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Genetic Diversity Analysis of Ancient Trees with
Different Ages of Lycium barbarum L.
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Abstract: Through the determination of phenotypic traits of 43 wolfberry materials, combined with SSR
molecular marker technology, the population structure and genetic diversity between ancient wolfberry trees
and existing wolfberry varieties in Ningxia were comprehensively analyzed. The principal component analysis
results of phenotypic traits determined that the principal component was 4, and the cumulative contribution rate
reached 78.09%. The leaf size of the first principal component and the fruit size of the second principal component
played a major role. The coefficient of variation ranged from 15% to 54%, with an average of 26.78%, and the
genetic variation index ranged from 5.26 to 5.41. The phenotypic traits were divided into 4 groups by cluster
analysis, 3 individuals in group I, 3 individuals in group II, 8 individuals in group III and 29 individuals in group
IV. Five materials with excellent comprehensive properties were determined by membership function method,
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namely L14, L16, L28, L40 and L43. The average effective alleles of SSR molecular markers were 2.018, the

average expected heterozygosity was 0.398, and the average Shannon ' s index was 0.839. The optimal K value

of SSR molecular markers was 4. Among the five materials with better comprehensive evaluation, L16 showed

heterozygous genotype, and L14, L28, L40 and L43 showed single genotype. In this study, a variety of methods

were used to comprehensively analyze the phenotypic traits and genetic diversity of ancient wolfberry trees from

different sources and ages, which provided a theoretical basis and practical guidance for the subsequent utilization

of ancient wolfberry germplasm resources and the breeding of wolfberry varieties.

Key words: ancient trees with different ages of Lycium barbarum L ; phenotypic character; SSR molecular

marker; genetic diversity
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Table 1 Specific information of ancient trees with different ages of Lycium barbarum L.
T A A4 R B i P =/
Number Variety name Type Age Source Note
L1 TS b 4 THMEARK TR RRE R T A
L2 THR25 b 4 TEMEARK DT H BRI FR A B
L3 T35 et dt 4 TR M AR e R BARRIE T  RAATE
L4 T 45 b 4 THMEARK TR KBRS A
L5 TS5 F I 4 TEEARX TR R BRI T  RAATE
L6 T 6 5 b 4 THMEARK TR e B BARRIE T SRAATE
L7 TR b 4 THEMEARK DT H e B EARIETT | SEA AT
L3 T8 5 Fbs R 4 TEME AR T e R BARRIE T  RAATE
L9 TS b 4 THEHMHEARK TR TH 1S SIS H
L10 T 10 5 Fbn R 4 TEBEARX TR T4 ST S SIS T
L11 / FE i R 4 THMEARX TR THEHAMCBRET , BRI R
L12 / bl & 4 THEMEARK P TEAHES TEAFCASRE T , B R
L13 PN RN Hb 7 R 4 TEME AR T
L14 PN 7 32 THMEARK TR
L15 / B R 28 PIGETT FA DX L 2 LR T T 0
L16 / WA i R 72 NS AR X SRR S e f
L17 / Trfh&R 157 T E I AR DX B Bk £ B AR
L18 / B iR 74 T E % A A DX A A
L19 / [EiES 92 S A A XU S eI AT A
L20 / B i R 76 TE AR X T B AHE £ IR
L21 / WA i R 52 P2 A DX PR e
L22 / [IZEEHTES 48 ST AR X SR R e i
L23 / L TE 49 TEREARX T BSHE £ PR
L24 / [ZiES 56 TEI AR X T B LA
L25 / [IZATES 48 TEMEARK T EAE S
L26 / WA i R 47 B pa A5 bR S 2 L
L27 / [HZEENTES 48 TEI AR T B LAk
L28 / L E 47 156 A X SRR RS
L29 / FERR 103 m%ﬁé?‘aﬁﬂ?%ﬂ‘?ﬁ%ﬁ FErFCE
L30 / [N TES 86 P 5T L 2 LR AT i
L31 / WA i R 56 BRI FR AT A
L32 / LIS 50 V\]%%ﬁ FIHA X T 5RO 5 TV R
L33 / L TE 44 W AR DOPUH S TR AT R
L34 / [ZEiES 47 Vq%ﬁ H A X SRR e
L35 / B i &R 44 NS FVA X S h R e R
L36 / WA i AR 72 ST AR X SRR e
L37 / LIZEENITE 72 A %Fﬁ [EPEIRRE'E &L 3311375tz 3
L38 / B R 72 AR X SRR e
L39 / [EES 72 Vq%ﬁ IEREIRSETE DR ST 19115/ 43
L40 / LHZEENTES 72 ST A DX SRR R e
L41 / B iR 72 P2 A A DX SRR oA
L42 / LIZENE 72 ST AR X SRR e
L43 / B iR 72 NS VA X S R R S e fE
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BE ST RE AR R, R 15 Ao A 1 TR BRI F| F IBM SPSS 26.0 #£47 3= 5 4 43 B A1 2R 2
B 5 PR 4 BEMLIEE 30 k5 52 H Ui n = & T

FAHAE PR R K RS 2 0.1 mm; BEPLE
B 100 F7 S, FHL P G 2 S0 b o R 22
0.01 g; M Fr THIFUR FH AR ARACE I £, RIS 7 %2 R
TER/ME T 1 mm x 1 mm BARFREE |, Geitfir
H NS B, e S UL R A AR R A L T
i i O L B4 - TR AR B A i R TE AR, B
PEEHI & 10 Ao

1.2.2 FEMHREELIE  FH Microsoft Excel
2019 ¥ Fr 45 9 > & 70 MR 48 A5 B VC A,
Microsoft Excel 2019 #f175R J& e 5 iE 1725 & 1540
A R R RS e/ IME M B FRiEE AR
S Z BRI L Z B2 Shannon-Weiner $8%¢ 7 13t
B E AR H'=- 3 Pix InPi, Pi N4 i P54
AU BRI T AT R O SO S4B HY Rz 14K

1.3 SSR & FHrigikEe 77 & R AR AL IR

1.3.1 #iCE FE 2 DNA 3ZEL £ BUHT £ 40 i)
Mok ik A 5L A 2 DNA #E47 PCR 4714, AR 4%
H e AL SSR B B, BT LR T A
YR A R A FIE AT P i - A T TS 5, 45
W, AR R 17 X 51 i A 13 XTSI AT
W, RIEW, BEARENZSE(E ), &
ZARIES |y BB e B T 13 X5 TR 4Lk
¥, £U $5 SM0027 ., SM0039 ., SM0042 . SM0072 .
SM0097.SM0112.SM0138.SF11,SF21.SF26.
SF30.SF68.SF80, 5| ¥ H & {5 B W £ 2. K H
FAM (% 8 ) Fl HEX (£ €2 ) 2 Fh 5| 9 45 Bl &1 L
sl k78

L -

B 1 173 SSR 3| kEwE
Fig.1 Electrophoresis stripe of 17 pairs of SSR primers

1.3.2 PCR ¥ @R =¥+ PCR P Hi7F Bio-Rad
PCR Y F AT, OV ARFUNT : 95 °C, HiAE: 5 min;
94 °C,”28ME 305360 °C,1E k 30 s;72 C, #EAH 30 s;

10 RAEH; 94 °C, 28 30 8355 °CL,iIB & 308372 C,
JE{H 30 55 TEFF 35 ¥R 72 °C A& E HEfif 5~8 min, Ff
FIF ABI 3730XL DNA Z-HrA rh it 47 B 4048 s ik o
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Table 2 Primer information

5" v &

G 1951 (5-3") Send
Number Primer sequence ( 5'-3") .en .
modification
SM0027 F: AGCTTCACTACAGGAGGGGA S'HEX
R: GAAGCAATGAAGCAGACCAA
SMO0039 F: CAGCTCTGGCATTCACAAGT 5'HEX
R: GTTCAATAGCCTCAACGCCT
SM0042 F: CACGTAATTCCCACAATCCA 5'6-FAM
R: CTCTCCATCTCCGCTCTTTC
SM0072 F: CGTGAACCATCGAGTCTTTG 5S'HEX
R: ACGTGGACTCGCATTTAGG
SM0097 F: AGGAGAAGTTCACACGGGAC 5'HEX
R: TGCCTGTGTATCCACCTATG
SMO112 F: TCTTCCTCTTCTTCCTCTCCA 5S'HEX
R: CGTCCACATACACAGCAACA
SMO0138 F: TGGAGGAAAGCAAAGTGAGA 5'6-FAM
R: CCCAAAATTAAAGGGGCA
SF11 F: CGGTCGAGGATTAGCTAGAAG 5'6-FAM
R: GGAGAAAAGAACATAAACGACAA
SF21 F: GGGATGAGTACAAAGAATTTGA 5'6-FAM
R: GCAGAGTGGGTAAATAACACG
SF26 F: TGCCACCAATATAGAGTGTTC 5'6-FAM
R: GCCCAATCTTACACCTCACAG
SF30 F: TATTTCACGTTGCTCCAGAAAG 5'6-FAM
R: ATCGCCCCCTGAATTAAAG
SF68 F: TTCCACCATTTTGCTACTCAA 5'6-FAM
R: AAGAGATTTTTAGCCGATTGA
SF80 F: GGTTGTAAATCATTTCATTAAGG 5'6-FAM

R: AACAGTCGCCCTATCTTTCA

R3 GOMBEEIREERBER
Table 3 Tables of phenotypic traits related to 43 materials

1.3.3 #HESH SSR 452 1H H Genemapper #fF
HEAT I A B, 459 214025 4b 3 SSR ¥ dE )=, AL
GenAlIEx v6.5 #1745 R B0 Mo F ] Microsoft
Excel 2019 F A4 THHRT A . FIFH STRUCTURE
V2.3.4 B AT AL B B SSR FRiC A 4R 5 Y i P A4
BAFIEAT BT, W BRI ZE M, 7R R R
K A BUE TG BB R 1~10, SR T BB 3%, JF kAT 5
W E1T. Hrdr, Burin 3 & 55 %4 1000000,
MCMC & & %1% 4 500000, ## STRUCTURE %X
XA TR L RS S AT AR 45 2 A% 31 Structure
Harvester J&5 , i@ 14118 DeltaK i 2", Ml o 2 f
K B A S e f A3 22

2 ER5HM

2.1 REZHFMESH

I 3 AT, 43 (A Y 9 A RAS PR 22 7 W]
i, 28 5 RB R 15%~54% , “F-¥IMEH 26.78%,
T AR AR S R R K, R 54%, Ok O R E, N
32%, Uk BH I B OB BE A, T SR S A B R
JER/N, AR RRBUN T 15% ., AL SRS R0 B
H 5.26~5.41, Horp SESIRRAR B IR, T AR B
LEEOKE 43 (e — B PR M R ARG 25 57
P,

ERCEE rRYEREE KRR mhm Al PEKEE RSME SRS RBIRE RE
P (em) (em) (cm) (em?) (cm) (cm) (cm) (cm) (g)
Number Blade Blade Petiole Blade Panel Fruit Fruit Carpophore  100-seed
length width length area length length width length weight
L1 3.20 1.00 0.30 6.25 1.53 1.68 0.63 2.04 48.27
L2 441 1.23 0.23 3.79 1.23 1.45 0.73 1.52 63.18
L3 4.08 1.00 0.27 3.70 1.46 1.54 0.82 1.85 103.17
L4 2.82 0.70 0.22 2.28 1.06 1.69 0.59 1.61 54.19
L5 3.75 0.82 0.30 3.34 1.59 1.66 0.62 1.28 80.73
L6 4.27 1.26 0.25 4.43 1.00 1.82 0.65 1.81 90.33
L7 4.53 1.41 0.27 4.71 1.05 1.72 0.63 1.60 76.44
L8 5.28 1.28 0.30 3.60 1.20 1.97 0.64 1.61 76.44
L9 3.16 0.83 0.27 1.90 1.38 2.21 0.72 1.95 116.61
L10 4.01 1.25 0.26 4.05 1.27 2.04 0.72 2.12 78.62
L11 5.45 1.73 0.43 10.19 1.50 1.72 0.71 1.93 76.41
L12 4.77 1.33 0.29 3.82 1.53 1.94 0.54 1.68 64.57
L13 3.25 1.05 0.33 2.27 1.70 1.81 0.81 1.53 64.23
L14 5.49 1.57 0.57 5.32 1.62 2.25 0.81 1.92 60.36
L15 4.69 1.34 0.44 3.22 1.88 1.25 0.81 2.03 81.96
L16 5.85 1.73 0.41 5.24 1.24 1.90 0.96 2.32 65.47
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F3(4)
ERE M ATERE MR L TP AR REgME RS KR JER AR
=2 (em) (em) (cm) (em?) (em) (cm) (em) (em) (g)
Number Blade Blade Petiole Blade Panel Fruit Fruit Carpophore  100-seed
length width length area length length width length weight
L17 4.83 1.53 0.66 1.54 1.15 1.07 0.70 1.23 58.12
L18 5.01 1.79 0.27 5.93 1.22 1.22 0.89 2.05 52.98
L19 4.33 0.82 0.53 2.69 1.71 1.62 0.80 2.01 46.38
L20 4.73 1.06 0.35 2.21 2.65 1.65 0.96 1.67 117.00
L21 5.01 1.15 0.69 4.02 1.50 1.50 0.84 2.57 46.78
L22 4.36 1.04 0.34 2.73 1.56 1.72 0.94 2.56 58.42
L23 543 2.06 0.25 7.19 1.19 1.59 0.75 2.46 50.07
L24 4.95 1.53 0.29 4.57 1.35 1.85 0.95 2.43 63.26
L25 4.89 1.45 0.32 3.88 1.63 1.41 0.82 2.20 4481
L26 4.12 1.39 0.37 5.24 2.21 1.36 0.97 2.25 43.10
L27 6.58 1.81 0.43 5.71 1.49 1.24 0.78 2.09 27.19
L28 6.89 1.99 0.61 11.73 1.67 1.25 0.97 1.79 60.25
L29 4.27 1.10 0.30 4.09 0.72 1.40 0.87 1.61 49.21
L30 4.28 1.42 0.40 3.27 1.42 1.64 0.96 2.58 62.78
L31 5.31 1.34 0.29 4.30 2.05 2.12 0.88 1.98 58.98
L32 3.69 0.91 0.31 3.29 1.32 1.03 0.82 1.25 29.88
L33 4.02 1.09 0.23 3.08 1.84 1.58 0.74 2.10 25.41
L34 4.08 1.01 0.32 4.97 1.84 1.61 0.86 2.08 42.28
L35 4.89 1.45 0.32 3.88 1.63 1.41 0.82 2.20 4481
L36 5.55 1.87 0.39 4.97 1.57 1.55 0.92 2.09 46.22
L37 4.70 1.43 0.29 5.28 2.63 1.75 0.97 1.73 60.37
L38 4.32 1.74 0.34 5.34 1.68 1.73 0.94 243 61.13
L39 4.53 1.73 0.42 5.20 1.64 1.34 0.85 2.11 59.55
L40 6.85 2.61 0.44 15.55 2.00 1.68 0.83 2.15 70.57
L41 4.35 1.55 0.41 6.35 1.70 1.46 0.76 1.97 55.50
L42 5.48 1.91 0.34 8.36 1.18 1.75 0.94 2.19 54.79
L43 6.55 2.25 0.44 7.15 1.59 1.73 0.95 2.23 66.27
I RAA Max. 6.89 2.61 0.69 15.55 2.65 2.25 0.97 2.58 117.00
I/IME Min. 2.82 0.70 0.22 1.54 0.72 1.03 0.54 1.23 25.41
2% Range 4.07 1.91 0.47 14.01 1.93 1.22 0.43 1.35 91.59
I Average 4.72 1.41 0.36 4.90 1.54 1.63 0.81 1.97 61.79
brifEzE SD 0.94 0.41 0.11 2.64 0.39 0.28 0.12 0.35 19.94
BREK(%)CV 20 29 31 54 25 17 15 18 32
LR o 5.40 5.37 5.36 5.26 5.38 5.40 5.41 5.40 5.36

22 ERWSOH

TR o TN 224 A8 e A Ry DO O 2
T AR e, DTSN EUE A BE A R R R,
BB )12 T 6 A 0 A 0 25 B A A 22 408
H 202 g 2 et i T LA S VLB ik 3
SR A DT HE R R OB I 4 2 PR B 42
i IBM SPSS 26.0 4347, i1 3¢ 4 Al LIE H 55—

TR TTERE N 35.922% , b BTk R i K A4
Famt R R TE o T RURI AR, R
B HIAD I B KN 55 A B BT Bk R Gk
$]52.188%, ELAFHFRLHPA . @R E THK
JE R B, AL SR SR 4 AR
A3 BT BTk R IR B T 78.090% , LI T B4
Hir,
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Table 4 The results of phenotypic traits component matrix analysis of Lycium barbarum L. materials
ESIVIERIN 43 Principal component
Phenotypic character 1 5 3 4
i FK J¥ Blade length 0.871 0.076 -0.277 0.122
I F- 58 B2 Blade width 0.882 0.101 -0.322 -0.068
AR Petiole length 0.538 -0.273 0.049 0.452
i Blade area 0.760 0.150 -0.394 0.021
94 Panel length 0.254 0.269 0.648 0.460
HAYNZ Fruit length -0.203 0.842 -0.090 -0.183
JYAZ Fruit width 0.612 0.078 0.618 -0.040
WK S Carpophore length 0.523 0.243 0.371 -0.609
ORI 100-seed weight -0.274 0.711 -0.157 0.421
FEAE{E Numerical value 3.233 1.464 1.312 1.019
Tk (% ) Contribution rate 35.922 16.266 14.574 11.327
Z 15Tk ( % ) Accumulative contribution rate 35.922 52.188 66.763 78.090

23 BELSH . |

BT R AR AR L R BO R R, 2 |

PEIEATOP 6, 2 SN I — 2 D Sk 4y 0]

P ENCES IR S TeR IR ET IS JaFizoy = S I

BT. RS R (1 2) TR e fERRERHE B 129 ] |

S IRPHE 43 GYRPEIR 4 DJEHE S IRBEIE3 f0hF i | W

B ARG L3020, L9, R UIAT KL L20 SRS MM A T Lis |

38 TR0 BRAKRET B A3 H L | |

BBLAL4E 127,133 132 B KMEE 8 hbPRH L (oo | |

{5 140.L6.L11,L10,L8 L7 .L15. L5, #HiZ4 3 |

FEREH LI L1S L40 SIsM AT s 5 Tl e ) [ |

BUFRT S TR 8 B TR 10 BRg LR LT |

HNVERESE 20 GAPRE 46 L28 L13 L12, 124, 2 [

L30.L2.1L43.L16.L22 L17.L31,L38,L39,L37, 3‘2‘: }

L14.L4.L18.L42.L41.L23 ,L29.L1.L34.L26, E;é: }

L19.136,L21,L35 125, RUPZAM B P 5 15 [ |

RETR S TR S A4 SR RRE. o |

WA HILERTT LB MR K 2505 T | )

TS AL BT 4 SR R AR [ ]

RFFEEPPR S BRSNS T2 9. (S 1

THL 4 BRGOCREGL, K A K otfesE 3T

JRRAE AL iSRG R . 10 T L

24 RERICEIW . 0 ; 10 s 20 2

S PR BOE AR T IR B AR 5 A7 Ik R
0, 32 PSRN BRI 100 1) I B e A o B o, L)
EEA TR A AGE 2, AR g %t

K EGHE S Euclidean distance
B2 43 BHREESH

Fig.2 43 materials clustering analysis
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JIT I 9 A~ 2% AR F5 A 1R F (A, A1) H IBS
SPSS 26 5B A 1 1% 22 F- 4 {EL 55 KA e, A
FH SR B pR O AT M RER BV 25 G R . A
F Microsoft Excel 2019 ¥ 5 U7l (1) 9 4~ & AU 4
WIEAR R BB, IS A L 5ih
1553 A, FR MY AC AR A R ™ SRR A R

x5 ETREREEN B HHBNESEEITHESE

Mot Fsal LA H 140,143 128  L16, L14 Z§
GHEA B R GG R BRI EE, HE 4 B
i, R AR SR RAG FRAR R K, 5 WL o34
T 45 SRR A —Z, R R AR R 10 SR 2 A A 4%
R E B AT A R AR o B A A5 R R I —
g

Table 5 Comprehensive analysis ranking of 43 materials based on membership function method

MOTRKE RTEE MERE mMmB WERKE RS RIUER O RRIKE ki

i]ﬁuiber Blade Bl.ade Petiole Blade Panel Fruit FI"uit Carpophore 100-.seed jjii
length width length area length length width length weight
L40 0.99 1.00 0.47 1.00 0.66 0.53 0.67 0.68 0.49 1
L43 0.92 0.81 0.47 0.40 0.45 0.57 0.95 0.74 0.45 2
L28 1.00 0.68 0.83 0.73 0.49 0.18 1.00 0.41 0.38 3
L16 0.74 0.54 0.40 0.26 0.27 0.71 0.98 0.81 0.44 4
L14 0.66 0.46 0.74 0.27 0.47 1.00 0.63 0.51 0.38 5
L42 0.65 0.63 0.26 0.49 0.24 0.59 0.93 0.71 0.32 6
L20 0.47 0.19 0.28 0.05 1.00 0.51 0.98 0.33 1.00 7
L38 0.37 0.54 0.26 0.27 0.50 0.57 0.93 0.89 0.39 8
L11 0.65 0.54 0.45 0.62 0.40 0.57 0.40 0.52 0.56 9
L21 0.54 0.24 1.00 0.18 0.40 0.39 0.70 0.99 0.23 10
L37 0.46 0.38 0.15 0.27 0.99 0.59 1.00 0.37 0.38 11
L31 0.61 0.34 0.15 0.20 0.69 0.89 0.79 0.56 0.37 12
L24 0.52 0.43 0.15 0.22 0.33 0.67 0.95 0.89 0.41 13
L36 0.67 0.61 0.36 0.24 0.44 0.43 0.88 0.64 0.23 14
L30 0.36 0.38 0.38 0.12 0.36 0.50 0.98 1.00 0.41 15
L26 0.32 0.36 0.32 0.26 0.77 0.27 1.00 0.76 0.19 16
L23 0.64 0.71 0.06 0.40 0.24 0.46 0.49 0.91 0.27 17
L22 0.38 0.18 0.26 0.08 0.44 0.57 0.93 0.99 0.36 18
L39 0.42 0.54 0.43 0.26 0.48 0.25 0.72 0.65 0.37 19
L27 0.92 0.58 0.45 0.30 0.40 0.17 0.56 0.64 0.02 20
L15 0.46 0.34 0.47 0.12 0.60 0.18 0.63 0.59 0.62 21
L41 0.38 0.45 0.40 0.34 0.51 0.35 0.51 0.55 0.33 22
L18 0.54 0.57 0.11 0.31 0.26 0.16 0.81 0.61 0.30 23
L25 0.51 0.39 0.21 0.17 0.47 0.31 0.65 0.72 0.21 24
L35 0.51 0.39 0.21 0.17 0.47 0.31 0.65 0.72 0.21 25
L10 0.29 0.29 0.09 0.18 0.28 0.83 0.42 0.66 0.58 26
L19 0.37 0.06 0.66 0.08 0.51 0.48 0.60 0.58 0.23 27
L34 0.31 0.16 0.21 0.24 0.58 0.48 0.74 0.63 0.18 28
L9 0.08 0.07 0.11 0.03 0.34 0.97 0.42 0.53 1.00 29
L3 0.31 0.16 0.11 0.15 0.38 0.42 0.65 0.46 0.85 30
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Number Blade Blvade Petiole Blade Panel Fruit F Tuit Carpophore 1 00-.seed Rank
length width length area length length width length weight

L8 0.60 0.30 0.17 0.15 0.25 0.77 0.23 0.28 0.56 31
L6 0.36 0.29 0.06 0.21 0.15 0.65 0.26 0.43 0.71 32
L12 0.48 0.33 0.15 0.16 0.42 0.75 0.00 0.33 0.43 33
L13 0.11 0.18 0.23 0.05 0.51 0.64 0.63 0.22 0.42 34
L7 0.42 0.37 0.11 0.23 0.17 0.57 0.21 0.27 0.56 35
L17 0.49 0.43 0.94 0.00 0.22 0.03 0.37 0.00 0.36 36
L33 0.29 0.20 0.02 0.11 0.58 0.45 0.47 0.64 0.00 37
L1 0.09 0.16 0.17 0.34 0.42 0.53 0.21 0.60 0.25 38
L29 0.36 0.21 0.17 0.18 0.00 0.30 0.77 0.28 0.26 39
L2 0.39 0.28 0.02 0.16 0.26 0.34 0.44 0.21 0.41 40
LS 0.23 0.06 0.17 0.13 0.45 0.52 0.19 0.04 0.60 41
L32 0.21 0.11 0.19 0.12 0.31 0.00 0.65 0.01 0.05 42
L4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.18 0.54 0.12 0.28 0.31 43

2.5 BHK SSR A FiricEE SIS

251 BEEFERSW k6l LIE W, AT SSR
g Fhmic RTINS S FE R 572 A, FIEN
A4 5 A FL R EIE 78 4>, Shannon's $8 5071 Fi

Fo6 HMIEMBEESHERERER
Table 6 Lycium barbarum L. materials genetic diversity
information
R S 2 347 Shannon's i1 1)
Locus FEPEL JEPHEL Bz AERE
N Ne H He

SM0042 45 1.000 0 0

SF26 45 1.421 0.671 0.296
SF68 44 1.713 0.607 0.416
SF30 45 2.525 1.239 0.604
SF21 45 1.172 0.348 0.147
SF11 45 1.334 0.452 0.250
SF80 45 1.893 1.030 0.472
SMO0138 45 3.740 1.879 0.733
SMO0097 37 1.638 0.866 0.389
SM0072 45 2.145 0.881 0.534
SM0027 44 1.414 0.564 0.293
SMO0112 44 1.321 0.497 0.243
SMO0039 43 4918 1.878 0.797
SEY{E Average 44 2.018 0.839 0.398

9 0~1.879, BAERZ A B L R 0~0.797, 45 5 32 M
IR AR A R 2, e 5 | ) 2 S BT . A3
S A3 RS S AY K 2,018, B2 4% 4 3 - {1 A
“41 0.398, Shannon's $§ %°F- Y {E AL M 0.839, Ui B A
TFSEFACAT RIS R Ry B — | i AR RN
252 B iR 3 LB HFE K (E
4 B, AK B 3K B T0 A, 45 5 3 W 43 15 F Al o i
AR BUR 40 BRFIRSSHER S R 4, B4k
BRI A GS, HA AR Q (B 45 T 0.8 g FLFRM,
MR B IARZE Y E (R 4), iR 55T 28
16 {3 #4#H, £045 L11,L12,L15,L19, 127,130, L31,
L32.L33. L34 5 L1( T 15). L2(THR25).
L3(THR 35 ). L4(TH 45 ). L5(THRS5 5 ).
L1072 10 %5 ) 5 55 1T ZSRELE o (k) 4245 L14,
L17.L18.L20.122.L28.L29 5 L8 ( T4 8 ).
LOCTAL 95 ) 5 &5 M2 HF 4L 8 i A kL, A 45 121,
L23.L24.1L25.L26.L35 5 L6 (Ffl 65 ).L7
(CTH 75 )5 SBIVIEREIL 10 MK, £246 L36.
L37.1L38.139,L40 . L41.142. 143 .L16.L13, ¥
TRZEG oy Hr 8 SRR WY, & e v B IR AL, 25 250
[ HF BT — o R A I R 2, 43 1 MR R 1A
JUT A AS TR FR B I B b S Ff o 3 SR T pR AR 1E
BHOR A A HEZ T S AR RIBR L16 JE RATR L
A, 140 128 143, L14 F& A A e — JL[RTR GLFE
B,
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Fig.4 Structure diagram of 43 ancient tree populations based on SSR markers
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