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FA 3 AL 2 I 85 05 DR T8 0 2 R 1) 52 0 A Sl 1L
TERE R AR T ERF A TR AE FLAR A, (i st
W EBAEMEAKE VR, AR T AR T
FEHAT AT I, FEREARKSP b, 4 Mk i AR i
JR FE PRLEAIAS T LD(linkage - disequilibrium)K &,
A3 T T HE BN T4 (55 T A Joi 5 o 6 R A O 2
1% 2 DR A 5 5 I 2 DRI %2 1 e A ) R 3 ] R e AN ~F
7 (55 T A% Jo A DR TR 00 23 YR 25 A% ik R Y 03 R 15 o 4 A
RUPARIRAR). [RIZ R E BT — A, A% R
BAAS T TR TR A SN JIER, HARAEAS A (1)
AEVEE . BRGEEFEIRE B A BILD
(functional LD), F-T-HEMZ 5T Th e JE R 1 ELAE RN,
T H At A I FR(RAE L AR AT %) 7 AR G vt i
b A% U R LD statistical association), R FH T FEl #
PETE R S B4, BEAR 2 REPE B Ak R . BRI SS
I, Arnold iR T 252 5 (hybrid zone) e 1% 5
5= DRI L D3 B AN~ 17 T2 B 11 30 A i 2 DA 87 FH A% o
RUEE BN P (B A R PR . BB RS . PP A) 2% 22 T
)y EPEVEATEOREE . AR EENLEISE. H19934F )5,
B R AR L O V2 el e, IO
BRI O — Rl ™, MR L8 45 A B T IR A FLAR
A% 5 DR EL AR e R K i L,

A NAEZS 5 A R A R R D A% o Bk R B A B
W RN FEHE R, 1 50 IR 4 A% 5 B R LDk Ak
WHHIE, A A R 38 AZ o ZE LD ) Se vt 7 v Sz
‘HEQTL(quantitative trait locus) € . J7 2%, 28 J5 IR T
e A% 2 R AR 1) 2 FE b 5 A AL, BE S 3=
B giih e AR RLD, T BRI T
FEFR R BB AR A R BEAR (BTSN — 20, S5 PR 1
BIRASSERME SRR R, iS5 Bk i A
RIZHAR A 72 A A BAE IS RC R4 A, 3RV H
AT AL TASSEFN 520, X EEBR B A B TR AN B
i A% I ELATE A FE A RN 40 b B A AR SR I 9T 7 T PR .
TP EAL GHIR DR GRI R SR 25 ik .

O ¢ 318 Y S e N P 2 B8

R A% o 2k DR AN T (L7 B P R 2R AU LD)
YEFF LR A AR AL AT B T e S A S Sttt
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T2, XA SEbR BRI AL O A BB R T A
g b, PUASFEAR SN ) A RS BT 5 Se 0 nT S Bl
GAEH T HFZ R FL LD, C AN HE S i 0 BAE20
M0 FRAIM, B J5 BT FRIER D (K1), BLTE
FEM IR IX S A IR

TEAREAR SRR T, U FILDHE & T0. T
R A 212, R A AL 3 K LD 4E
FRE— @ MARRE, Z et FREIHET0. AN alikiE i
ASE PR A HUAT SR RLDEY | 78 AR AR Bl AR T
BECEERERET, BT T eiRA SR n] = A
FERES, WTHETH 1B AR IR ARAE F 7 R 1 A7 RN,
DRI, B 55 R AR B 5 AT B8 A 1 FH AT Ak A Hh 4+
EWFIEELD!", 7RI IR A A i ARG E A1 AT
T, R FELDI I T0, 2t FIE M E W
AR BE LAt BURZ o 56 R 1 [ s 2y 3 [] 1fiL % (identical
by descent, IBD)MMER(AWEL T =l A& VURCL¥
A2 ) B thEAQHERS T =, (E P B LA PR 48
J )53 5 R IB D 19 A (1) 4% 5 R IBD 22 (8] (1) ¥ 7 22 i
HEACHERS AEAER A, b T Lo el -4 s i R 28
ZHGOLT BERREME, SRR R O
Tt r Qg [ 5 48 o B PR () IR a4 e, A% o ik 1A )
I AE [R]— SR AR 7 A RIE, X2k )5 2 N [ IBDAILD
BT, 2450 A BT B AZ T SE N IBD S % i 2k
Flic(imprinting) X &, 73 At BT AH [A] 0% 7 =i
T BIAZ S5 R ELAE S S BRLD.

TR BEAR (AT DA 2B AR RN, VA AL R 4t
AL FEAZ T ELDE T0, (B4 3 S HEAT LL—
SETE I Hh 2k Pt g 1% S L RLDY, 7RGS0 R %
ST Y M1 BRI BE TR, BEREA
5] R A% 25 T (b BXLE B L HH e 75 A7 7R A i
RILD. B4R H 222 B2 55 ) aT DA RFFe e (A% o & A
LD 8k R b 00 AT 77 A AN () PR R A 4% 5 35 A
LD. [AFE, 7EZACH BEA, RS i B A% 5
HEEEAEREN, T SEREFLDAEE", JEREHL
TR G (UM R R) 5B 5 R H LA
(epistasis) ) EL/F AT 445 i (4% B £ LD ). 3
e 250 B T B R DR A b v I R AR R A T R
LD AR AL HFAL.

BN ARG PR M A% R LD # 2, (H B
WHFFRIE D>, CellinoFl Amold 43 #r £ 2L 3% 51T 4
AR 400 5 B S B (cytoplasmic male  sterility,
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Table 1 Theories of cytonuclear linkage disequilibrium (LD)
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- N SRR AT
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st LB A PIIRUILDAR, JRAHIERITH oy
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CMS) 5% EF TAE R R, 125 5 FILDTE 44 28 FEAAR EL
AT AR SE HLAE7E. Babcockfl Asmussen!'” 4 #7
A ) 18] A 2 33 X6 AN [) A= 7% 52 o B mT DA77 AR A% o 2 A
LD. Liufl Asmussen™ B 403iE B, 76— & I AE
(JF SR 5 SO F R B DR B AR AR A7 B B0 s AR TH
), A LAYERF B ASHE AR N AR AR R 2 A, (R
Bt 0 WA i L RILD AR AL RRE. 7Rk B 51T
PIBREAERT, 228 W BER A% B 24 RILD ] DARS e Hi
TEAE, L5 % Joit 2 DR A0 2 £ 225 [ 6 B2 40 A 1) — Bk
DAK 43 A FOASRAE-K Y, 238 T PR S B L )
1% o = DR T 45 R 5k DRI A 2 66 B2 A8 AN R AN [R) 28 12 (cline
discordance).

CEEEEMA ARG, BRI AR EE LD
DA J1) 42 i BEL A5 A% Jo3 25 DAL A 2% 22 7 B 22 A4 o (9 B
AL T A% L AT 18] (1) 38 4% $5 3Fe W (genetic  hitchhiking

effects), #1%EF NIEFEE RN, A FLDA]—
SEFESE LIRS R B Sk b P R R S R
2, BHERARB SRR B IE RO PEE SR, TR
FERLD A e — e FE L FHASAZ Hp S R s,
DRI AE -5 18 A 45 e 35 Bk )P AT I, I P 22 25
BT RaE, AR G A 1 4 B R B4 BT R
PRI, 2B A0, T A T A S M 4 A
AR 5 v 2 R B A ) st % )

EEF. TR AL ARAAIERT, ZEEFAM
A RGP EMRIEHLD, LDRIAAE ] — 22 b
AR 34 (swamping) Je 8 B 14 S AL 35 DR I ST
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ML EREIR T AT, a0 R A R 8] B A% o BLAR
WD, AR TARZEAZ I Y Ge ik K 1) BAE A RHE.
BH PR R NS B 2R G AR B R R R LD 3R B
T A S R AR I SRR BT ) B, T L
5 FAd R A RR I AR FH A B A% B 2 I LD 3 i
W 75 B A 50 i AR R 5 AR R AL . FESEBR AT
Z L RILDI, A IR HE X 7 D e 1t 5 Ak D) et 5 A
AR, FFEARYELDAE LR P I R N A 2 R
fiERHfE. N 3L 2HSNP(single nucleotide poly-
morphism) {3/ £ [F] LDy 4 K 40 )7 51| A5 4k 4% &) (pattern)
S Al R 7 5 X A Y 2 4k, (HR LD
By Far A7 5 TE) 2 73 AF A I B 14 BRI AR 2D

FEARZ AL K [EILDB FE Y, S AA AR R P R DR A7 A
[ EAERE, Gn A [F)EA% 15 5t BAE 3 201 Dobzhansky-
Muller /N3 Al (incompatibility ) % (DMI), ¢ | iiE B
T 7 LD({R B bL fe R 2 A YLD (i i LD) 20 T AE
AR AR AR TR, (RTLD A2 KT e K =
LD(#2)", &5 H T gi it BRI 5 18 = 75 77
FERZIE R FAEP, PG | DMIBLA 1 A 38 AN [R) A% i it
B S B3R EAR, ARFYEC A S By & 1 A% 2k [
LDA A REAAAE BIR G R, W H THEWTZ 0 R Dy e d
BRI EAE, XA feidt— P 83,

2 BBEARROM A

AL 56 A% T N LD X TN U R B AR AE 4%
i B PR A% A S A LA VR A R P K48 AT
HEE . CAIIE T RPN AT (1) AR
FER B A% A R AR B ST AR R BRI 52 M 5 AR
AR S (1) S 2 PR R o A PR 20 i
JEA 5T LA S HAB RN I HEAT RS P71
ARBESE, JE T s FARC LR,
J 3 P T IR - 12 SR Ik 23 A I R A% o 22k R ELAFE 11

%2 W T5ETEPACFEEARR R T i e

K&, W7 TH R SEBRiT oT Hi il #AR 2D
FLAE19854F, Datta* MR B0 £ 5 55 DK ) 4L 1
(HLDJEZ &), [FIN R 2 AR A S e/ —3feidfil
THZ BB EILD, e PR . X — AR kit — 24
3K, 2 AR BT 2 R (800 7 ) il A 2
ESLAUIR R EL, AT AR R AR A, (BRI
R AL B R B R AR, 280 S A B
Y, ZAEARAEAC A ZE R AR AR, P BN
B SRIE R , , ZOE R P
H TR R — B 2 AR, X T fhrfs 24
A JE A N T AR, 3R A5 2 AR AR IA
M, ZITERL A —E R, AR SR T AR
S FH TS I M A DR s i 5 4 o i R A 1 2 TR
LD, SDattaf 77 AN, %7 RS — MR
B R ZH il g ST AR R B, [FIRE, 20772 LL A Fisherf]
F 0N 2200 5 7 V2 F TR B0 3k AR AR 0 S 4 i
JR FE R bRc 2 e LDE?, R i A 5 R .
oA T A T R ELAE RSO 2 MR
S3HT FCARGE EE B, pR T o R PR 3 DL U
BRI RS — R MR MR B AR 7, N
SR A ABE AR 0] 24 i R R 2850 5 S FH A (] P 4 i o
SR B AR, 108 S BC BT A 0 5T 2 A
B REAR, XRAMBEAR TR A5 e a1
VP = AR 257 ) SRR, R A R L = A I PR ok
H % B HE LR A A & AL 8 ) 740, Tang®%
NP Al & s A A L (8158 ] [ A8 S A il S a4
B A ERFEAR, N EENR A RS2 A X AR B
18 (composite interval mapping) 53T BB 1% i BAE RN
73 FhRCAL . X — i T VR — 8 N T 1%
S IERA R AR A Hed APOREFH 2500 i 2%
PEASE IR 43 BT 4% 00 2 A% o LA B A% 35k BT B K 280 (im -
printing effects), X650 n] FE R K ZH 7K EidEAT. Hi
TAZIB A WO T 14 22 22 AN AN [F) 40 1 5 75 ¢ i N

Table 2 Comparison of gametic and zygotic cytonuclear linkage disequilibria under distinct evolutionary processes

B TS FILD Vs, i K% G T F BLD AR HHIRE
Dy=py—pp>max(Dypyu—pipu) (G, j=4, a; k, I=B, b) AR TR, RABEZEAEM)
Dy=pu—ppmax(Dyp—pipw) (i, j=4, a; k, =B, b) I HAEF(HRIERE)
Dy=py—pp<max(Dy=pyu—pipu) (i, j=A4, a; k, I=B, b) SREE HAR R (E ARILHE)
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i, ST TR 2 A THEMEY, W2 BT R,
N R BRI, H BT RAQTLIX [al/E K &
ECT 5 5 R B AL RS R A TR
AR, AT H 3 A R E 6 (common
garden experiment)HER(WIARA F i FH AP0
MRORTINAZ B R ELAE . XHRER B A% 40 it BE R, A
[ (R L 2R SR AR AL T AN [ A 4 st % 15 5,

Jo L R AH (A B e A, ANRIFR IR R $ett TR
FEMBLA T 5, BB Z AN S, FFE, X
TS B PO 200 5 5 R (e T R
ISR AT R A (A o 2L IR o B AR, IR
g AR (LDAN B B IR 28 M 43 #6 v] B Sk 20 B %
FER B AE. 2384540 M0 57 4= L R 40 7 s, v i age A

fEGiTH Tk b, IR IR S B TR T AR
ASRIESEEI, T 5 2 i 2 PR AR At m] 24X |1 V5 40 By
AT, HAlE TR AR R A fILD I 7 V(R 77
)t AT LU T2 iz i 2 LD, 5 9 24 10
AT, 0 DU S #0048 T BIMCM C (Markov-chain
Monte Carlo)Z #1145, Hfisxeid. ShEZRER
AR RN HCE oy A AT E PR AN T TS RB: (1) 8
1% 53 35 ER] AR 2008 R B A O 5 v AR I AR S S
AR, i dn, R (] )5 el e A A Y B R (B A
e S TR ) AT R 5 HAE R QTL B eQTL (ex-
pression quantitative trait loci) &AL 7 #r, fEATIEECH)
W TE (85 15 5t 22 ) BRAME J5 IR G B 7 1 56 5 ),
(7] IF 2 FH 5 PR O TR 1) 23 A A HEAT HE A4 1) 8 A% 45
R, o A% o ELAE LE AN [ Ak [R) 28 S A 25
(i) A% o 5 R AR 28 ) E Bk 5 7% 1 i 2
FEAEARCHIIEAE, AT AR BAE LS AT
TEEA LRI, EEE R BREAOKT R
i FEAR /D,

3 BBREARG UL R A AL

BT R R RAR R, wfTr. HH. G
TEAREL, ARG R (R B B N S A
AR B 20 L5 2 PR S5 7 T AFAEAR AL PR 22 5, BELAR IR L
22 A S A TR ELAE S SR R 20 LA B
S E A EAT R B IR IO SR IE S5 5 X AR A %

RIRBIAN [F) A2 R 3 B IR A A E 2 5 TR R
HAE.

T A RLAR DN A 35 R A8 22 L - S A DN AAIK,
2R AR DNAY- 5 RAZ Z A DNA B R A AL, H
NP KLIADNAN 24 R A R B DNAF B R AR
%, T OEM RS, dobifR e Sk it
M A A i R A T e A S 2k B 4R
RRAREA, 0 mm — L iy i i R 2 [F g 0D
E A ThHE AL (IIrRNA R rbeS/LAY AT A5 1K), X F
A2 LA P R BE 5 i A% 5 PR s A sk 3. i, sh
12w b r RN ANY 57 1) 6 PR 3 ek 308 438 7= A A8 DL B
LRI g T r RN A Y 067 [ B DR B s gk, TR) 2 b s
N % 2 R f 365 32 AN R A Sloan!” R it ik T 2%
Wik RAR AR KL A FAE F (W20, 045 41 B A% o
FMEME F) HE1E (compensatory evolution). 4 ffli% 7+
HAE R KA ERNE . RO A, =
Pett Al Lavrov! A 75 B 2 KL AR (RN A AR E AL I,
1 2 i 1) B R AR B Joit 45 SR 52 2 0 A4 2 i 1) 40 1 3
g, PS5 BRI B AR IR R AL, AR Z
WA 55 4% 0 B A7 3 ] b A e s 2R 8 18 £ 1 DT 0
= R E Ak T 2.

H SR 1B A AT AR ok o B DR AR 777 A (1) B K
B 7, 15 B RE W T A LG Y, X 32 BRI S
(TR DR 1) i ELAE') ftn, Sehrish A 2
P12 8RR Z 5Pl (Tragopogon  miscellus) M 4wt
rbeSEERIR B 531K, 70 H 1798k 10/~ B SR EE A4
25N G R IR 2 AR RIREAR, KIL B SRR F112% [
T I PR 2 2R B 16%% ()05 7k DR 3R 32K v [71) BE A rb e SHZ & [A]
P2 L. [ER I R 5 R R R A TR R REBEA rbeS, 3R
AR DL, T & A A Ok BE XU 2k (R N J Rk,
B AE B % P 72 o i o 2k R AR 9 %A AL B
TE L.

1 e J5 RN 40 A 22k R 2E kA 1 b 5 2 s T L%
EAEGRIETE, BRI e T KERS
I EE—2, BJE R REIFILEEL, B RGN 2
EE ). ORI EEY A B (cytoplasmic male
sterility, CMS)5#Z% % & # K (nuclear male fertility re-
storers, Rf)RF A& — MM R R BAE, &l A77E T
SRS, MG 2 IR E YR
PE ) RO BE R AL . TEMIE MERIEAS IR
SRR, BRR AR EE R E Y. arkE N
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W FCAZ I BAR, R ol 2 A% S DR 448 o 255 PR 30k 1 52
MR T AR SEBR AR, B4, Fishman ATwillis™”
K 5 28 BB B BRI T AL (Mimulus - guttatus) 5 B
TRIIIFIM. nasutus 2238, TEF, 24 F o0 %2 21 40
JOT M TR AE BB B o AE 24 B R LAY, 17 4 5 A M.
nasutus W B, KoEA N IEH, 1625 A 5 AR E8
A4 /N20%, VEE HENAA RS & B4 B EA B, 1
W ACHERERIRR B A A EW R R R, HEMIEAA
B R HIAL A

A B HEVEAS B 5820 BLAE RN A7 LE S A O,
ZHOT R AR MEEA T E 2 5 4Rk
FEPRRE O Y, SR AR PR 20 2 TS AR AE CMIS 3 (R 445 T3t
—BRIL. RZES CMSAHH K BB RAR B PA A7 sl i
T FBAEMICE, CMSFE i & 1 4oL LR
SRS, IR LLFE DRI AE R R, S O A A e T
A RETEAAE.

B RGRARENEA B CMSHE R 51k 5 JE K RFEAE
(15 F-HLHIAG 1R 2R, McCauleyfOlson ™ 45t 7
CMSE L RRBEA AL IC R, W\ JFE R4 H 2 2 it
T 5CMSH X # A ORF(open reading frame)iftii.
Carusos NN CMS/RFHAE 45 FL B e T RS fir 3k
DRI 7 X6 3 AR A B8, RV 3008 5 B A4 it Ak (1)
AR IRELOREE, 18 B 1 0k B U8 R 5 A 5 R A 26
ChenFILiuP 4 4 7 CMSFIRFEAE (1143 FHL A (<L
HRC I Figure 3), — 75 T % 48 B 40 ) P 4 L A 4 1
FFIMSG(mitochondrial-sorting gene)/ =4, K E
FERIRMANIEEN, 2% R 15K+ TSRF(tissue-spe-
cific regulatory factors) & Z&¥ H 1% i3 5 52 & 4 7
{7z mtETC(mitochondrial electron transfer chain)%%, 7£4%
WEAA A BEAT AT P85 1E FH I SZ 40 51 & 7, TSRFsTE
A o R PR BRI S K P | A CMSE B R AR I
FEALZ) LY, WERAEATECMSHERF . CMS
[ FmRNA K CMS & A /KA Bk 47 EHICMS
FERFIL, NIMRE G 53— 7 HCMSHE H 5mtETC
A HAE PR AR TEATAS 5 (WS M A AT 40 i o R e
FETH0), M 5 R Y A L A T-PCD(programmed cell
death), 7 /E 40 ARG . 4R AR5 CMIS 3k PR FA AR 5
5w k2 A2, BAFEmtDNAE A .. 2 IRERIZ
JEAE S RNAZw 25 P B % sl 8 Bk
IR, BRifR B4 75 L, CMSHERFE T
Oy TR SEW A FIEMSY, X TR LI R
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BT R o R DR 2 A S B AR FE R R SR, AEREAA
Kb, CMS/REER 2 A M an el 4E R 112 s fs 44
AR R R A R R AR R R AN S A
FHIRARA A SR B X CMS/RAEAE A 25, 1X
LG i 91 5 4 — 2B I

BUE BRI AL, B TSR = 22 = 38
() A5 0 A (DM AR ), A% o7 ik [R] 1] B i Jog 4 A ]
AR A MM BEAER. AV 2 IRIE i 2 R A7
AHAERN, FARARRIENAE. 140, EttersonZs
NPH R ) 95 DU 3 4 b 28 U B (Campanulastrum
americanum) 3L RF,, Fo M BIZZBEAR, ARG Z R4
PR AR A AT AZ 7 2 DR FL AR 4% ) 22 35R . Ellison Al
Burton"* Vo3 Wi ¥ /K F (Tigriopus californicus)7R ]
LR AR FE R Y SR AR 2L, 774 R 5 mtDNAE
B 5 ATP63E AR iE, mtRPOL(mitochondrial RNA
polymerase)-5 mtDNA FAF I 15 2R A4 4 s i B, 5 2k
FAREE VIR DG, it Fob Py A2 o 22 (R ELAE R
538 AR M % (R AR, (B iy T R AR A 4 i
—IRA.

HA AP 22 #2022 5 8 47 A% i 5 R BLAE . Mon-
sene N\ PSR 25 B DN A BRI (COL, COI) 5 A Ty
G B AN B SO R] 28 58 (Chrysochus - auratus @ %C.
cobaltinus 3)FEIAF,, 5B KM% M EREAEC. co-
baltinusFH R RDNA, INNTERREL )G & F Al P
FRAETESE P25 . FieldsZ N1 4047 T 135/1170
Pk A AE I8 T 55 (Silene latifolia), 43 % M1993~20084F
S3 AHE L6 AN TN BRI R A, 45 BB RAFE RS
FIAZ 5 2 ILD(mtDNA: atpl; nDNA: 14 L EDNAL
), WA T 5 IS RIR G SR 8625 W) 45
R RIAT A% G54 A8 S K B A S P RE T B, A% B AR K]
B AR ] E i R PR 4 S (gene conversion). Gong
2 NIV Bt 7 4 U8 22 8 A A ) (38 B TF (Arabidop-
sis) {4 (Arachis) 2 & (Brassica) X & (Nicoti-
ana))I% B K P 7E 1 #% Rubiscott H I & Ak, 45 &
IR AR N EE R GRS i rbeS A7 (small - subunits,
SSUs) ) A= Rl 3 ok A5 R 9 8t ol R A i 9 A [ 5 1A
[FIFELE 2 A5, JE DR 4 R AR AE A5 AR AH e B DR 20
(A A2 B[R R, FESSURIDREIX, I fa] T~ BEACE
PR ARAS B 4. A FE N o o B R AH L gk Ak v a8
Tk e R 2 ) DR e SR, IR 5% R T R A%
PR 5.
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4 AR S

LA AL IR A R S JE, RS
BB AR BIAE A JE AR, W A [F]9 S5 RsAE ) b
AHEAZ e, AR T R AR S, HsE ok 4k
A, FACEERIZH R SR AR R A% X T2 (]
ZAHR AT, TERRAS . FEAE RS R T, )0
FEDR EH T A LE BB 1 S ME 1Y B SRS R 1T R I
HAS RN ELAR 5N, H e i A ) ] SR 30 5 ) ELA
AN B T RILD, e 4318 B R A [R) — e 2> 2 90
SRAULD. BT s R R AR 7 (R oR) . 18RI
g, FEREA ., RABFIHAR, it ERERZ
(B H A Z N 1/2(H A G, 185 7 R) 5= R 52 e A T
JAE 7 A9 HORE B 45 R I AN — B (cytonuclear dis-
cordance) H. 5 §5 A% 7 3 ILD(#3). A [ 4 25 A0
B RN SR RIFE M B R FILD, ik #ad %
FEAE R B RILD— R85, B e Bt T4
R IGEERIRE AR S E L.

VFZWFh %4t K B 57 BT (phylogenetic  analysis)ilE
AR A2 01 22 DRI A S 1) R AN — 35, s S ALY (FFi-
cus) R A8 /N B ¥ a7 £ S EOMIRI R 2, FH 24k
A DN AR 1044 2 1) H5 & A B ] 3R e R ILA —
FN W H ARG AR S B 5 MGk S R 47
FhiE AR EAR, RWEAFRPRZKEN, WH
TP RIS, 1A H 2R ) 2 BORh A 5 B R R 4t
RIREIZE T AT Rk O B R Fh i
15 K45 R (Populus balsamifera)'5E R M (P. tricho-
carpa) 2 [A] [FIRZFE R A1 AU IR TR] (75 kys) 22 b IS4 3
I A A () (5~7 Myr) 522107 Al i 5 2 1)
HY A —BAEILRNR I EH (Dpha  angustifolia)
5 55 M- (Typha latifolia)i) 238 Fth A 175,

TESPFNIA], A VF 2 38, M) RASHENS T3
S9IZ LR AR, BB RGN A —B(K3). i,
SN (Rattus rattus) S AR Fh 7] KA 58 4543 1% (incom-
plete lineage sorting)Bl 7% 2 = AE A% Ji AN [F] B8 A% R 4t
B SRR AT B 7 J R 5 b S 11 (Etheosto-
ma subgenus: Catonotus)[7o], MR J& N Fl 8] (Rana tagoi
FIR. sakuraii)m]%; AEM G A AR A BB ) SR A
[ 58 16 44 A8 5 P AR T B R, R (Salamandra
salamandra) g ¢ (Python ) F 8] B i% 5t 2% R L 22 5% 7=
R RG0SR A R R BRI, %

Jo 5k R AS [F R FE B T S B S R A A — 2. 4
U, #5fa(Macrochelys temminckii)F1 32k /N 48 (Oeda-
leus decorus) R R 2 57 T BUZ B R 40 A A
[>T M RS (Urosaurus  nigricaudus) 3 54
WIHBERAS AL, Rk HAZ R R B N7, K kAl g
(Ambystoma macrodactylum)TE W5/ 7] 1% 2 (1) 44 28 7t
W RN R 7 A A SR DR A A RS, 22 AR
fii(Menidia beryllina)[F Py 52 FREARECR AR (BRAR 2K
IR )72 A AN [ A 57 5 R A A,

b IR 150 WA AE 55 4% 5T R DR LA A TR (G R R
PEITFhRIC), 1250 RN 25 By L6 M B) B Y 3 2 (6] 7= 2E
ANFEEE. AR R B N AR E], R RILD
F AL RIORYERF, AEAZ 5L R w] i B A
TER IR SZIN,  REASIEAE 5 A ik DR i 3L S,
M SEA A (A B R s, A i KT
RIS, A SR AN [F AR e TR AR, TR
FhIEE T [F2P8E. X — RAE SRR R O S bRt 7t
fRIE, KA A% R L [F]#T72 (cytonuclear cointrogres-
sion). 540, R4 (Drosophila yakuba)J4n i 4 2 cH AL
BEE(COX) AL VA& F A% BE BRI 451, T T ~ITDE 547
AR R B, B TCIE R S R AL VA I =A%
FE DR A b AN e FaE M D, santomea®h 18] L% LL
BRizER A2, B9 =M R S5 COX L
iy T ~TIIE R S B s B 5 .

%0 5 R AR AT REAE 19 A Lo A% R R 5 ki ik
Bl SRR DR 2 S R BT R B TR, AR
it 4% 77 :(coinheritance), UIHRFE (A% FE K 2 BEAS 15
. Wolf ™ % bl W T4 A5 A1) T35 PR 201 BT Ak
2 BE LR 5 A TR 5 R A B St A B DR AR R Y
DRt BARRE, BB RE T EwE, SRERER
SRR rh PR R DR A T R L B S R A B S A
FERILFETE I R (K E AR T3, X771 5L bRt
FARTER .

5 BERAFEMSYIRIE R

LA A TIER A RE, A 53 K 4 A
B A7 6 A0 LG AN P R BE AL, A7 A8 AR T i S AN HE
S I R v L i e e L TP i
HAZBRAS SR AN 5 SUR AR FGCE BOE MAE T B, LA
SLRETE, RIS KRR B, BRI AN DR

957



E PR AR AR R A S S R A

F 3 AN R IR R

Table 3 The heterogeneous introgression of cytonuclear genes between species

/g ATE S e S ST TE SR
=L
L . . cpDNA: atpB-rbcL, trnL[UAA]3'exon-trnF o o vr 2o a N e s
Ficus sectgzﬁ?gloglychw [GAA], FILHLAB2S A H B IR bliﬁz;@??*ﬂﬁﬂ’lx HA 62]
set nDNA: ITS, ETS -
cpDNA: trunL-trnF, trnlL [UAA]-exon-trnF
Ficus carica At F [GAA] FAEFNEL R % [63]
nDNA: ITS
L cpDNA: 4zFE K21 " N e
: = P 1445 64
Ficus i) WDNA: {65 U, 1% Kl SERERBRRN A AT [64]
) . cpDNA: 4771 FR M) T AR K21
Helianthus ) F1 5% nDNA: 1000SNPs 1 58 3L IR 7 [63]
Populus balsamifera XM 45 K+ cpDNA: 2751 1 8 5 2 (1 2 ) 15
P. Trichocarpa® & b nDNA: 32 B[ MBRR SRR R MG AL [66,67]
e e cpDNA: rpi32-trnL, trnQ (UUG)-50rps16,
;yp}f’a la’t’f,“ls,”fggl@f% 30trnV-ndhC, trnT-trnL. Ve SIS [68]
YPAa atjola AT EH nDNA: # TEFFIL
Ik
mtDNA: cytb, COI
Rattus rattus % i, nDNA: 8/ f T ERT, Yelsaz 3340 M i U e Y [69]
A EAHER
Percidae: Etheostoma, subgenus: Catonotus mtDNA: Cytochrome b, *NDZ, ND4 s
S R L T AR A nDNA: AFLP AR T [70]
Rana tagoit¥ IRHRIE mtDNA: ND1,16S T s
R. sakuraiiii] bR nDNA: NCX1, NFIA, POMC, SLC8A3, TYR BT [71]
Loxodonta cyclotisxL. Africana IEMMFRAR mtDNA: ND5 Juzs Z5
EREI NS nDNA: BGN, PHKA2, PLP (X-linked) AR [72]
mtDNA: D-loop, cyt b = g 2 - ,
" e SAFEAR AL T B mDNAE A 454, (BEZ%
Salamandra salamandra )X 545 nDNA: bfibint7, CXCR4, NCX1, RAGI, B ZLC 133 3 B3 2 [73]
SLC8A3
Python bivittatus 40l f) mtDNA: Cytb, Col U\
P. molurus TEINE 155 nDNA: 187§ L2 RIE mtDNAZY 2 5 HIHT 2 [74]
mtDNA: tRNA-ProFIAH 4B (142 i X 3511
Macrochelys temminckiiffg e 50 AR AR PR 73 ORS00 L [75]
nDNA: i EEART
p o mtDNA: ctr, N]?Z L E o B B ok 3 [ 75
Oedaleus decorus 5k /NF 18 ADNA: PR A7 i [ 52 RS N/ el S e S AT [76]
: { 't H% {HnDNAFRiC
o o mtDNA: cytb, ATPase mtDNAE’JfﬁEEft%AﬂEiE%J n
Urosaurus nigricaudus % &5 ADNA. [ T )35 B (771
BN B (A 22 4 B - e
Ambystoma macrodactylum& BEEE 145 mtDNﬁbﬁI\? AI: LAEIN:?}E,? fNFsN s A [78]
Menidia beryllina =M EHEN 6 miDNA: D-loop I st ARSI [(79]

nDNA: ZHENE A W& T

a) *: AFLP (amplified fragment length polymorphism)

FOAG B30 41 0 B0 A 1) 550 ol ) 2 o A4 B o 9 2,
TR R, 2 R R R & T A B 9 A5 (post-
zygotic isolating barrier)™). ¥F £ SIAAELER R A
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o, R R RE A SR H 5B (intrinsic)igt4£ & B K 2 (40
BT AL D), A K EIMB(extrinsic) E B IEAE
WFR 5 R 25 1R B (U 2 2SR I L), 284 %oh s R
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JRUAZ BT AN SE AN BE b T B 0 A6 265 5 kA 3 R AT A
%, CHRIBHRE R 7R AREFRSE RN
g3 B

HRFASE BOE B T B A s A% R 3R 2 %
FE [R] [B] B2 o & R (8] (DML 4% 38 (R [B] DMI— 0 A
AN 5 SR 5 ik LR 2L [R] f 22 7 U B, B OE RABLAE IE
AEHEAAR (BRI H R AR 2 51 R KO DMIE 1E S 32
PR R E AR AR R AU BRI A 5 . X
72 BT 20 B30 2 B ot ik IR 5 7% B A% ik DRI 2 J AN 5 i D
DRI Zxild. Flan, fERRPG % BE(Saccharomyces  cerevi-
siae)iZHEH Sc MRS1FNZF I BE(S. paradoxus)k
WLk Sp——COX1HE A [H], DUBEBE(S. bayanus)i kA
AEP25TRBFERE(S. cerevisiae) R FifROLI1FE [ Sc
—OLN IR AEMS . 40 5 5 5 548
SR —HESFHDMIFE, 7] Re5 90 M5 OR B
R AR T AEYIDNAT 12 2 22 Gt(DNA repair damage
system) 5, XRS5 A% IR ) HLAE 5 R,

TE RDMI ) AR 25 i 1 3 R Zeo b AR Bl SR AR A7 AE
TE AN [P IR JE AR FE DAL, AN [F) 40 o 75 SR A
B A4 B, Sambatti® A SUSRH A
ENAFAIRSEA, B Tgy i m) H % (Helianthus an-
nuus) MG MR IE R R B 1) H 28(H. petiolaris), #AT
1ESEF ARG AE A I AS B4, JEAT N M e,
gt JLAIE BA 41 M k% ot B AR 5 3 b 52 e 2% R 1R 3 AR
Caruso A A K40 L5 HE A 7 (CMS) 5 4% ik 52 3
BRI (RA) ELAE X k1 52 R DR S 15 R A B0 B A 4 5N,
TP B2 5 RDR PR B 3 B e 5 AR S R B G E, AR A
[ (ICMS/RFEAF 45 3.

L 24 ot = DR 2 9 52 RS A I (— LS4 TR A
(A R 28) 5% Barnard-Kubow 2 NP7 F 4k
X W (Campanulastrum  americanum)i 5 &7~
cpDNAFFAEXGRIBAE R I, F 28 Fhid N5, Fo Ak
5. 25 BRI U 15 A% 24 A o 5 DS A B T R R4
ESEANYE, I8N T DR AN 5 AT S5 00 A B el 53,
LR T WA G RE. 2 T B T AL AN
SEANIXS T .

BRI 5 i B ] 2 5 A ER, 20
VIR R, TR M 32 SR (e 1 4 i Joe = DR (R A5 4
58, MRAHRAR RN, A IG5 1 40 A% i A
AN S BHAGAh E HE R, AR TR R, {HCoynefll
Orr ™ A g AL AR G R T B K STk — SN K, X

BB RZ IR RNEARTN & 1. BRI IR IR 4 i
A 0T A 51 RV LU A4 A% - A% 5 DR ) AN S D 52 e 22K
DRI AEAZ AN SR AN SR ZN PR T B A b, 8 A AR IR
A —ERERNEmN, HEEDMINLE FEMER, S5
FEDA R BARERRIAR b, 4% o 8 DR ELAR S 2 S AT 3
SEARESE PRI, TR 5 L R AR ) 5
FE R AL T ARARI, AR R AR (A Fh
T TR K hrd [a] SRR [B] eSS MR, — EFE
JE EBARRIZ B ASSE R S BV FE 2. L
WHTFUEECMSHUERE 55T T, 8 AC T RE AL P 2
ELDA Lk Fa ", CMS S8 R A L1133
—JE R ).

b B Rz Ah, ACEL Rt e 2 5 4 i
WRASSEFIVER PRI, 1 28 A% £ BELAS Fob ] Jik
PRI, T 3 S A S R T B, (B 889
BRI A SR AR, 0 2 e 7ok U T e fE a0
e AR, RLT 14 % 1B (outbreeding  depres-
sion) LR, FUHHEIS CUE R R 455 HAh A 72
(RYIB £ 11 FH AT 4 A R R S B LD 152 s gk
FHINGE TYIMIE G AR, BT AR e i R IAE
GFTERE 2 MN, 128 BAERUN AT 43 i BROBC (% 5
BCFLD)M& T (R R BLD)A 2, SR B W
ARVE S OCER, H RIS A W SR IE 1% 5 B R LDAE BC
MfFHr B r e L. 2 B B B SRk £ 5 FE Bl
J7 AN )18, SEHC 2R G n] R 45 A% i B R LD 7E
PR BRI DTk, Be b, AL RS S A AR R
T, 1 5 T R T e SR (5 B 2 A B 2K
W), SEASH T TR R (T AE I v e )Y,
BRI, JRA S R G T R 5 Ao i i
HARAIXT TTER? FERE B ER ST R R A E R X
16 ) R 55 L — PR

6 Zig5RE

%R BAF T B B — N A R, 4
i ik TR AL AE 3 A% 5 3 (T AT B2 308 A A /ZD BO00 0 38
). RARR. EH. ARG TT ISR A
ARRAZET, T2 AR A% 5 ik DAL AR L3k L AT B[] 326
i, SAESMELEA TN, BB
SRR B T A s AR L R
LIRS SR L
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PEARIZI, JFARRE 552 HBH A LR R, (TR
WA R A T3 5 30 35 0 040 - LR L 2 AR
54 90 0 0 A8 (LD A — B4 A R M P 4
PR LR RE. BORIEELDR . S,
QTL s RL AT ik EAT LB RS, {7 1538k — 2 A,
L 52 P17 2RI DK X 43 4 ) 15 4 4 2
(st PRI EL AR RO T . S
SEPALD(F P SIS 24 P )72 S L5 O ] o
I SE T A R R, RO ) 705
RIRRIE IR EHE AT Seheb, AT ST AR
PEARIZA 36 A AT 3R U 2

225 30k

B, ROV I R B, B BT
20 0 i 2 R 2H A T SRR R R, 3 A AN [R] R A 5T
SR P AE, A ASTABDO AL AR AT R — g IR A

E RN 5T 5 PR M /D, (HAZ BRI EOR, TR
JRHE R BAR L R BT AR AR 2 10, LA o S R4 e
FUREAMIE 24 B Gt 7 BT S AR ALk, A5
JREERIF EIE R AP REAEALA, S 8
FeEA B AR (PP S AR VEAE), 48R AR T B
TR, RS A R AR TR — A B 5 T
UEAh, BRE BT S R Ak N AR A 22 7 A
TEMACRE RS, TR AR S A2 B R SE )
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Cytonuclear interaction is an essential step in originating an eukaryotic cell. There are fundamental differences between cytoplasimic
and nuclear genomes in the mode of inheritance, mutation rate, ploidy, gene recombination, and effective population size. These
differences inevitably interact with ecological and evolutionary processes, and are involved in maintaining cytonuclear interactions
and their coevolution. Here we review in depth the theories of cytonuclear interactions and the empirical research progress from the
perspective of ecology and evolutionary processes, including the evolutionary theory of cytonuclear linkage disequilibrium, methods
for detecting cytonuclear interaction, molecular evidence of cytonuclear interactions, and the discordance in cytonuclear introgression
and in phylogenetic trees among species, cytonuclear incompatibility, and speciation. Theoretical studies and empirical evidence
show that the basic evolutionary forces (mutation, selection, drift and migration) can change cytonuclear interactions to different
extents. Future studies would concentrate on (i) screening loci of cytonuclear interactions at the genome level, testing the evolutionary
attributes of significant loci, and analyzing molecular mechanisms of cytonuclear interactions; (ii) addressing the role of mating
system that interacts with the fundamental differences between cytoplasmic and nuclear genomes, analyzing how mating system
affects cytonuclear incompatibility at the population level and the consequence of leading to speciation.

cytonuclear interaction, cytonuclear linkage disequilibrium, cytonuclear incompatibility, gene introgression,
speciation
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