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Analysis of Genetic Variation in Emmenopterys henryi Oliv. in vitro by RAPD
Fingerprinting Method

XIONG Dan?, XIE Wei?, CHEN Fa-Ju"*", LIANG Hong-Wei*, WANG Yu-Bing?

!Key Laboratory Biological Resources Protection and Utilization of Hubei Province, Hubei College for Nationalities, Enshi, Hubei
445000, China; *Key Laboratory of Plant Natural Products of Hubei, Biotechnology Research Center, China Three Gorges
University, Yichang, Hubei 443002, China

Abstract: Randomly amplified polymorphic DNA (RAPD) analysis was used as a tool to assess the genetic
variation of organogenesis and somatic embryogenesis-derived plants and embryonic callus of subcultures of
Emmenopterys henryi. Eleven random decamer primers were successfully used to analyze genomic DNA from
the parental field-grown plants, organogenesis and somatic embryogenesis-derived plants material and embry-
onic callus of subcultures. A total of 89 scoreable fragments were amplified with an average of 8.09 bands per
primer per lane. The results indicated that RAPD markers could be applied successfully as a rapid, simple and
cheap tool for the establishment of genetic variation between donor parental field grown plants and micropropagated
material.
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Table 1 Sequences of the selected primers used in the RAPD
analysis and the number of scoreable bands for each primer

BEHLS RS BUERYI (S 3 &iE BEMAA
BA0021 CAGGCCCTTC 6 1
BA0022 TGCCGAGCTG 10 1
BA0030 GTGATCGCAG 8 1
BA0038 AGGTGACCGT 6 1
BA0055 CATCCGTGCT 8 2
BA0079 GTTGCCAGCC 8 1
BA0080 ACTTCGCCAC 8 2
BA0085 CTGAGACGGA 14 2
BA0091 TGCCCGTCGT 8 1
BA0095 ACTGGGACTC 7 2
BA0097 ACGACCGACA 6 1
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Fig.1 RAPD bands of Emmenopterys henryi Oliv. samples amplified with primer BAOO5S
PR#ESr TH(M): DL1500; NC: S48, 1-1~10-2: BACOSS I¥MF#, BRIBKE: 1-1~1-2, HEHER
WHIER: 2-1~2-2, BEREBERB: 3-1~3-2, FAEFRBOBEERRE: 4-1~4-2, BIFHHRBOTEMBE: 5-1~5-2,

A1 R A AL: 6-1~6-2, B2 KRPMEPERMAL,
10-1~10-2, S 6 KHEEEHARN. WP aAGHFLEREREH,

B RAGAL . 9-1~9-2, SRS KAEEBHMNR,

T-1~7-2. S 3 IRKAIFEME AL 8-1~8-2, #4L4 RN



40 HYERYEN 4% F1H, 200852 H

F2 MERRNSHAERERR 0 H8 % 5 S AR

Table 2 Nei’s genetic identity and genetic distance between donor parental field grown plants and micropropagated material of

Emmenoprerys henryi Oliv.

pop ID pop 1 pop 2 pop 3 pop 4 pop 6 pop 7 pop 8 pop 9 pop 10
pop 1 *kEx 0.9699 0.9704  0.9592 0.9468 0.9142 0.9005 0.9149 0.9519 0.9643
pop 2 0.0306 *kkox 0.9762  0.9411 0.9641 0.9058 0.9041 0.9068 0.9448 0.9456
pop 3 0.0300 0.0241 *oAxk 0.9652 0.9647 0.9088 0.9078 0.9216 0.9582 0.9704
pop 4 0.0416 0.0607 0.0354  xxxx 0.9652 0.9469 0.9223 0.9469 0.9590 0.9709
pop 5 0.0547 0.0365 0.0359  0.0354 ko 0.9334 0.9078 0.9459 0.9582 0.9468
pop 6 0.0897 0.0989 0.0956  0.0546 0.0689 *okd ok 0.9740 0.9621 0.9378 0.9266
pop 7 0.1048 0.1008 0.0967  0.0809 0.0967 0.0263 *ERAX 0.9618 0.9371 0.9259
pop 8 0.0889 0.0978 0.0816  0.0545 0.0556 0.0386 0.0390 *okokok 0.9630 0.9393
pop 9 0.0493 0.0568 0.0427 0.0419 0.0427 0.0642 0.0649 0.0377 *AA* 0.9760
pop 10 0.0364 0.0559 0.0300 0.0295 0.0547 0.0763 0.0770 0.0626 0.0243 kK

ETHAYSTHREES, FEARFAHHELER. pop 1~pop 10 HERE: pop 1, FERMFREHL: pop 2, BR
hH AR pop 3, BEAIEFIKBOFHAML: pop 4, BIFHEHKBOHERE.: pop 5, %A1 KNEMAHHELR: pop
6, H2 KMWBEEEGAL; pop 7, HA3RMELAMGAL: pop 8, HL 4 RMEMBHAEL, pop 9, 4L 5 KHK

HAGALR: pop 10, #HR6 KMEHRHHL.
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