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Abstract; AFLP markers were used to evaluate genetic diversity among 60 tomato self-bred lines with good
quality. Total 905 bands were amplified using 17 AFLP primer combinations,and 251 bands of them were polymor-
phic bands. Average number of polymorphic loci detected by per primer combination was 15, and mean polymor-
phism rate was 27. 7% . Unique fingerprints of 60 tomato self-bred lines were obtained by a minimum of 2 AFLP
primer combinations, E7M4 and E7M10. Genetic similarity coefficients of 60 self-bred lines ranged from 0. 259 to
0. 952 with a mean of 0. 664. 60 tomato materials can be divided into seven groups at similarity coefficients from
0.54 to 0.57 when UPGMA clustering was used. It was showed that clustering results had no pronounced relation
with phenotypic traits,such as sources,average weight per fruit, fruit shape,and so on.
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Table 1 Self-bred tomato lines used for AFLP analysis
- - %ﬂ? %ﬂﬁﬁ@@) %Ef‘éﬂ’é. S o ;‘Eﬁfb %@iﬁl@g) %Efzﬁﬁé' i
Code Materials Fruit  Average weight Color of fruit Origin |(Code Materials Fruit  Average weight Color of fruit Origin
shape per fruit shoulder shape per fruit shoulder

1 QD-1 KI5 160 et IE B (31 WX8-1 i 15 160 P d HE
2 QD3 pli 7] 160 | TR |32 LT-3-1 KA 135 T4H WM
3 QDL-1-1 i 200 JestIA W {133 J-2F8-1-1  fk 145 JestIA eHE|
4 QDL-2-1 i 180 #H B |34 NS31 i 160 JestIA I
5 QDL-3-1 @ 200 JestiA B |35 HH40L blis 160 JestIA SN
6 QDL-1-2 K 160 JeskIA W |36 HH40-2 180 JestIA I
7 QDL-2-2  fK B 180 £ d ] B |37 571-2F, Jid 15 170 P d el
8 QDL-3-2 i [ 200 pve- 3= B {38 571-5F, K[ 155 e 3= R
9 T02-1 51 180 TatE e |39 WS41-1 bli iz 160 TLtIE /el
10 T4-1F, i[5 160 T A R |40 WS41-2 KA 140 T4 A WM
11 T04-2L KI5 140 pJt TR |41 SHOU-3 i 155 JatIE PL g
12 T06-1 [E 1B 160 ] e |42 SHOU-2 IS 140 TatE L5
13 T07-1 K 170 p s dt TRy |43 1420WL K[ 155 pwodrt PL 5
14 BEIY3-4 i[5 160 & A B |44 LT-1F, it 154 155 TogkIH W
15 BEIY-1-1 K5 150 pve- 3= BRI |45 SengW b 17 165 ToEkIH E
16 TLMS-3 i[5 160 T&JH B |46 135 i[5 150 T4H HE
17 TLMS-2 KR 150 g Jt TR |47 150-1-1 i 15 170 TE  RKFNE
18 BLT-1-1 i 170 TEH |48 XingN021 K 125 £ 3| WM
19 BLT-L i 150 padrt TR 149 TMS01-1 it 140 o d | el
20 TFER-2 KI5 130 TEH T ||50 TMS01-2 i 120 T&H el
21 TMO7006 i 180 T&IH TR |51 TMS02-1 Ji 160 3] el
22 TMO07007 i[5 160 T A B {152 TMS02-2 bii 150 ToEIH W
23 TOMO6-1 i [7 170 T4 A B {153 TMO03-1 it I3 150 T4 A R
24 TOMO7-1  fE A 150 & A BRI {54 TMO03-2 KA 130 T4IH R
25 TOMO7-Y  JwlAl 160 gt Jt B |[55 TMO4-1-1 i 15 150 TatIE L&l
26 TOMO1 -1 i 160 TEH |56 TMO4-1-2  {HK 5 130 T&A el
27 BLO-1F i 150 T&H |57 TMS05-1 i 130 LA WM
28 ZRSP, KA 180 T&JH BRI {58 TMS05-2 b1i 120 TEIH W
29 NK-2 Sl 171 150 TC4tIE TR |59 TMS06-1 i 170 TG s W
30 NK-3 bl ] 150 & A B {160 TMS06-2 bii 150 ToEkIH W
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1.2 DNA #2EUF1 AFLP 4347

AR AR T il 4% i FR IR A U R A
7, - 80 C A4 #£HL DNA, DNA $2 R A
CTAB ¥, HA& 2 FEAM R 0H 55" il 7 DNA 2 1L
L

AFLP 73 M 6 45 B U] & # w4 ik 9,
PAGE [ A8 T 25 45 98 | B 0y 44 25 2 HR AR 4 21
ST 1Y) AFLP W AR FR o BEYIR ] EcoR1 Fl Msel
W3Rl R A 1 N VDL 37 CC BT S b, gV N AR
%.0.5 pL 34 DNA (500 ng),1.25 plL 2 x
Y™ Tango Buffer, EcoRI (10 U/pL) . Msel
(10 U/uL) 4% 0. 125 wl,4.25 pL ddH, 0, EAFH
6.25 pL, 37 C/KHES5 h, $RIE70 C/KHFLS min, K
15 1t

R NARZR N LIRBFIIARZTIA 0.75 pL
T, DNA Ligase Buffer, EcoRI $3k (5 wmol/L) Fl Msel
F3k (50pmol/L) £ 0. 125 plL,0.25 plL dd H,O0,
0.125 L T, DNA Ligase (5 U/pL), EiR (25 C &£
) ERER . 70 C/KIE 15min, KiG

T4 EcoRI 1 Msel 514953510 5'-GACTGCG-
TACCAATTCA-3", 5'-GATGAGTCCTGAGTAAC-3"
YRR NS wl # B 10 £5 00 B V)& 8-,
2.5 pL 10 x PCR Buffer,1.6 pL MgCl, (25 mmol/L) ,
1.75 ul EcoRI #4514 (20 ng/pL) ,1.75 pL Msel
P 5195 (20 ng/ul),2.5 pL ANTP (2 mmol/L)
0.2 pL (5 U/pL) Tag B, ddH, O #b 78 & 4K 2 2]
25 pL, PCR JZ i & 1F:94 C 3min; 94 C 30 s,
56 °C 65 5,72 °C 60 s,27 PMEH,

WY IR R M.2 pl 10 x PCR Buffer, 1. 6 pL
MgCl, (25 mmol/L), 0. 5 pl EcoRI ¥ 4" 5| #)
(20 ng/pL), 1.5 pL Msel ¥EH" 514 (20 ng/pul),
2.0 pL dNTP (2 mmol/L) ,0.2 pL Taq (5 U/pL) ,
1.0 pL &4 DNA (Fl4 /= %5 B 240 £%) , ddH, 0
NI EUARFRE] 20 L, PCR I 4514:94 °C 3 min;
94 °C 30 5,65 C 30 s (HEIF 1 KFF(K0.7 C),
72 °C 60 s,12 MEFR;94 °C 30 5,56 C 30,72 C
60 s,24 MEH ;72 °C 7 min;4 CLEAF

YRV PR AR R, 6% 75 Pk B TR U I A
LIk (PAGE) 7F C. B. S T E LUK R 48 b #47
R, 1800 V H Hk Tl HL ¥k 30min J& , P 1 FF HL Uk
2 h, BERS Y 0 R P AR G vk =R TS SR

LK,
1.3 HIEHW

B ke, HIBGE M H KT 50 bp DL AT
BT LA E S, [ — 7 B AN R 1, O R A
0,7F Excel SCEYHAEE O1 4R, BHASIMAE 5
BERE F1 0 PEAT AR Hf R AT F8 S0 B0 AN 45T DT T
WESR 2 A8 FRDT, A5 VT BC A R o 5,
Hx B IIS EEIIR (x) v =2q-¢",q HE
— 2R TE A BT B R s B AGA n JEEE EA
PSR R # 5 NTSYSpe2. 10
154 38 1% HH 8L £ 8 (Jaccard 2 %0) ; JH SHAN 2%
) UPGMA 5 5, I8 4 Tree plot #& B 4= pl 5

2 FHRE5HMH

2.1 FEMEXE AFLP S54RI &R

17 X} AFLP 3£4 5199 3415 2% AFLP ;B oy
A 7E 50 ~600 bp ZIH], HH L 100 ~300 bp f&EH,
P 1 RIS W W 45T 905 4%, Hith 2281k 4 251
2, RS S 2T A AT 7 ~25 420,
SRR S RGN RN 2 15 D2 BN E 2 5
FH27.7% (K2) , UL BT Z A 5 I DNA 7KF- I
RTINS mER, B hslds
E7M7 %} 60 3 3 i #18F PCR ¥34 7= PAGE JiZ
TIOR3

FEA 8 aCR A B T LU — 5 [ e i
FEAX S RMae J1, NE2 AT, 51 A G
E7M4 1 ETM10 54 15 8CE i 0 Bt #5259, Horp
S E ETM4 B T ORNREIX 4 i H 28 & T07-1 Al
BLO-1F6 41, AT LAIX 43 Hofh 58 1y H 58 & 514 &
E7MI10 BR T ANBEIX 73 H 28 5 TMO04-1-1 A1 TM04-1-2
Hb AT LB ICAD 58 A RHX 43R . BEBHIX 2 X5
Wy lR) AP, AT L2 4 60 10y T i3S B 1 38 4L
ESFr

G o SE AR PR AL BE R 2 A4S R
AR FIHE S0 (RIFE SOC R ER ) o 17 XF ik d
S Z BRSNS EIRA T 0.45 ~0.71 Z [0, 4§
SUUC MR A T 0.004 ~0.223 Z 6] (£ 2) , ki %
I B IX S AR A S R IBE ST . s A G
E7M4 $i§ S0 VT FLHE 308 i /)N, R B e A9 IX 40
[EISEEib
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1 AFLPEH 514 ETM7 2347 60 3 E B EH B X RiEfE S 1EH PAGE BikE
Fig.1 An example of the AFLP polymorphism among 60 tomato

self-bred lines detected by the E7 and M7 primer combinations

F2 17 3 AFLP &5 SIAE 3T 60 M EFEA B X F DNA EEEXHER
Table 2 DNA polymorphisms and the power of discrimination among 60 self-bred lines assayed by 17 AFLP primer combi-

nations
SIS WAFE  ZERAFE | ZER%) FEAIREH e
Primer Total No. of Polymorphism No. of unique Band sharing
Match probability
combinations of bands polymorphic bands rate fingerprints frequency
E6MS 48 13 27.1 44 0.54 0.040
E6M6 48 16 33.3 54 0.62 0.030
E7M4 79 25 31.6 59 0.59 0.004
E7M6 45 17 37.8 45 0.45 0.017
E7M7 62 11 17.7 33 0.62 0.104
E7M10 58 22 37.9 59 0.70 0.013
E8M7 45 9 20.0 9 0.51 0.122
E8M9 62 11 17.7 37 0.49 0.087
E8MI11 52 17 32.7 47 0.71 0.045
E9M5 44 11 25.0 34 0.55 0.080
E9M7 47 17 36.2 50 0.57 0.017
E10M4 35 8 22.9 23 0.53 0.138
E10M11 36 7 19.4 26 0.60 0.223
E11M5 37 14 37.8 48 0.52 0.047
E11M7 61 20 32.8 52 0.58 0.012
E13MI10 69 18 26.1 41 0.57 0.010
E16M5 77 15 19.5 44 0.48 0.029
2.2 EEEMIETER 58 2 TMO4-1-1 1 TMO4-1-2, & RS IR F

b s A AR, Z 850RT LA IX 43 A B 76 DNA 7K
FHy S, B id NTSYS-peVersion 2. 0 BB 15
3 60 AR Jaccard 1514 A B] 22 5502 1k 3
790.259 ~0.952,F-I{E N 0. 664, FeAH T HY >

YRR EAT TR R AT A (3R 1) o AR 3
BAE BT TR 1770 AR LR R, LL 0. 1 D
PEHEATOR AT 0 (1 2) o AN 2 AT UL, 3t A A
LR B IE A A, 78. 7% B MR i FR AL A L3R
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genetic similarity coefficients 4'_T,—|:E”°ﬁ'
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2.3 RBES 041 057 074 " 091

BT 251 DL AE AFLP 4545 317 Jaccard 35
FEARRNZR B, AR S AR AR X 347 (UPGMA ) i
PR M, 1551 60 1y % 15 7 ih 10 R 2 25 3 (&
3). M3 Al B AR BN 0. 54 ~0. 57 Y,
60 (A AA R T LUK 430 7 S IEHE, A T 28T
811 0y, BRI R BIE 6 0y GERE 2 £y K EJE 3
0y, B EAT 135 ~ 180 g Z[A]; QD-1 Fl TMS02-1
REAGIE , HARTCEA ; Bk HHAOL SRiE T E | =
RPPRIE TR . 565 125848 15 4y, BB EDE 1
Oy TR 5 03 KK 6 13,3 Oy A A, R &
AT 150 ~ 180 g I (K XingN021 #h) ; & QDL-2-
1.QDL-2-2 XingN021 LA LR)H , HARWILL)E ;
SengW SIFFH [H , H AR UG F R, 56 TS
45 10 03, IR KA 3 0, L AIE 2 1, i B 5
3 s BRI T RO o4 R A T 130 ~ 200 g
Z ], Hop 3 b kb R KA 130 g, SV
$52 4y, 0 BEIY-1-1 1 BLT-L, — 3% ¥} 3k I5 T Bk
W LEE SEY BRI 150 g, BT & R A KR
e E NERE ., 6 VERA 10 4, B QD-
3 R TO6-1 A &JE AN, HARY G )E ; LR E AN T
130 ~ 160 g Z [0 ; FIE W [BIE 3 17 R EDE 3 4 B
1y KB 3 £y ; WX8-1 il L35 I T
SHOU-2 SIEF LA 5], HAax 5k 5 F R . 55 VI
KL 11 Oy, T E ; R E A 120 ~200g 2
oA R mBIE 5 0y G BE 3 0 K RDE 2
AR 1 433 1420WL  L50-1-1 Al J-2F8-1-1 4y
BIAIEF LA E] A A b HAx 8 ki T+
K, 5 VIZEHEE A 1 30k, i SHOU-3, 55k
W ETE Lk , AL 155 ¢, RIET L@,

Jaccard similarity

B3 ET Jaccard iEEHE{IUFRE UPGMA F£1FEIR
60 NMEREIHEXRELE
Fig.3 Phenetic relationship among 60 tomato self-bred
lines from UPGMA cluster analysis of the

Jaccard similarity coefficient
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15 P el (L. esculentum ) [R] 9 A= B 250 4H Lo
AL /N B2 X 12 15 BT AR b e i
32 Uy AR I A T HEAT AFLP 4347, 18 3 09 2 A 1k
%K 60.5% ., Y. H. Park %) | J§ AFLP #5
TN 3 R VR T 5% M 74 A e it o Al gk AT 35
L2 REME T, Z B RN 9. 3% , i fEH 2
2N 0.16 ~0.98,72% By AL R B 0.5,
AW 5T T R R B 38 4% AR UL R B F 0. 259 ~
0. 952 Z[H], 2 W A AR5 25 i i Pl A7 7E — 22 1Y) 3t
2Rk, (0% 75 ST A5 T, 1. Ruiz 55
K SRAP b 10 75 % 55 Fh 2 i A4 Rk 1] 46 I 21 T
15. 1% W 2250, X Lo prid v LUK BT A 09 5 Fp X
SrFFK s SSR FRICTE BT A H& 15 A & il -2 ml LAY
5 AN B ZFEETRECN 0. 28, {HIX 48 SSR
FRic X 43 A [ 5 FhRY BE S5 A B SRAP A5 iK,
S. Benor 45"V I | SSR #Ric i F il [ 58 R it L ZHE
P53 AT, BEXT SSR 5k 2 4. 3 25
SP PR RO 0. 28, ARBFSEAE B Eco RI FI
Misel W BRI P T X AR 35 Fh 2 A AT AFLP 43
M1, FIRXT AFLP e £ Y 38 51 o] DAk 2 15
N LML, P 2B RN 27. 7% , BTk
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(%) AFLP 43 #7744 5 1T il 38t 1% 22 R 2 43 Ay i) [
FERBL M T 8 A R I % %, MR B L
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S. Benor %5180 %% B il B 2 45 R 5 b BN R K
A T (TERR AR AR BRAE 7)) AH G (H A
ST RIS I b B A SR B LR Y S AR DG
XATRER R 60 173 % il A 28 &2 20 A s 2lifb 53 25
(I RE SR AUDRL, BRI Rl el T iz 5|
v V7 Z2 pPR AT e HLAT A R s AR U i A% 15 5%, FEAE
[FY BB, J150, AR h AL R 511
HURE Y A IEE SRR R —E 1
FHICHE

60 13 F i H 22 & B A TYLCV (TYCLV | to-
mato yellow leaf curl virus) FLPEN7 5" 2 i H 52
Z, 1 QD-1.,QD-3 ,TM07006 F ZRSP, %, 1Z Ay 1,
I I I 2% 2 A8 P AR I AR (H R X B
5E R MEA YT RAE—AE . T. C. Nesbitt %'
IR B BB AP SRIE SO R R
RKHEER K ZHR/N, G. E. Williams %)
AR Tt A2 B D] /0 B8 R 4 o A PR IR it
I P X AN 15t A% 22 M 1Y T R R R AR /N —
g5 60 iy A R PR R E RIE AL
ZRJAH | H P S AR bR RS 2 A, N AFLP
FEARXS H DNA 7K 22 5 19 43 41 AT DA 3k 26 3% A
5 T A & B 2 st S 5. A SCR AT AFLP £
AL Jo A SR A 2 A R SR & O R Ml &
FEPEHEAT T 400, B 1T H 40 S M, o ik 2 %
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