENEXE, BRE
BEEKE,REEREZALERLECERMERERE
fEM . '

3 it

EHEMEEMBERED ARABEKBEER
FEmERAEZ —-RERRERIMBERE
FEh BT, Torrey(1967) F Murashige(1969) 4
R EENE KRS, BEAMERESLRER T
MR ER DB R, XA RBEEENEE
FE5IEK. D,Amato(1985) HIIA K, B A% 55 &
G BEEINRERERA - ERBERKS
B . RPRE RGN REX TR AR
el BIREE B ERE R REEHET
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ERREHER EEMTIESRER. KERE  BHSEHRIERRERENZEOELESN. 5
(2006) 7347 T H A% &t 4 U e R4 B K 5 i 4 M
MR R RE TR AR, G5 R 2R A A 5 L L

3 VWHIAAERENAGEAERKBESEAMBRR EEIHILE

Table 3 Comparisons between the growth speed and competence for somatic embryogenesis of twenty-nine citrus calli

S » HAE Rt B £ 2 4R 48 A B 1] 5 4 4 M BE R R
REAZ BB EE., KX 29 FEER

R, N .

?elfo%pes gzr"fwi;ihgspee d w?ﬂjﬁgfégﬁi%ﬁgi;;ﬁég) Corfglii?nﬁzxﬁlyse
embryogenesis (P<C0,01)

E K 1 £ (Guoging No. 1) 8.3340.22 A 0 R=-0. 3683

7 K i #8 (Tarroco) 8.24+1.00 A 0

1% R AL 8 (Ridge Pineapple) 6.6940.80 B 0

& 7K (Owari) 6.214-0.26 BC 0

WM 45 K% (Microcitrus) 6.01+0. 31BCD 349,3+12.5 F

A 45 45 48 (Murcott) 5.85+0. 28 BCD 0

M (Jiangan) 5.7240. 87 BCDE 0

) B BR 4% (Cleopatra) 5.57+2.01 BCDE 0

b &% FH8 (Shamouti sweet orange) 5.17+0.17 CDEF 0

2% % M (Chaxianggan) 4.9940. 31 CDEFG 607.31+15.9 E

Y 2 4% (Calamondin) 4.8140. 33 CDEFG 0

& 17 5 #% (Russ navel) 4.7540. 39 DEFGH 0

F1 PG 41 4% (Dancy) 4,7340. 31 DEFGH 0

42 7 A b B (Bendizao) 4.5740. 73 DEFGHI 0

B J2 B i % fil (Mineneola tangelo) 4, 3540, 20 EFGHI 0

2 [E B2 48 (Sour orange) 4.2740.29 FGHIJ 1608.6422.9 C

Bk ik EH 4 (Olinda) 4.18+0.29 FGHIJ 0

755 IR B 48 (Newhall) 4.09+0. 28 FGHIJ 0

B K H] B #8 (Ttaly sour orange) 4.0740. 26 FGHIJ 0

45 H 8 (Carter) 4.014-0. 48 FGHIJ 0

TG R B 48 (Succari) 3.9940.12 FGHIJ 2260.4+24.6 A

1% L %8 % 4l (Ruby) 3.61=0.39 GHIJK 0

H K 5 B (Guoging No. 5) 3.5740. 84 GHIJK 0

£1 P B¥ 48 (Cara Cara) 3.5740.59 GHIJK 853.4+11.5D

K4 B4 (Valencia) 3.294+0.16 HIJK 2024.24+8.7 B

13 22 301 5 7 48 (Frost) 3.1640.18 UK 2027.04-30.5 B

H #H& (Natsudaidai) 2.85+0.30 JK 0

B 460 #8 ( Anliucheng) 2.2340.33 K 1635.0+17.8 C

21 T, 2 3 Z Al (Red Marsh) 0.1940.77 L 0
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BIRHERR . EREN, BEFHAERIHAER
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0.16, % FREHERINA AR EKEE LT
TEWRMERK 1 SHERKERXT 8 33+£0. 22,
BRAMEAEREEIXT 8. 244+1.00, AT, TE
St E R HENERKEESEHERTRE L
HRENZEMAX KRR R, EMTRHEXRERK
Uk r=-0.3683, HMLHEWT, FEXPIH ZAER K
CERMEENEE. 70 EHE B HE A e

R AT SR A BB 0 B0 R R B R L B IR AN IR
BEMETHRR . EREZA, ARREXN REEHH
IR LRI MBRGALANR ML R, BX T
KEFAERNVBMGART S, A R E MU F K
AR ENRER. REBSHRELEAEHAR
RAREER R I E MR REHE. F8A
F G AR A 05 2H {4 40 B I A 4 A SR ALK B .

2% 3Lk
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KRB, P, B, 1984, KBEED MG HAERRERS

s e REGEEESR (1] #1£.6:17-19

(F#48 600 7 Continue on page 600 )
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