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Abstract:

such as the condition of |ight,

day-age of M 1ncana seedlings, osnotic stabili zer,

ne hypocotyls of Mathi ol a I ncana seedl ings were used as naterials. The effects of sone factors

different conibl nati ons

of enzyne mxture and digesting tine, on protoplast isolation fromthe hypocotyls of M |ncana were I n-

vestigated. The results showed that the protoplasts wth higher yield and quality were obtai ned by treating

the hypocotyls with a mxture of celluase onozuka R10 ( w= 1.2%) + nacerozyne onozuka R 10 ( w=

0. 8% ) +3 mmol/L MeS + CPW10OM CPWand w = 10% mannitol) for 12 h. The cotyl edons from two-

week-ol d seedling( at 20
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Tab. 1 Effects of culture condition on protoplast isola-

tion
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| 14 0. 81 83.5 16.5
I 14 1.82 86.4 23.5
1| 14 0.69 63.8 8.3
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Tab. 2 The effects of hypocotyls age on protoplast isolation
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hypocotyls yield/ viability/ division/
age/d  (x10°A4~-g7") % %

8 0. 88 69.3 4.8
10 .32 81.5 10. 4
12 1.74 86.2 17.3
14 1.71 88.6 18. 1
16 1.3 82.5 13.7
18 1.69 73.7 0.6
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Tab. 3 The effects of different enzyme combination on protoplast isolation
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celluase) /%  macerozyme)/%  enzymolysis time/h yield/( x10° 4> - g™')  viability/% cell breakage division/%
0.8 0.6 18 0.76 77.8 + 16.8
1.0 0.6 14 1.20 81.3 + 20. 4
1.2 0.8 12 1.74 89.6 + 24.4
1.4 0.8 11 1.77 87.9 ++ 23.1
1.6 1.0 10 1. 79 80. 2 +++ 7
1.8 1.0 9 L. 7 72.8 ++++ ~14.7

DAPHIEZAAGE14d, w=10%HERASFEER2 CAR 124 R; 2)HBAARARERNKFTHAZHEE; 3)
+ RTFRY, ++ X T, +++ KT 5, ++++ 1mwRk 5

%4 HERRESBXED S THEHEERES BHZM0Y

Tab. 4 The effects of mannitol concentration on protoplast
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Tab. 5 The effects of enzymolysis time on protoplast isolation
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