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Table 1 The tomato cultivars or lines used for resisting analysis
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1.2.2 RAPD-PCR
180 RAPD s 03035,
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(1943, . s s
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No. Cultivars ~ No. Cultivars ~ No. Cultivars ~ No. Cultivars
1 03031 16 603524 32 03075 48 27X20
2 03032 17 92X 03524 33 03076 49 27X 33
3 03033 18 03HN20 34 03077 50 28X 20
4 03034 19 03HN31 35 03078 51 28X 25
5 03034 20 03050 36 03080 52 28X26
6 03035 21 03051 37 03081 53 LA0448
7 03036 22 03053 38 03082 54 LA1266
8 03037 23 03054 39 22X18 55 LA1322
9 03473 24 03055 40 22X19 56 LA1368
10 03524 25 03057 41 22X 20 57 LA2681
11 03690 26 03059 42 22X 32 58 LA2767
12 03748 27 03063 43 22X33 59 03730
13 709 28 03064 44 25X17 60 03058
14 29 03065 45 25X 33 61 03052
15 1 30 03067 16 27X16 62 03110

31 03068 47 27X19 63 03056
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Table 2 Sequence of RAPD primers used in Table 3 The partial results of ODsso and ODgg
genetic diversity analysis measurement of genomic DNA of Tomato
(5'~3" (5'~3" - Concentration
No Nucleotide sequence (5'~3") No Nucleotide sequence (5'~3") No. ODzs0 ODzso ODzg0/ODzgo /ng+ pL71
S130 GGAAGCTTGG S22 TGCCGAGCTG 1 0. 160 0.094 1.702 80.0
379 CACAGGCGGA sl19 CTGACCAGCC 2 0.163 0.092 L.772 8L.5
3 0.179 0.098 1. 827 89.5
S82 GGCACTGAGG S33 CAGCACCCAC
4 0. 157 0.089 1.764 78.5
S134 TGCTGCAGGT S79 ACCCGGTCAC 5 0.126 0. 068 1.853 63.0
S60 ACCCGGTCAC S123 ACCCGGTCAC 6 0.299 0.165 1.812 149.5
S58 GAGAGCCACC S96 AGCGTCCTCC 8 0.298 0.160 1.863 149.0
s74 TGCGTGCTTG s34 TCTGTGCTGG 9 0.296  0.157 1.883 148.0
B 10 0.528 0. 281 1. 879 264.0
S55 CATCCGTGCT S69 CTCACCGTCC
S93 CTCTCCGCCA S95 ACTGGGACTC
2.2 RAPD-PCR
S98 GGCTCATGTG S363 CCAGCTTAGG
S368 GAACACTGGG S424 GACCGACCCA 63 PCR ’ 22
207 s
1.2.3 RAPD 3 « 2, 180 86.96%.,
, s 22 22 6~13 ,
C 2, RAPD 1 9.41 s 4~
s “ 1 ” “ O ”» R 12 s 8
Nei  Li(Nei and Li, 1973; Nei and 66. 67 % ~100. 00 %
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Fig. 1  Electrophoresis of DNA of Tomato gels by SDS
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Table 4 Statisticsresults of genetics similarity among 63 tomato germplasm orlines by RAPD
No. Cultivars Min Max Average No. Cultivars Min Max Average
1 03031 0. 44 0.95 0.85 33 03076 0.48 0.93 0.83
2 03032 0. 46 0.98 0.85 34 03077 0.46 0.93 0.81
3 03033 0. 46 0.98 0.85 35 03078 0.49 0.93 0.85
4 03034 0.44 0.99 0.82 36 03080 0.44 0. 90 0. 80
5 03034C ) 0. 45 0.99 0.85 37 03081 0.47 0.94 0.85
6 03035 0. 45 0.90 0.81 38 03082 0. 36 0. 80 0.70
7 03036 0.47 0.94 0.83 39 22X18 0.45 0.95 0.81
8 03037 0. 45 0.90 0.79 40 22X19 0.45 0.95 0.82
9 03473 0.47 0.94 0.83 41 22X 20 0.47 0.97 0.83
10 03524 0. 46 0.89 0.79 42 22X32 0.47 0.96 0.87
11 03690 0. 46 0.91 0. 80 43 22X33 0.45 0.95 0.84
12 03748 0.50 0.94 0. 80 44 25X17 0.47 0.95 0.85
13 709 0.47 0.98 0.83 45 25X33 0.46 0.95 0.84
14 0.46 0.95 0.87 46 27X16 0.48 0. 95 0.88
15 1 0.49 0.95 0.88 47 27X19 0.46 0.93 0. 84
16 603524 0.41 0.91 0.81 48 27X 20 0.50 0.95 0.85
17 903524 0. 45 0.94 0.82 49 27X33 0.46 0.97 0.85
18 03HN20 0.49 0.98 0. 86 50 28X 20 0.48 0.95 0. 84
19 03HN31 0.47 0.94 0. 84 51 28X 25 0.46 0.95 0.83
20 03050 0.44 0.88 0.79 52 28X 26 0. 44 0.91 0.81
21 03051 0. 46 0.96 0.85 53 LAO448 0.39 0.54 0.51
22 03053 0.47 0.97 0. 84 54 LA1266 0.29 0.58 0.53
23 03054 0.50 0.96 0.85 55 LA1322 0.34 0.59 0.49
24 03055 0. 40 0. 84 0.72 56 1LA1368 0.30 0.62 0.57
25 03057 0.48 0.93 0.83 57 LLA2681 0.28 0.59 0.42
26 03059 0. 45 0.97 0.85 58 LA2767 0.28 0.59 0.53
27 03063 0.43 0.98 0. 86 59 03730 0.47 0. 84 0.76
28 03064 0.42 0.95 0.83 60 03058 0.47 0.90 0.81
29 03065 0. 45 0.97 0. 84 61 03052 0.48 0.90 0. 80
30 03067 0. 45 0.91 0. 81 62 03110 0. 44 0. 88 0.76
31 03068 0.41 0. 86 0.77 63 03056 0.47 0.92 0.79
32 03075 0. 44 0.90 0.81
5 RAPD 63
Table 5 Cluster results of 63 tomato germplasm or lines by RAPD
No. Cluster results
Al Al-1 Al-1-1 1 03031.,03032,03033.,03034.,03034C ) .03063.,03064,03057.,03473. J N 709, .03051.,03059.,03524
1l 03035.,03036,03037.03690,03748 ,03HN20,03HN31,03054
Al-1-2 1 92X 03524 ,25X17,22X19.,22X33,22X32,27X16,28X25,03081,22X18,28X26,03056,03050
v 03053.03065.,03078.,03076.,03077,03067,22 X 20,27 X33.,25X33.6X03524.,03075,03080
V 27X19.,27X20,28X20,03110,03058,03052,03730
Al-2 03055.,03068.,03082
A2 LA2767 \LA0448 . LA1322 LLA1638.1LA1266 ,LA2681
3 °
RAPD 63
, Nei Li 63
’ N ’ ’
o ,63
’
0. 28~0. 99 s
0.79 RAPD
0 DNA ° \
o RFLP, ’
RAPD  SSR ’
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Fig. 3 Dendrogram illustrating the genetic relationships among 63 tomato accessions based on UPGMAcluster analysis of RAPD data
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RAPD Analysis of Genetic Diversity of Lycopersicum esculentum

ZHANG Xiao-xuan, XU Xiang-yang, WANG Ao-xue, LI Jing-fu
(Chengdong College of Northeast Agricultural University. Harbin, Heinlongjiang 150030)

Abstract; Random amplified polymorphic DNA(RAPD)method was used to detect genetic variation of 63 varieties of
tomato(Lycopersicum esculentum ). From 180 amplified primer, and screened 22 of good stability, strong amplified
polymorphic primers, RAPD primers generated 207 polymorphic bands. Percentage of polymorphic bands( PPB) of
RAPD was 86. 96%. The similarity coefficient between 0. 28 ~0. 99, By UPGMA cluster analysis, get and biology
taxonomic position basic consistent results.
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