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Abstract: Calli from different parts of Taxus chinensis (Pilger) Rehd. , 7. yunnanensis Cheng et L. K.
Fu and T. cuspidata Sieb. et Zucc. were induced and analyzed. The results showed that callus growth of
T. chinensis was quicker, taxol content of callus which induced from leaves of T. chinensis was higher,
and taxol content had a relationship with external characteristics of the callus. The cell aggregate which
lumped up or obvious granulate and the color was shallow had higher content of taxol. Using technology of
cell nurse culture, the excellent cell strain which growth rate reached t0 0.52 g - L™' - d~' and taxol
content was more than 0.01% , was selected from callus of T. chinensis, and its vgrowth and taxol content

were more stable after subcultured twenty times.
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Table 1 Comparison of cell growth rate and taxol content in callus
from different parts of Taxus spp.

M ek, IE L EER
Species name Explant i é;mmh rate Tai)fﬁcontem
Ee S pAN=Y A 2 stem 0.62 0.000 5
T. chinensis it leaf 0.60 0.008 6
& embryo 0.67 0.000 3
PN FANSN A X stem 0.39 0.005 3
T\ yunnancnsis 1 lcal 0.40 0.000 5
Hita oz 2% stem 0.54 0.000 3
T. cuspidata I leaf 0.50 0.000 3
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Table 2 External characteristics and taxol content in callus of Taxus chinensis (Pilger) Rehd. leaf
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S5 AR/ % CRPT g
No. Taxol Characteristics of callus
content
content
T-1 0.000 27 10 mE A BRI , 5 7K B Dark yellow and cell mass like waste cotton, rich in water
T-2 0.000 45 9 AL B AL, & 7K &5 Shallow red and loose cell mass, rich in water
T-3 0.001 00 8 HOBALRFEIAHMIE , & /K2 Yellow grain and loose cell mass, rich in water
T-4 0.001 70 7 PR MM , %7K % Yellow grain and loose cell mass, rich in water
T-5 0. 004 60 6 B OB M Shallow yellow and loose cell mass
T-6 0.005 10 5 B OB HE Shallow yellow and loose cell mass
T-7 0.008 70 4 RH OB IE , 5k A8 5B Shallow yellow and loose cell mass, the grain is not obvious
T-8 0.010 80 3 B RRCIR 41 ML, 0L 5 7 Yellow and big grain form cell mass, the grain is not easy smashed
T-9 0.016 70 2 R VPRI AT M 08B B B B8 7K 2> Shallow yellow and sand cell mass, the grain is obvious and
loose, little in water

T-10 0.017 00 1

BEOHCRABEA , KA A @B, Bits B& 7K/ Shallow yellow and lumped cell mass, some white and

loose grain in surface, little in water
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Table 3 Comparison of cell growth rate and taxol content in callus of Taxus chinensis (Pilger) Rehd. leaf before and after selecting

. . R WD /% WA RS Bmg - 1.
ltem Wl;a of culture $/g SL7 g7t Content of Content of
Y Growth rate intracellular taxol extracellular taxol

TG Before selection [E 1A 3% 3% Solid culture 0.37 0.001 -0.005

%{?ﬁ%ﬁ Suspension culture 0.50 0. 008 0.7
HUGE Select with eyes A3 FE Solid culture 0. 60 0.008 -0.012

217 1%3E Suspension culture 0.61 0.013 -0.019 4.0-7.3
kS5 (T -9 2HHukk) P 5E5E Solid culture 0.53 0.017
After selection (T -9) B FH3% Suspension culture 0.52 0.029 19.8
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Ta;ﬁe 4 Changes of cell growth and taxol content in T9 cell strain
of Taxus chinensis { Pilger) Rehd. leaf in suspension culture

B LT Hipy AR il A
A 1)/ d Brge L HE/% B/ mg-L!
Culture Dry weight Content of Content of

time of cell intracellular taxol extracellular taxol

15 9.5 0.010 5.0
21 11.3 0.015 9.1
24 12.5 0.021 14.3
27 12.0 0.029 19.8
29 11.5 0.026 18.2
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Table 5 Stability of cell growth and taxol content of T-9 cell strain
of Taxus chinensis ( Pilger) Rehd. leaf

SAVH/ AT e L AL S /s - L
Batch of cultivation Dry weight of cell Total content of taxol
1 11.2 18.1
3 12.6 19.0
5 12.3 23.3
7 11.7 18.0
10 11.5 20.3
15 13.0 17.5
19 12.4 17.9

3 WiMEn

R AR 40 MUK A AR 7 0 M R B T RRAR
£ EFEY R RA R K. 45
MR R B 17— S B BRAE, W
FHBL H R B S, B, ST
BRI ANRRHE 5 B bR RIS, OF A E TR
SHEF YT R E R A A Rk

T RGES L KPR S B2 AR &
PECHERLR AN AR o, PR, DL B,
A b 35 55 (BRI NAA A1 6 — BA) W] BEEGE T EAL
TRAGHLEE K M IR TR T TRBTA -

b 7 5 A W IR 08 R A M e (A

T 10) RIS AR A B FREE X T

B 55 3% FH B AR SR 07 v CGRLUB) R O IR
A 1 40 L T MR 5 4 R B AT O S e, T R 2 Bl
3 ~ 5 AR 0 40 MO AR PG /N M, 2 8 T
Fe 5 R B Ho ) B B PRI B A AR L, SO
MRS REERA,

LT TAS L B 35 R v, 7T LX) 40 5 5% 3
A7 I S0 0007 6 LA o A R B AR R AR AL
Ry, 5 4 AR 40 M B e B R R VT LABRAS AR
7= (R BBk , S KR Tk AL 3R B R o
BEW:

[1] Wani M C, Taylor HL, Wal M E, et al. Plant antitumor agents.
VI. The isolation and structure of taxol, a novel antileukemic and
antitumor agent from Tazus brevifolia [ J]. J Amer Chem Soc,
1971, 93(9) . 2325 -2327.

[2] & ¥, 2988, o, BFLaMRamERAFmL
WEE[1]. RATYBIFSIE, 1998, 11(4): 30 -34.

(3] th % B T, T W, % BPFELIOMRETRER
SR BB BRE B )]. MR, 2003, 20(2);
184 - 189.

(4] =T, H5Y. ASMARETER PARE MY e
KRSEEARNEWT]. MY YEE SRR, 2000, 9
(3):11-14.

[51 7, =EBE, X %, & AGCRARERSEEEE
[J]. A4 BEmEm, 1999, 35(2): 135 -140.

(6] EReled, =%, H—A. KOS HREREEARBIELT].
tE 2, 1998, 23(5) : 265 —267.

[7) #Zefh, HEL, # B, 5. ASSRAMETIRNESI[]].
YA, 1996, 6(3) : 8 -10. _

(8] Rzaat, kEpkE, B £, % ATEAHHLH sinenxans 5
FEYIML R TR BOLESR(1]. PEB %MK, 1998, 33(1):
15 -18.

[9] ik, FoH. MY IRk R AT YR R H
B[], ESNEL - HPrZhaH, 1990, 5(1): 10 -15.



	11.pdf
	12.pdf
	13.pdf
	14.pdf

