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(WTABROR 2 AT BRI 7 [ K SR s 5 7 6, WYL I %2 311300)

WE. VOB Carya cathayensis 2 B 21 DNA A B4, s R &84t X B (PCR)AR £ &5t /7 T M F %, K
A& Amw, TAMTOMXSINT L ARRESBEXNALE (SRAP-PCR)V ¥k &, FHaTs14, #Khi
(2500 pL)#A: 1 x £ & 020 mmol-L", BLAAAEAZ H 8 (ANTPs), 0.20 pmol-L7 3147, 2.00 mmol- L' 4 & F (Mg>),
33.34 nkat Tag DNA &8, 0.80 mg-L"' A B0 DNA(A L3 AR E ) BB &4 4 94 CTAE M 5 min; 94 CE M
30s, 35 CiBE XK 30s, 72 CHAP 2 min, 5 MEER; 94 CEM 30s, 50 CE K 30s, 72 CHEAY 2 min, 30 MNEK,
72 CHEAY 8 min, 4 CHRA, AR ALE R RELT —F, K100 51 P Hkd TER T LRG3 8 15
st ELEMT ) ALY 3 % A5 H DNA(RAPD), #3257 & 4 X ¥ (ISSR), SRAP % 3 # 472, A SRAP 47t &
SR Y I A B R BRI ATFN YIe) SAMRAL S A S /2 SRAP S AWMkl S AR S ET S 2
AR AL A AHE R P T oA B4R B SRAP A& RAPD 4732, B 6 & 4 % 28

KEIF . 2FHFE, LMk, MXFI T K S S (SRAP); MALY 3 % & DNA(RAPD); %57 € 4 X4 (ISSR)
HRESZEES . S664.1; S718.43 XEKFRARAD: A MXEHS . 2095-0756(2011)03-0505-08

Establishment of a SRAP analysis protocol in Carya cathayensis and
a comparison among SRAP, RAPD, ISSR analysis protocols

LI Yuan-chun, SHEN Lin, ZENG Yan-ru

(The Nurturing Station for the State Key Laboratory of Subtropical Silviculture, Zhejiang A & F University, Lin’an
311300, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract: In order to have a good molecular marker to reflect inherent genetic characteristics of Lin’an
hickory (Carya cathayensis), the genomic DNA extracted from hickory leaves was used to optimize parameters
(constituents ) included in a sequence-related amplified polymorphism-polymerase chain reaction (SRAP-PCR)
protocol run under the following conditions: pre-denaturing at 94 C for 5 min; 5 cycles, each of which
denatured at 94 °C for 30 s and annealed at 35 °C for 30 s with an extension at 72 “C for 2 min; 30 cycles,
each of which denatured at 94 °C for 30 s and annealed at 50 °C for 30 s with an extension at 72 °C for 2 min;
and a final extension at 72 °C for 8 min. Then, 15 pairs of primers out of 100 pairs were screened for SRAP
analysis and a comparison was made among SRAP, random amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD), and inter-
simple sequence repeat (ISSR). The optimized (SRAP-PCR) protocol was as follows: a total volume of 25.00
pL containing 1 X buffer, 0.20 mmol -1~ dNTPs ( deoxynucleotide triphosphates), 0.20 pmol - L' primers,
2.00 mmol - L Mg*, 33.34 nkat Tag DNA polymerase , and 0.80 mg-L~' genomic DNA (all at a final
concentration). On the average, SRAP, compared to RAPD and ISSR, had the most loci and polymorphic
loci amplified by each pair of primers, but SRAP percentages for both polymorphic primer pairs and
polymorphic loci were between RAPD and ISSR. The optimized SRAP-PCR reduced the reaction time by half
compared with the former protocols. It has been shown that both SRAP and RAPD should be considered when
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studying hickory. [Ch, 6 fig. 4 tab. 28 ref. ]
Key words: cash forestry; Carya cathayensis (hickory); sequence-related amplified polymorphism (SRAP);
random amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD); inter-simple sequence repeat (ISSR)

AH P HN Y 38 £ 1% (sequence-related amplified polymorphism, SRAP)/Z 3 FE M K= Li T
2001 AFEHE H Y 3 F 3 A B 5% 20 B (polymerase chain reaction , PCR) 4> hric, Hol¥sitikFmN&
TR 5 BAT ) — SE IR FE 51 SRAP-PCR S B4R & XG4, BP 17 A B3 19 1E 13 51 49 (F-
primer) Fl 18 HAERY S 16 514 (R-primer) , 1E 18519 & A — BL 14 SR H], H 5 ST 10 466
5RO A, AR, HJEN CCGG P, 3" 3 A B Rt il A 55 AH W] i 4% 0 52 91 20 5 i
—EIEm5IY ., S8 TEE GC X, EmSIYh ] “CCGC” FPalry H iy il Z fg s 7+
55 PO AE (ORF) WP AYAM R T Rem I 4l 5 Em 512l H 85" PR ERERN N
AATT, AATT JFAVIG R 3 DB, & & AT MF P W T Esh FAm & b Rms ¥ 3/ %@
AATT BTEFEF A5 E & AT WYIX K, SRAP 59X FERBETHE RS A Al REY 44 I 2 TN & T 548 710
SRAP Z & 1E#RiC . Ferriol % 2%} V6 5 1 Cucurbita pepo 2 78 F 69 4> 7 (it A ZREPEEFT T SRAP
o, 114~ SRAP SIPAL G363k 4G 1 88 AT EAEZ ALl PRSI T 8 A fiad, Hrh 64 4
N EAZEME, 2B 72.7%., WL Carya cathayensis & #1448 EE M LW M, HRTF T
oA, Z RSB, MEXEIT R 7 TARCHEFE 32 2 AR th 7E BEALY 4% 2 25 1% DNA (random amplified
polymorphic DNA, RAPD), ¥ 34k B K & Z &M (amplified fragment length polymorphism, AFLP) 4 & 14
FRic B0, SR R T JE RARREMRRE Sl 2 F R MURE a2 2 MK B, 3 P g B o 52 47
(simple sequence repeat, SSR) FRiCEA M ER RVE, W Populus BIWFFEERY], SSR 51 1EA [F] 4% 1
Aol ) g BE AR SF Y ST, TR TN B9 A IS . LI ARk S SE IR LLAZ Bk Carya illinoensis 7] JE AHY) .
FE R G E B P IR A i 1 19 %) SSR FRic 7147, [H36 4 &1 08 56 [ 1l A% Bk b 59 SSR 5149 1 1
Bk DNA 7387, 4528 Bon S I AZ Bk b T A& 59 SSR Anic A iE T A% Bk . SRAP W 2 851" E T 2 4
Jrin: b TR A G BR R E T BOONSUE T A BRI QBT RR U S0 5 i 455 L
M, SECRAERRIC T E . ZbRICC S TE AR A DRSO, (H R AR L BRI S R, A
WFSE AR H RARBEA B LLAZ AR DNA ShRESL, 57 7 LBk SRAP 43 ik £, JFwl SRAP, RAPD #il ISSR
85 3 ARG AT B Z A VEREAT TILEL, DUBIAARIC B A B2 R PR X 1L A Bk S W R AL 2 AR B BE
N IEHE DNA ZKF- YR AT T T 2T

1 MHEET &

1.1 &

SEHG AR L AZ BRI SR B LA DX VLA I 22 T B AR (8 R Y AT LA BEAR 1L A B
UL ARG 50 m DA Eo LAk x 38 B LA Bk 4 Al ity i SR DR PR 5% 1 2 R
1.2 ikF

Z:7% Li'VAE R Ferriol 58277k, W LUgAE TAY) TR AR S A R E 4 B SRAP, RAPD FIISSR
G148, FEEROLN AR R (ANTPs) K 519 (Fermentas ) ; Taq W [ I HAE T2 AL W BHE A BRA 7
1.3 Hik
1.3.1 DNA #9323  DNA ISR Xu 500 7 kR ek i# , 9/ 10.00 g- L™ 19 RNase % BT 42 B
DNA #47 (37 °C)RNA 1k, f#H ND-1 000(NanoDrop) & 8.00 g-kg™ Byt Jig 4 5 i vy Pk A 1l DNA (1) i &
e B R T, AR A E 45 5K DNA # B E) 10.00 mg- L7 £ .
1.3.2 SRAP-PCR #k A #54k4t S HLITE AFLP #7ic . ISSR (inter-simple sequence repeat ) b5 it {4 & {4k 1)
iy, Jefffb PCR IR Z& , BlJSFEORES 450, PCR ¥ 34 K& W #E PTC-200(MJ Research) [ #£77, #tSRAP-
PCR, LA Guo %) SRAP ¥ M A& £ (25.00 pL: 1 x ZE ik, 0.20 mmol-L" dNTPs, 0.30 wmol -L" 5|
Y1, 2.50 mmol - L 8+ (Mg*), 16.67 nkat Tag DNA R &, 1.20 mg- L™ 3 K 41 DNA (¥ i 35 o 40k
JE) 593 2 (94 CHUAEYE S ming 94 CZEYE 1 min, 35 CiE K 1 min, 72 CCZE{H 2 min, 5 MMEHF; 94
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CAME 1 min, 50 CiB K 1 min, 72 CHE# 2 min, 30 PNEFR; 72 CLEMf 8 min, 4 CLEAF) MIERE, 7
JUANA Y= 51 xd R F1(TGAGTCCAAACCGGATA)/R1(GACTGCGTACGAATTAAT) 5141 41
G, SRR MIZRRE S R OGS R 3R K 8 K e AF S EE XA R &8 Diospyros HH ¥4 Ak
SRAP-PCR Wy 2, IKUKTEER T (M), 514, dNTPs, Tag DNA A ALAZ BRI R 41 DNA 455256
SR S L BE AT AR AL . IR IR B WA B E A R M KB — A PCR W S50 12 > i &
W (R 1), =N SBNERERECE, BEZkE, e~ —~2380k%, &5 PCR ¥ # %
F. I AE 20.00 g-kg™ IHARMEGENS vk, WAL 58 (EB) Y5, Alphalmager HP(Alpha Innotech)
G R G BARRAT . FE AL SRAP IR R G JEAE T, M Li SV 10 AN IEm 5149, 10 SR m 5 #3E 100 xF 40
G LS 1Y,

F1 XESH(LRE)RE

Table 1  Parameters (final concentration) tested in the experiment

Mg/ (mmol - L") 5191/ (mo- L) dNTPs/(pmo-L™) Taqg DNA R4 i/ (nkat) L ZH DNA/(mg-L™)
0.50 0.04 0.04 0.25 x 16.67 0.20
1.00 0.08 0.08 0.50 x 16.67 0.40
1.50 0.12 0.12 0.75 x 16.67 0.60
2.00 0.16 0.16 1.00 x 16.67 0.80
2.50 0.20 0.20 1.25 x 16.67 1.00
3.00 0.24 0.24 1.50 x 16.67 1.20
3.50 0.28 0.28 1.75 x 16.67 1.40
4.00 0.32 0.32 2.00 x 16.67 1.60
4.50 0.36 0.36 2.25 x 16.67 1.80
5.00 0.40 0.4 2.50 x 16.67 2.00
5.50 0.44 0.44 2.75 x 16.67 2.20
6.00 0.48 0.48 3.00 x 16.67 2.40

1.3.3 SRAP, RAPD #= ISSR ARy sb4x  FEIEM% WHNL T 1k RAPD 3K &, TRARTE G Bl |
XF IR AU EE K DNA B i 047 T4k . AW 52 R TR AR AL i RAPD K & [PCR S B /R FL420.00
pl, 45 10 x Z i 2.00 wl, 25.00 mmol - L 8% F (Mg?*)1.76 uL, 2.50 mmol - L™ dNTP 1.20 plL,

15.00 wmol+ L™ RAPD 514 0.50 pL, #i#t DNA15.00 ng, Tag DNA %4 i 16.67 nkat; PCR M 24N
94 CHUAEYE 2 min, #RJ5#F A 40 4> PCR MG R, & EI 94 CA1E 30 s, 352 CiB A 30 s, 72 CLEAf
90 s; feJi 72 CCHEAH 7 min | K kAR ST A 1A% ISSR 20 Hr ik 2 [ BARFN 20.00 pL, 145 10 x 28 vhi
2.00 pL, 25.00 mmol - L™ B (Mg*)1.30 L, 2.50 mmol: L™ dNTP 2.00 pL, 10.00 pmol- L™ ISSR 5|4y
0.70 pL, A DNA 15.00 ng, 16.67 nkat Tag DNA A& ; [N 544 94 CHIZEM: 2 min, SRJFUEA
354~ PCR 13, HEAEFR 94 CAEM30 s, 1Bk 45 sGB JGREH SIS ), 72 CHEM 90 s; e 72
CHEM 7 min"'® ) XF K B RARBER D LAk B bk x 26 B LMk 7 1 DNA #6471 2 Fhsic b, I
X HT e R T T

2 HEREHN

2.1 EFE4A DNA KIRE
K Xu 009 B AR U L AZ B SE 4] DNA (B Z WD, D(N) /D (N)a THTE 1.8 2247, WTH
FIRELMN 8T,
2.2 SRAP-PCR & &M
221 & BFTRE BEET(Mg™) 248 DNA REG MG M HEZHH 7, 1E PCR il i 52 Wi Tag 1
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TG PR (B 52 0 PCR 97381 B e 5 W T I ANTPs . itk DNA X544, 59 580 1
SRR AR PCR 7= B RS T EE DL SO M R S e NG 1) R B Y A B AR B ST (M)
1.50 ~ 4.50 mmol - L™ ¥ £ ¥ 0] LAY 34 th i b 9 451 . 280 81 2 S50 6 7 2.00 mmol - L’] i LR (1) o

222 AlHRE 51 5HEF 4 DNA BAGR KBS 30 PCR 47 . 519 EETE 0.04 pwmol - L™ B PCR
YGRS s oI T 0.24 wmol L7 LAJE, /Ny Bt DNA 58] 7434 H K Fr Bed 44 280 08 W b ik
55, BoRSIMEARRESNA, W, #5E 0.20 wmol - L A5 B S E (K 2),

3000bp M
— 1 500 bp
1031 bp L ] 1000 bp
500 bp —4—— 500 bp
100 bp - 100 bp
VKIEM RIS, VK1~ 1273Mg+ﬂﬁ)i7é&ﬂzx VKIE1~1228 5110 R B 2R %, TR TEMO e i
B 1 28T (M) R ExHhZA SRAP-PCR #1% R B2 314k E T 4Bk SRAP-PCR % % @
Figure 1 Effect of Mg* concentration on the hickory genomic Figure 2 Effect of primer concentration on the hickory

DNA’s SRAP-PCR genomic DNA’s SRAP-PCR

2.2.3 dNTPs #&E  dNTPs /& PCR N7 9 J5RE, IRV ANTPs PCR ¥ B RURIR TS, =W B 19 ANTPs 2

%A!ﬁ%%?(Mgh)ﬁﬁfi’ﬁfﬁﬂfﬁﬂ DNA RAE W6, SCi g R B8 . 78 ANTPs #JE 0.04 ~ 0.20 mmol Ik
1~ 12 R 5Py SR 2 B 5 TKGE M OER AT LR 0 b A 45, B2 0.20 mmol UKIE 1 ~ 12 A 514

FR N e B 5 TKIE M N et v B (11 3)

224 Tag Bk % WK 4 AT %1, 4 Tag DNA Polymerase 4 0.25 x 16.67 nkat i JL-F-3%A § 4 7= %) ; Kb

8 7 8 9 101112 M

o
(="
e
—
—

-

2.0 3000 bp
3 000 bp
S~ 1031 bp 03T bp
= . 500bp S00bp
100 bp 100 bp
PAH1-12 4 ANTPsR FE A 20, cEMY FR 0 PRI~ 120 Tagh? Fe MW R, 3CEMA 5 il
B 3 dNTPs K& %L A Bk SRAP-PCR #9 % B 4 Tag DNA RAE& B8R ZTLAZASRAPPCR #97%%
Figure 3 Effect of ANTP concentration on the hickory Figure 4  Effect of Tag DNA polymerase concentration on the
genomic DNA’s SRAP-PCR hickory genomic DNA’s SRAP-PCR

M
FEWERH K, MUk 1.75 x 16.67 nkat B, 3000bp

500 bp PR % 900 bp KL ERIT =B HIE L s 1031 bp
My 1k 3.00 x 16.67 nkat i ?}Lirﬂﬂx% /R 500 bp
BICIR ORI AT o DA S50 285 5 DA K 28 5 14 ff 3 1

PHHMLCE

%, WisE 2.00 x 16.67 nkat fjﬂiﬁmg‘zo 100 bp

225 BRMEFRE  PCR B R& HOR &

B, ARSLE v, KR DNA ¥ BRI 2 VK IEMA B3I, VKB 1~ 120 DN AR B 5 2 )57 B8 ik Fis
Mt 1.40 mg- L7 B, PCR N 5314 7= ) % B5 LAk B DNA 2R AT

Wik b ASHEFE A 2 B DNA 4 0.80 mg- L™ B SRAP-PCR %~

Eia &ﬁ%%%( K5 )o Figure 5 Effect of genomic DNA concentration on SRAP-PCR
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2.2.6 SRAP-PCR R Z e AL M8 Guo VAT ik, 58— SRAP 25 3.0 h, MfHEK
ATHE SRAP SR 25 P o 2 AN 305 — AR R A 22 1 Sl it i) 45 > — 2 5 30 s, IR PCR 4Rt 5
B S ACF K PCR S5 RUEAT LA, e DS MR K vk i) 25 /b — £ I A2 PCR 2558, 1% PCR
W42 1.5 h 2o FIUTOEARIS B LBk SRAP {45 LR 1 2% 1 X 1L A Bk 2 P9 41 DNA 2EAT 73 1Y
BORILE 6,

5 6 7 8 9 101171213 141516 17 1819 2021 222324 M
~=3 000 bp

1031 bp
500 bp

100 bp

B 6 MG SRAP W& & b4k DNA PCR ¥ 3§ /= 489 & 7k B (3] #4046 F4/R1)
Figure 6  Electrophoresis of PCR products amplified with an optimized SRAP protocol in hickory (primer pair F4/R1)

2.2.7 LML SRAP-PCR 51489 f5 it R FHAGAGAL G 0 LA Bk SRAP /R &, M 100 X} SRAP 51#14 &
e T 15 RHYEESR | AOHFTEMT, &S T IR BN (% 2),

*2 ZiFERLZEk SRAP 31413
Table 2 Primer pairs screened for hickory
514 %) FH(5° -3) 514 %} A5 -3)
F1/R1 TGAGTCCAAACCGGATA/GACTGCGTACGAATTAAT F4/R3  TGAGTCCAAACCGGACC/GACTGCGTACGAATTGAC

F1/R3  TGAGTCCAAACCGGATA/GACTGCGTACGAATTGAC | F6/R8  TGAGTCCAAACCGGTAA/GACTGCGTACGAATTCTG
F1/R4  TGAGTCCAAACCGGATA/GACTGCGTACGAATTTGA | F7/R2  TGAGTCCAAACCGGTCC/GACTGCGTACGAATTTGC
F1/R10  TGAGTCCAAACCGGATA/GACTGCGTACGAATTCCA | F7/R4 TGAGTCCAAACCGGTCC/GACTGCGTACGAATTTGA
F2/R6  TGAGTCCAAACCGGAGC/GACTGCGTACGAATTGCA | F8/R4  TGAGTCCAAACCGGTGC/GACTGCGTACGAATTTGA
F2/R7  TGAGTCCAAACCGGAGC/GACTGCGTACGAATTCAA | F8/R10 TGAGTCCAAACCGGTGC/GACTGCGTACGAATTCCA
F2/R8  TGAGTCCAAACCGGAGC/GACTGCGTACGAATTCTG | F9/R2  TGAGTCCAAACCGGTGT/GACTGCGTACGAATTTGC
F4/R1  TGAGTCCAAACCGGACC/GACTGCGTACGAATTAAT

2.3 SRAP 5 RAPD #0 ISSR 4 FHrigHItL B

PL10 A2k B RARBEAR A LA AR RE 5L 25 940 DNA SA#4KH, B SRAP, RAPD il ISSR 4% 3 # 3 FHrid
#E47 PCR ¥ 1S, Geit 3 M FAnic My W45 R (R 3). WIFRES KR . 3 Fidnic 8= %, SRAP
FRICEENT 5 P 3G () 2 BN S R %, HOR A RAPD 5 ISSR #ric, HMFEMHZEAK,; 2851001
191 e 22 25 PR 45 B FE 9 L RAPD biic fie i, Bl JS S SRAP AT ISSR Aric, (H A% 519 fr 345 19 2 &5 07 5
UL SRAP #Rich 2, K5 A RAPD 5 ISSR ##ic .

®3 3MAOFIRCRABELERERTIBERSET

Table 3 Statistical PCR results of samples from a natural population amplified with three kinds of molecular markers

PR PEN P ZEMM Z2ELMI ZEENE Z2EMEARY

g e T

1914 SBUA HAEUB Y AU 11/% /9% 519
RAPD 16 12 121 7.56 25 75.00 20.66 1.56
ISSR 17 9 143 8.41 20 52.94 13.99 1.18
SRAP 15 9 173 11.53 27 60.00 15.61 1.80

PLINRZRE g BEAS SR LR M A0, 20 BRASSC B IO LR 20 DNA D9 a4 RHEAT 3 FPARic iy dr, 97
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WSS RW . BEXTS Y B AL S B L) RAPD £, ISSR M SRAP ML, 1E4F5 ik DNA (152 55 45
AR, (A¥LLISSR bricfE ;. MDY L) & 2 285 A7 50 He i 50k B KA BF A 1L 8k DNA 1
RESL BTG5 2L, Hoh 2SR A B H B L RAPD ARic fik s, FfJS S SRAP I ISSR FRid, 4093k
27.6%, 26.2%F117.0%, H SRAP 5 RAPD 45 RAHZEARK (K 4), HMNEEXT 5195 34 1 2 5400 5 80k
Yk, LLRAPD fRid h 2, HiK N SRAP } ISSR ##ic.

x4 3MOFHRICLESR x EELER2EREFRERTBERSEIT

Table 4  Statistical PCR results in the full-sib progeny of hickory x pecan amplified with three kinds of molecular markers
P2 AW PG PRy AN Z&E5Y BN ZEM A

(e O IR Ve

1914 S 519 KA /% /% 519
RAPD 23 21 225 9.78 62 91.30 27.60 2.70
ISSR 29 17 171 5.90 29 58.60 17.00 1.00
SRAP 15 10 84 5.60 22 66.70 26.20 1.47

3 itit

SRAP # AR JE—Fh T PCR KW 4 FAric AR, PCR #8480 5 HAb iy Fhric—HE, ZiELHE
s, ASTR] P RE I 1SR R B B 45— A T A TR, X S AN R R E R 2 KN | R4 L DNA
(IEEE | DL J PCR A B K TAEREA K, XTI L 4 DNA K36, BF 58 45 B8 2 1) SRAP-
PCR MR R 1 x b, 0.20 mmol- L' ANTPs, 0.20 pwmol-L™" 547, 2.00 mmol - L™ £ 5 F (Mg™),
33.34 nkat Tag DNA &8, 0.80 mg- L' FER 20 DNA (0 S BERWE ) 3 F W 45 & . 94 CHiAEE 5
min, 94 CAME: 30 s, 35CiE K 30 s, 72 CLEM 2 min, 5 PHEH; 94 CAEM 30s, 50 CiEk 30s, 72
CHEMH 2 min, 30 PMEFH; 72 CLEMH 8 min, 4 CLRAE,

Budak 452/ {E7K 2 5 Buchloe dactyloides 113 T SSR, RAPD, ISSR il SRAP 4§ 4 Fi 4y F45ic, 45
&I RAPD 5 SRAP 9 A LM 8 50 BEAH G, 1 RAPD 5 SSR 2 1] 1% 17 K2 /R 2 %6 9 A 56 R BOpe I,
SSR 5 ISSR Z [a] i 37 Ko IR & S M OC R BV . X R RAPD 5 SRAP bric Z i) A 1R & (1) — Btk
KEFR AT, MEREGNYR, AEFEEZHNBETT R, I T, RYEWEEIAR bR
ICHE AR ] 5 ACE AU . Degani 552 /] AFLP & RAPD #ric 5% T % %&F Fragaria ananassa & Ff 8] /1) 22
B, &I RAPD bric B8 2k 15 0930 5% R BB T AFLP i B8 sR 15 103 5% R 8, HobRic [l %A 41 ¢
PE o VRS 2FIH AFLP ARic % IAZ B R SR BER 100 A BBk EAT 20T, (A 11 5193k 32 23k
PEQOE S, SEE RTS8 7 A 1 2 350 8 2.91 4, 45 RUE I ILAZ Bk DNA 28 MKEAK; IF M IEBURF
B fA RS, & BLIL A BE SRR 1 184 2 RE M N 2 R S KF . B IE IR A AFLP X 1Lk k17
ST AS B T R ZER . X TG Z RS B AR U, AS TR A5 T2 1 AR B) 1 b A T8 g S b
A B PRI [] A48 [ 35 1% 22 B 1Y) g

TATBFFE LI . 1B, RAPD, ISSR Al SRAP % 3 Fibric LA SRAP Fric B X} 51 #1418 (4 {57
SRS Y G Z B WAL BCh 2, R H A 2005051 B Koy A Z2 25 VAL A L) s
i, KT RAPD. 5 RAPD ALY, FoIF ] A1) 5 | 4 i B 2 45 400 02 17 F1 18, ZEik £ T RAPD 1910
ABEIEEL, FrLh SRAP 1€ PCR 971 b ke A X B 4y, S5 SR T nl &8 . DVREXS 51 4 7 2 1 2 28 M
MBORVE, 5 AFLP fHEL, AFLP Z2AEF SRAP® ) XFILPRAT S ANE R MASK 3L, St B bR id T &
RNz, MR R BAPERRICH AR R R AR SR > R MG R 908 SR R TR 4 Fhgy
TFhrich, M AFLP #:E 2 22, RAPD, ISSR il SRAP brid fUFE/EE R #f5 £, H SRAP nf @R
KAy W e ILAZBRAR 58 ha] DA% SRl AT SRAP Jf-454 RAPD #rid,
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