b
pUS

f& HEREDITAS(Beijing) 25(6):740~748,2003

mEEMEEZHEERRER

Z R0 E

Crpr MOl A 24 TF 52 Bt Ml BIF 25 97 5 98 R 5. B3 10009 D)

BRI L SRR DT IR R R TR Qe R DNA 2R T AR BRIz L HOR TR B
A [l AR B 38 A% 0 (BGE A% 5O BIAFTE 22 5 B B AT g Ak [R] A7 2 A 0 P R 3 A% 22 Ao 1 9 B i TR T 16 —
T+ A0 T AR A T A 1A 5 7 2 A R oy TR A IR0 20 AR A5G (ELAS AR 9 1 T L AR AR ] o A0 i A9 i 2% € 14K
A S ARARS  HAZ R S — 3. % DNA ZH B — Jle i i B O i 7 22 R R (L I S 4455 i /& DNA U 22 4 i 4
e, mBtfEZHEMERRL P A SNCR RGNS AERFEREZEMENPAEERR, &5, [T
TR B R BCHL B A 2 P R 4 SR e A D T F S

R ANE ; AL AL TR DNA

h & 425 .Q943;S791. 24 X EkARIZED A XEHES:0253—9772(2003)06—0740—09

Review on Genetic Diversity in Pinus

LI Bin,GU Wan-Chun

(Genetic Resources Conservation Division ,Research Institute of Forestry,Chinese Academy of Forestry ,Beijing 100091,China)

Abstract; The ways of probing genetic diversity of pines involve many aspects, such as morphology, chromosome,
isozyme, DNA, etc. The phenotypic characteristics in pines vary widely and the differences of inheritability(h*) are
obvious among characteristics and among species. Up to now,isozyme is still the most common means to measure ge-
netic diversity of pines. Generally,there are high allozyme diversity within populations and low differentiation coeffi-
cient among populations.,but differences exist between species in Pinus. The variations of chromosome among pines
are very low and the karyotypes of pines are consentaneous, but the genomes of pines in cell nucleus are much larger
than that of broadleaves. Diversity of pines are abundant at nucleus DNA level but are poor at plastid DNA level,
such as ctDNA. There are many factors that will affect genetic diversity of pines,in which mating system and envi-
ronment are two main factors. Finally, we reviewed the research on origin of Pinus and conservation strategy of ge-
netic diversity, etc.
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BB . FATAEUCIE B85 TR 10 452k 31 A8 Jm A4 Al 26 4%
TP IR 38 1 SR B0 G BBl AT T g T, 45 R 26 Ak
IRAYESE B L R R 0. 4616, Hod L R i m iy Mok o T
TEAE AR b i) B F0 A B P s AR AR 3k 0. 91, AR 1 O Wy % vk
TR T B2 AE B e T B P 4 3 4% 26 AR 0. 12, 3 T 28
PRATIE A K H WA PR (R Do B8 WA 2E K MR 10
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Table 1 Genetic parameters of 26 phenotypical characteristics of Pinus
PR PR i % ¥E
Characteristics group Characteristics Heritability Mean

References

Rehfeldt et al. ,

B Height 0.295 1991
RS TN 4% Diameter at breast height 0.372 0.323 Li Bailian et al. ,1992
Growth #FL Volume 0.301 Johnson et al. ,1990
characteristics 24K i Sprout growth 0. 150 0. 24 Otegbeye er al. ,1993
K it Branch growth 0. 330 Adams et al. ;1994
Wright et al. ,1996
Yanchunk et al. ,1990
VN 2R EIN KA % Wood density 0.393 0. 270 Hodge et al. ,1993
Wood characteristics & K J¥ Fibre length 0.147 ’ Hannrup et al. ,1998
Wu et al.,1995,1997
il P Straightness 0. 395 Woolastan et al. ,1990
TIE I £ Ramification angle 0.505 Williams ez al. ,1989
Trunk shape BEA$C Branch number in all 0. 800 0. 704 Blada,1992
characteristics H 54 % Branch Number of each ring 0.910 Barnes et al. ,1992
I Length between gnarls 0.910 Pswarayi et al. ,1996
Pk P XM Resistance to wind 0.130 Wo?laslan etal. 1990
Resistance Hi45% Resistance to rust 0.320 0.363 Kojwang et al. .1994
characteristics P 1k Resistance to etiolation 0. 640 Ilieels etat. 1994
Dieters et al. ;1996
I AESE Florescence 0.34
B 2 Sprout date 0.67
JF4e ] Anthesis 0. 69
Wy fig £ Male flower amount 0.42 Matziris et al. 1994
Characteristics M 48 i Female flower amount 0.48 0. 462 Harju et al. ,1996
of phenology 52 ALK E] Time of accepting pollen 0.12 Giannini e al. ,1996
B AL By ] Time of releasing pollen 0.23
Fh T N B Seed maturity 0.75
& ZEF Germination rate 0.79
HoAth WG =it Yield of resin 0.415 0.415 Garrido et al. ,1989
Other 21 A F) % NUE 0.5 0.5 Li Bailian et al. ,1991
S 14 Mean 0.462 0.462
FRUfE 22 Std. Err. 0. 240 0. 240

TE BRI BRI 1989 4R 28 1999 4F B2 i AMNOMR Ol SCHR ) T i s Bl il AT B ge it

AL AR AR R ] AR [ BB e A R R AR R 22 7. W
B {5 2, S ¥ O 0. 295, fHAR 5 R 0. 08~0. 52, flgfz
14 33t 14 S 78 SRR BE K Ol 0.03~0. 853, BBy 8t 14 675 57t
TR AR KR 0. 09~0. 87, A1 55 JIF B 1t % 2R 78 S V0 Bl g
/NF0.15~0. 62,4, JL-F AT A ) 38 #6 s it 75 26 7 B
R R AR CARRIR A AR AHE . AR BF 5 & R R TR A9 F 5
BRI A AT M 25 SR A i SN 22 5. Garrido™™) I
Pswarayi-'™ 1 A 5t 2 591 % 3 Hb AR A4 B 7= 8 9 2 1) ML K &R 0
WAL RAEAT T e L AT E AR R 0. 38~0. 40, J5 H 4
W TR b 0. 42,

WAL R TE AR AR IR R I AEAE 22 5. Wu (1994,
1997 08190 S St 38 1A R 21 TR IR R 0 R R K st R
#,1994 4F Sy 0. 421 ~0. 439, 1997 4F [y 4§ 38 ] 3k 0. 247 ~
0.475, Hodge 23", 585 A~ I iy # 2J [ il 58 5 19 4% 1 ikt
&3 4E 5a BHRAEK 0. 08, 7E 10a Bf 4 0. 12, Wi 7F 15a Bt X

0. 16, By 3 f e 33 LU T B A bR s A% 5 AT I ) 4

R B9 388 2 M 2 S S AE T A o (HR R [ RS ) L A
(il PR ] o DA A () 6 ek ] N () — A ek ) A () s 16 B o JHG gt
P AT — 2 W 22 5 o R UG . AT AR 405 52 36 B R0 T 1Y g %
FRAGAEAL 2 B X B B AT 28 %0 42100 5
1.2 REBFTFOAS—BESUKT

B S IR KT B AR 38 A 4 AL AL A M
BRI FRE Ver =06,/ (61, + 6 Ho 67, Rtk 1] Jr 2273
.60 BRI TS 2500 5. ALK R BT DU e R A PR
F4 38 2 78 S O A TB] R THE 4 1A 194 23 BC B L

R R BAEA R A 7E— B i 22 5 . IR AE B
R 11 9 AT 1l 220 Ak R BB Visr = 0. 262, RDREfA [R]
P A5 78 S (5 AR Y 0. 262, 24 DU 43 22 — , T BF A N 1 3ok 1%
ARG BRSNS 2 = B H AT WIRE T s R R
RO AT BE e K5 T8 Ve ik 036, IV =0y 2 — 3R 1 R A



6 14 2= RAE AN R AR Y I 2 AR PR AT S S 743

G AR SR AEREURIA] U6 2w P B A ] 119 2% 2 gk 1% A S5 3E
KXEFLEERFamMMANTEN S EEREZENES
WP BE AT B, E AN R =P R ME S R ECh
0. 101 AETEAR Dy 0. 111, 46 & == 42 FAE LA B 1 44 [1] 35t 1%
AR5 2 i AR SR 10 26 22 AT 3K — 45 SR AR B 12 IR T A9 5K
W Ger o BAEEE N SMIF R 25 3L 76 2 BKCOF BRI 9 0 3t 1%
S S AT SR I o PN AR S 1 T2 B AL R 4o s T B AR Y A Ak B AR
BAAN ., SERER N Y AL 5 2 K TR AR R 1 A2 S R R 4R
[ 22 S5 Y T SCEN R T REAR I TR D 40 A1 ZERE AR ) 9 72 57 L I
AU B LSO T o o P = NP A e o e P oy L P 2
RN i N B A N EZ S 8w U S

TR R BAE R M AR R 2 R I =
T PR [B] 0k d R M RS2 BRI Visr = 0. 498, B AR
B —2, Ho WS £ it 0. 402, B MR S 0. 325, 6 K R
0.21, e L AAHE AR [] /) 36 B 43 A6 7K SF /N T = # s SRR D
WAFTE 225 A BRAR A 2040 R T80t . LA R 19 431k
5 0.163, 41k 0.09%,

2 mENFREESEN

B Ja B A 2 B TR B A% R A8 4 W, Hamrick Al
Godt"" ZE B G5 T 449 A Fh ity % A7 B A5 5B A9 6 A LA
ZE R L A i El e AR A A R BT T R 2 RE L TR
I S 2 R L o S A R Y 2 R R U R R LA )
PRSI BU R AR T - 7R 7/ RN P | P X NI o (1 A= /A
) 2 3k A% 22 0P I i 1 0 R o AL A () o ]/ £ [0 149 2
1 ZREPE KA
2.1 BEEASHUEEMENESR

BATBEELES T 36 AR Fp 65 F Sk 45 17 i /K SF
A ZRENE BT SR AR R I T2 10 AR
YRGB 24. 3 S H BE (5R 2), MR £ Ak
HEET 4023 P=68.8% +19. 1%, F¥ &3 H A=1.982
+0.334, P BELRME H, =0.1751+0.068(F 2), it
LR EE R O RN R b, 2 S AR B E 4% P=
93.3% B A BE H, = 0. 314; 315 2 FE PE 55 /b 09 W Fh Sy
BEAS , BB H R A P=15%4% B4 Kk
H.=0.005(% 2), 5B IRAAAHH, 2225 56 B e T 4 A
2% 6 % . 24 A JE WA 22 60 247 . AT UL A J& AR ol ] 1 8 15 &2
FEMEAE AR K 22 5 BV AE ROKEA B AR,

Tl I 3 P AT 9 410 A 20 A1 Ay g A o i T R R R il ST
S8 I — NI, A K A A [ 25 3 A R 43 A R Rl ] 1Y
BAL 3 Ak B R TR 25 R A HE I ERE 4 S FAR b (P
cembra, P. koraiensis, P. pumila, P. sibirica) Wigf& AL 847 T
WFFE 45 5% 4 FhE] Y ik R A3 A R Bk 0. 186, KT H A A i —
ATl R REAR 6] 434k 7K - (0. 012,0. 103,0. 054,0. 073) ,

N [ 5% 3 SR T) — #d ol A T) 6 Rk BT 3 T 45 B 1 25
RbEER. HATRE MG 250 0o IRE o m A R 2 H

WU AR AR AL R S A . RO R R T TR £
A5 AR A AR A 10006, DT 83,306, IR 2 A I
£ 0.357, /00 0. 23 K247, A M 28 H £ 4T
44%~90% , WIBAG AT 0.116~0. 184 Z [a], ki BRI
ARG ZRE R GE 3, WA m R RA 35Sk, H
ANFAEH BT 25 A8 a2 R o 2 8 S A
IYRIE A P=33. 2% ~70% S BE S EME L
H,=0.126~0. 30, 3F— 5 1Y AH ¢ 5351 % U] BRI 25 # R0 4R
i TR B Al % I R A 50 S A 38 45 2 A R A A 22 T
B 0 S DG I . fEL DR B AR WLR B AR A B R Kb
AR DA ZRIZ R 43 A5 X, Dt 50 45 OB 25 A 3R 1 I 2%
Hfig 2 R B i 45
2.2 BESHEEHEEANERSHEEEIK
2.2.1 #AE AR AEBKNE G L F

] — B A ) A st A 2 RE VAR E W] R 22 5% .
BEEARIR T 16 4> B AR BE RS, 45 SR 3545 2 B 1 A A AR T
FETE R AR, 1 1 55 A5 56 RV B R I BE Al P3(A=2.3),
/NIRRT PLLCA=1. 8) ; Z 25 JL IR 43 % I £ 1 B 1
S P3.PA(P=78.8%) , & /INIIBEA Sl P13(A=63. 6) ;128
Ze A B R W BE RS PACH, =0. 179), 5 /N1 BE4K R P8
(H.=0.121), RfER I, AR 1 2000 22 AR K, AR 4%
AN SO BRI 35 AL 2 B TN AT LU S5 RN 58 & —
REKSHEGFAEMAE, SRR B dA J L

PRk 2R A4 AR SHNHF 487 H —
FE R D] o PR 7 SR R AR ) 22 B 2 S 0 D DR R A
VL B R [ ) 2 08 R AT A 1T AN
2.2.2 BAKJEHEAE S

Hamrick %507 B85 T [ S Fh 5 58 Fh i B i o34k, o
B R RIREA S LT3R . Ger 35 0. 51, LI & T R Ffh,
5380 Sy g RS BT 28, e o S SR ) 43 Ak R B
90,21, KT RS A2 Fl iy 0. 099 1 S XU 57 52 14 0 Jg AW
B BEOR AT 53 ALK — AR . AR SCAR AR 19 /> 4 Al 11y &5
RIEAT G AT (3R 2) 45 B H] 19 °F 140 L R 2R 0. 0853,
AR Aol ) THE A4S 43 £ 2R 80 Bl ] A A8 S b L 19 ATl A b v
2£350.0929, MK 2 AT LLE B, BEAS L R K Z P.
merkusii 3L BB Gsr = 0. 337, BE R A b &2 /N N P. ar-
tenuata Fl P. sibirica, 34t 250 Gsr = 0. 016, 234k 5 K1 Fip
55 AR /N RN T A 22 20 5% . BEOR LR Ak R BOFE B
Tl I iy 22 55 F2 202 ey W R Py T 5 A2 0 IO A R AR ] 1Y i 2%
HEAR JIT 38 B 5 R S5 T A 38t 4% 45 48 1V B B4R A L B R R
it A% B TR — e A 4B R BRI R S
2.3 DNA 5@ EEkEMEESHERR
2.3.1 DNA K-F84 %4

N DNA F5 10 0F 57 8 1% 22 06 M 0 48 Ja B i =32 2245 Jm
ZRELLKSN(P. resinosa) » KBNS (P. taeda) , BEFEHS (P. bank-
siana) s §RHTRN (P. radiata) , AL SEFFHS (P. strobus) , 0N B #4
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(P. muricata) %, Hong %% i F| RFLP #ric #F 55 7 M
B = Fh AW (P. radiata, P. muricata s P. attenuata) ) ctDNA
BT ZREME AR cODNA 1Y 35 4% A8 5 S A Rl (5] ALRE 44 1]
BEAR N Y 78 AR . Hamelin 2659 3 fl RAPD FRi20F58 T
P. strobus 22 DNREAK MR DNA 3% AL 78 5 L 45 5L I 47 M R
P. strobus Wit Z A M FZAATE TRER A, BEAAR R 5 T
11. 4%, SR TES R . E/A2% HEELY 1

£ 7 DNA(RAPD) #ric , X 3 B 3% b A W 2 ——# 7
L ERAZ AT 8 AR 75 AR EAT T 4% 2 FR 4
R A ] 106 AN HE B A8, Hoh Z AR S 34 L 28
SEE R E 3R 3200 2RO AL RSB Z WA R IR
WG TS0, AT AR B) 14 38 4% 0 Ak R B 7. 99 %0, W R 4K
7] 49 431k 22 B0 ik 16. 23 %6, K P B A Y b T
BRI 3 — 25 R 5 B A AT (0 A TR 4 AW G .

R2 MEEVENBEESHESH

Table 2 Genetic diversity parameters of Pinus plants at allozyme

% A A S Ay 48 57 Y 2[R 4
e RGO R (o R T G M e I
No. Species(Latin) Species(Chinese) .
ref. popu. locus P A H. Gsr
1 P. thunbergii BNy /N 2 17.500 18. 500 0. 684 1. 990 0.215 0. 054
2 P. densi flora BNV /N 1 25. 000 23. 000 0.862 2. 440 0.263 0.038
3 P. koraiensis ARV 2 13. 500 24. 500 0.627 1.895 0.183 0.033
4 P.jeffreyi LTEIN 2 9. 000 31.500 0. 880 1.970 0. 255 0.138
5 P.nigra R 2 A 2 13. 667 30. 000 0.787 2.025 0. 260 0. 040
6 P. sylvestris Y SUIDI N 7 13.143 26. 500 0.933 2.600 0.314 0. 060
7 P. radiata LERTEUN 3 2.333 32,000 0.496 1.645 0.184 0.035
8 P. sylvestriforms KA 1 2.000 8. 000 0.630 2.190 0. 090
9 P. merkusii INREY RN 1 16. 000 0.563 0.073 0. 337
10 P. kesiya B 1 16. 000 0.563 0.148 0.023
11 P. cembra i+ F AR 2 13. 500 13. 500 1.700  0.1850. 320
12 P. caribaea i b A 2 7.000 18. 000 0.720 0.212
13 P. leucodermis S PEN 2 3. 500 23. 000 1. 500 0.117 0. 040
14 P. pumila fEH 1 3. 000 17. 000 2. 300 0.248
15 P. sibirica LR SRR R /N 1 9. 000 14. 000 1. 600 0.163 0.016
16 P. attenuata LEESIE/N 2 9. 667 26. 333 0. 405 1. 600 0.125 0.016
17 P. banksiana PETEAS 3 13. 000 23.333 0.717 2.300 0.142 0.019
18 P. brutia + HH R 1 10. 000 29. 000 0. 450 0.130
19 P. contorta EL R 5 10. 200 27.200 0.694 0.156
20 P. cembra VER /N 1 8. 000 33. 000 0.490 0.148
21 P. patula JEE I 1 8. 000 33.000 0. 490 0.148
22 P. elliottii ITBILRIN 1 1. 000 19. 000 0. 790 0.275
23 P. monticola JIPLNITE/N 1 28. 000 12. 000 0. 650 0.180
24 P. muricata JIPLREE/S 1 18. 000 46. 000 0. 670 0.084
25 P. cocarpa [IESN 1 8. 000 18. 000 0.720 0.182
26 P. palustris LR 1 24. 000 19. 000 1. 000 0. 150
27 P. ponderosa v B 3 5.667 24.333 0.740 0.144
28 P. resinosa RN 2 1. 500 36. 500 0.150 0. 005
29 P. rigida EIETN 1 11. 000 21. 000 1. 000 0. 146
30 P. ubiquitin T R F 1 8. 000 29. 000 0.930 0.128
31 P. strobus L ETH 2 14. 000 14. 500 0. 680 0.283
32 P. taeda KBRS 2 1. 000 25. 000 0. 960 0. 282
33 P. torreyana & H A 1 2. 000 59. 000 0.670 0. 190 0.122
34 P. clausa FUZUS 1 21. 000 26. 000 0. 100 0.054
35 P. massoniana E)=Y N 3 9. 000 28. 000 0.670 2. 200 0.166 0.078
36 P. yunnanensis = 1 15. 000 33. 000 0.711 2.100 0.147 0.110
i Mean 10. 084 24. 300 0.688 1.982 0.175 0. 085358
FrifE2% Std. Err. 7.030541  9.921634  0.191397  0.334246  0.067891  0.09293
340 Number 65 34 36 30 15 34 19

W BRI HIARAE 1989 4

A JE 3 1999 4F B AN SCHE ) BT 4 S B ik

fHCggit.
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Table 3 Allozyme genetic diversity analysis results of different experimental materials of the same species

44 LN HE IR 3 K EER S £ S5 A TR 4 W REE RER L R B
Species No. of Popu. No. of locus P A H. Gst
T 5 A% 13 8 2. 60 0.357 0.076
P. sylvestris 18 88 0.90 0.286 0.03

7 14 2.3~3.0 0.23 0.078
13 28 0.833 0. 357 0.076
10 18 1. 00 0.264 0.038
14 10 1.00 0. 309
9 11 0.310
IR 3 37 0.332 1.7 0.127 0.035
P. radiata 1 22 0. 455 5 0.3
3 37 0.70 1.54 0.126
EiTLIRN 5 21 0. 86 0.184
P. contorta 9 25 0.59 0.160
1 39 0. 90 0.185
32 42 0.68 0.116
4 9 0. 44 0.135
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