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A 70 25 40 R JE 5 ME AR gL fa AR f5 74 FiT DNA & &
ERAMAY e B O NEFER? OEXAR MER OZ oY
WAL FHED HAeR? Bags?

(1.2 MA ARG XAE R, M =0 3650505 2. WiV ARMAK AW M R & B R H A LEE, WiVl 5% 311300;
3.EIEHEA MY, W =8 365050; 4. {5 HTT ML R #EF5EHT, RS 15 FH 464000 )

BE: ATAX@IeK (FCM) AR R, Mdfedit | 52 R BHMIEEFm 2 DNA &
TR G, AN EREAAR B IS KR A X DR Tk, AR @A A 7 AR AE
B EMF, AHFRE ARKRE (#rt, Shet. R#et) A RBMA, RRASBT X (FiR, A
ﬁ%%&ﬁ%ﬁ%m%ﬁPWWkﬁ%%kﬁ x 9 A g 5L @&aﬁm@%%%om%ﬁ%
e KB DNA A ¥, #HEELetvh 1% PVP 20 Bk 4G, JHE8 MgS0, 2L ik ) &-4a e
M TR AR R AR T, KBS RR R A A ((2.09 +0.04) Gb, 841k ) > Bk
((1.53 £0.08) Gb, 6454k ) > K HE ((0.87 +£0.05) Gb, 4454k ) =%# ((0.80 £ 0.07) Gb, 44

) > EHAME ((0.46 +£0.03) Gb, 2454 ) =/H# ((0.51 £0.01) Gb, 2454k ), H, #HREMEY
DNA 4&EF= DNA 4% 7 i id FCM AF AR 2 #4752, H 3484 ((0.66 £0.02) Gb ) FAX 89 %%
REREAME FARZ AR GG S,

KB : AX@mieR; #HK; FEkEE; DNASZ
FESES: S792 MEARERS: A MEHRS: 2095-1914(2023)01-0049—-09

Identification of Chromosomal Ploidy and DNA Content in
Betula by Flow Cytometry

Huang Maogen ', Shen Ning?, Liu Xueyu?, Wu Xingsheng ', Chen Aiping’, Meng Yan*,
Hu Xiange %, Tong Zaikang *>, Huang Huahong?, Lou Xiongzhen *
(1. Nature Reserve Management Station of Luoboyan, Sanming Fujian 365050, China; 2. The State Key Laboratory of Subtropical Silviculture,
Zhejiang A&F University, Linan Zhejiang 311300, China; 3. Guanzhuang State-owned Forest Farm, Sanming Fujian 365050, China;
4. Xinyang Forestry Science Institute, Xinyang Henan 464000, China)

Abstract: This study aims to conduct flow cytometry(FCM) research that can accurately determine the ploidy
level, DNA content, and genome size of different Betula species. Experimental materials with different growth
stages(tender leaves, young leaves, mature leaves) were treated with varying methods of storage(room temperat-
ure, cold storage and polyvinylpyrrolidone, commonly referred to as PVP). Then, FCM was used to screen and op-
timize 9 kinds of commonly used dissociation fluids, and the cell ploidy and DNA content of the experimental ma-
terials were detected. The results showed that fresh young leaves, soaked in 1% PVP at room temperature and the
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nuclear suspension prepared by MgSO4 dissociation solution, is the best dissociation fluid. Of all 7 tested Betula

spp., the sequence of genomic ploidy was Betula dahurica(2.09 £ 0.04 Gb, octaploid) > Betula chinensis(1.53 +
0.08 Gb, hexaploid) > Betula luminifera(0.87 £ 0.05 Gb, tetraploid) = Betula ermanii(0.80 £ 0.07 Gb, tet-
raploid) > Betula pendula(0.46 + 0.03 Gb, diploid) = Betula nigra(0.51 = 0.01 Gb, diploid). The ploidy level of
Betula luminifera x Betula nigra hybrid progeny was found to be triploid(0.66 £+ 0.02 Gb), which indicated that

there was no reproductive isolation between the 2 species.

Key words: flow cytometry; Betula; chromosomal ploidy; DNA content

U] 7 ST A 90 32 TR 2 K/ S T AT ) 3t
B B Aoy F it A s ) ek 2 — . H
I, S50 A ) 2 R 2 R/ N i 3 07 v T X At
A (FCM) . Feulgen )% Bl % 7% ( FDM ) H1
SRNAMFEE (WGS) M, Hd FCM #:1E
R RN 111 B S C 1 I a1 0 N [ SO 5 a9 R L
ST B, 3 a6 L A% JE RN L 2 W JE R Y
DNA & s #E A7, U 5 45 ( Camellia
sinensis var. assamica ) FRER RN 3@ 3 % W
&5 ( Vaccinium spp. ) ARG &, &I HF
WL AN 2 FE R R 6 R IR SEANTRE AT aE it
X # ( Musa nana ) WIAEPEREDN, & 90H 2 /D
T2 AR 3 AR 4 A5RN . MR R RN
ToUAk AT LA A Ao A H 3R PR 2 i T Y K
A, I SN Y 2 2 A 43 B B it A B i
Z: 7%, ] I Al 2Ry 35t A% 2 R0 B ) 2 A% F 9 25
i

MEARE ( Betula ) W3 B AN £ 25040 AL
BRI DL IERAT L X, 29 100
FRCL 3R E H AR50 A 2 31 ASFP A 6 AN AR,
A5 F IR BRI D DY) AR | YE RS AT A
U, MR TE A 6L AR Z A M R, 4]
WG R AE ( Betula luminifera ) R4 453 E 51k —
BARM, R, butkig, HAMRSNLSFNE
MR ER 5. MERBHEMMEHEES, N
2A5 R B 1245 1R R 4E, 1C{E 7E 0.44 pg (1430
Mb) #]2.67 pg (2611 Mb) Z [}, 2Cx {H1E 371
Mb %] 616 Mb Z [H]®), 45, HEA J&E A4 i) 3L A
HIE BB AEFC Bk Z 5 XM TR I
SR PRI E k. L, HEST A R TEAR R
RXTHEAR JEAE Y B R T 5, AT e S e e
AP A5 Ja RO AEPE, AT AR R BEF H a8 W
s, AR, ML R AHEACHT S A SR AL
BRI, SR, H AT E X HEAR SR AR 1Y
WK - h e SR T e g b, % THEAR
JEA A PE S DNA & & s A X D, X

BIR i) 1 e FEME A s AR ) B BIF 5 PR K Jie o AR
FEMHT FCM A AN [R] P2 A R AL 1 A e
PRIGFEPE, JEEFXEA RSB GRSt AT I i
il A HEAR SR AR 1) FCM R 3R, Ak i
HEA TR AL 35 P 7 0 R 2 DL 20 e e e L B
ZAG A BT AL R R AR BEOF S SR AN 27
{55138

1 #8l57E%

1.1 Eedrty
1.1.1 M

7 FpRERT . TTHE ( Betula nigra ) . YeHE .
Kz ME x ] ME ( Betula luminifera x Betula nigra ) .
I K M ( Betula pendula) . B#E ( Betula dahur-
ica) . &Mt ( Betula ermanii) . "% #t ( Betula
chinensis ) Y5 R W TLARAR I 2 1 I Hh B Ak 3% . &
B4 ( Populus trichocarpa ) #H Y51 FG Bz MEZH B
B X R W L ARAR IR 2 U ATy AR 7 2 o o
WEARERR, Kb B S EAM AL
X HE
1.1.2 B L5EA

W A AL A A CytoFLEX9 (S [E D v &
FERFEABR W] )5 20 Yk y sifb iy i ( PI,
SIGMA, 3 [H ); RNaseA I F K # 4= 1k Bl 4%
(dbmt) ARAE]; UEE . 8 S 4 T 56
] D15 & R ORFEA FR A R 5 0.22 um TRALUE I T
A (P ED) ARAF,

1.2 KWH*E
1.2.1 k5 A Eh)

S I A0 M A R R BT W 1, BR
Otto I i T AR A7, HEAR R 0.22 pm
TUALIB AT L UE 5 Ve AR A . S 2BRAUE RNA
AIREA R AT, PLULWE AT LLfN IS £ RNA
fiti. TS, PLUSRELHI AR AT kS
8 5 R AU ] 52 1 FCM TR AR ) 24 0F 58 v i o7 FH
ik, ZOREER 50 pg/mL.
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Table | Formula of nuclear dissociation fluid

U [

Galbraith's 30 mmol/L Na;C¢HsO; - 2H,0, 45 mmol/L MgCl,, 20 mmol/L MOPS, 0.1% (V/V) TritonX-100 ( pH=7.0 )

GPB 0.5 mmol/L C;yH,4N44CIH, 30 mmol/L Na;C¢Hs0,-2H,0, 20 mmol/L MOPS, 80 mmol/L KC1, 20 mmol/L
NaCl, 0.5% (V/V) TritonX-100 ( pH=7.0)

HEPES 10 mmol/L MgSO,-7H,0, 50 mmol/L KCI, 5 mmol/L HEPES, 0.25% (V/V) TritonX-100 ( pH=8.0)

LBO1 15 mmol/L Tris, 2 mmol/L EDTA—Na,-2H,0, 0.5 mmol/L C;yH,4N44CIH, 80 mmol/L KCl, 20 mmol/L NaCl,
15 mmol/L C,H,0S, 0.1% (V/V) TritonX-100

Marie's 50 mmol/ L C¢H,04, 15 mmol/ L NaCl, 15 mmol/ L KCIl, 5 mmol/ L EDTA-Na,, 50 mmol/
LNa;C¢Hs0;-2H,0, 0.5% (V/V) Tween—20, 0.5% (V/V) C,Hs0S, 50 mmol/L HEPES (pH=7.2)

MgSO, 10 mmol/L MgSO,-7H,0, 50 mmol/L KCI, 5 mmol/L HEPES, 0.25% (V/V) TritonX-100, 3 mmol/L
C4H 00,8, (pH=8.0)

mGb 45 mmol/L MgCl,, 20 mmol/L MOPS, 30 mmol/L Na;C¢Hs0; - 2H,0, 1% (V/V) PVP-40, 0.2% (V/V)
TritonX—100, 10 mmol/L EDTA—Na,-2H,0, 20 mmol/L C,H,OS ( pH=8.0)

OTTO Otto I: 100 mmol/L CsHsO,, 0.5% (V/V) Tween—-20 (pH=2.0~3.0) ; Otto II: 400 mmol/L
Na,HPO,-12H,0 (pH=8.0~9.0) ( 4IMif%7EOtto I bufferh42HX, DNAYL{A7EO 0 IFOtto IR AW (1 : 4)
kT, )

Tris—MgCl, 200 mmol/L Tris, 4 mmol/L MgCl,"6H,0, 0.5% (V/V) TritonX-100 ( pH=7.0 ~ 8.0 )
1.2.2  miai &R & O RRI A Y DNA & ™, W O Ay v

BEH 60 mg FE P i B BCA 9 em 19—k PE
RS, A 1 mL F2 B9 40 244 5 500 pL
WBEA 1% PVP i, BRI 09 XUTH JT Rt
W A 3 mL ¥R A5 B A 17 W SO
500 H g K 2P Wt g, MEIREE 2 mL &
ODET, K EFE 5 min, 1000 r/min .0 5 min,
75 B3, A 100 pL V8 A 24 R, FHINA
150 pL F¥% 9 7% RNase 9 P 449 % 40 B A% 47 2¢
JeGeAn,, 4 °C BEEHFE 5 min. FJ 500 H AYJE I H
g, BE LA, AU, REEEiC s 10000
AR o
1.3 MHARSEREALE

e RRA S R 3 B WSk 2 AN H B AL T
M EFETEEE 152 Bt B, 4 AEFAh 1 adk
& B TR RS 1 3 2 Ao, Sy B Ah
la B4 LS s Atk

MR R AL IRAE T o0 4 Fh . RAFTT
K1, BB PR BT A7 2,
B FR AR A R O AT s RAF T30 3, A
TH 1% PVP [ PEE ¥ IR (3h); fRAF
IR 4, ASA 1%PVP 14 PE & iR 3AE 24 he
1.4 HEFESH
14.1 12 % DNA A%t 4

X ELHI DNA & 596 BAEEA ghATil 2, #
PEIE AL PT YL (0 0 20 R B AH X 28 658 B U A R 3T

SR 2 A A P AR B 56 5 B R T MR R MR R
JE A DNA 51
1.4.2 IR E RS H

PI %G & I K/ 488 nm, L AL)5 W Al 1A
585/42BP HZE G, Rl PI R BTZEGIRE . 55
FH(CV) EEHAE 5% LN . f#  CyExpert
A AT B Y 55081 . S 1 Huang 262 $243t
HE AR EREA M 1C (. BAREAKI 3 ¥,
FIIH SPSS 22 FAF 418 E 1 i 2 4T -

2 FHRESH

2.1 SRS MR R A L

T H AR 38 A A FH ) 20 B A% S0 T
PRI I 36 1 X6 122 90 ol 200 i A2 i Bk SR e AR 1
OO o A A I T RO, AR SR A
FH O e ME 20 85 1 oS A oREE AT S0, 25 SR
K 1 775, Galbraith's, GPB. LBO01. Marie's 2L f#
WAz, B 2 g, Hirdh Marie's 2
TSR () A7 S A M A% B /> (O 2 160 ), it
RS ] R U o3 A FEN S, KB40 4 i 2
JE B, 2% B I 26 R A W R 3 4T 1) B2 T4 i
.o B lc. i H1 %3 HEPES 5 Tris—MgCl, 24
FiAs B B R R TP />, {H HEPES 4
MR CVAE R T 5%, S5RAT{E, Tris-MgCl,
SUI AR 7 B R Gy + G, A T
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S A% RGO RE L . T8 1h B B OTTO 2L 4#% ik '
7N Gy WA A ARXIRR, R R e Tt 5 A e e fE
. K’ 1f, g ' mGb2RI 5 MgSO, 2 fiT
18 G, W22 A R FR, G, g &, TRkt
Yo, mGb 2 4 BOGE 38 311 N/FF, MgSO,

SR BCHE AN 485 N/FD, FEHCH AR, Hyn]
AR A il 2 D' e Ak 21 5% i P 200 0 8 TR TR SR TR o
{H MgSO, % fift W $2 OB R W v, Pk, ok %
MgSO, 2O THE— 2L 500

1 000 400
800 600 |
300
= 600 ﬁ ﬁ
= 400 = 200
= = =
= 400 | = =
S0 B B
200 t
200 f | 100
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
FOHE PN FOHRE
a. Galbraith's b. GPB c. HEPES
200 1 000
L 800
400 150 |
300 ® & 600 r
5 < 100 X
= o=
= 200 = = 400
100 30 200 r
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
PR IE i)t POLsEE
d. LBO1 e. Marie's f. mGb
1 000
500
500
800 L
400 400
= e
'& 600 | § 300 i«é 300
= =
F 400 + %200_ F 200 |
200 100 100
R .
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100
LR pSiti1):3 POLIREE
g. MgSO, h. OTTO i. Tris—MgCl,
B 1 SERMERERARE R RN T E 7 E
Fig. 1 Histograms of Betula prepared from different nuclear dissociation solutions

2.2 M E R E ST R A0

& 2¢ T, T R AR AR e, ™
R ZWEZ W) o A Ak, 4 UK AR 15k
B, JorkaE Lt 500 HAGuERE, TP MgSO, %4
FRVR AR R, AR A ROBURL B /D, R
) 204>, G, Wl G RE, 240, & 2b

dynt G W, Gy I, WO A
RO AR, S5 2R I T A . BRI Y
7 Pl mets, A8 py T ML PR R B A T AL 0 5 57 k1)
K, WRBERFES, M RIRE R, R
i, FE A P AR A DR AR, ] A )
o AN WA T IR AR
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30
300
25
250 300
20
£ 200 =240 e
= 150 = =
= = 160 =
100 10
80 | I
50 5
b i i
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PR piSeiids DI
a. ot b. 4 c. AL

B2 MgSO, HEKFEWIt. M5B
Fig. 2 The preparation of tender, young and old leaves with MgSO, buffer

23 MAEREAAITESRA 0

M & 3a AT AT, HWIRORAAR G g W, 2
B K . TR IREASME 22
W o A AL T H 2 A T B A T 7 A R )
ZRfFWE, CVAE A 5.00%, & 3b HEHIRIE, Gl
G2 WU &, Zuig s, CVIE/N T 5.00%,
XFRAT T S, (HBF A R A K & AR
H 1 3¢ AT, I H A 1%PVP A o ml A
Dt Rh 28 2 By B AL, DT 4 A A R TR

160 |
= 120
X
=
F 80t
40
0 20 40 60 80 100
PTG
a. WAL
320
240 |
=
X
=2
= 160
80 |
0 20 40 60 80 100

DR S
c. 1%PVP 1Y PE iR 3 h

TR I T A BT R 2% RN, Gy B AR A X
PR, G, WUt , BEAS 208 AR AT A T RR
HAMAZPE IR R . Bl 3d AT, CRAFRT [A]XT
PRIBACRZ W B K, Gy 02 3 0 B 8 2% o
g, CVIEN 6.84%, KT 5%, —MIFHT CV
HAE 5% LA {5, ArLIa RANT 5, AR
FER T, B INRE A R R I Ay i A
1%PVP H1i2 3 5 MR ARATH S BT LRSI A 4

0 20 40 60 80 100
DR i
b. BT

200 r

150 |

A% ER

0 20 40 60 80 100
Bt E
d. 1%PVP (1) PE &R 24 h

3 REMREF TN RER K

Fig. 3 The effect of different preservation methods on detection effect
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24 HERBEEY A B M E SR E LR

I IO e Atk 7 8 T 45 14 3t 2K 240 PR A 4 3% A
X HAMEAR B AP 38 P T AR A A )
( Populus sp.) 5 HEALHERY 5L A K NAHGE, B
DR AR AT A . 8 R RN B
Y 7K (S D G oa SA S R k 5 B SP e By A N
2 AR HEARTRIME, )20 5 X B 5 R A A 11
POCIREETOIE , BOE KA, 78 [ — BT
X HAY 6 MHEREA Y HATAEVESEE . PLYL AT
DVARRE e vESS G oL, & TR /N E 5
PR sE , B Ik RNA THEIA RNaseA, G
) 9 S 5 B 1T LLAC 2 DNA AT & &0 Rk,
H4E DNA 7 i3 Al s ARl i DNA &

o LIER NS AL A HEA JE 489 DNA
T, P DU R HE A 6 BE A I Ay HER B A
DNA f5th. 456K 4 53 2 RIWHES FTAHER)
DNA 15 PE4 R 2 f51K, S Bz HE < JT #E DNA 51
3 AT, S HES R HER) DNA 5N 4 15K,
IR HE DNA {51 R 6 £ A, JBAHE DNARGE R 8 i
A, SR HESLRZH Jy (889.29 + 48.94) Mb, JA] ek
K2 K /N R (519.78 + 12.18) Mb, 't Bz #E x Ji]
HER) DNA B s AE R HE SR HEZ 0], (670.66 +
21.81) Mb, fhiit>h 351K, W ULATIEB LA S
THEZ B TCA B RR B, 3k Al Rk M A B A 4
HEB AR

3000 F a0 |
400 |
2400 |
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=300 | 3 3
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Fig. 4 Flow histogram of Betula
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Table 2 Ploidy and DNA content in Betula
FEAR 21z DNAZ#/ (Mb-C™) DNAfEE 1CxfH/pg
TERHE 165895.40 £ 12191.11 471.94 + 34.68° 2x 0.48 +0.01°
Tk 182713.80 + 4281.82 519.78 +£12.18° 2x 0.53 +0.02°
B HE x JTHE 235750.63 + 7668.16 670.66 +21.81° 3x 0.46 + 0.04°
i 289028.37 +24180.25 822.22 + 68.79° 4% 0.42 +0.03
G HE 312605.46 + 17203.91 889.29 + 48.94° 4x 0.45 + 0.03°
1 HE 549673.80 + 30055.00 1563.70 + 85.50° 6% 0.53 +0.05%
e 752243.27 + 14608.20 2139.96 + 41.56° 8x 0.55 +0.06™

FE: 1pg=978 Mb; R/NEFRFRZEREE (P<0.05),

MR N, TEARMEIL R KN (471.94 =
34.68) Mb, X 5 Saloj 55" & 3 A T A% AE 3L A
AN (440 Mb ) BRI, BEAM, EE, e
HE 1 35 R 41 K /N4 R (822.22 + 68.79) Mb,
(1563.70 + 85.50) Mb., (2139.96 + 41.56) Mb, [f]
B, AR A% P HE R 1) DNA & & 2 7 B &
(P<0.05), AH[FEMEHEAR T DNA & & 25 %A 0
= (F£2), WU DIHEDHEAR S ) 2 A5 K]
AE 2 e S 80, R AN Z WA
o MR I R RN S, ABFSE
WIET 1CxME, Hrh 22500 &M 1Cx 2 0.42 ~
0.55 pg, FEARGT N IEME I HER] K, SEHEH
Moh—2, RS CEME < WM EAE . SR
M IRHERY ICX [HERH AR E, S, Mk
B ICx (&R W% (P<0.05); [t ML 7]
ICx [HZEF AT WM M ] 1Cx 2557
AN E, BHESHAER ICxEZ R BE

( P<0.05).

3 HEite

FCM il HA bR . SR MLy | A I v
SEOU, (HER S AY . BRI B
JREAEE AR A T S R M R . L rp B R
FCM A 5P S B s G , B RsE T 4l
REAS SERE MR A g ok, AR BE 5 B PT YLkl
@ FRT, bR A& B A T FHRR W, TN R
LI B 2 LA R IOR ARG e LAY AR AR
WOEAT EHUREIN . WA SE I 45 R ] Sk B b if
& CV ", CV EMUN, Fre I E g BT 4,
— R YL CVE/NT 5% TR AT o AR S 56 %
O Fh R AT VL, B ZA5 T MgSO, R4
WRCR e, CVHIEHIAE 3% LN . FCM J5 ik
SRR SR, AN R4 3o 7 A 5 D SR A

WA A], G0 X B AT ) i B R0CR B B A 1 2
LBO1 fif & & s Galbraith's i 25 % Xt 3% M %
( Cymbidium tortisepalum ) # 25 *= ( Cymbidium
sinense ) M i fft B AOR APy [WIEE, BEE R B
{fi F§ Galbraith's fi# B W& X 4 28 3% ( Anoectochilus
roxburghii ) FE & A R B SOR B R T MEK R AT
VR SAFENZESZhYE, HeEl,
FEI A 500 pL B 1%PVP Fl 2L i
H ) TritonX—100 AT JH BRWE S | M 28 2% oy R 1)
MUY MgSO, 24 A A FE g ki) Mg™,
KCI 7] LAZERp A Y A28 TR, (0 4 S 2 R
I8/ o v 1) Z2 4 S 22 1 0 T S R R e 448 i
MR IR W) B, DTT B Al e 4 5 75 21 £
P, FE— T BRE 2 T DNA Y @52t
R B MRS ORAF )y 2T 42 5 FCM ) Al A7
PE, BRI BOIMA SRR . R
RS B HE 5 ) B £ 10 AN A B VR VAR A TR
W, —AER T, 2 ey A P
%, Sy A A N TR SR A B A B 25 AU, B AR
i AL 2 W ) 200 A R B R S IR 4l RO,
AHIF AT HMEA & A W58 fif 2 AE 1% PVP IS
FRIR I TR ARAE, T MgSO, 2L ik il £ 40 M 2 7
TRIEA TR SR A
HEAR B ALY A AR I, 2 m™, 8
SRFPATAE AW R, HAE SN EREE,
SR R AR BAE S R, SR, HERBHEY)
IEHEAEEEAEFD, HEEM Y DNA
C BB P AU 5 ASHEARM FpUC, “1C(H”
HE 1 Greilhuber %' T 2005 4E42H, AR —
RN DNA & & (2C), 2SI
HR/NWA AR R o AW 5T A BUAS [6] 45 1 HE R
DNA & B2 F7E R EZES, 1C{HTE 042~ 0.55 pg
Z I, 5 Wang 51 & BUMEA JE M) N 2 £5 14 5]



56 [ NN A = S 4

543 4

12 5 R 1Y 1C {EAE 0.42 ~ 0.57 pg Z A1 245 T AR .
AN, ASBIFSE 45 5 v I S A e 5 O B MEAS PR AN
M, HEMZH ICx HERARE, HRMESE
HEAL IR TG AL, X AT B2 th THEW iR N 245
AR AL S E MR BB E RGN A
EER I EA R (W G N Sl IR 2P - =L
2 ( Lagerstroemia indica ) ™', KZ ( Hordeum
vulgare ) FUNE ( Triticum aestivum ) P &R
PRI, HHERRME Y iR s = R, K
K BHEEAMMGR . Boh, N4 K sn
£ . DNA R G MER A C H2E 5 E 2
P, H AT E N FHER R A C BRI E i
KRIRTT, i T5 B0 22 I 5% OR 73 Br HE AR T A 0 1)
FE PR 20 AR AL R RN FE 25 R 2R

X HEAAE YA i S vh A S0 S 0 75 T ]
HeSy 2 f5 Ak, (HTIHERR N AR SARXT R, FhNAE
T2 2 F5 0 . 3 AR RN 4 A% 1 S5 AN [R) A5 1 A8 2
AR S v S ASARE L PR ZH R/ TE Ol 0.48 pg, IX
Y5 Saloj %" Fril 3K 2 0.45 pg K/MMEE . SR
HE < JTHEZ AN A R R 3 A5, F BRI 2 f A
TS 4 A5 R MEURN R e AR T R 2, figid i
AT AR MEARFI BT, KB T, 3 f5K
Y — AT, EHAERKIRER TS ERA
K, fARMAMET MR, Kk, 3FRMAAR
MEFELGMTH AR, FCM % E Ot
HE s ATHEF AP 3 A5 IR, AT LAk ) 2 fh 45
TE P — T RIS IE B . BAh, FCM 1 HAbAE
N I S S o A (1 ) R R O e
( Betula nana ) ¥% %7€ 2 54K, PR FIWAR
¥t ( B. pubescens ) i 4 514, THME < PHAAFE AR
Mt ( B. nana x B. pubescens ) J 35K, F14
1C {E 53512k 448, 666, 882 Mb ), LA 5% s
AT HE . DGR HE O R HE < JATHE BT I 45 SR AR AL
UL FCM 25 e MEARE AT B, H AR
I ZAFAE A A [ A PEARE R 2% 52 LA 3 N 1 P 5
FENF T 4% 48 9 % €8 A4 3 550 e 1 o AL I A 12k
FCM WYBFFE T AR TR 5, TAE RN, X9
BIAMER WA, (H A AR ek
15 P 5 X0 AT 40 Gt AR A T LB ATH SR 2 A A 0 A
PR AN ik, AR Z Mk gs 6 A bE
TR B Y S AR A T

AT AR, MgSO, L fifk W 2 42 O Bz e 4
WOA% 0 B AR AR, MR R A P 4 R A AR ™
Wb, WEAA1ERN FCM kA kL, F5E 4 R 53
fo7n TAEAIHE | THE L O RCHE < THE L EHE . OB

P e IRAE | MAHERY DNA RFPE RIS R, R HEAR
JEAEY) B HE DAL AP . AR AR 2 AR o 5
WFFE PR AL IR EE . RIS, AR FCM FAG A
FBIHESL, AT N E MR R 8] 2 5 AR A
P, WO ARRIEE SN MESR , ARG,
JRAJE B AIHEASHT iy o S {16 B B R B S8
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