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Mass Propagation of Liriodendron tulipifera L. via Somatic Embryogenesis

Jae-Soon Lee", Heung-Kyu Moon, Yong-Wook Kim
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ABSTRACT Mass propagation of tulip tree (Liriodendron tulipifera L.) via somatic embryogenesis was successfully
achieved with immature samaras collected from adult trees. Embryogenic tissues were induced by culturing the
samaras on 1/2 LM medium (Litvay’s) containing 2,4-D and BA. Somatic embryos developed from the embryo-
genic tissues and germinated to normal plants (emblings) upon transfer onto the same medium containing either
AgNO:s or activated charcoal. So far, several factors appeared to influence both the induction of embryogenic tis-
sues and germination of the embryos into plants. These include the collection time of samaras for the induction of
embryogenic tissue, sucrose level in the culture medium, the level of both AgNOs and activated charcoal, and
plating density of somatic embryos on germination medium for maturation and germination of somatic embryos
into plantlets.
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Figure 1. Embryogenic tissue induction from an immature seed of
tulip tree. The tissue arose when the seed was cultured on 1/2 LM
medium with 2,4-D 2.0 mg/L., BA 0.25 mg/L for 8 weeks.
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Figure 2. Effect of collection dates on the efficiency of embryogenic
tissue formation from samaras taken from two individual trees

Figure 3. Somatic embryos formed from the embryogenic tissues.
The embryos were developed from embryogenic tissue when
transferred to 1/2 LM medium
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Figure 4. Somatic embryo germination on 1/2 LM media with
0.05% activated charcoal and subsequent transplantation to artificial
soil mix.
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