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3~4 . 27C
10g/ L “Onozaka” R— 10.5 g/ L Pectinase. 5 mmol/ L MES.90 g/ L
CPW , 14~16 h . , 7 L. esc.
X (L.esc. X S. Iy., F)y BCiF, . ;
L.esc.X S.1y.,F ; , . 4. 83X 10°.4. 55¢ 10°. 4 37
X10°.2 12X 10°  3.03X 10* /g, . .
s, Dy ,TM—2 MSE
5 , ¢ ? L.ec. X (L.esc.X S.1y.,Fp), BCF;
0343 9
1
11
(Lycpersicon esculentum MilD)* 7 N (Lycopersicon peruri-
anum Mill). “ 7 (Solanum lycopersicoides Dum.) Fi1 (L.
esc. X S.ly.,Fi1). « 7 (L. escXS.ly.,Fo) L.esc. X (L.
esc. X S.ly.,Fi1), BCiFi. (S. pennellii Corr.) (L. pennellii).
12
3~4 )
, CPW9 (90 ¢/ L CPW .5 mmol/L MES.pH
58) 1 h, . 21C 8.14~16 20h
. , . ,  2mL d 6
cm ,  Parafilm s 27°C s .
: M8E (Niedz et al, 1985).Dx( ,1981).TM —
2(Shahin, 1985). MMS(Tan et al 1987). MBs (Tan et al, 1987). IM ( , 1991), 6

19096— 11— 25 445 #ER, B, 26 %, ML, A& ) Mo 5K AFF a8 T4
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1. (Niedz et al, 1985)
( ,1992).
1 mol/ L
MMS M Bs M8E D> TM—2 LM
KN 03 001838 0.024 7 001838 0 0146 0.001 5 0 0247
CaCl°2H,0 0. 003 0 0.001 0 0.003 0 0. 006 1 0.003 0 0.0010
MgS0,°H, 0 0. 002 7 0.001 8 0.002 7 0. 006 5 0.002 7 0.001 8
KH,PO 4 0.0013 0.001 3 0. 0059 0.001 3
NH4N 03 0. 020 6 0. 003 4
(NH4)2804 0.000 9 0.000 9
NaH,PO 4°H,0 0.001 1 0.0011
MS Bs 8E DPD MS MS
MS Bs 8E DPD TM—2 TM— 2
0 494 0. 494 0 450 0. 025 0 200
0 029 0. 029 0 050 0 050 0.199 0 060
0028 0.028 0 400 0 028
0. 025 0 200
0. 025 0 006
0 003
NAA 05 05 1.0 L5 L0 1.0
6— BA 05 05 0.5 06
Zeat 05 0.5
2 4-D Lo Lo 1.0 0s 0.5
5%
pH 58 58 5.7 5 8 56 5.6
D 0 55 0.51 0 50 0 45 0.27 0 50
D) A HEEY B SR KRR T A iR i R A T
2
21
2 1.1 Bsas Cellulase “Onozaka” R—10. Pectinase
. ( 2) 10g/L 5¢g/L , 7
. 14~16h . <3 g/ L)
(Macerozyme R— 10) ; )
5 .
21.2 BEfRES A ,
(10 g/L). (5¢/LD) ( I
16 ~18 h, ( 3) , D2

. 22 h, , .
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2 « »
/gL ! /gL ! /h / cg ! /(%)
5 5 20 3. 0X 10° 74 1 D> R
10 5 14 4.5% 10° 83 4 D ,
15 5 15 4. 6X 10° 8. 3 Dy .
20 5 155 4. 1% 10° 82 7 MMS ,
30 5 14 4.3% 108 410 Dy .
3 I
/h / cg ! /(%)
10~ 12 — —
16 4 2X 10 830
18 35X 10° 842
22 56X 10° 10. 8
“ 7 , 8 h, , 14 ~ 16 h,
) . 20 h,
, ) 14~16 h
I L.esc. X (L.esc. X S.Zy.,Fl), BCiF 14 ~16 h ’
L.esc.X S.1ly..Fi 7 ~8 h, 10~12h
21.3 ARA 5 . )s
. I , 4. 5 ( ) “ 7
L.esc. X (L.esc. X S.1ly.,Fi1),BC/F> L.oesc. X S.1ly..F> L. pennellii.
4
«“ ? BC . F, L.ec.X S.ly..F L. pennellii
/h 14~ 16 14~ 16 14~ 18 7~8 10~ 12
/ cg ! 4 83% 10° 4 55X 10° 4 37%10° 2 12X 10° 3 03x 10"
, ) L.esc. X S.ly., Fy
“ 7 L.esc. X (L.esc.X S.ly.,F1),BCiFy, L. pennellii
) * 7 3~
4 , 14~16h ;6 ,
20 h . 7.3X10° cg . ( « ”
3~4 . 8h L7<10°  °g ! . D>
)\ ( 5, 180 g/ L
150 200 g/ L. ( 6. 500 1/ min
3 min )\ (
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79 4mL ) ’
5 (13 2
/goL ! 150 180 200
/g ! 2. 7X 10° 3 5¢< 10° 4 3% 10°
/(%) 88 6 857 86 2
v + ++ ++
D& BN 2 B sHmiay A++; 2 A+
6
/r°min ! 500 500 500 1 000
/ min 3 5 8 1
/ min 3 3 3 1
b ++ ++ ++ +++
D +++ ++ + +
D% B 3 % Ao Bt gk kB Y+ ++5 $A -+ kSR
7
/ mL /min
6~8 5 )
6~8 10
4 5
6~8 3
~ 6
3
2.2
(43 2 D2 , 2 d
5 s ’ H 6 d [}
;10 d s 2~3 s 8~10 d,
7 d, s
1 ,
(0.5~2 mm) R s
221 RRIARERA S R X & et R AR ARERA RGP R 6

D>
8.

s TM—2

b
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8 . « ” v

5 ¥ o1dp EY 35d
G~4d ) /d /e ! /d 3
MMS I ++ 0 0350 — — 23 ++
II + 0 008 8 — — 19 +++
MBs I ++ 00470 — — 24 ++
M8E I ++ 00710 45 25 26 ++
II ++ 0 008 2 — — 21 +++
D, I + 0 009 4 — — 25 ++

II ++ 0 0930 30 34.0 20 +
T™M—2 II + 0 0640 32 56 24 +++

DR EE 2100 AL S D3k 7R | —3 08 0322, 1l — ik B4R 3D mL TR Amipig
.+, ++ %5, +++ k%, HP.E AHKEFE

8 , MMS.MSE . y 21d
; D2 . MMS.MSE
D2 . b
T™—2 . . ™ —2
0. 27 mol“Lil)
LM ( 8 ) 10d.  80% ;
o . . 1 ~ o
222 TRARAGEm LetA RAERKERKIE TR 9 .4
D> ¢ 7 L.esc. X (L.escX S.1ly.,F1),BCF,
, . L.escX S.ly..F,
0 ) ) ’ ’ D2
(5x10" ‘L H
9 1)
/ DL*I / o —1
“ ? 2. 0% 108 6d ,30d 34
BCiFy 1. 5% 108 7 d, ,454d 7
5. 0% 107 , _

L.esc.X S. ly., Fi 5. 0% 107 , —
DRR Dy otk &Rk




D, KNOs CaCl,  MgSO4,

) ) 0. 093 %
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STUDY ON CULTURING PROTOPLASTS OF TOMATO MESOPHYLLS

Yang Huajie' Wu Dinghua' Li Weihua®
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2 Dept. of Biology, South China Normal Univ. )

Abstract

Suitable materials for tomato protoplast isolation and culture were leaves from 3 ~4 week — old
axenic seedlings grown in agar(in test tube). The young leaves torn low er epidermis w ere incu-
bated in an enzy me solution consisting of 10 g/ L “Onozaka” R— 10 cellulase, 5 g/ L. pectinase, 5
mmol/ L. MES and 90 g/ L. mannitol in CPW salts for 14 ~16 h at 27 C. The mesophyll proto-
plast yields were 4. 83X 10% 4. 55X 10°% 4.37X 10°, 2. 12X 10° and 3. 03X 10* protoplasts/
gram fresh leaves respectively for L. esc. cv. Red Rose, L.esc. X (L.esc. X S.ly., Fi),
BCiFi, L. peruvianum, L. esc X S.Ily., Fiand S. pennellii, all with viability of more
than 80% but less than 90 % . The D, liquid culture was the most suitable in several medium
and culture methods. With this method, micro calli had been obtained from the mesophyll pro-
toplasts of L. esc. cv. Red Rose and L. esc. X (L.esc.X S.ly.,Fi1), BCiFi.Transferred to
agar medium for enhancement after the calli grew to 1 to 2 mm in diameter, it ceased to grow

and came to brown.
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