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Abstract: In order to construct regeneration system from embryogenic callus of Anthurium andreanum, the tender
leaves and petioles of 3 cultivars were used as explants, the effects of medium, plant growth regulator combination
and illumination condition on embryogenic callus induction and plant regeneration were studied. The results showed
that the optimum medium for embryogenic callus induction was modified MS;+1.5 mg L™ 2,4-D+0.5 mg L™
KT+4% sucrose+2% glucose+0.25% Phytagel. The embryogenic callus induction rate had obvious difference
among cultivars and explants, showing in the order of ‘Pink Champion’>‘Robino’>‘Champion’, and leaves>
petioles. The embryogenic callus induction rate of ‘Pink Champion’ leaves could reach up to 57.9%. The optimum
medium for embryoid differentiation was 1/2 modified MS,+2% sucrose+0.25% Phytagel. The embryoid
differentiation rate derived from leaves of ‘Pink Champion’ could reach up to 31.6%, and had not significant
differences cultured under light and dark. The survival could reach up to 100% after transplanted plantlets.
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Fig. 1 Regenerated seedlings of three cultivars of Anthurium andreanum. A: ‘Robino’; B: ‘Pink Champion’; C: ‘Champion’.
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Table 1 Embryogenic callus induction (%) of Anthurium andreanum

L SR Ki73E Medium
Cultivar Explant MS71 MST72 MS73 MS74 MS75 MS76 MS77 MS78 MS79

Wy M} Leaf 00200 82#15 00400 00400 00400 91221 00400 57.9+1.0 24304
‘Pink champion’ W47 Petiole 00400 66205 5118 00400 00400 0000 9828 127+44 5118
T M} Leaf 00200 00200 00400 00400 00400 00400 0.0+0.0 6.6+1.2 0.0%0.0
‘Champion’ M4 Petiole 0000 9222 30404 6.1+13 0000 30404 42+12 87+18 5208
B gy HH Leaf 0.0400 00400 00400 00400 00400 3804 13.8429 19.0#36 4.9+0.9
‘Robino’ 4 Petiole 00400 66+12 00400 00400 00400 00400 3.0+04 00300 00200
¥ Mean 0.0¢ 5.1b 1.3bc 1.0bc 0.0c 1.0bc 5.1b 17.5a 2.90¢

B S AR 7 BER R 2 R W2 (P<0.05). ML

Data followed different letters indicate significant difference at 0.05 level. The same is following Table.
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Fig. 2 Embryogenic callus induction from leaves of ‘Robino’ (A) and ‘Pink Champion’ (B) on MS78 medium, ‘Pink Champion’ (C) on MS72 medium
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N 15 mg LI, MR % R A S S
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Job 22 I AR R A A 2 S, B 2,4-D ik
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Table 2 Effects of 2,4-D on embryogenic callus induction rate (%) of ‘Pink Champion’

2,4-D (mg LY M Leaf 4% Petiole F-14 Mean
1.0 92422 0.040.0 4.6b
15 57.9+1.0 12.744.4 35.3a
2.0 55.8+14.3 5.0+1.0 30.4a
3.0 11.7+3.9 3.1+0.9 7.4b
4.0 51418 0.0+0.0 2.6b
S35 Mean 20.5a 2.0b
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Fig. 3 Embryoid differentiation. A: Embryogenic callus; B: Embryoiod; C: ‘Robino” under dark; D: ‘Champion’ under dark; E: ‘Pink Champion” under light;

F: Plantlets of ‘Pink Champion’ under light.
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Fig. 4 Structure of embryoid. A: Non-Embryogenic callus; B: Embryogenic callus; C: Proembryos forming from the surface of the callus; D: Longitudinal
section of globular stage embryo; E: Longitudinal section of heart stage embryo; F: Longitudinal section of cluster embryos attached each other; G: Bud

primordium developed from meristem cells; H: Differentiation of embryoid under stereo microscope; I: Adventitious buds from callus under stereo microscope.
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Fig. 5 Transplanting of the second-regenerated seedlings of Anthurium andreanum. A: ‘Pink Champion’; B: ‘Champion’; C: ‘Robino’.
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