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Induction of Soybean Somatic Embryos and Their Tolerance to Glyphosate
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Abstract: Immature cotyledons of Hefeng 25, Jilin 35 and Jiyu 91 were used as explants to study the effects of genotypes on

the somatic embryogenesis of soybean. Tolerance of soybean immature cotyledons to glyphosate in three genotypes was also in-

vestigated. Induction rate of calli in three genotypes raised to 100% . The induction rate of somatic embryogenesis ranged from

53.95% to 72.12% among three genotypes and the average number of somatic embryo in Jiyu 91 was higher than Hefeng 25

and Jilin 35. The induction rate of somatic embryogenesis varied with glyphosate concentrations. The results suggest that somat-

ic embryogenesis should be selected by using 2.5-5.0 mg-L ™" of glyphosate for transformation with immature cotyledons as ex-

plants in soybean.
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0 100. 00 0. 0000a 96.67 £3.3333a 100.00 £0.0000a  32.73 £7.2733ab  26.67 +8.81917a 40.00 +15.2752a
2.5 100. 00 0. 0000a 80.00 £11.5470a 100.00 £0.0000a  57.50 £14.6487a  27.17 +4.5966a 6.67 £3.3333b
5.0 100.00 +0.0000a 90.61 +£5.2569a 100.00 £0.0000a  26.67 +8.8192b 6.67 £3.3333b 6.67 £6.6667b
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12.5 100. 00 0. 0000a 83.20 £3.5945a 93.94 +6.0600a  24.07 +3.0318b 0.00 +0.0000b 0.00 +0.0000b
15.0 75.00 £14.4338b  73.33 £21.8581a  100.00 +0.0000a 0.00 +0.0000c 0.00 =0.0000b 0.00 +0.0000b
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Values within a column followed by different lowercase letters are significantly different at 0. 05 probability level.
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