D000 http://www.cqvip.com|

J 7 M % Guihaia 24(2).139 — 143

2004 % 3 A

AKBLTRHBERSATREBENTR
% ¥, ERE HAS, R B, F B, Fus-

CHNREEBPE2EE, WIIRHE 610064 )

W . UNFERMIE (Brassica juncea L.) T B 1LH K, 8 i B B LA & (Agrobacterium tumefa-
ciens) N KRB JL T HiEEE H (Rice chitinase gene) R A“HHNUBE"HMESLAH T . KBHNBENEAE
EEMAK TR TEEMEREREARENLITER. MRILPBRBABINFLEAKAT TSR
WX PCREAN, RAKF 400U L WHB R HARYRA B BRWEERL . MBS ER/LT AMERCE
AEMEAREERAT.

XA UTHEBER; FEEAME; RTFENFE

T Q43 XHARIA®. A XEHS: 1000-3142(2004)02-0139-05

Studies on transgenic rapeseed (Brassica
juncea)with rice chintinase gene by
Agrobacterium tume facien
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Abstract; In an experiment with the hypocotyls of rapeseed (“luzhousiling” Brassica juncea L. ) as explants in
invitro culture, a transformation of introducing rice chitinase gene into“luzhousiling”by Agrobacterium tume-
faciens was established. Some Hyg-resistant green shoots were obtained. PCR test of the resistant plants indi-
cated that 40% of the Hyg-resistant plants showed strong positive reaction, suggesting that chitinase gene had
been integrated into the genome of rapeseed.
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1.1 XBHH

L1L1#HH BMEZAFMANOMEELRR. TR
R VMM A E L RERA.

1.1.2 5 8% BEERITFHE (Agrobacterium
tumefaciens) LBA4404 R RITFHZEE, X LR
Z A . PMD-18T 844 K+ 8 DHS« A& L
RBRENAE. MY FEiX R & (pcambar. chi. 11-chiti-
nase, Hygromycinr) & & chitinase B % A , Ubiq-
vitin BRI FURBMBRFERICER, R A E
BNEMHE. SHIME 1.

1.1.34X OXHEHIEHRE-MS;OEHE.

RB

MS+2.0 mg/L 6-BA; @K T R\ BAES IR,
PAMS HERBH T 14 HFARBKEEMBERELL
Rt . MS+6-BA(1.0,2. 0 # 3. 0 mg/L) +
NAA(0.1,0.5 f 1.0 mg/L)+2,4-D(0.5,1. 0
mg/L)+RFHEER 250 mg/L, EXLIEFE DK
BHRENMRAE B AgNO; 6 mg/L, A&
AgNO; MEFEENHELRA O EEFE . 2
TR E+10 me/L BB R 1250 mg/L RFHE
% +6 mg/L AgNO;; 4R35 3% : MS+300 mg/
L7 % %BE (cef) + 10 mg/L M1 EEK 6-BA(6-
Benzylaminopurine): 6 - X 2 & & 1%; NAA
(Naphthaleneaceticacid) : 28 Z. & .

DEEFEBHE 3% KRN, 0. 8% MK,
pH5. 8,

chitinase 11 CaMV35S

Ubiquitin

BAR

LB
Nos—Hygromycin(R) —[CaMV3SS Pol&ld—

r Bam H1
Pstl Sphl1HindIII Hind I Clal Sall

1 f#iyEEBRE PCMBAR. CHIL 11 g E %
Fig. 1 Chart of plants expressing vector PCMBAR. CHI 11

1.1.4 s 5&A TagDNA RKEBEMEREEANTIE
¥Wp LBEYTRARTELA . HibXmsR
Hi=R# O o4,

1.L1L5PCR 34 RKRWAKRB/LTHEEBEENSIY:
5' %345 -TTGCTGAAGATCGATGCACC-3';
3 W3 Y. 5'-GTCGACCTGCAGGTCAACGG-3’,
Sy L EREREEERAERAAE K.

1.2 RB 7%

1.2.1 R EH 693K 26 BOF R W W A0 “ 37 9 1O B~
MERTF 704 Z BB H 30 s,0. 1% BT REWB
¥ 8 min, TEEK WPt 5~6 W, Ef T MS E kg
b, BIEFEP 26~28 CT LM 16 h/d 444
k. M8 dREAEE T HRMIENFILZEK,
L2.2 RHBAM SRS BHE-80 CTHREF
MEABHREBENRITEE tk LBA4404, WL
Befp FHEM 50 mg/L RIBHER .25 mg/LEBRY
LB¥AR b .7 28 CTHEEHK 2d, \MLBFiRE
PR — AV, BEF T 50 mL LB(EA 50 mg/L

FHRBER.2S mg/LEBROBEEFED . BEEK
F 170 r/min, 28 C FIEFEITE(16~20 h #HITH
Wb, B 1 mL W BT 50 mL FH LBIEFE
PHERBIZGETHEFENHERY ., BRYBERYE
WEHRT 6 000 r/min B LOWEEE FLHE H
MS(HIMZ BT &8 100 mg/L)MkEFE R 28 C
EEREFE2h, &5, RS dBMNH B THRMO.5
cm) , AT FEPHIEFR 2~3 L.RABBALRN
B A FF B B VU 30 s, LA OR by i ¥ 8 B W 5 4
HMkFTSEM. AXEERERERTESROER,
B TRV RETEFE L, BafpdtigsE2d. 3t
BRERE MMIMEEEASCEFE D REE
F 6~7 d(25~28 C,% B 16 h/d) 5.5 AMn 10
mg/L BMEBEM 250 mg/L RFXFE RN MEE R
HehFATRE KL% SR (25~28 °C, )58 16 h/d),8
dgkf 1 K. 2~4 AEARGHARANERMEY
k. BEFEKB 1I~2cm BE .U TEE#HAY
10 mg/LABRMERERED YBRARER N
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TENEKE 2HRGETBERE LA,

1.2.3 Hi4 % DNA #3& PCR #2 EGithi
EMmEMEFREEAMEHEROIET A& 1~2 g,
¥ F CTAB #: (Murray #1 Thompson,1980) {484
S DNA, HERMBHELN PCR W . ML EH &M
& DNA B8R, R A 25 pL KB & R 845 HE R
BAEMEREBEST PCRY ., BERBEAGN .
94 C,2 min;94 °C,30 s;55 C,1,5 min; 72 C,30
5330 cycles;72 °C,4 min, PCR ¥4 0. 8 % By B
BEWE B8 Bk AT R .

2 HERH54

2.1 BEHMERFEBERURS

ABEFE XTI 3 PO B 7 T R R B 3% SR e B R &A%
FREEB YL /a9 “ U M O B 7 F IR Sl 7 R R SR S b B9
BEHREPHEEMDL.AgNO, K E . RIFEHB L
W Rt B S E AT TR, B T —FaE A Y
P PO B SR B R R LR
LI ARAN THRGEEH LT H “PWHKT
BT EMERRTERLETASER K E 6-
BA 35 SR BB AT nd B B FUEE R (ER B H L%,

HA 6BAXMERELALRERBHIESER. £
TRRAR 1 WELRELEN . EYWER 6-BAL 5
~2.0 mg/L)X FHEHI#4T 2~3 d B XRTHE
WREHMEER, 6-BAXEET 2 mg/L R HE
FEafE i 4 d AN S 2B MR, B
VE B A RITEEUBRL L, A
HEEAEFREMBE LN REM, M 6-BAXKEMRT 1
mg/L BWIEFRMEL T 1 dBTFTHEMIUETHE,
RLFHEFABRTEMNRAEMETHE, #HA X
BAK.
1 FERNENHELRROER

Table 1 The influence of pre-culture to
transformation efficiency

BN E B THEME BEHRFN HAEROOH

Pre-culture Inoculation T E#¥(A) Transformation
days (d) number(4~)  Shoot number efficiency
0 96 2 1
1 168 12 7.14
2 175 54 30. 86
3 180 53 29, 44
4 132 4 3.03

212 A ERINAYE ZRITEHBRREM
‘M BRI T HEMESMCPAT 14 K

%2 NAAGBAS24-DEEMESIAETFALW

Table 2 The influence of hormone to shoot differentiation

BEEFE ¥ F 44 Hormone(mg/L) ﬁﬂ'?%mﬁl 25 d Rl HBRHF HERE(%)
Number Inoculation BT EMBEG) Indl'lc'ement
NAA 6-BA 2,4-D number (4*) Shoot number efficiency
1 0.1 1 0.5 240 25 10. 42
2 0.1 1 1 240 36 15
3 0.1 2 0.5 240 50 20. 83
4 0.1 2 1 240 84 35
5 0.5 1 0.5 240 18 7.5
6 0.5 1 1 240 22 9.17
7 0.5 2 0.5 240 20 8.33
8 0.5 2 1 240 19 7.92
9 1 1 0.5 240 14 5.83
10 1 1 1 240 17 7.08
11 1 2 0.5 240 16 6.67
12 1 2 1 240 15 6. 25
13 0.1 3 0.5 240 18 7.5
14 0.1 3 1 240 14 5.83
R, EXBPRAY NAA>0.5 mg/L,6-BA>2  (hBEER,E 5% (K 2).

mg/LBf, REFMNBEBABEE, £ MS+6-
BA 2 mg/L+NAA 0.1 mg/L+2,4-D 1 mg/L §

BFREF, 20 dFAMEENBGHRANREFN S

2.1.3 AgNO, s} TE&# B L0 %%w AgNO, FH
ZIEMER,, EMRAL R P EHOENN, B9
AR BESME 440 B 1k 4846 , AT BT LA £ 0 3 3
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24 &

W A SR K& B A (Palmer, 1992; Rad-
ke %,1992),

AgNO; MEEEFEYHEERFTEHENRH
R ERNAUREHARFEEE N AEEKEH
mHRFATEMFERENTE, EREHFREN
bR, 388 3R A BLEE L) (Radke 55,1992;
AR, 1997,

ALK 7E MS+6-BA 2 mg/L+NAA 0.1 mg/
L+2,4D 1 mg/L FEHREPEHRMT AgNO; 6
mg/L, 5RE N AgNO, Bt R4 &, ZIEM
AgNO; HIEFE LN FH AGHRANBILERK
RS, H AR T BRI AgNO) B T
#30%.,

2.2 REFENSHBEHL

2.2.1 3 dhntm i Hoh FEIMERERIF
BRI W RSNREE [ R %S
EADREHARBEERAPRHENTIE, — AN
X—BEE L6 h b, Hilk,HEFRATE X L
HEAFEMRKER,TARRNYRHZELE, K
FHENSERIERGRIAR. B TFHXTRMER
FESEAEIEEN, JOEHEE FIER, EEX
AR FEF2ITRFNRBSIFEENE S
UR, EEKIFEFMNESEIJUELE RFES
SEEK MMEEEZIALENRRERLERAR™
. FEEE BR8EFPMERE, BHLEAKX
Rk .

2.2, 2 RAFEERRARZ L0 1 s #L ey YR

B 57 AE LA AR AT AR e vk BE A0 B [8) 2 B v it 1%
BERDESENEERE. ARIER, YRITHEHE
¥ ¥ BE (ODgoo )TE 0. 5 B 403 T 8 30 s 247, X 3%
HFUBNBREGEREF, B THRIOTHETF R,
SR A ODsoo =0. 5 AT BT A B HL (<30 ), REW
BRERR HERRRAREYE, RIFERERL TR
BT T RSB R YI E A4 iE L, Em e b B R RK.
T 7E ODgoo =0. 5 BF, FBEB/R Y 6 8] >1 min B &
FERSEMNBILTIET. 2 ODso>0.5 B, S
R\ E + 40 E, T EMERE, F4FRAE,
KBS SMEEREREFANBELB P ZEH K B
. HERFEKELM, HHEEZ ODwp <0. 2
A, 2 L EBABGHE. HEFEH, Ll ODy
=0, 5 KB WAL SMEK 30 s, BB ERT, LR
HRE 3.

2.2.3 %L E A H k4 PCR AR A PCR £ X 4

BT AR AR B o f F03R 8% 2 R SR AR T
REEHEA DNA J5, A PCR TEE M ZRAY ¥ &
# DNA K BrK/h5HE# X PCAMBAR. CHIL 11
—% (1 108 bp), T 4> BA #EXF B&359 K §38 i 4E f7
BE NP EHASFEILT AEERC 2B A#NT
AP R RMERAE 2.

R3O R AR A LR

Table 3 The influence of Agrobacterium tume faciens
concentration and infection to transform

BAFEER BHTE BLEHG SR
BREE WEODe) SHTE FTES® (%)
Infection Agrobacterium 1 ; ¥ () Transfor-
. . noculation X
time(s) tume faciens Shoot mation

. number ..
concentration number efficiency

10 0.2 108 10 9.26
0.5 97 11 11. 34
30 0.1 99 16 16. 17
0.3 130 30 23.08
0.5 160 58 36.25
1 150 8 5.33
60 0.1 120 0 0
0.5 98 0 0

W8 dMTF MM T RMASTIER 24 /58N,
Note: Infect 8 d luzhousiling hypoderm of pre-culture 2 d

B2 FHEFEHEBEN PCREGNER
Fig. 2 PCR analysis of transgenic plants
1,7. &% 4L 3% (Non-transgenic plant) ; 2~5. ¥ 3 H
M3 (Transgenic plant) ; 6. FRL(Plasmid pcambar.
chi. 11) ; M. DNA Marker DL 2 000.

i 1 kb Z£ A KA KB IEH 5 PMD-18T £
HER, HeKBF B DHS« MRZ S, kM
PR  RARBEFRBANILT AEEH.

39t W

B 1991 £E Broglie Z1E Science L 3RE R FHJL
TR A L R R A BB ML
R, LTHMEREHAYIABERARPERNS
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(Uila,1992) ., BR{, ER“F I UM HE HEF
28 KHERZ-REHEEROTIHERZE, ek
BEUREE R, T R A, T RR B
TS5, AREARFEN FHELTERK
BMLTRMEEES AP OB IFREME S, K
BPSPUEEBRFHRITTHIEH PCR 5 FAEY %
B, #—PHRMELEETHEEEHTH. BRAY
RAARB MO MR EBREEEEKRY
M.

ATHBELZNEEANBEK. HEERS
THEHERFEBREHLEEFHNE R, HRWEN
SRTFRATBUARFTEETENARTIMEGE
AREX—SLE. BEHARER . WEASMER
&URE MRS EEEERENEE (Jain %,
1988 ;Khehra #1 Mathias, 1992) , LB KX T —
EYHmETERMAEFFEREANEERE . XA
s FEaTH) MEH S R E AeNO, RIFEBR R
WEMEEN TREMNFEREBEARBENE
W, ASCI R BT PHBR T RS A R AT B R AT
HIT2~3dNABEFRFTBIARBTHNELEAER
FARIITHIFFEMBE A B KT 3 d W THES,
X5RTARRE CR#HE%,1998;Charest ££,1998)
H—B. #IEAEENRAXRERABRESR
“ERHIBE R T R AE RS IEFENE MS
+6-BA 2 mg/L+NAA 0.1 mg/L+2,4-D 1 mg/L
RS E, X RS MR o R R — B e BF
FRHE T ERY.
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