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Abstract : Buckwheat was originated in southwest of China,where exists a large number of buckwheat landraces
and wild relatives. This study analyzed the genetic diversity of 81 samples of buckwheat and its wild species with
SSR molecule makers. The results indicated that 84 alleles were detected among 81 samples of 11 species by 19
pairs of SSR primers ,averaged 4. 421 alleles by each pair of SSR primers. The average Shannon’s information index
of 19 pairs of SSR primers was 0. 985 ,while the average PIC was 0. 478. The similarity coefficient of 81 buckwheat
samples were 0. 500 to 1. 000. The analysis found that the large-seed group grain( F. esculentum , F. esculentum ssp.
ancestralis , F. tataricum , F. kashmirianum ,F. cymosum ) were more closely related to F. urophyllum. At the position
0. 732 of the similarity coefficient,all samples can be divided into four categories by the clustering analysis. The first
category is composed of F. gracilipes, F. gracilipes var. odontopterum , F. leptopodum , F. leptopodum var. grossii and
F. urophyllum ;the second category is made up of F. esculentum ,and F. esculenium ssp. ancesiralis ,the third category
is composed of F. cymosum only,and the fourth category included F. tataricum and F. kashmirianum. However , the

pellets, can be obviously distinguished into buckwheat Eleptopodum var. grossii , Europhyllum , Egracilipes and Egra-
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ctlipes var. odontopterum. At the position 0. 920 of genetic coefficient, F. leptopodum var. grossii, F. urophyllum , F.

gractlipes var. odontopterum and F. gracilipes were clearly distinguished in the small-seed group. This research shows

that SSR primers had high level of polymorphism and is able to detect the genetic diversity of buckwheat and its wild

species. The results provided a scientific basis for analyzing the genetic relationships and studying the origin and e-

volution of buckwheat.

Key words:wild buckwheat ; SSR markers ; genetic diversity

I+ J& T Z Bl ( Polygonaceae ) 5 7 J& ( Fagopy-
rum Mill) ,— AR HAEY), 754 BA K
VB TP EMZ I, 552 O A 5 i B2 4k
HF MEICE EA R MBS S B
FRUIFEE DB A S YIE R —Fh DB,
AT BA T 9RO 48 HMR - i PR AT
P LA B R 1t B R W0, A, 3R 2 o e R i
LA 7 i 20 Ik ok B 5 Ak 0 [ 4G A [ P 45 A= 3 )
A TR ER AR R AR IR 0 P R R
PBtorde . WIS CA#HE, 2 H Ay IE7E 3R E &
MAYFEZE JRAT 23 DR, A5 IR 7 AT INREZH
16 AMFRTST R T SF 2 B ) R G 6 R IRFAE AL
KRB BFITEAL ZR GE, T /IVRLZH A E] 5 R 9T 4l
AR, JTJE T2 Jo By AR b 0 Y58 44 22 R PR AT
T IREFEE BRI L R USRI A B T
TR0 22 B AR bR o S R R X 3R A2 i
REAEEZE Y,

Bt & AW B R B9 P & 2, SSR (simpe se-
quence repeat) bRiC R BAT 28 M4 HEZ P4 I
WS IL AR B AL Z AR Ty A ) 1T
e PA R R NS NP N AV X DA €53
AR RAPD | AFLP 5 £ AR ok W 5 3% & W 38t 15 2 k¢
TE, 2802 DLROR A Bl IR e gE WS &
W KB Y A 5E A M B B IR B LD, Z. H. Wang
5010 S g P ) T 1 25 SRR R T FR RN
HEHAZ AR, I 32 HFE A9 55 AL [7) T 28 5 3
KPR AT SR FH 45 A Tl L Dk A X
T A R s R R T ST, 4 R SR W R T A Y st
1R Z2FEIE K P, JOF HL R B 2 180 B A 3t 1%
I3, ZJE SR PR XS 1O 1 2 e 1 A% 5 o
Fi AT AR 57 22 AT 1A% Z REVERIE 9T, 45 R R W B
AR SR s AR 2 M TR TE Rk B e IR B S, B
Kump 55" F RAPD $ RABF5E T 5 57 Jo H B A= 5%
22 (B AR N 093848 Z2 R D R R Y AR 2
FEVEAKCST o TR N . ERIAESE R RAPD £0R
ST T mE AR R A REV T M i A
FEE AN E] AN BT w2, B

A FIH AFLP bRic %t 14 A4S 5] 4 38 8 U5 114
IR BT IR SEAT WS, N IR SRR Y 2R 4 OC
2L Rt A5 22 R 1 5 H B A A — A Ok
H. Twata %2/ FIH 5 Xt SSR 51450471 T A A% 19 4
FHFE AR 18 7 5% i Al BA 5w s e 2
PRk, K. H. Ma 55 FF & T 10 %t SSR 514 9%
A T b 2 Ok R Y 41 AN TS AR R AT 35t 1L 2 A
K, W] T SSR ARICHY) 2 A R H AT RE M, AL
A% Sl oL SSR Ay FARic IR & T8 15
AN TEBTHE,89 MR 0 4 B 1y vy 7 st AL B, 1
I PS4 2 FH SSR A i 2k 43 AT 3 22 B B A i Bt IR
MU AE ZFEPE R W] TRt SR A SR R G O R I
A, AERRIE S LL 10 XFFEAL S| 438 i RAPD
WH5E 50 DAk 77 A S B A= 3R 42 BE i, A0 4 AT
4 F. pleioramosum |F. calianthum ¥ 5 4 A~ Fp
X, Bk YE, BRI B IR A Y R, AR
D KoK B A SR A . ARWTSE R SSR 3T AR
ICX T B AY 81 13 57 22 J I A= b Jo % U5 Y
B ZREVEIEAT 4007, B IAE T8 75 A [ B 4E 5
A Tl Z [0) LA e B A b 5508 5 M 22 TR Y st 4% G &R
R 57 2 SR AR 5% I A 55 22 A BT U A A AR
F TSR R 2 AR e

1 #MREFE

1.1

TR 81 3 A RH b ROl B 2 e AR
PR F 5T BT 5 04 BB AT N 51 R R DY T R
. WA RML IR SE i gE SO ER AR AL 11 A Fh
P AP Ao R ROREZH BVER 55 (F. esculentum) |75 5%
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pterum) AANEFFE (F. gracilipes) ./NEYFE (F. leptopo-
dum) BiFE/NEFFE (F. leptopodum var. grossii) % B
HF3E (F. densovillosum) FEKE T 455 (F. urophyllum)
(£1),
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Table 1 The botanic names and sources of the tested materials

e G JE7= by 5 || =4 ErRes JE 7= b =
Species Collecting number Origin Code || Species Collecting number Origin Code

LIS XDCC201210021  PU)IEfEEL  al || dARYF3E XDXB201211028  DUJI|FME gl

F. gracilipes var. odontopterum ~ XDCC201211027  PUJI|Ef8E a2 || F. gracilipes ZJXB2012102602  PUJI[FEHEE &2

YXCC201211030  PUJI|Ef8E a3 ZJXB2012102605  PUJI[IiSEE &3

7JCC2012102601  PUJI|EfEE a4 ZJXB2012102703  PUJIIERHEE o4

7JCC2012102603  PUJIIARHEE a5 ZJXB2012102802  PUJIIIESEE o5

7JCC2012102604  DUJIEESE R a6 MGXB2012102901  PUJI| 31 £ B

7JCC2012102701  DU)IEEsE R a7 HIXB2012110303  PUJI[ & HE g7

7JCC2012102702  PuJiseH a8 HLXB2012110306  PUJI| &#EL 8

7JCC2012102704  PUJIIIgsE R a9 HDXB2012110401  JU)I| 27 5L 29

BTCC2012102705  MUJIfi#E L alo HDXB2012110404  PUJI|&HE 610

BTCC2012102706  PUJIHRSE R all HDXB2012110501  PJil&ARE ¢ll

7JCC2012102801  Pu)ijiEseE  al2 HDCC2012110504 VUil &3 gl2

7JCC2012102803  PU)i|IEHEE  al3 HDXB2012110504 DUJI[&ARE ql3

MGCC2012102902 DU &ML al4 HLXB2012110301  PYJI[&HE  gl4

LBCC2012103002  PU)IEEE  als MNXB201210006  PU)I| & gl5

HLCC2012110304  PU)I|&HLE  al6 XDXB201210014  PUJI[ (80 ¢l6

HLCC2012110305  DUJI|&HEE  a17 XDXB201211046  DU)I| EfEH  o17

HDCC2012110402 DU &ARE al8 YXXB201211031  PUJI[#&PE R 218

HDCC2012110502  PUJI[&ARE al9 YYCC201210012  PUJIERIEER  ¢19

HDCC2012110503  PUJII&ZRE a20 || &5 XDJQ201210004  PYJI|BTE  hl

YXCC201211040  VUJIREVEE  a21 || F. cymosum MNJQ201210007  PUJIIETE  h2

YXCC201211044  DUJI[BRPE S a22 XDKQ201210017 ~ PU)I| & 48 h3

W XDKQ201210003  PUJi| = fEE bl XDJQ201210022  PU)I|EfEE  hd

F. tataricum XDKQ201210005  PUJI|#f8E b2 YXJQ201211029  PUJI|EfEE b

XDKQ201210013  PU)i| &8 b3 YXJQ201211039  PUJIEfEE  he

XDKQ201210019  DUJI|EfEH b4 XDJQ201211045  PUJI|EfEE W7

XDKQ201210020 Ui &8 bS DCJQ2012110302  PUJI[fEEE  h8

YXKQ201211032  PU)i| & fEE b6 PGIQ2012110601  PUJI[EHEE  h9

YXKQ201211033  PYJI|EfEH b7 DCJQ2012110202  PYJi[fEEH h10

/N R YXSS201211036  PYJII#&PEE ¢l HDJQ2012110403  PUJI|&ARE hil

F. leptopodum var. grossii GLSS201211037  PUIIHIE R 2 XDJQ201210002  PUJI|EFER  h12

GLSS201211038  PWIHIEE 3 XDKQ201210018 Ui &l E  h13

GLSS201211050  PUJIHIKE o4 YXJQ201211043 JIHBETEE hi4

GLSS201211052  PUJIIHW®E o || WEJTESR YYYZ201210011  PUJIEfEE il

YXSS201211051  PUNIBEPEE c6 || F. urophyllum MGJZ2012102903  PYJI] 45 H i2

fliESie <l XCYTQ201210008 PUJI&TEH  dl LBYZ2012103004 U )1] 25 ik £ i3

F. esculentum ssp. ancestralis ~ LBTJ2012103001  PUJI[FHPE R d2 MGYZ2012102903 I )JI| 7 £ i4

INBFFE XDXY201210021  DU)I| MR el || /NK3FF YXXMQ201211034  PUJI|EfEE 1

F. leptopodum MNXY201210024 DU FEFEE €2 || F. kashmirianum YXXM201211042  PU)I[EfEE 2

wBEFF MGMM2012102804  PUJI|SE4GE 1 || &5 T2 5 Tl k1

F. densovillosum LBMM2012103003 U JI|d5 % B 2 || F. esculentum
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30 ng/ul, BT -20 CIRAEAH,

1.2.2 SSR 5|#ffik AL % IF & 1 700 X
SSR GIWITE 12 A AN [FFEZE M RHEN A T 0125 i i, 75
2 101 Xf 2= 50519, FEBOL b BOSCR I SN
B 2= SR 19 X519 7E 81 (5 & 4T PCR ¥
B RN

1.2.3 RNERRYERE SSR-PCR XK FR
A 20 ul, £145 10 x buffer 2 ul, 2.5 mM dNTP
0.4 ul.,10 uM 5147 0.6 ul.,2.5 U/ul. Tag DNA %
47 0. 4 wL, DNA 4% 1 uL,ddH,0 15 uL. PCR J
NFEF N:94 °C,5 min;94 °C,30 s,55 C,30 s,
72 °C,1 min,30 MEH;72 °C,7 min;4 CI4AF, PCR
P 1478 Biorad (MyCycler ) % PCR {47, 44 7= 1)
FH 8% AR5 SR DI M IR FEL UK HEA T 43 B A
1.2.4 HEFITSHH AR BIKEE XT3 5
Mzt frgeit, AHie ol 1, BWic b 0, RH
Popgenel. 32 #A453Hr A [R] it A 1] 52— 55 A9 A 2K
S BE (Ne) Shannon 15 BAREL (1) , bric i s 1y
LZAMAE B &= (PIC, polymorphism information cont-
ent) FZAXPIC= 1 - 3 HEPS R NTSYS-pe
2. 20 AT AR B, I FH AR A2 - 343k
(UPGMA ,unweighted pair-group method with arithme-
tic) FFATERIEIIHT

2 FHR5HMH

2.1 SSR3|¥HIZEES

FIFH 19 XF SSR 51 ¥ %F 81 143 3% 2 #1 kL 45 43
B, JEAGI Y 84 AN FEH (£ 2) , B 4T SSR 519
SEY R 4. 421 ASSE S AEXT SSR 51
IS BE R TS B R 3 ~7 A4S, 519 BM472 §7 14
WSR2 A 7 A, 19 XF SSR 519
S A FE BN 2. 204, 28 TSI M 1. 635 ~
3.065,°F-%J Shannon’s {5 E 5 %4 K 0. 985, [ Ky
0.673 ~ 1.379, 19 Xf SSR 5| ¥ & F ¥ PIC K
0. 478,281} 0. 353 ~0. 622, PIC >0. 5 Hy & JE L5
PG BALSA 5 A, 5 BM463 28 m
0.622 (& 1) ,51%) BM559 £/} 0. 353, 53R WoR
19 X5 Y 2 AR , BRI N F7 22 F T A 15t A%
EZ2=2

R2 193 SSR 5| MF HER
Table 2 Amplification result of 19 pairs of SSR primers

Shannon’s

SSR bRid  SEMIARR ARENAER L EAERTHE
Markers Na Ne fi E‘j‘éﬁ pIC
BM024 4 1.920 0. 885 0.433
BMO76 3 1.814 0. 668 0.354
BM191 4 2.009 0.943 0.461
BM331 4 2.007 0. 946 0.462
BM350 5 1.917 0. 880 0.423
BM374 5 2.142 0.955 0. 465
BM377 4 2.088 1. 000 0.485
BM383 5 2.828 1.207 0.582
BM398 3 1.733 0.673 0.348
BM463 6 2.923 1.352 0. 622
BM469 6 2.076 1,089 0.492
BM472 7 3.012 1.379 0.621
BM516 4 2.034 0.939 0.459
BM517 4 3.065 1.222 0.613
BM520 4 1.932 0.884 0.430
BM529 4 2.038 0.947 0. 465
BM535 4 2.082 0.933 0.470
BM559 3 1.635 0.705 0.353
BM678 5 2.616 1.112 0.551

2.2 FEMEHRMEXR

FEZZ W) R TE] (4 AR AL 2R B8040 A1 7 0. 500 ~ 1. 000
Z I8 /INVREZE rp ok S BT R S AT R S 04 AR L R B
ik 0. 984 /NEFFEAZ 5 i A/ N BT 5 A2 AR AL R B
ik 0. 961, % B Y 57 5 4K BT 57 0 A DL 2R B0
[Fik 0. 967 WAL 7 AF3E 5 /INEF 37 42 i AE AL R Bl
Ik 0. 960 ; £ KR 2 1 57 5 /N KR FF I A AL R 5K
iRk 0. 967 , #lt 35 5 #3535 S Fi i) AH 0L 3R 500 =
ik 0.918, &3 5 FEA AL R ¥ =15 0. 787, 5
FHFEIIAIL R B 3K 0. 656 (% 3 4) , /R4l
B TR PN E ] (9 3545 25 30/, 4% 37 22 P 18] 1Y) 4
AL R ECES ik 0.900 LA b /R th IR R
PR 22 ] P AR R 30/ IMEL R A T 4R 57 5 % BB
FEN0.795, FRLALH 75 5 /IR IR I 5 4% 25 748
I I R BRI 0. 967 ; Bl 57 15 FH FF I 2 b 8t 4%
BN MR B L 0. 918 ; fit 5 5 FE 2 6l 1)
L 25 R K M R B =3k 0. 631 &35 4 5 1L
BIRA A Z 8] ()35 22 S ARAR K A 8 3 1 A
LR B R 0. 787, KR4 5 /INki 4 22 [8] 11 38 1%
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300 bp a8 a9al0 allal2al3al4al5al6al7al8al9 220 221a22b1 b2 b3 b4 b5 b6 b7 clc2c3 cdcSc6 dl d2cl c2 flf2

200 bp
180 bp

160 bp

140 bp

120 bp

300 bp

200 bp
180 bp

160 bp

140 bp

120 bp

B 45 [R# 1 The number in the figure is the same as in Table 1
Bl 1 314 BM463 ¥ 1% 81 5 E R HEF £ #f 14 SSR Bk E
Fig.1 The SSR-PCR amplification patterns of 81 samples of buckwheat and its wild species by primer BM463

&3 MIAHFEFEMRERURKERE

Table 3 The range of genetic similarity coefficient of arabica group of wild buckwheat

P YN
- UNE HEWIF YR FE Tk 5 4757
F. gracilipes var F. leptopodum
F. leptopodum  F. densovillosum F. gracilipes F. urophyllum
odontopterum var. grossii
LptLigs 0.918-1. 000
B F /N 0. 869-0. 934 0. 959-1. 000
INEFFERE 0. 844-0. 934 0. 877-0. 961 0.918-1. 000
BRI 0. 828-0. 934 0. 844-0. 934 0.803-0.934  0.885-1.000
YR EF S 0. 861-0. 984 0. 844-0. 943 0. 803-0. 943 0. 836-0. 967 0. 885-1. 000
TR 5 4757 0. 828-0.918 0. 852-0. 910 0.828-0.960  0.795-0.918 0.820-0.934  0.910-1. 000

®4 RHAFEMHEBEREEURIERE

Table 4 The range of genetic similarity coefficient of large group of buckwheat grain

T3 gl Sil A3 INKFE ez
F. tataricum F. esculentum ssp. ancestralis F. cymosum F. kashmirianum F. esculentum
EED 0. 910-1. 000
IR LA 0. 598-0. 689 0. 975-1. 000
3% 0. 648-0. 787 0.615-0.721 0. 852-1. 000
1. 000-1. 000
/INKFE 0. 877-0. 967 0. 697-0. 705 0. 697-0.779

i 0. 549-0. 631 0.910-0.918 0. 574-0. 656 0. 648-0. 648 1. 000-1. 000
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ZRIK, e AR B 0. 623 ~0. 787 Z 0], 3757
SRRTTAEFEA L R B R o 0. 697, /NKFE 5 AL
THAEFFIIAIL R B = N 0. 713, 4 37 S A T 45+
FIAL R B = M 0. 680, Bl 7T 2% Fh 5 % BB FE 1
AR B R =ik 0. 787, i3 5 WA T AF SR B AL 3R

R5 KNASNMIBFEMNREERKBURY

B0 0. 738 (K 5) o SR AV IR P 5= A B
JE RN B 22 RO N T/ VR PR A AR (L ZR 5
RNIFEA M BT TR ST AT R, RIRR PN A 5
TR R B/ IME AR A 0. 885, T KL 2 423, Fh
I AEARL R B/ IME N 0. 852(% 3 4) o

Table 5 The biggest similarity coefficient between large grain group and arabica group buckwheat species

WFE [iESie il S5 INKFE fiiEie
F. tataricum F. esculentum ssp. ancestralis F. cymosum F. kashmirianum F. esculentum
iy LI E 0. 672 0.738 0. 639 0. 705 0. 680
AT 0. 656 0.779 0. 639 0.705 0.713
INEFFEE 0. 656 0.770 0. 656 0. 689 0.713
B 0. 656 0.787 0. 656 0. 689 0.730
B/ N5 0. 639 0.754 0.623 0.672 0. 697
AT 457 0. 697 0.779 0. 680 0.713 0.738
ik UPGMA X 81 73 5+ 22 i J51 1) 382 % AR (L & al
BOIEA TR 3B R IMPR I (1 2) , fE38f% T —
AR K 0. 732 B, ALK 81 3R BT 53h 4 A4~ ig var.odontopterum
HKHE R 1 2t/ NRE2H 16 B 5% (F. gracilipes var. %g
odontopterum) AWARET S (F. gracilipes) | i/ NEF 37 ?élg
2 (F. leptopodum var. grossii) ./NEFFEZZ (F. leptopo- gg
dum ) FRERE T 4E 37 (F. urophyllum ) 41 58 ; 56 11 25 M fgg Fgracilipes
HHZE (F. esculentum) F1EHFF I ZE # ( F. esculentum g%
ssp. ancestralis ) 20 1 ; 55 T 254832 4237 (F. cymo- gé
sum ) A 55 IV I 55 (F. tataricum) FIZNK S §‘§ Feracilpes
(F. kashmirianum) 20 W, 1H7E 1% R BN 0.920 2?5 var.odontopterum
ERRE B O AR AN SN T
OTAESE MR H AT U T o
P Z BPEG AR, A JLPHELLIX 53, 7ER I g |Eleptopodum

kS R B PP T AN i LI S 2 < T
B X 4y, Bl R SRR SR R G R, 5 5F 5
INKRFERG R REGE, &7 5 H IR Fh g 055 %
e R MIXTHIL

AW ST B A SR AR ™ 1l Sk [ U 1Y
10 MR IX IR SE AT IR SRR £, i
PRETFE AR SRR >R A )1 ) 8 A B IX, &5k
FPUJIAY 6 A~ ELIX, i RRRPRE LB, 1Y 1] 4%
A B DX 17 32 8 55 6 A 4B R EUCK 0. 956 B, B EL
B SHREG M) A2 f) Mg (2
) A SEGEE R (1 6y B, i
BEE (T ) MEAE R (2 ) RAE—E; S E X
YIAREFFEAS B B S 7E R JERPIR B X o ok (H AR
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|
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| I
|
|
|
|
|
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|
|
|
|
|
|
T
|
|
|

ancestralis

(1)

F.cymosum

il

ho—

U N SN GIRI— —n T —

| Ftataricum

o

Fkashmirianum

R0 =

IV y—E
\_|_7|:{

TS

Ftataricum

b5
b6

‘f[‘fflll‘\1\[|‘111!!|1|I1\[II!\\‘!\!II‘

0.732 0.777 0.822 0.866 0911 0.955 1.000
WAL ZREL Confficient

B2 81 MFEMRFRRESTE
Fig.2 Dendrogram of 81 Buckwheat samples
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B (4 ) FISSTEL (4 07) R AEAR BT F5 7] LAIZEAR L
FHCH 0. 957 XAk X Fuil 6 N EIX )4 5F,
AP L (1 ) WY A DAt B IX AR 3 B ok %
TE(2 0) MEfEE (4 4y) LA B (1 13) 2641
RIRECH 0. 954 BF RAE—iL , M =fE 5 (2 ) fEE
B ) MeRE () BaE—ik,

3 it

3.1 SSRiriEEFEEMEEZIFEMAR

AWFFEFIH 19 X} SSR 519X 81 153524 b1kt
TG Z R T, DX B85 | 54 S 3322 T Y SSR
HLUKIEUR I, B3 32 22 MORLIY) SSR S5 ER7EL ~4 2%
Z[8], I HLIR 3722 P E] SSR 45y K/ NEATE [R]—
P, MR FIZEZ RG] SSR 454 K/ NK ZHUR AR
1) BT AT LAX A3 AN RISR 2R ) SSR AL, /IVkE
A5 FE2 R E B] B R B ], R TRl 5 1 v e L
XA /INRLE TR R4 . IR 1 TR AR/ INET SRR
FABE WIS , WL AT DL /IR 55 22 R X 4 R
TR 4557 22 ol s 1)y BB R/ N 2 B AR A ] — A
P/ O W (2P DO VAN e B N i =B e s N
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