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BWE  DIKAEMH(Larix olgensis) & T I N AMERFE S AE M G 4N, 38l v 5 52 m ik ik & 28 /S = AT )
AKRATFIEC L, BT S A IR T 5 R 3 DL AR I R A B AR AR R AL . SRR ARITEME R IRt i fh 2
YESREREZE HEEGAHASES+0.2 mg-L™ NAA+0.5 mg-L™ BA+0.5 mg-L™' KT+0.5 g-L " A& kf%+0.5 gL~ /K ff
Bk 2 1 +30 gL EHE 12 3.0 g LT R W BE IS HE SR A ME R, AT LUK B W M R K A MR HE . 7ES+20 mg-LT' ABA+60 gL
PEGuao00+60 g-L™"BENE 123.0 g-L " RAMIBEIR 56 1 T ML 3268, 1RIE R AL R TTI5100%. ¥ IE 5 K & 17K 1 46 76 WP M+
6 mg-L A2 =+1.0 gL iE MR +3.0 mg-L™' VB+20 g-L7RERE23.0 g L MBI & pE R RSS2, TP S B+
0.4 mg-L”"NAA+1.0 mg-L ™" IBA+0.5 mg-L™' GAs+2.0 mg-L™" VB+1.0 g-L "5 5 +20 g-L ™" BEwE 3.0 g-L~ s it i 2 11
SRR, W TR MR AR R W AR IR o S S T K A A R M 5 A SO MR B S R R T,
Ft— AR TR R A R AR B AR AR R, MR SRR PRS2 E A A% O R 3508 1 2R .
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A A VR Jies A A (TR AR TV A ) A — 0 o B ) A
VIR AR, RIGHE BB LM T, ALtk
ARIGE & B I FE, 58 O 20 B i) fE i A i A4 i AR
() g A, B 24T 58 #E M PR (Yang and Zhang,
2010). ZAFEREMAE T RMEFIL R, ZHEYH
f ik A pe e M7 o i TR TR N TE P B,
FEXS T P SN M, DR AR 02 S A T i
BT P 258 . Chalupa %5 (1976) £t 5 7F JF 7 4
(Pinus banksiana) & {435 7 K KR, R T
BRI AR IR A AL BRI T - Z 5, HakmanZ%(1985)
IR 8% 5 42 (Picea abies) ok & 1 R 5 S
M@, ST R, BUS T =42
JEARIR K A 988 . Durzanf1Gupta (1987) AAE R
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) 1) A i # & 1 IR 4 i i
7 AR I B A e B, U T R B AR R AR
A . JEATE RS, HATCH6FM4)8 4 e
TotE RARIE R AR EH HA RS E K E (Klimasze-
ik H : 2020-02-26; 5% H 14 2020-06-05
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wska et al., 2016).

YA (Larix gmelinii) 2 A [ 2 36 i X 5 L i Ak
AR B 7 1 B B A W b . 201 20 80AFAR, W2
SEEENLIE N B AR IR K A FAER R . von Aderkas®®
(1987) LRI P& H-#A (L. decidua) i Bd 44 Ay s A
A, RS M A H R A R IR S T R AR
PRRE, {E 2K WA M kR . Klimaszewska (1989) L H A
xR IMTEHFA (L. leptolepis x L. decidua)ff) R p &
TIEAMEL, S HEMEGHLS, 2o RFFE K
MR, JEIRRE AN, FEPEEFA(L. occiden-
talis) (Thompson and von Aderkas, 1992). HZAxxg;
R MFA(L. leptolepis x L. eurolepis) (Lelu et al.,
1994). JL3EFEMH#A(L. laricina) (Klimaszewska et al.,
1997). HAV& HFa(L. kaempferi) (Kim et al., 1998).
# 4L % R (L. principis-rupprechtii) (¢ 715E, 2000).
HAxK H; HAXM 2 4Fhix (L. kaempferi x L.
olgensis; L. kaempferi x L. gemlinii) (FEfHik%%,
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2009). FE{AAIE 7% HF2 (L. sibirica) (Tret'yakova and
Barsukova, 2012)LLJ K H 7% i #A(L. olgensis) (42
EREE, 2016)55 V& it Fa JE A B, AH 2k R H R S
TR S IR S AL, FF A TR R AT .
{HL 156 5 35 5 Ak A BG hnaE 3] 7 R 4 22
R TR BV O B A I T A AR S 1) R, P E 4 T
TR B RE PR AR AL D R o

TEKAVE AR R A R, AT RILT &
P S T B i o 3R S 1R AR A A TR T AR B
KR FNYERE R A 2L Z3 O R[]I i) B s 00 4 JUR
ARE FRAEY AR RER R, BEH S
IR R A AR SR, K TR A 2 TR B AL
R 25 5E LAl o

1 &EYE

20174E7 JIQ H M3t AR DY~ 7 AR A 7 [l vh i 4
FRK: (5 7% -2 (Larix olgensis Henry) (L061. L091.
LOS8FILO24)flttf, MALH b 3R1G KRG T M. B
JeFHT5% L BEH R340 B, KB KIEBE3IK; 2R )5 H
5% NaCIOJHFE1054#, K KIEBE3IR

2 IEBHEMSSEFRFN

21 BEHRGAENFS

7 PHEFR NS (G5 /IHE, 2000)+1.0 mg-L™" 2,4-D+
0.5 mg-L™" BA+0.5 mg-L™" KT+0.5 g-L™"&& ik fic+
0.5 g-L K i Fs 25 F1+30 g- L' BERE 123.0 g- L R ik
[ (pHB.0£0.2, N [l). F 2K BT i1 4RI Tl 2 T 7K
9, BRSBTS TR A L, 50 mL
FVHETE I (5720 mLEs 738 )M 7 AN ME A, P10 W)
T R SRR A AR ], TR ERR R, BEN
(25+2)°C. WIS AMERIILE R Bt KT &S S0y
TEAEAL, BEFR 10 RIS Giih & ot R HLN S 5.

22 PFHRGALSHEMRESRE

¥ bR St (0 I A 4 A B 1 95 (S+0.1 mg- L
2,4-D+0.04 mg-L™' BA+0.02 mg-L™" KT+0.5 g-L™"
75 & W +0.5 g-L7T K i s 2R 1 +30 gL R HE K
3.0 g LTHEMERR) 6, IR ML R ER T . K

TIREL 2 52,4-D B FEARNAAIR & DL K B2 = 41
I FEFIR B (A SR WK 5 AR R A 5 SRS R o 1
BAFIKTH i F+ 5 £10.5 mg-L™", NAAKE JL0.5. 0.4,
0.3. 0.2. 0.1 mg-L™" VR [ 1% By 18 5 15 57 5 o 4T
PRV ST 55 9% o RN P P [ U e 495 L 4T L,
GARES, —EA N —NREMEE, 53—
TR R AERE R 5L, ARAR AR IE R A Sk s W E 5 4
YU TE I B EENAATR .

2.3 KEFES

W bk P 52 VE T A o 0 4 4R N 2 A B 5 3 (S
15 mg-L™" ABA+80 gL~ PEGueo+80 g-L~" i bk +
5g-L7" AgNO;+0.4 g L "B & BEME+0.2 g-L " /K itk
EA+3.0 g L AR ) TR R R . ARFR R
M S W AR R AR O B R 3R B HE ABAK i (10—
30 mg-L™"). PEGuo00if< [ (20—80 g-L™") LA K2 e w2
ZEREIRE (20-80 g-L~")#EAT fA I A LE AR AL -

24 HEHERALE

PRIRH & 0 A1 37 5L WPM+6 mg-L ™[] 25 = iy +
1.0 g-L7"E M +3.0 mg-L™' VB+20 g-L7" i HE % 3.0
g L RIS o A AV T A AR R R A K s 5
B Bs+2.0 mg-L™' VB+1.0 g-L S +20 gL'k
WK% 3.0 g L B . ASHT 90 3 R A A AL K
FiFIIBA. NAAFIGA A IR B K FEAT AL . 4 H8 K
IR A B I A IR 1 45 )5 32 N & 45 0.4-0.8 mg-L”"
NAA. 0.5-1.5 mg-L™" IBA. 0-1.5 mg-L™" GAs/fJ L
WBsEFREE Y, AR E g R . Em A FERKE,
PR R AR R B BT RS 729100 mL=#f3fk, %550 mL
BRoRdk, WR2400, RRBEFSA TR, AR
BB TR OO, N3%100 mLssFRks, A4
HAOM, FMEEMeN RN . IR RS A
BrE TR, N6/ L RE/8 /N BRI, 6
A B2 950 pmol-m™-s™, IR K (25+2)°C.

25 HiRALTE

O T R =% T @07 4 LR SR 2
H)x100%; AR A 25 28 = A AR IR ) 42 b K- o
H)x100%; e Ji i A 58 = (i (10 1 JoR 30/ b s )
100%; AAR AR =(EMR A AR L/ 1M B 40)*x100%; 1
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R =R ZE R I B A 8 2 *x100% . K 3K
7£1BM SPSS Statistics19.0%} #4477 2 4 i, H
Duncan 7% # 17 £ = Lt %2 (0.05 s W 7K %) . F H
GraphPad Prism6.0%1F:4F & .

3 HZR5iITe

31 BEMRGAERES

WA G TR 25 S 7R 5 b, 1R 5T Lk
TG SUENA). %815 LUE Gk AR 2 A& i
N EGAN, —REACFEN . FUREK.
WAME . R EANZRM B AL (ENB), &R
BRI, A5 2 2 A SR R HE B 1 Al
H(EI1D), 28R Es 37 Ja IR A A, O R o 4
gl R, B, REERELERNE A6
EHALGUEAC), B L NA 2R S Bk
A (E1E), &aBaffa Rk R &4, AIEMH
UIH .

[Fi] — B [ SR AR 1) A LA T, SR TG M R 2 )
AR TR TR EZ R (IE80% L ) (K1), It
MaGHRFESREREE, 4R T HH058-
8425 s Tt I A 4 23 (175 5 % N 4.5%), H
RIN TR AT R E G H2.

L IS S FEAL RN CR T TRAAPSE: Y ko

(A) &gl (B) IRME&mdls!; (C) &AL, (D)
et @ AR MEE; (E) SRR E i AN E MR, (A)-
(C) Bars=3 mm; (D) Bar=200 uym; (E) Bar=500 ym

Figure 1 Callus and its microscopic images of Larix olgensis
(A) Callus; (B) Embryogenic callus; (C) Non-embryogenic
callus; (D) The image of embryogenic callus; (E) The image
of non-embryogenic callus. (A)-(C) Bars=3 mm; (D) Bar=
200 um; (E) Bar=500 ym

RS K AR MARR R E AR 607

F1 AFEKAFRT KR EHANS EEEHHRTE (P
B bRt )

Table 1 Callus and embryogenic callus induction in diffe-
rent Larix olgensis lines (means+SD)

Excellent Callus induction Embryogenic callus

trees rate (%) formation rate (%)
061-1009 89.43+48.59 a 0
091-1008 81.56+47.91 ¢ 0
058-842 91.254£53.17 a 4.53+2.73 a
024-922 85.91+37.29 b 0

RFING PR 7 % 5 4 3 (P<0.05).
Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences
(P<0.05).

3.2 FMEGARGNTIEPEMY RS FREF
¥ bR I R 45 4 4 33k 4T 96 B 8 9% (S+0.1
mg-L™" 2,4-D+0.04 mg-L™' BA+0.02 mg-L™" KT+
0.5 gL' BA Bt K+0.5 g-L /K fEEs & 1+30 gL
RERE 3.0 g L L) - 464864 H R, RIS
A HA AR R NT5.4% S T 15 245.3%
$EEBA (0.5 mg-L™YFIKT (0.5 mg-L™) ik, A
NAAZ f2,4-D, HZH FENAAKEE, 2R )5 itk
R (R2). 4R L], SXFIAMLIL, FINAA
¥%2,4-D, [N FBARMKTIKE, o LA R
JUb A A R B PR R R A S5 R A IR K o NAATR B 7E
0.5-0.1 mg-L™"Si FE i, Bt NAAJK  F) 3% ¥ i3 06k,
TR R A 2 RIS S = T AR a3, R IR EE
WAL F > . 4NAARE 0.2 mg-L™ iR &
15 LR VE R SRR B i, AR R R A 18 72.4%,
TR B B % 1548.61 g7 . BT, MM @447
S+0.2 mg-L™ NAA+0.5 mg-L™' BA+0.5 mg-L™"' KT+
0.5 gL' AW +0.5 g L~ /Kl & 11 +30 g-L ™"
TRERE 3.0 g- L™ R W K2 B 95 4 1 TR AR AR IR T AR AR
IRUF

3.3 HRiFES

B R A H R B R B e B R AR IR 2 s, AT L
JUR A A A 2 A A AR A, 3R TH AR W Al 22 R Y
L (E2A), v 2n i A g A, 5595408, @i
ZUERTHH 2 11 Al 2 BRI O, I st
[ A A R o A ) R IR (K1 2B); 15960, LAk
ERE ORI EZ MK (B2C), IkNEEKEET
R .
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2 AR R LR AR AT Y ARG T R AR TR R AR
HRIA R B (520 (- S5 (H AR 22 )

Table 2 Effects of plant growth regulators at different
concentration ratios on somatic embryogenesis and somatic
embryo amount in Larix olgensis (meanstSD)

The combination of plant Somatic Somatic emb-
growth regulators embryogenesis ryo amount
in the medium (%) (numbers-g™")
0.1 mg-L™"2,4-D+0.04 45.27+23.31 16.47+1.67

mg-L™" BA+0.02 mg-L™' KT

0.5 mg'L"'NAA+0.5 mg-L™" 52.65+31.83 b 25.31+9.85¢
BA+0.5 mg-L™' KT

0.4 mg-L"'NAA+0.5 mg-L™" 57.38+15.41 ab 31.53+5.37 b
BA+0.5 mg-L™' KT

0.3 mg-L"'NAA+0.5 mg-L™" 64.41¢11.79a 39.74+4.29 ab
BA+0.5 mg-L™" KT

0.2 mg-.L""NAA+0.5 mg-L™" 72.36+10.57 a 48.56+3.77 a
BA+0.5 mg-L™" KT

0.1 mg-.L""NAA+0.5 mg-L™" 63.70+43.86 a 41.92+7.22 a
BA+0.5 mg-L™' KT

RIA/NG /R R 2 5 8% (P<0.05).

Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences
(P<0.05).

A 1004 a
o _. 80 a
EE_\O, ab
g 60 b
£2 4
= - c
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o 80
58
S g 60
‘%é 40
£ 2
@ 20-
0 T T T 1

20 40 60 80

Sucrose and maltose concentration (g-L™")

-e- Sucrose-m Maltose

B3 AER K A& R R IR A A R IR T EE £ A5 R IR

3.3.1 ABAREFMGLALIEEL LRI

4 A A 21 230y I R B 10, 15, 20, 2540
30 mg-L™" ABARI/MEBE SRS, SRR R L. 45
F(EIBA)EH, ANFABAWREREE TR KA 2 R
52, ABAWKJETE10-20 mg-L"VEFE AN, kKL%
BT 60%; 4ABAKSE H20 mg-LI, IRk

B2 A b iR
(A) B:972/8; (B) ¥5774/H; (C) }%376/H. Bars=2.5mm

Figure 2 Maturation of somatic embryos of Larix olgensis
(A) Cultured for 2 weeks; (B) Cultured for 4 weeks; (C) Cul-
tured for 6 weeks. Bars=2.5 mm
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(A) ABA; (B) PEGuooo; (C) HEHEAMZZ 2 HE; (D) A INGENE 5 EE 7764 (E) W INZE 2 b5 157764 . (D), (E) Bars=2.5 mm. RF/hG

FRFRINZE 7 E#(P<0.05). * P<0.05; ** P<0.01

Figure 3 Effects of different factors on the rate of somatic embryogenesis in Larix olgensis (meanstSE)
(A) ABA; (B) PEGuo00; (C) Sucrose and maltose; (D) Cultured with sucrose for 6 weeks; (E) Cultured with maltose for 6 weeks.
(D), (E) Bars=2.5 mm. Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences (P<0.05). * P<0.05; ** P<0.01
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5t 16 84.9%; ABAIK E 7£25-30 mg-L ™' 4,
PRIE R A MK T50%. ik, 20 mg-L™" ABA i1
WA H LR R A ) B IE R

3.3.2 PEGuoftEE xR A4H LA &I & 4 MR
720 mg-L™" ABAZKIETS, KR IE 1 4 4 2745 1
FIN20. 40, 60F180 g-L™" PEGaqoolf14r 135 75 3k
i, SRR A . 45 R(EI3B)R M, fE A hiE IR Ak
IS AN [RIAR B2 HIPE Gaooo, 1817 2H 24 IR 4 A2 A0 72
FE . MPEG4000ik ¥ 440-80 g'L_1Eﬂ', PR IE R A
I FT60%; 2PEGaooot [ 7960 g-L 7', {JE%
M, 1583.4%. I, 60 gL PEGae0 it
AR R A I BGE IR FE .

3.3.3 BRIRCIEXTAGELRFELEMFNY

FE4 4720 mg-L™" ABAFI60 g-L ™" PEG000lf) 45 1155 3%
Herh 4y BVRIN20. 40, 60. 80 g-L™"pEREAIE 5
Rigeel, HS kA . g5 (KIBC)RM, mIFIRE
FE20-80 g-L 7"V A, AR & A5 2 K b A M AN 22 2
BEUR FE ()t i S 38 0 J5 B ARG, AR 3T RN Rl A RE B
LEN60 g LT, PRIR KR A R B (85.4%); T
WU 40 g-LTI, VR A % e i N65.6%,  ELIZR
TR U R A AT 20%, £ WI60 gL~ i Ay s
R A B IR o S PR, RN IR ) 41k
Br R BRI R AR 2w T I 20, HARM R A= 2
=2 (E3D), (HANGIA N 28 b i A4 e e A= o 2 v (1
3E), 1M i o1 B A A A R 3 Fa S EeH A VR B ) 77 A

3.4 AR HE
Mg 5E Pk BUR BAIRES RIF. KEE(Z1 em)—
F IR (B AA) S 3 2 R Ry R 5L, 28 )5 T T
R R AR, T IR e A ARG, IR AR S AR 5 4 T
&, BRI ERRER K, R A (E4B).
SR AR I P i FE N B IR B2 Jim, oo IEZE I R A4
J B R IR AL T IR S A KA &7
(K4C); At )a iR AR R IONIR B IER . T
R R 7 AR KT (B14D) . Bt 77 3 e HUH
HERIEE (KI4E), SIBRRH R 7RE, BRESH
AR EOR =311 (VIVIV)EEE SRR TR AT (K 4
B H(KI4F), H/DEBs AR RS TR R, (i tiRE
FRHER

MR K AR MARR R B AR R 609

A

B4 KA RR GRS R i S

(A) THE; (B) THIEHk&; (C) *tHE4A&IRTE; (D) HLibikIE
; (E) EMMEIRY; (F) B4Rl . (A) Bar=1.5 mm; (B)
Bar=6.5 mm; (C), (D) Bars=1.0 cm; (E), (F) Bars=1.5cm

Figure 4 Somatic embryo seedlings at different develop-
mental states of Larix olgensis and their transplanting

(A) Cotyledonary embryo; (B) Cotyledons germinate; (C)
Control of somatic embryo seedling; (D) Optimization so-
matic embryo seedling; (E) Rooting somatic embryo seedI-
ings; (F) Transplanting somatic embryo seedling. (A)
Bar=1.5 mm; (B) Bar=6.5 mm; (C), (D) Bars=1.0 cm; (E), (F)
Bars=1.5 cm

3.4.1 IBAFINAAELA AHR A BE i 4 B B2
UNAAKK E 0.4 mg-L7'I, — & 3t 9 B IBAYK
BERIBE N, BROTR . ZEE A F AR K 2 I NS kb
Ha s 4 IBAWKE 1.0 mg-L7' I, B E &
(46.2%), Z & E(1.8 mm), FHR&EK(19.2 mm) (%
3). UNAAJKRE 0.8 mg-L 7", — i 76 [ P B35 1IBA
WEERBE N, FARK 2R G BFRRES, R
R B AR AAS; MIBAREE 1.0 mg-L7'i, &
MK (15.2 mm), & BINAAKE 790.8 mg-L™" i,
IBAMR FE AR AT A T 2 AN 28 m 2N R AR s AN B R . &5
F, 0.4 mg-L™ NAAKET1.0 mg-L™" IBATEZ &ix—48
771 50.8 mg-L™ NAATL1.0 mg-L™" IBAKHZ H14,
(EL B A0 MR KX 2 AN 48 AR B & A T0.8 mg-L
NAAZL£1.0 mg-L™" IBA. HILHIE0.4 mg-L™ NAA
F11.0 mg-L™ IBAI A 15 A IR TR 1 26 KA R R 0

3.4.2 GAERNHFIEEEKHFNT

FRAT LB AR 1 A K B B R 3 (W 0.4 mg-L"
NAAFI1.0 mg-L™" IBA), & HL/E— &t M B % GA
WL R, RO 2R 2K 3 I TS T B
(#4). MGAKE H0.5 mg-L7"I, B £ &
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®/3 A KFTIA G X A AR AR A B2 (T R i 2)

Table 3 Effects of growth regulator combination on the growth of somatic embryo seedling in Larix olgensis (means+SD)

Growth regulator combination

Somatic embryo seedlings

NAA (mg-L™") IBA (mg-L™") Seedling rate (%) Stem length (mm) Main root length (mm)
0.4 0.5 38.83+29.38 ab 1.59+1.44 c 16.38+12.74 b
0.4 1.0 46.21+41.29 a 1.75+0.77 ab 19.17+14.52 a
0.4 1.5 35.37+£33.34 b 1.67£1.75b 12.60+£10.34 ¢
0.8 0.5 22.57+25.43 ¢ 1.76+0.91 ab 12.3149.54 ¢
0.8 1.0 22.65+15.83 ¢ 1.81+0.88 a 15.18+13.37 bc
0.8 1.5 21.43119.68 c 1.78+0.67 ab 11.40+8.53 ¢

NENG 7R R % 57 8 2 (P<0.05). Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences (P<0.05).

4 AR EGASNT K I A A IR 1 A K s e (P Y (i +
FrifEZE)

Table 4 Effects of different concentration of GAz on the
growth of somatic embryo seedling in Larix olgensis (means+
SD)

Plant GA; concentration (mg-L™)
regeneration 0 05 1.0
Seedling 45.614£52.27 b 55.44+37.91 a 45.91+£35.81 b
rate (%)

Stem 1.63£#1.33b 2.65#261a 0.91x1.11¢c
length (mm)

Main root 17.98+14.22 a 12.41£16.55 b 8.6515.49 ¢
length (mm)

ARG FRER IR 2 57t .35 (P<0.05).
Different lowercase letters indicate significant differences
(P<0.05).

(55.4%), ZEE (2.7 mm), {HEEE GAIKEE—
AhgE, FRKEXZB RPN, ERPFKEN
18.0 mmP& 8.7 mm. ZxGRM, MK LR &R
0.5mg-L™'GA;. 0.4 mg-L”""NAALLK 1.0 mg-L™" IBA
WK A P ORHAAR IV i A2 B 288

3.5 iFig
R R AN E SR R R 2 A Rk E
AEK AR R, MG 2 R AR
A KA 4> %4 2 (Stasolla and Yeung, 2003). {H
JAAE 45 4L 2R K UIE 5 5 2,4-D IR 8 B 3 5 JE rh R AR
S EEURME TR, AR A 2 B K (Tautorus et al.,
1991).

KUK F12,4-DiF 5 5 IR PE T BE (4 78 i
f VR P 15 223, 7E I NAAAR 2 2,4-D I 43 4 B IK
NAAMKE %02 mg-L™", [FI $2 & 40 i 7> 2L % (BARI

KT)KEZ0.5 mg-L™" 41 T 4kAR, T KA 4 F5 i 1k
AR RE T, WOMSE T PR 24
T R MARIR K A . 5% IHE(2000)H10.5 mg-L™
NAARCE 2,4-Dig i 1 by s R IRk A5 e, (=
R BEAHINAR R A 28 R o aX A g5 3 TE 4k A 72
OV 1 A 4 2 R B R A ¢ (Plackova et al,
2015) 47 17 AR B R ORI F AU ARIR 2 2,4-Dik AT 55,
WA LRFF A LR, an A2l 7% i F (2,4-DIR &
240.5 mg-L™", BARIKTH E 40.5 mg-L")Fi& (7%
A (2,4-D K ¥ 5 0.3 mg-L™", BAFIKT ¥k 0.1
mg-L™") (EMhiE%, 2009; HEK%, 2016), 1% &4
(P. mariana)f¥ fi3.6 pmol-L™" BAg AJ 44 3 i 14 (Li
etal., 2019).

Bl T S A S ol A It R PR ABARIYS 335 1 71 71 2 o
kA, WEFLREH, H A2 b A IR e Az ) 2
K2 JEABA. FEREFIPEGao00¥< [ . ABAREME A 24 I
40T RS R M A A ) VRS K E,
A Z IR ZA, BHIERRE R RE, (i3
JR AR i (Nunes et al., 2018). [Fif, 4MEABARE
AN IRABAIL [ 2 5 R IRk A4 B A OB B8, iR
& A A4 5 (Klimaszewska and Smith, 1997). H
AT, IR e b i AV A 7 B ABAR BEYE L N
10—-150 umol-L™" (Montalban et al., 2010), y&H#
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Optimization of the Regeneration System from Somatic
Embryogenesis in Larix olgensis

Jianfei Liu", Yan Liu", Kejian Liu®, Yang Chi°, Zhifa Huo®,
Yonghong Huo®, Xiangling You'
College of Life Sciences, Northeast Forestry University, Harbin 150040, China; *State-owned Forest General
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Improved Seed Base, Siping 136000, China

Abstract In this study, immature zygotic embryos of Larix olgensis were used as explants to induce embryogenic callus
and optimize the regeneration system from somatic embryogenesis. The rejuvenation and preservation of the embryo-
genic potential of embryogenic callus, the somatic embryogenesis and plant regeneration were investigated through ad-
justing the nutrition and plant growth regulator. The results showed that the generation rates of embryogenic callus were
significantly different among different lines. Under the conditions of S+0.2 mg-L"1 NAA+0.5 mg-L"1 BA+0.5 mg-L"1 KT+0.5
g-L"1 glutamine+0.5 g-L"1 hydrolyzed casein+30 g-L_1 sucrose and 3.0 g-L"1 vegetable gel, the embryogenic potential of
embryonic callus could be recovered and maintained for a long time. Somatic embryogenesis were induced from em-
bryonic callus cultured in S+20 mg-L’1 ABA+60 g-L’1 PEG4000+60 g-L’1 sucrose and 3.0 g-L’1 vegetable gel for 6 weeks,
and the generation rate of somatic embryo reached 100%. The normal somatic embryos were first cultured for 2 weeks
under the conditions of WPM+6 mg-L’1 phloglucinol+1.0 g-L’1 active carbon+3.0 mg-L’1 VB1+20 g-L’1 sucrose and 3.0
g-L’1 vegetable gel, and then transferred to Bs+0.4 mg-L’1 NAA+1.0 mg-L’1 IBA+0.5 mg-L’1 GA3+2.0 mg-L’1 VB1+1.0 g-L’1
active carbon+20 g-L‘1 sucrose and 3.0 g-L‘1 vegetable gel. After 2 weeks, somatic embryo plantlets with cotyledon
stretch, hypocotyl elongation and normal root system were observed. This study established a method for the recovery
and maintenance of embryogenic callus from larch, and further optimized the somatic embryogenic pathway, which will
lay a foundation for the rapid breeding and genetic improvement of L. olgensis.
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