ERVES SE HOF B L Vol.42, No.l
20204E 01 H Marine  Fisheries Jan., 2020
NEHS . 1004 -2490(2020)01 —0001 —09
HEF&AM CoOl ERAM D SRR &S
DNA Z RS R
Eik@& %‘E‘ ﬁ9 XB%)—\%, %‘: ZT—\" %m7 /\J:L!i{;ll’ ﬂjﬂ éEE

(BRI AR, 510632)

5 E. T SR Polynemidae) 60040 H i, WS T o7 4 10 ML T FHE K 3 IR 5
33 % COI LN 5'3 1751, 454 GenBank F K1Y 5 I8 16 it 41 & [R5, HE40 47 T 6 I8 20 il I iRk £ 2
DNA TG, 5 5L5 7% 20 Fii SR TR R 19. 6% R TR 6B 0.9% 1) 22 fi ok 14
FIER T B0 R4 32, X H YR A 2, WUIE D il ( Eleutheronema tetradactylum ) F 22 % PU 5 T il ( E.
shadinum ) FHIFLE 065 (16. 09 ) SR T T IEHIRT (1,29 ) 10 13 457, SRPHE =000y 2 3 7 900 4
JALTL, RIS EHT (2.3 ) KT 2% JEIR T 2 A FLRAUE 3N 99% 1% S i
PRI (4. 8% ) R4S PP RS 0. 1% ) 0 48 {4200 5§ RIS 531340 M5 24 1A T A 1 2
A EAP R SRRl . PREEZ 48 D (Polydactylus sextarius) 5 ik NN 2248 5 ( P. malagasyensis) ANPHIE S
SR RS (BB (0 1. 0% | FLAEA TSR E00 1 IRy — 3 CLIRLAB 5 T BCIB2 S, HE0 — 460 i
I —7h fELE1 TA TR LA A LRGN GenBank F 9 4411 B 11 45 4 th ST A THIBIC
248 Dl (P. mullani) 5+ 2238 Sk ( Filimanus heptadactylus) WIE R 1 3, 3 X NBAEE B 0. 1% ; U1 SRAS
12 GenBank F 1 F 2 1R A 1= 1 Il Wb, GenBank 1t 5 T4t B34 5 2 % 96 74 8 (P.

sexfilis) , W A] BEJE SR BE 245 S WA R R 2 o

KR DA DNA KB, COT LR
hESES: Q349 XHRFRERS: A

i B ( Polynemidac ) ¢ 5 T 5 7 4 41
( Osteichthyes) %GV 24X ( Subclass Neopterygii)
fipift H (Perciformes) , )" V2 73 A T il 7 2 A1 Hl
PR I e i LA B IR AT A T 1T SR
R UN 22 L2458 T ( Polydactylus sexfilis) , W 5
fif 5 E RO H s A — SR 2R KA i
( Polynemus paradiseus) ,JEZSL38 A B0k ) WL 5
Ve, R R arak! Y, aitRT M
LI 8 J| 43 B, Horp R E A 3 8 7
Fh 0 43 5 VU 5 )& ( Eleutheronema ) 1 DU
5 5 W (E. tetradactylus ) F1 2 5 U 45 5 B ( E.
rhadinum) , 248 5 if J& ( Polydactylus ) ) H.15 %
e (P. plebejus) BB A8 i (P sextarius) |

2019 - 10 -31
] X & S A& 11 (2018 YFD0900802 )

WiRE:
EE&WH:
EEE
BIEIEE:

INLLZAR B A/ D Z 45 B (P, microstomus )
VA S 22465 Sy i ( Filimanus ) (175 PR 2298 S i (F.
sealei) o AE1d BEAHH MR IAEE H 42 AL 1KY
S 1, SR £ 2 Ol B IR AE A WD, R
JETH I SRR A B 5 DU S 55 A 2 5%
I SRR 0 TRk (2R 1 2 R PE LR 3P
I3 AR mR T B R 8 2 A 5 B PR A A
T RFI B

HER IR ) b S 5 S Ao 5 5 JRLOR 3 M A
AT . H AT, MOTOMURA ' 3o 2 o} £ 25 3
TIE A2 R R 8 287 i) T2 2K 5
PR VL AE X PUFE T FL AR 4R RN 4 %
T S WL KA RAET X S W DU i A

FAr#E(1994—) , 5T W LWFFEAE  WESETT 1) 0 AR5 . E-mail :1341196538@ qq. com
&= B BT 5 . E-mail : tqzhang@ jun. edu. cn
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TESFHE LS, iz B S i o R AR AE T3
S o AH R T R — S 2 SO 25 AH A
JE 1 Y REHIE AR B W IR s ) A s
B RAF A 52 L A R R B BE IR 2548 4k,
IR U R B RIRME . DU 48 S i g 28 B R 4
SR 2 (RN BT ST SORRA T E Y i
Sy FUA DU il — b, o A 2285 DU 4 b fif
s 7EZBEPE TR Sy — ST A AL
Pz G A BT A SRS TE Hh 40 A ) DY
5 T4 P8R 22 5 VU 8 T 7 U8 T ik 7 o [
FFETAM . PUHE T 5 22 8 DU D W] 25 X 43
FEOE WSS AR H R TR 2 RO AR
T VA AT TE SR AL AT ], R BRI R TR
— Ml DNA TR H AR R /b B A
ity 1 — BERRME R DNA R 97 B b 543 B it 7T
DA R AT VA S, TS T e B MR 5
EPFIAFEIA R . OB R, Lohiik col
HEIN 53— Br K BE 24 652 bp B BIAE g i
SE B DNA 4 TF 15 15 £ 2K 5 260
sy R I T T S A
P, FLAEf D[] i S5 44 L 5 ol ) 24 0 % B0 B A7
S5 T SRS, TR T 3 F e % DNA
IR RRIE " .

LR, o [ 2 i B £ 2% DNA Z00R05 f BF 52
ASL A T 2 BE A 07 S W VT 9 U i i B
245 T LR A3 8 2041 o e [ 0T 96 DU 8 T 6
S HUI R R B M X R BIF S . AR BRI E T 7
v B AR IR 7 4 10 SRR 3 R
5 33 ARG kLA COI YA, 454 GenBank
RS & 16 R COI Ko, HEAT b [ o R
025 DNA 5B W0 5%, B 76 B % R £ 25 00 43
SEHBAE , S o T T R £ 2 5 R A R T
R SRR 2= AR 3

1 MRS

1.1 LBMR5SFIS

k4% MOTOMURA™ T4 il ( g % fo 2 £a
B SR ORI AR S B A A Y T iR
R T R E I B BURAE T 95% 1 L BRI
o [ T fic A £ 25 UL PR 2EL U T 5E ol
AWFFEIF AR A K GenBank T % F 41) ok U1 I
%1,

1.2 DNA ZE{.PCR ¥ 8 5 F

R M-S 07 2 9% O DNA J, T
=20 C PR A7 B HSE 51" FishFL: 57
TCAACCAACCACAAAGACATTGGCAC3', FishR1 ;
5'TAGACTTCTGGGTGGCCAAAGAATCA3' % £& $i
K COT B H#45 PCR 91 o ROWAKRFR 30 pl:
15 pL mix, 1 pL FishF1,1 uL FishR1, 12 pL
ddH,0,1 wL DNA, J i 56 f 5 :95 C st 5
min;94 C7EHE 40 5,54 °CiB Kk 40 5,72 CHEf 50
s, 3t 35 ANIEER; feJ5 FE 72 C ZEf# 10 min, PCR
FHEE 1 %0 BRI GE RS A VIR I 5 4% ik e Bk
R w AT
1.3 HiEAbE

2 BioEdit v 7. 0. 9 XJJ5 4 )y 51 g Pl N T A%
Xf, 5 M GenBank "R COI FF AT 5 647 1L
%o F MEGA X 35 ik 4 1 28 57 057 4, ) 24
fr s LA e e e/ B0 45 fF s 2 T K2P ( Kimura2-
parameter ) 51 | 28 1 000 Y H A Al AL AG I 15
Fy 4 1% ( neighbor-joining ) B 5 73 51| 55 b P Fift
(6] 1 73 32 P9 73 S 8] I 3 A% 1 BS . 7E https://
bioinfo. mnhn. fr/ abi/public/abgd/abgdweb. html
P A ABGD ( automatic barcode gap
discovery ) PR AT AN ST

2 HERSHMH

2.1 DRl col BRI S

TE iR 6 & 20 Fft 74 NMAEI K E N
648 bp (620 bp ~ 652 bp) () COI J&H J7 5|, %
A A A B R PR S A 5 394 A, AR S5 A7 A
258 4, {5 B 251 4, T.C A G i
58 :28.9% 29.3% 22.3% 19.5% ,A +T
EE(51.2%)ET GC+C 55 (48.8%) , 64—
(IR P , 5 AR 2.3 COT I3 3] B BL B3 iE
A3 e S E L 3. 37, BEE E 4 58 s
BA KRR, E AT RERT .
2.2 MRSHEEEES

HET K2P BEAIHE Y 1 5B} 20 Fi £ 2 (4 B
Wit fEBE B 0 ~ 11. 9% , - ¥y st {5 BE 25
0.9% ; FhIAl AL BB M 0. 1% ~27.4% , - 3458
LS 9 19. 6% 5 Fft ] P-4 18 4% B 1 2 Fof - 14
WL HE B 22 7%, 454 HEBERT " 42 i 14
o S 1) A UL B o i 384 B S 32 K T b
BLHE B9 10 510 . 78 DNA IR BE5EH,



14 Tl WA BT LORLR COI FEIR Y 5 iR 28 DNA S5 3

BRI s W17] ( Cnidaria) 41, 2% & 46 K873 W) b
AN (R P S B N N
2% , ] — ﬂ&jﬂﬁ 2% o NELZAR RN L
BEBIN 11.9% 78 KT 2% ; 2265 VU5 B il Fh 35t
f?ﬂﬁ%ﬁ2 3% s RPN T 2% . BBEZE
Hy fif 5 5y 3k o i om 2 48 5 K ( Polydactylus

malagasyensis) B R [E] G BB 1. 0% , S8 IR
248 5 il ( Polydactylus mullani) 5t 2248 5 i
( Filimanus heptadactylus ) FpIRIFE AV R 0. 1% , 4R
IINT 2% 5 LAt 2% Tl 28 ] F) A 1] 352 42 I 9 2 e R
T2%,

®1 FHARPAT COI AP SHRBBLERNER

Tab.1 Specimen information of Polynemidae in the present study

J& il SR b A Bt G’ 75 R U5
Genus Species Sampling site Number Catalog number Sequences accession
PUFS ik E. tetradactylum rﬁﬂ,\% ! £.tet. GX. DX Zliﬁjf?f
T ZRBHT 3 E.tet. GD. YJ. 1 ~3 B
PTEAR 2L 4 E. rha. GX. DX. 1 ~4 A5
e b Al 3 E. rha. HN. TM. 1 ~3 ARWFFT
DU T i JARBAYL 2 E.rha.GD.YJ. 1 ~2 AW
Eleutheronema S5 T B, rhadinum Tﬁ&.ﬁﬂ'l‘l 4 E.rha. FJ. FZ.1 ~4 Z’Uﬁ’iﬁ
iRARITPS 3 E.rha.ZJ. DT. 1 ~3 NI
LA 3 E.rha.JS.1S.1~3 AT
R AT 5 2 E. rha.SD.SD. 1 ~2 VNI
=P SN 2 E. tha. MAL. 1 ~2 MG816137/MG816138
L2248 il F. heptadactylus E 3 F. hep. IND. 1 ~3 EF609524 ~ EF609526
g R NS T F. perplexa FIRERPE 2 F. per. INDO. 1 ~2 HOS564482/H(564489
Filimanus B 2238 il F. similis 51);53 3 F.sim. IND.1 ~3 MF281364 ~ MF281366
"W 2235 Ol F. xanthonema [ Je P 8 3 F. xan. INDO.1 ~3 HQ564506 ~ HQ564508
lj;;iﬁififa INBAR i L. indicum 213 3 L.ind. IND. 1 ~3 MF281369/ MF281370/EF609539
KPG8 Ll P. octonemus B PYRF 3 P.oct. MEX. 1 ~3  HQ573282/HQ573283/HQ575697
, Ep s 2 P. mic. IND. 1 ~2 MF281377/MF281378
NRZE B, microstomus e P. mic. INDO. 1 HQ564283
3 2= mH 1 P. app. USA. 1 GU440471
KRFHZARLILP. approximans 2, ¢ 1 P. app. PER. 1 KY572888
1138 2238 S il P. plebeius W] 3 P.ple. HN. TM. 1 ~3 VNI
L4 L NP— %[ﬂggﬁzf 1 P. sexf. USA. 1 MG816719
Polydactylus b= 3 P. sexf. BBW. 1 ~3 KY371977 ~ KY371979
W 1 P. sext. HN. HW. 1 AHESE
MAPF 28 Ll P. sextarius I AR 1 P.sext. GD. NZ. 1 NI
TR AT 2 P.sext. GD. YJ. 1 ~2 EN I
LG Ll P. virginicus EaFI2% 3 P.vir. BEL. 1 ~3 JQ840220/JQ840221/JQ840651
RHYTNZEA S oK P. malagasyensis gk 3 P. mal. AFR.1 ~3 JF494202 ~ JF494204
A K 2238 D il P. mullani 510553 2 P.mul. IND. 1 ~2 MF281374/MF281375
T8 L& Galeoides HBFPE+$8 LK G. decadactylus I 1 G. dec. GD. GZ. 1 VNI
W T il P. dubius i 1 P. dub. VIE. 1 MH721199
o i BT P. melanochir fila] 1 P. mel. VIE. 1 MH721198
Polynemus KRS T P paradisens oyl \EAES] 2 P. par. BAN. 1 ~2 MF281373/MK572496
EEE 1 P. par. IND. 1 HQ219165
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2.3 OHMEBEFFRALEN

TERRHR T (18 1) ,74 27 5E T 19 4
03 3¢5 53 SR P2 s AL R R O 20. 4% (2.8% ~
27.6% ) &4y NV ¥t AE 85 0. 1% (0. 0% ~
0.2% ) 1) 204 %, 20 FhfaZsA 14 FIE AL T B R
G35, P HY AR 28R S EIE K T 2
A RECE SR 99% 19 4y 32, B4 AR N A
PR ARTRAR A AR DL S B P AR TE B 1 3
(Clade2 ) ; V2 4341 T~ v [ ¥ 1) LA IS ARTE L
1 32 (Cladel ) ;73 3 [5G R RSl 4. 8% , MRBEZ
&y fif ACFRVE 1 7S 22 2248 B SR S 3k i it i 22
& iR 2% T Cladel6 Hr, 5 B SCFF 2N
99% , 73 LN IEES 79 0. 7% . HIERZ 48 5
fif 54 2245 D iR 2% T Cladeld b, B R EUE 52
R 99% , 4y SCNBAE IR B AL 0. 1% o PU45
I fif g R o I R R R . TE ABGD g3 bt
(18 3), A NS BE I P ol 0. 46% ~
2.15% i, SR R 16 MR Bch . B
N2 245 Gl ( Claded ) 5 1148 2458 Dl ( CladeS )
B Ry — AR B A B R R I 4 ik
( Polynemus paradiseus) 2Ty if ( P. melanochir)
FHY I #% ( P. dubius) ( Clade6 , Clade7 , Clade8 ) 41,
By — B, 3 5 38t 1 B 2 A0 SRR 1 245
A —Z0 HAb 3 7315 RB A IE A0 70 SCAH
—3,

3 e

Ly iR BE 20 Ff £ 25 A B ] oF- 34 35 4L PR S
(19.6% ) ZFh N2 1 25 (0. 9% ) 1) 22 fi;
(EAREER EIE R T 14 SRR 53 3, 43 A F- 1
A% BB (20. 4% ) & 4y 32 T B st A% BB R
(0.1% ) 11y 204 £%5 , RWIFAAEW] 219 DNA 50265
(BB, 55 S b i R ), BB COT ik
RLE FHFAE b D il Bl fa 28 %5 11 DNA KB,

05 DUE I il 5 5l JORDAN 2570 ji 4 vh

BB P AR R, 2 6% DU 45 5 A
o2 DU HE R A 2 A APV MOTOMURA
41512002 AE AR 2R 855k (82 ~ 95vsT1 ~ 80,
HIE o 28U S, [m] ) 0 S 0 € ( RS vs
) S A R AR R 5 DO 5 6k o I, i
R DS A SRR 24 o TEARBETE
L DU 5 I ik 5 DU 5 I ik R (R] 5L BE B O

16.0% , L KT 2% Fh s A% B AH , Ho2Fh N 715
BHEIES 1.2% 1Y 13 4%, o35 /KF E S8 T
YA R . (H 22 8% DU S 1 SR PN a5 4% BE 2
(2.3% ) W& KT 2% By PRt t% (e, HAE NI B
FIB T 2 AN B 43 32, 43 3 IR] AR B R
(4.8% ) 25 SN V- H st AL BE B (0. 1% ) 1Y 48
fEAFE RN . W E B0 & e i
i ( Platycephalus indicus) F N1 AL 1H 5 4. 8% ,
TERLT 2 AN H2 R 99% W4y 32, HAY 3] i
RIS (10. 4% ) 5253 XN H438 4 125 (0. 4% )
(49 26 15, TA Ay B BE i AT B8 A7 7E B A7 Ao Bk 3%
T R B = L Ml (Terapon puta) Ff 4 38 1% B 2
(2.7% ) KT 2% JEHT 2 413, 43 ) si 4%
FRE N 5. 0% , B 5 7y 3C N Y 1 25 388 5 B
(0.85% ) At & A5 A Ha] B A
B2 N T P 3 wb Y 0 P [ 1L R ES R R 52
A Z 5 DU 45 E i al BT -6 2 SRR S 2 2
AR AR AR LA AR A3 AR N A SRy —Ff
A, HAE S DY S AT 3 A1 5 55— i O Rh 7R
Hh B B ARV LA S B IR O A . 2 WU TR
SR K A Y 44 B SR T IR Dy P 7R Y SR 0
HELR, BT R R IT R R A A R B
UEOT e F R AR OR- 3P ey, 2% REORE L IH O 2 A4
RO AL

INZLZAR BT N T 2 NIRRT ) 43 3
1) BRI B 52) AL A S R 2
i By SRR By 3R i hn 22 48 S 0RO — 3. Z R
KN 22246 B i MATE BOLD Wb FA IR il
T, EATFA N Ja i E e ok . BRBEZ 4R il
e EVR A R L 0 N 2L Lo A T R
BUAT I 43 A T o R i e B [
TEACERTE W AR & B Hoad sk —F#HA 6 kit
Bl 22 B O 2 5B I B — R R,
JE G TG o AL A AT Al S IR B Mg 24
BSOH (] T 10 3 1 IS 22 22 48 Hy fif, SEBR o R
BEZAR S, 0 B 110 B 22 $50t B SR #0288 03 2
() AR 22—, {H T A7 28 S R 28 LA AR
[F] 140 ) 22 %5, ELA I ) 22 30040 WT BB & A= 72 S,
ARSI I RAT H 5 JR M 22 1) 22 9% DU 48 1 il
1, ANRE LA AR Jhy LS8 T 1) B — RRALE , T B4
ZAA AR HER A E o
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E.rha.HN.TM.1
E.rha.HN.TM.2
E.rha.GD.YJ.2
E.rha.GD.YJ.1
E.rha.zJ.DT.3
E.rha.zJ.DT.2
1 E.rha.zJ.DT.1
E.rha.SD.SD.2 Cladel Z8PU45 Ttk
E.rha.SD.SD.1
99 E.rha.JS.LS.3
E.rha.FJ.FZ.3
E.rha.FJ.FZ.2
E.rha.HN.TM.3
> E.rha.JS.LS.1
E.rha.JS.LS.2 i
E.rha.MAL.1
E.rha.MAL.2
99 || E.rha.GX.DX.1
E.tha.GX.DX.2
E.rha.GX.DX.3 Clade2 21 P4+ T
E.tha.GX.DX 4
E.rha.FJ.FZ.1
E.rha.FJ.FZ4 i
2, @ E.tet.GX.DX.1/GD.YJ.1~2 Clade3 PU#5h;
| P.sexf.USA.1 Clade4 72238 Stk
99l 2, ¢ P.ple.HN.TM.1~3 ™ Clades Tt 15 ik
% (@ P.par.BAN.1~2/IND.1 [ Clades 15 i
4|-| P.mel.VIE.1 |_Clade7 B O
P.dub.VIE.1 | Clade8 Tt
% _ ¢ Lind.IND.1~3 [ Claded /N5 T3
9, & P.app.USA.1/PER.1 [ Clade10 A7 46 ik
I 9 (@ P.oct.MEX.1~3 Cladel1 KPHEE 24 D
e EDA Lo St
99 5 @ P.vir.BEL.1~3 [ Clade12 WL Dk
G.dec.GD.GZ.1 |_Cladel3 B¢ -5 5
P.mul.IND.2
P.mul.IND.1 3
99 | F.hep.IND.1 Cladel14 ig%ﬁfﬁ;%ﬁ
F.hep.IND.2 EACEL
. F.hep.IND.3 i )
% @ P.mic.IND.1~2/INDO.1 | Cladels /N2 45 Thff
P.mal.AFR.2
P.mal. AFR.3
P.mal.AFR.1
i A T
9 Cladel6 75222 15 Sl
P.sexf.BBW.1 A=Al

P.sext.GD.NZ.1
P.sext.GD.YJ.1
P.sext.GD.YJ.2
P.sext.HN.HW.1
9. @ F.per.INDO.1~2 [ Cladel7 245Dtk

|—99' @ F.sim.IND.1~3 :Clade18 B R T
99l < ® F.xan.INDO.1~3 [ Clade19 #2445 Dtk
99
m—
0.02

1 ETFE&HE CoI £ EF IR 20 F D agH & R M
Fig.1 Neighbor-joining tree based on mtDNA COI sequences of 20 Polynemid species
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0. 006
0. 005
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0. 001
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Fig.2 Histograms of genentic distances within (a) and among 19 clades(b)
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Prior intraspecific divergence
3 SErRl&EZEE ABGD S E
Fig.3 Automatic barcode gap discovery

analysis of Polynemidae

SLRE 245 T ik 55 T 3k BT A 22 4 T i Fh
FEAL B M 1. 0% , 7 AR Bl FIR R — %,
BELAG TH A U2, DAEIFE PG F 3 1 3 2 A
T TL PN S 3) HAR B 08F 5 2 50 4 0 224 b fif
FIRT L 25 36 00457 0 L 55 5% 1 o L B pig AR I
U W AN S R, B 6 A% R
2 IR p53 A — B 0 B e, 35 i A [
—ANFRUY (ERG AR (25 ~30) D TR #
(29 ~35) , #EiR 1k, FLA5 — 75 6 SL 36K AT B B
TR, e HRT . R 2T R, A
SRR A A —E NS AAES T L]
DAL A 6 2, IR A bR A ) 2 B 2T B

i ( Lutjanus erythopterus ) 5 5 Hi B 7 ( L.
malabaricus ) B A5 1% BE B3N 0. 3% , {H AT LA
MR LR T 5 A HES 5 b AT X 4% 5 8 g 2
KR B 3¢ ( Thryssa mystax ) 55 ¥ W) b ¢ (T.
vitrirostris ) FRFR )5 A #E B A7 0. 6% , {H W] LL3E
T RO ARG AT IX 7y . BRI DY
Lhk T n 248 B 8 )15 505 2 260, AT RE A [H]
— M 2 AP [ T AR E COT 25 IE 5 751
KB BARSY X 3 1 704 T J A ) A A 1w
DA A3 A a3 S AT R 2 AR ]
Pk

AR5 Dl 5L 2248 D HH IRy — 3¢,
T lE] B AL R 0. 1% s BATTERA 7 SRl 2z,
3G BRI R IS 5 A — Bk
PEHR, Ja 8 A, vl REAT e T W] — W b Bk i
SRR, SR IR 248 Dk L2248 5
B By ko 2 48 B A IR B T
GenBank , 28 Jg ¥ X xf iy 1 £ 28 AT T2 8 2608
B TR THRL, A HERRE 5 % E
BRI ATRE

BT+ 48 5 fik ( Galeoides decadactylus) &
ST AR Pt e o R A TSR
ARSI 2 AR G W 8 ) T3, (E R 0 B
M, TLHE 246 SR WL, A S % RS L
a4, IRl A o R B A I s S 22 2248 H il DL Je
TEH [ B 1A B 1/ 1 248 T R [ 2295
L ER AR RER AL B, 4 e 22 W DU 4 15 1 53 2K
PRI A T4 J5 A9 b, ik 55 i — 22 4
TORAE ML, #b FEAE b (1 Fh 2 A0 B B, ZETE 4
AL I AL B 455 280 TARC R IT Y,
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DNA barcoding of Polynemidae based on mitochondrial COI gene

WANG Ye-lin,ZHANG Qun,DENG Chun-xing, XU Shi,PEI Li-mei, HUANG Zhi-ji, LUO Chun
( Department of Ecology, Jinan University , Guangzhou 510632, China)

Abstract; To determine species status of some Polynemid species,5 of mitochondrial COI gene sequences of
33 individuals of 5 species of 3 genera from 10 locations in the coastal waters of China were sequenced,and 41
homologous sequences of 16 species of 5 genera were downloaded from GenBank, the combined analyses
revealed that the average genetic distance among 20 species(19.6% ) was about 22 times those within species
(0.9% ) ,and 14 species were monophyletic, supporting their species status. The genetic distance between
Eleutheronema tetradactylum and Eleutheronema rhadinum (16.0% ) was about 13 times the average genetic
distance within species (1.2% ), confirming that Eleutheronema tetradactylum and Eleutheronema rhadinum
were two different species. The intraspecies genetic distance of Eleutheronema rhadinum (2.3% ) was more
than 2% , and was further divided into 2 subclades with 99% bootstrap support, and the genetic distances
between the subclades (4.8% ) were about 48 times those (0.1% ) within subclades, which conformed to the
“10 x "rule, suggesting that Eleutheronema rhadinum in coastal waters of China might have evolved to two
subspecies or two different species. Polydactylus sextarius and Polydactylus malagasyensis were very similar in
morphological charateristics, and were interwined in the same clade, and interspecies genetic distance was
1.0% , thus if not misidentified morphologically, the two species might be synonyms. Polydactylus mullani
and Filimanus heptadactylusalso were interwined in the same clade and the genetic distance between species
was only 0. 1% , if species identification in GenBank were not wrong, they should be treated as synonyms.
Polydactylus sexfilis collected from the Beibu Bay appeared in the same clade with morpholically checked
Polydactylus sextarius from various sites in coastal waters of China, which suggested that the sequences were
misidentified.

Keywords: Polynemidae; DNA barcoding; COI gene



