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Research progress on DNA methylation induced by plant tissue culture
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Abstract: Plant tissue culture is one of the important methods of crop improvement, breeding and repro-
duction. Based on totipotency, tissue culture regenerants from tissues, organs or cells always look similar
genotypically and phenotypically. Specific microenvironmental stress imposed to explants could result in
some phenotypic variation. Further studies found that these phenotypic variations are closely related to
epigenetic modification changes. The research of DNA methylation leading to somatic clonal variation is
the most extensive research. This paper mainly reviewed the latest research of DNA methylation changes
in plant tissue culture with different approaches focusing on changes of DNA methylation patterns associ-
ated with somatic clonal variation at the genomic level. These findings will contribute to promote crop im-
provement and produce excellent germplasm with epigenetic breeding strategy.
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B R AE AR A AR, JRiE I R M B E 15 2
K B DR Y RN R RAH [R] AN o (H B 7E R,
AR I = A AR S I — LR A2
S, DR B Y A R R TR RS T )
g MR /), &3 BB RDNA AL 0K
AT, [F N 21 AR AR A 2 TR R T K
f: #; & ¥ (transposable elements, TEs) f*] ik X BY 42
OARZE R AR 55, B 4 T BUE R 7 A2 R Wt A%
A5, FEH T DUsE S N —

MM HR B IR R S, BRG]
R 23 R A 10 A BRI % 7 TR IR A e, X G AR
B R et 28 . B AR I, TEAEYIZH 2
B 72 0 2, DNA B JE A0 (1) A8 46 88 8 & W
DNA F AL AE R 4 DR R 0 A1 R B IR 458 #  4%
HEEMEM. AR TAEERRAKT ES5H
HRAZ 57 AH 9% T DNA F A0 AR 2 (1) A8 4k DA B 5] A4
2 M e 1 22 A% S H DNA FR 340 A5 5 250 1) AR AL
i), 18 i I LE T 5T A B DNA 34K BE 8 2 & 5
REERI R

1 MBS SR T R TR

1.1 HEHELRER

TEIEE RS, L5 E FeR A A
BRI, Wit g dG, AR s Rkl R Pk
PRAKIRG BRI R A A, &SRS R 12k
AR LS Ze P AN . (H 2 IR LA R 28 P AR
JE ARSI AEER 7B H A A 55 R A R
A EA M R MR, B2 SRATAH [F] PR 1) il 22 0
T HURT AT AR AL, FESRIN (A]. SR,
FHEE 2, TR HEEE e brT DLSE A O B 2 A
PRIR, FERFFEYIIE R IR IRE ) F MR H .

BEE R A HEARE) KR, M7 E—FE
R 5ERE B YD 0 1t B B AR SR AT R 2 B R,
HAREFH AR EMA . EYHAREFRRIET S
AP — B (A R 25 B BE BAMERER),
H FAE N TR ) () 35 77 5 b 3k 47 T8 B 35 9% (Gar-
cia-Gonzales%£2010). i H 55 77 (19 20 2158 79 ] LA
A3 =P AY, ol o 2 5% 7 (0, 3 4 i o=
W TR AR ARG IR SRERR(TA
WE, B, 2. AT MAL R FR(EA

A2 2Y) (Loyola-Vargas%5:2018), {EZHZ1E%
iR, AMEAAR L P74 B R AR I R A 4T i TR
Ja A AR o RN T % b B A G
ToVE B, ALHE 22 16 (Cymbidium ssp.). i %] (Vitis
vinifera). ¥4 (Fragariaxananassa)~ TEAFIE NS
[Eleutherococcus senticosus]. 3% % [Ananas como-
sus|« FA(Capsicum annuum)? . FEY)H LB F7 L
ARIRHh 1A% GBI T R PR, 72 B E D 12
R G+ EENME, EHEYKE IR M
B R T RE AN B R R T #A T IZ KR
1.2 R RER

HAR, TV SR TG 2 P A R AR A B R
SRR B R A N e A — 3. (HAE,
ZWHR RN, YA AL TG, BT 54K
FERAS — B AR 57 () T AR AR PR, AR 9 14 28 i o
R R, XTSRS K TR KM ) &
(BairuZs2011). FEZHMIFN 4> Tk b, R4 ot
R RASETYE T MRAE A RIS 5
FEB A LA, XA 7 2 X LA I, X AT RE S
FIRAEM A B RAIR, 3& B E g R A
JE, I BA ARG A Bk . A SRS
FeAFE B A AN FE A A E AR, b i o AR
Rt K B E AR, i S A
2, B R EmAaL MR B HNSRE, &
JE TR e BRI MR . StroudZ5(2013)F1 F — £ 51 K
N A5 DR R 7K R i 2R P A R R P T A TR R R 5
KRB TE A ZARG IR0 T W AL B 2w, KI5 AE R
AEFEPRAR LG, BT A I AR AR R B A B Y
IR T FEAR B G, HLJE R 20 v ) i S 7 i
A T R A A 2 2R

2 {ALAEF SDNAREL

2.1 DNAERE 1k

P20 B T R AR e ) e R B R R 2 — 2R
LIS DRI 2H IR AR A o 0 U108 A% T 45 60 B DN A FF AL
YR BRI E g BB RNA ZE Y45 77 =, H 1 DNA
F A0 2 H AT T S N i R s AL 2. 1l
) P DNA H 3 4k, 32 B A 76 TE AN H A 5 5 (1)
DNA 7t F (Law il Jacobsen 2010). DNA H 3£ 4,
TENF FLAN Y A Y TR ERAR R 7, 55 5 ZH DNA F 2




R YA S FRE S DNA FF AL AT 7Tt 77

AR AT T 2L R A AEY) R B A I E L.
T P AEAE =Fh 7 51 S 1 H &4k, b CG 7o)
RA AN R Bt ey, He 2 CHGAHICHH (H=A.
T, C). DNAF AL Sk I 3EAL . IS fb 4
FEAN 330 2 R IX = AN i R R 34T Bh A& T 42 .
IX = RS F] 7 511 5L DNA B EAE AR & HIRNA A
FIDNA H 2L 1412 (RN A-directed DNA methyla-
tion, RADM) 47 M Sk & i, {H 2 H B4 4E 7 7%
Fir 75 BB A AR AN

TE U’ I (Arabidopsis thaliana)3F 24 #.RADM
w2 H, HRNAKKE FIRNA S 5 6 (RNA-depen-
dent RNA polymerase 6, RDR6) f1DCL4 4 5 7= &
21/22-nt siRNAs, & 2 i 2 AFCG H AL 1) F 4
A%, A ]I IO i 1 Ak H &4 (Bond
F1Baulcombe 2015). {HRDR6 {1 ] 4 57 4 11 751 %%
JoE~- RNAFIsIRNAs 1326 P 0 T AR Al 0

{EFE I+ 4 JRADM i 21, SRNAK A2
(RNA polymerase II, Pol II) [A] J§ ) RNA & & i 4
(RNA polymerase 1V, Pol IV)7EFE W47 & H X 3N
PR AR RNAK S I RNA SR & 2 (RNA-de-
pendent RNA polymerase 2, RDR2) 51X 4% 5 AR 2%
B I FLAK i B 255 b 0 0T S U)o I 7 A Dl XU
RNA, F#DCL3 (dicer-like protein 3) Y] | A /N T
$L RNA (small interfering RNAs, siRNAs), F # X
FERNAZE & HHOCHR AE P R H I H R _Hon b
HE, NAHAZ I N 4HHE)5T, S5 AGO4 (argonaute 4)
FIRBE 9045 A, RNAXUEEFT T T B, 2 )5
I 90 B, AGO4 5 B RNATE N 41 i i,
EHRNAZE &S (RNA polymerase V, Pol V) %15
F| ) RNA 47 7 7 VR 5, [F B 48 52 DRD1 5
RDMI145HE R U VIR G4, 0 55 45 0 d8 3 HE
FLHEFLNF2 (domains rearranged methyltransferase 2,
DRM2)it1T7DNAH J:AL .

FERLRG I+, CGRICHG ) 5l FHDNA i 34 5
fit 1 (DNA methyltransferase 1, MET1) 4% & jii H
FEALRF3 (chromomethylase 3, CMT3)4E#:, CHHAZ
P Jeft 57 B S AL 2 (chromomethylase 2, CMT2) Al
RADM & 1% H1 [ DRM2 73 7| #E AN [8] 1 i B K i 47
YEfF. CMT2AICMT3:dE 5 iR 2H 8 A H3 L 55947
2 R 1Y) R A R AT B A1 ) R . CMT23%

A FAE AR X 387 51 K TEs () CHH F 24k,
FF A1 5 3% PR FE 55 1 CAA/CTA 7 1) (Law Al Jacob-
sen 2010), XFDNA FFJEAb 5 57 A1 4E 5 (1) 43 T-HL
il B 80 R T 3RATT 6 DNA H S £ 18 45 1 1A A
DNA FBEAL G TAEY) & P ol Bt B 15
IVER -
2.2 DNARE L FIERFERIE

AW TR A, DNAH I AL 2 1 2% R 1) % 5%
K, Mg S R 208 J — Se gl i i 72, H
S ST JE IR HL D ED i AS B B (Law Al Jacob-
sen 2010). #f 7 KB, EIYJE 2 [Boesenbergia ro-
tunda) IR G @A A 2%, CGRICHGIA 5 T 1Y)
DNA F 346 K 5 SERK . LEC2FIWUSH) 3 1% /K
- B AR K, DNAF IR /KF [ P B T SERK
BBM. LEC2HWUSH)ZRIEKV-T v, MAE ARG
P 8040 2H 23 b 0 LA, R DNA R 246 7K T
1) P AR TT B A2 a3 V] J5 22 76 A 2R 355 7 1 2 v I AR 12
e /1 (Karim%$2018), /L — i R M FE AL 7 A
e A% 25 J5 AR, H 2 — 26 iy T-DNA F IR AL T 4 071
BRI R AT DU GH o G € B AR b (1) 55 o7k IR g
1TDNA B4k, X AN I R B FR N I €A% (Miguel 1
Marum 2011). 7E KK, b1, ri. pl1 FiplZE4A
FEDR )8 B0 AE 7 IX AN B, BT BIAL AU B,
Bt CAAS 75 5 B AR R ) AR FR 24 i 57 222 (]
MR T A, FECT BRI B, 5~
f Bl 2% 4 (paramutation) (Sidorenko%$2001). it
AT L, 2RO S5 A 2k DR R FE AN B8 R TR 4 1) i 4
NECBE RV E MR T — N
2.3 HLPEFRFSHEFREMNKFETK

T - — R RE 8 AR AN [F) B IR A 1 Bk K R
DNA J5 1] (Feschotte 25 2002) . % Ji& 1~ (1) £E BE 1% 5
52 BRI AL A ), By LR I8 A% %) T 2k PR IE
RIEDIRe R B RHEENW . {EEAZLEY , did oAy
TEs (1) F 38 4k 7K 1 52 S0k DR 0 B8R B0 ok i P4
f, @#ERIDMi& 12 5RNAT-#(RNA interference,
RNAi) (LawFlJacobsen 2010). TEs[t & # i 5
DNAfK I A IC R . Bl A X e BT FLRIER N,
R I LG AT 4 1) A O T R Bk BR A RIS, 0T
FENAHIEH RIBEFEREE, AdamZF(2007)7E W} 7T
ORI, THER(Elaeis guineensis) 2t it 7% 22 1 2 21 K%
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I, BHAEEMRR T w, MELE eSS HELE 1)
HESS R B NBRRE, J+ B FEAE RS,
R RS B F -, = s AR, Bt
X S R AVFR 2 Nymantling. 23— R 51145
BT R BLIX T 7 1R 2 5 BISMADS box 4 3% [ 7
(1) AL K P AR AL 6. 1E PR A Flimantled i A
FEAH, MANTLED£E [H] )i | [ CG H B4k o224k,
CHG H 4k I 25 PRI, CHH HF JE AL BRI B 4
MANTLEDZE [R Ji o1 ] Karma® 178 1F A8 ko
e FR A, A8 R AL R AR R R ALK o
— 350 bt % P20 B ) 24nt-siRN As 2> [ 35 2H £ 1
() PR HG T k2L, 3X 7] B A& Karma i a5 F AR AR K
F B AR 1 Ji K (Ong-Abdullah%5:2015). Tanurdzic
S5 (2008)HF 9T 1 15 4 A A2 v 3 TR I AU R T I
DNAER 1L, &I Gt 51 F A0 K T,
G0 i DNA F AL 7K ST B AR I HLAT Bt 35 4 o
VA - 1 A 3 0, LS () R T S 45 2 1-nt A
22-ntfl) & BRI, 24-nti & B IFK. BRI,
23 AR A 2H 235 TR () R AR P I P AR M R AN 1
FRAELAR 1 4 52 DR 21 7K 7 DN A 840 7K S4B T
7, PIEDNAREAL K JUFAH IR, {H 2 AUk
PR B T UE MR PR R . Rk, TEs R {L T fE 5
DNA H AL 7K 1) 28 A — 35, (H 2 BAR B HL 1)
WG

% JRE - 7 A (A Y b 2 R EURR € 7 m 7 AR
FEM AT FE DR, 1K 0 3R U4 A7 ik DR 2 4 HH R0 R
AL 4 518, TanurdzicZE(2008) & i i T 7E 44
W BT T AT 5 3R, AG. FWAR F A % 1 (1)
RWLIBAL RS R AE T A4, DNAH B KCE BRI,
[F] I FWAR WO, e K -F- 35 m, AH BT HE ZH 3
hn 72545

3 DNAHEM SIHAMpETHERT R

H AT, 1R 2 B F0 i B TR 20 20 255 37 ) fE
R IR 2R LB A5 A8 S R AT 238, DIk Sk PP A5 01 FH 2H 27
B IR BT AR B P £ g PE(Miguel fiMarum
2011),

AL CLRIE T EMYH T DNAF 3L
AR AT 5 B R AR 7 (I B (Saze 2008). 1
50 R I i 2H 2335 37 5 1) oK (Zea mays) TRk,

HEFL A (121 B4FE R Fiz1 B6 L] 1) )5 5 F DNA H
BT BT, AN IR R R 3R A & R BE, z1B1%E A
[FIDNA H Ak 7K -1 B, AL R RIA & FFH(Xuss
2016). FAEFIFARE L AR R AR REW F THF 52
HoR B iR R R AL W ALE], R XA &
4t, Costa®5:(2017) K IMAE R B ik #Eh, A2 A
H R G 8 SR AS A AT DA B A A (Miguel F
Marum 2011). fEHZIREFEHISFEH, DNAH AL
BRI B2 8] — 2 sl B, ik oK
A8 ZAL8IM G R F= 214 f5 A R B2 F AL,
RARIZAR &, AE K B @ 2RI AR A0 P A A
PR R ILYF 2 X I8 I DNA FF AL KSE 3 — 5E 1)
B4R (Stelpflug 25 2014) . 483 4 4455 9% J5 1) /K g
(Oryza sativa)(¥] Jg ARAFAE SISDNA S I
1E W5 % (Vaccinium spp.) ) BAGH R, AE7EF X 5
AP AL CCGGA i, AH TR Frofr, IX R (1)
7 55 AR 450 (GhoshZ£2017)

JIFEQOINFIH T 104~ b T AR FE B B R
. [Glycine max]F iy, 5t H SR (1 2 2185 72 4% 1)
DNA HEEAL K (1) S AR 3047 1 o0 by, 45 R Bk
SELH LR 97 4 5] i 4 L R A DNA H 46 7K~ (1)
B, JLH 2 CHHY 5 F FYDNA R 34k, @ ik
— 3BT /NRNAZ FICMT3 B 08 F (i i 12 5347, &
IR 25 5 R T RADMR 42 54 7 CHH Y 541
I, CMT2W AR 3 — @ EH . RE AR T
M-I AR R 1153 0] DUR U i 2H 2R
2 BB K K24 WIS T 5, RADMIg 42
AR 2 i IR R I8 S AR PR AR T, (H 2 25 (R 40 4k
IKFEIF T, XM R R B AR K 0T DNA F
AR 178 A A 5, 3 A B4R AL AT AS
TER . IR T & TR K E TR, REE
SR H R IR R ik gk & BIERIE M, (H2 1)
HAMMRAE, —EfE L&A AT &0 &
DRI 2H H AR A o ] P e

e 2R 77 R AR (DN A H AR 1) A4
T P43 = ARV, B — & BT A R R0
Qb T A [ BR S 440 e e [ A ) PR Ak 22 e, TR
NS NERUESE SIAINYNIE: I M e S
2 B SR AELE H A 22 R 1 (Ji%52019) . B8 24
A 7 R o BT i BRI DNA F 34k 1 28 4k, £51] 2




R YA S FRE S DNA FF AL AT 7Tt 79

23 H 2R 77 5 T AR R K ARB A AR ) R Ak 7K PR
THEPA R, XA Rt S 4RI M Ak P oA AL
R HISZIE A 55 (Wangd52013). 55 — 8 A 4 41
Rt S EUE I HEH B DNA AL E R BE I
%, S8 —IRE )5, DNAFZEAL K AR N4,
1848 38 il Y AL 1 5 2k (Ming 552021). R K&
[ S B 0 T4 285 55 5 [ DNA B 46 1 AR AL i3k AT
T oA, AR R EA R A AR A AT BB ) =
SRR 4328, 1 HLX T B A 4 4 (1) A2 AL R AL
WEFT, 75 Z ALK T L dE AT 5, X2 B4
FLRT R R o
3.1 DNAREMKFIRELE

DNA H B A 52 1 2 PR ek A d AL,
MW T 2% 5 & 4. Maury (2012)F) FH it 52 (Beta
vulgaris) Bt 78 7 25 A1 7 AL 3 B2 DNA B 48 K
PRI . A UBIGTE 25 (1) AR i 2 HDNA F L
IR B TR IR 7K #R AR T AR A T R B
DNA FIEALE SR B R AR R R R IEEH . BEE
R4k, DNAF AL 52 2] 1 . 7E3E R
(Malus pumila) () 5F A2 FE A, a0 SR AR ARG
] B T AEARIEIA S N, DNAFR AR KA1k, 5
& IR IK - T 55 (Hao%$2003)
3.2 DNARELFIAAARARER 2 %

A 240 PR I A R AR AL AR ) — b E
M = AR 84T . R 20 TR #N S DNA F A 2 52
Wi 47 240 O VR iy R AR i AR ) — AR B R R
T T8 400 14 20 Jf JVR 16 A2 1) 3 R o A7 A8 55 A0 )
DNA 2 F A A0 E 3 AR A i #2 . Li%e(2019)i8
R MR R R AR iR AR IR T — U AENRAE(Gos-
sypium spp.)FEAK, IX AR AR CHH H & 4 7K~ FEAIR,
WOE 1A SRR e 5k 5314, S5 RADMIGE % DL &
H3K9me2 {ffi (1) i A5 A 5%, I HARH A4 m] LU
IOV i £ s A ) T3 S R I 7 A R

TE R 41 H I 6 e A2 A2 o, 2R 55 B e fd A5
DNA F B K- R A8 A F AR K P I BRAR A
TR Af MG A A, FF HLAT UK SR — 3820 R R )
R RO R I R A B8 7. X IR (Citrus sinensis var.
brasliliensis) B 1% 2 23 H AL A AR I Il 134T
AT R I, B A0 M VR IR U AR e T IR T R A
TR F A2 BV i % AE B8 77 I i FEDNA FH 46 7K

IR (Hao%52002) . 7EAN[H A 4544, DNA
R A AR U AR A 5 L DR R 3Rk A 9% . AR [+
% N (Daucus carota var. sativa) i il 27 35 77 3
W AMRA K R G, K IIDNA FE AL KPR 10
2, I0ON F 3 AR A0 1) 77 5- 280 4% i (5-azacytidine,
5-Aza)J, 4= 3L ZI BH W 4 40 B IR i & 4E (Loschiavo
24:1989), £ 75 (Medicago) "t K B T ALL i B
B, 5-Azaif FDNAC T IEAL, BT 1 440 f ik G
MR, 5 BUM PR 2 2Kk B A2 BE /) (Santos%52002).
JE 77 F¥hie 2= 5| EE DNA FE 40 7K P R AR AN [R) 2 BE 1
DU, H R H R — 30 K AR A R T A A R
JE IR AR, T3 — 0 0 2 T 42 BHL I 4 48 e Vs i 1
A, P AFRATTHRG WU A4 20 i IR G 1 R AR 5 R 5 AN ]
P ia A O, A T DNA R L AR

4 S5ixmETHERTRHEXHDNARENL
AL

TEAH o3 R R A, B AE Y 3R 52 252
i), 3 U8 A% AL ) 40 2 7 A2 O a8 A% 1D 12 R AT 1
JE A S R AR AR . R AR TR I RE R, X
LA A LTt I R 8 ) R R ), R 2 R AR A
MR ML o IR BERE g AR R 775200 1 24
JL 25 0 TE 5 Tl Jo R 4 i B A e RN R g, I
H 77 A4 % M % (reactive oxygen species, ROS) (Das
FIRoychoudhury 2014), £ {5 Al 5 4 J8 S5 30 55
JEJIF, A E SR RE ) & AR E 1), ROSH)
A2 R EDNA L & F i BT R A
SN T 2R R D fe, HET S BUA A T R A
(Bednarekfl1Orfowska 2020). Curry (2001)FE, 7
WAL TR RG D, SMERK AT &SRR
SN T 30 A% M B AR AR e, L rp SR A B A
ke F BRI . FOULE A% 1 2t AT RS w4 41
ML TGP AL S (1) R AR, B AT e 2 5 EUDNA FH kL
7K 7K A 2028 (Bednarek A1 Ortowska 2020)
41 IMEFREBERMPTHERTR
AR 1R 288 BRI AF U 2 52 T R 2 i G 1 2R AR
TR AR FIPE T 4 70 R B A v R 2H 23 451
2RI A EAMEAR AT B 77 . BRI Fr s
MR 22T MRB . AR 2GS EA A AN E 2 R
B M AMEAR Y AL A ZR, AME AR R A LR
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(A # 2 B Wi P A R R R AE AR A BT 1 R AR S
(1R 26 (Pijut 55 2012) . T SME 4 1) 4F 6% 5 1 DNA
FH A 7K ST DT 52 M 42 4 BRI 1 2R 738 S R A TR MR
BARTEA—HN . MHT 25 A (Pinus radia-
ta) 4 e AR T 3RAS S AR IR, B R RTDNA 4L
KA (Fraga®$2002) . 11 AT 5 (Mangifera in-
dica) ) e 2 3RAF A AR IS, DNA H B 4K 7K
5 =1 (BaurensZ£2004) .
42 BRRLASHERTERTR

TEH R EE TR M R b, A 230 = A= i mp
e SRR MR TR R —. FEH
BL IR AME AR 7 52 B A A N B 2R, T fe 2
ST FEARFKERHSARE TR RS, 60 5
AR R TR, IR BE A o AR A B S A RR
BARM A H L, XA IR 2 R EUA Y TG &R
BRI B RIAE NG T (Solanum melonge-
na)"H, 18I G A 23 AR ) B AR PR AR R R
T 38 3 i 7 A B Bk (Zayova2010). DNA FH
B H KA T4 A K. 2 &
J3 Bt 53 AT B 3 A B8 IS, DNA H AL 7K P R AR
TR
43 BRIEFAHSHMABTERTR

TEHL TR LR T, i SR AR i
Tott R S 23 52 B ARKE 7 i A 1) 250 B A e 28 B
B FRY 52 o A 200 B T VRORH A A 2R 7 v, A
i T 2R A S ) R 8 o o AR 1 5 7 (R AR AR IR B R
FRp SIS [5] ) 48 07T 389 0 (Bairu£52006) . B AL AR
5577 A WO 3G 0, 7E 20 2% I R 6 5 4 1 N 1]
WIRTSEL R I TE 2 . 75 B2 (Musa nana) (4 2355
FRGET, FHAER AT RE TR R
1.3%, 45 11 RAEAREE 35 J5 38 11 3113.8% (Rodriguess:
1997).

bR AL ARK: I7 I B A, B IR B FR
[B) 9 520 1 AR 4 BTGP R R R AR, U2
TAH ARG F A BT 75 BG40
FrIY (B PR30, A8 S Az B M G, DR I 7 S S 1)
AR S 77 B 2 A = AR ) AR S R R R B 2 B
(Zayova®52010), 283+ JA B 77 A= (1 A8 R 56
B O KA TN R4 R . RivalfF(2013) K I
A G 384 5 P 15 77 7 223 B8 A B T 1) 38 i 5 5

PR EE AL K1 B 2 T v, I HDNA T EEAL 7K1 (1)
T AE 255 FR T KA R 1 6 0 1) 25 1 15 777 T
RIETHEH .
4.4 EMEKBETHISHEARTERTR

TEAR AR 5 P I FE A, 20 B ] A el A 2=
B A0 W I 1t R AR R I AR, T AR A AR K A
I IR BE RS R A N 2
Jitw & #A (Nwauzoma il Jaja 2013).  1F i Ft) 40 it & 1
2> {EDNA K ] 58 BCHT 158 1 40 B 43 24, i dH 4R 55 55
PUEL 1 IR 40 B, A etk i 2, ek
Wi 5 2 5 AR AN R TR R — R A AR

TR A AR Y R 3 0 T 240 e G ek % HL AT DA
PFAEFRAEK, 75 400 BA AL, &2 kg
Moo R A Rl R, SEMEIEESKAEZN, F
MR R AR R BlN2,4- - FORE LR (2,4-di-
chlorophenoxyacetic acid, 2,4-D)F11-2Z% Z,F% (1-nap-
hthaleneacetic acid, NAA)ZE A= K18 5 771 2 51 AR 4
ATt R 48 55 10 K A (Sales 1 Butardo 2014). Morao
SF(2016) B 5T 1 AN (R 20 25 24 ) DNA F 4K ZH 7K
SRR, RIAR AR o 2 E MR S B/ N4 iU DNA
B K85 5, el Je AE 5% e 7 41 I CHHA 13
Sales Al Butardo (2014) & B {E 5 77 3 /s N 2,4-D
2 A AR KT T R, 0 M g
FEEAKS R AR T 3 1784k, IX S 580 T MR K
ATRA B . FEHE NIRRT TR, K
BT A=A R0 ) 2 TR AR o Sk 4 R A R
TRV 38 R ), 5 e R 2 S R A AR S, DT
FE2,4-DIR FE I BE N2> T B s e F ALK T
(LoSchiavo %5 1989). fE Fg JK (Cucurbita moschata)
PG EE TR A RIS, (B IIEAREK R
& T ME— IR, 3R 3 i BRSOt 2 5
Wi A2 400 ) PR 24K 7K °F (Leljak-Levanic2£2004) . 7]
BIEAH —SehiAdx, kRS R. WERS A
T3 i H A A AN RT3 A, T H H Cp Gz
AR Se b 34k . Arnhold-Schmitt (1993) % L% 7=
FE v [ 5] W 2, 1% (indole-3-acetic acid, IAA) A4 4
B R o 80 1S i 412 I DNA H 2546 7K
KA. Matsudas (2014) & B, 16 55 7% 3 o
APGRs/Ja, JEPED 2 @Y v (S ME AR & A4
RA ML TCYE RAR ) E o o R . fERFSE




FRFR AR A IR T FIDNA HIEAL (7 Te it f 81

INF B A2 Ja] R R S AR A A 1 3 5 i 7 1
i, Arnhold-Schmitt (1993) % B 6- 4 3 2 L HE A i
b2 73 224 2R PT DA 5 S50 A 4 2 DR R A K P P
I, T AR K 2 AT L] A B R A A KT B A B
FH(LoSchiavo®£1989)., A 17T 1, Yeft i # ¥ JE
DRI A ZH 2 | R AL B R () 22 S Rk 2 5k R A
AR IR, M 5 B4 2 R 4 HR 2 AR 7K P 1 AR
b, I H o538 1 H A RS TT DLRS E a8 A% 21 7 A
FE#K H (Shearman£52013).

B 7 AR KT R BE, AN [R] AR KR Y A Y
Eb A5t 2 52 i A4 Ah 55 FR A Mk Kk A28 K. Eeuwens
(2002) K B m A KR S R R R 2
FEOM PR AR R B, MR R 8L R
EIE

5 RATTHEREFAFRYIKMRBPIEN

FEHREE IR ARG R T,
— AR B AT 25 1. Thieme2%(2017) & FLAE UL B
FEFIKAE H, JHIRNA polymerase Iy 14 7] DA
S MR AE 55 4 L (I DNA T JE AL KCOF BRI, 77
AT TR 2 AR S DNA, 455 b B R R S AR
HHA 223575 i S ONSE N3 6 55 56 6 -1 I3\,
X AR I IR R B A . SR,
— SR S R AT E N, B B T Karmaddi 5 55 5 e T
() DNA R JE Ak 7K 1 B AR, 32 ORR R i 7= & R 1%
(Ong-Abdullah%52015). AT RAR S CL4 R
Dhig FH TV 2 183 A% SR il gk A3 AT A% A8 S A PRI A
YR, BN oA TR A B . SRR
(P R rp, BB R A A AT TS i e R AN T B
P2, AR B AR AT B . B T
IR T s (A 40 B JE 1 2R A8 S R A IR I 26 3
I, B CART LRI FH A4 4 A VR i A A 3o AR Sk AT
IR 7R BN, AR o B AR,
A LB 4 FH A 24 e VR i i A o R ok R A1 Ak 4
ot 2748 7 R AE 1) )L 22 (Shehukin51996) .

R 7= A2 R PR 40 G M R A S S Bl AL L AS AT
TR, BRIk, R i T 1 R AR S T LR L A
A EEN, AR SEEEES R TEYE R
(77 A1 HEAT « A5 1R 22 TR 3% 5 A AL 40 P 47 24 o O 12k
RS, M F AR S, AT DU 46 6 4 21

B TR H I T il A2 AR 77 B0 A Sk Azl o 3¢
BRI AL SR FE T, & B AR R R R R 4 8K
AT AR, T2 50E R EIMYBI0%: 5% A
T B 31 X I DNA K A= H FE 4k (Telias%5:2011).
X 2 UL A S i TR ) 4 THT T A R T R BRI A
AL LR, AT DL ) 2 W A% 7 BR B3 A 2
M S AL FE A

To Ve WL VR I E PR O R R, B BRI R
e WAL AL S, I AL AR 7 IR SEBLE A H AR,
T3 L A2 S ) ) B B B Ok, SRR AL R
JED R AR AL T A0 i) BRIk A . (EA 2R
FRLREPE SRR AR R A HEEKRE
PEREIHEY) . BEARE IR 2 5% T DNA H AL 5 ik 41
TG 1 2R S O WIE 9T, AEL 2 L AL AR 0 1 R o 56 4
TR R, TRNENT ARG R 5 I DNA
FH SRR ML AT ) T 78 41 2085 77 ok A rp R A 4 5
DRTZH w1 v AR X, AT AT LA 28t 42 ol A 440 it g
PERZ R, I H AT LUEH TEM B M SR .
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