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Abstract In order to gain the salt-tolerant calli of Vitis amurensis, NaCl as the treated factor to select the calli
induced from the leaf explants. Comparing the relative growth rate and status of calli under different NaCl
concentrations, the critical concentration of 1.5% NaCl was determined. Meanwhile, the resveratrol content of calli
was also the highest at this concentration, up to 1 580 pug/g FW (fresh weight) after 3 weeks by 1.5% NacCl
treatment, which was 3.13 times higher than calli without NaCl treatment. But the resveratrol content of calli
decreased to 652 pg/g FW at the 2.0% NaCl concentration. Furthermore, the salt-tolerant calli of Vitis amurensis
was obtained by alternate culture in salt-free and medium containing 1.5% NaCl for 3 times and subculture every 4
weeks. After treatment with 1.5% NaCl, the relative growth rate of salt-tolerant calli increased significantly, which
was 6.09 times as much as that of the control calli, while the content of H202 decreased significantly, and the
activity of antioxidant enzymes also increased significantly. It suggested that the salt-tolerant calli of Vitis
amurensis might reduce the damage caused by salt by increasing the antioxidant level.
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Figurel Calli were induced from leaf in amur grape
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Note: CK (0.0% NaCl), T1 (0.5% NaCl), T2 (1.0% NaCl), T3 (1.5%
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Figure 3 Effects of different NaCl concentrations on the growth

of calli in amur grape
Note: CK (0.0% NaCl); T1 (0.5% NaCl); T2(1.0% NaCl); T3 (1.5%
NaCl); T4 (2.0% NaCl)
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Figure 4 Effects of different NaCl concentrations on the resvera-
trol of calli in amur grape

Note: CK (0.0% NaCl); T1 (0.5% NaCl); T2 (1.0% NaCl); T3
(1.5% NaCl); T4 (2.0% NaCl)
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