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it #o1% F128 2006468 M F b &
1 nuric acid, DICA) 8~15 min 3~4 ),
() _ 1/2 MS 4~5d (25 , 16h/ 8h),
(CC, 2n = 18). 8 (AA, 2n = 20) 1~2 mm 0.5~0.7 cm
: ( : QFO01) (QF04) ‘
50 (QF05) (QF06) , 22 5~10 min,
(QF08) (QF10) (QF11) : M8
(QF15). 1 mg/L 2.4-D+0.2 mg/L. 6-BA , 22
2~3 d, MS+4.5 mg/L BA+5 mg/L
() o (Agrobacterium  AENO:+500 mg/L Cb( ) 57 d,
tumefaciens) LBA4404, MS+4.5 mg/L BA+5 mg/L AgNO;+500
pCAMBIA3300. NPT ’ mg/L Cb+10 mg/L (PPT) 3~4 2
bar ( 1. . 1~2 em
5 MS+0.2 mg/L NAA+10
CaMV33S BihF mg/L PPT | ,
T/Border (53)
bar (R) ()T PCR . Ty
CaM V35S poly (A) ’ PPT
pVSl sta T, , T,
. T , 1 200
T-Border (%) 13.5% Basta®”
R CTAB
_ DNAM, 20 pL PCR
Kanamycin (R)
pVSI rep ’ ( DNA )
pBR322 ori ( DNA ). 195,
PBR322 bom 2 min; 94 305,50 ,30s,72 ,1min;35 ;72
1 pCAMBIA3300 » 5 min. PCR 1%
() ) bar bar 5'-GAT CTC
pCAMBIA3300 LBA4404 GGT GAC GGG CAG GA-3/, 5'-GGC
50 mg/L YEB , 28 GGT CTG CAC CAT CGT CAA-3',
2~3 d. ., YEB :
, 5 mL YEB ( 50 mg/L () : T,
) , 200 r/min, 28 , , T, : T,
50 mg/L 2004 , 1 200
YEB , 28 24d, 13.5%  Basta” , ,
) 4 . , PCR bar , bar
50 mg/L YEB , z° .
,28 1~2d, 1/2MS (pH () . 2004
5.4) , Agoo = 0.08, 8 T,
bar .
7d , (70% 5~10 s, 1% DICA
(70% 5~10 s, 1% (dichloroisocya- 8~10 min, 3~4 ) ,
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M % 8 B #s1% F128 2006468 it x
500 mg/L MS ( 21 8
0.8%, 3.0%). 35~40d
, MS ()  ar PCR To
, T, PPT ,
0.01% MS 7~10 d,
. (MS+0.2 mg/L , (  2(a)). T,
NAA) s 3 bar PCR ,
( 2(b)). , bar
) - ,
0.002 mol/L 8- 4 h, 24 h : )
4 70% > ) 165 14 8.48
60 , 1 mol/L 10 min, , 187 13 6.95
07 241 20 8.29
) ’ 279 20 7.17
231 17 7.36
() 254 16 6.30
1200 13.5%  Basta® M123456 78910
,5d ,
15 mg/L  PPT,
, 13 d ,
. PCR
Southern blotting
DNA 20 pg, EcoR 2 T, bar
0.8% (a) PPT ; (b) PCR . M, DNA Marker; 1, 52,
3, ;5 4~10,
Sharpe 118]
PCR  bar 0.5 kb () T,
(Roche Diagnostics, Swiss). T, PPT
) 9~10 PCR , ,
1% , , QR306, QR307 QR308 T,
(%) = / , 293 1,33 1,29 1,z°
x100, 3 ., 500~1000 301 ’ € 2
, 6 , 3 bar ,
bar 3
2
2.1 2.2
() () ., 8 %
> 3 3992 , 154
, 1 , , 92 , 67
8.04%, R 2.30%. 3 ,
6.81%. 29 ,
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w3z %s51% w128 2006668 M4 % & &
2 T, 2 Basta® (
PPT PPT PR ) Southern blotting
QR306 55 41 14 0.006 b
QR307 99 76 23 0.165 ’ > ar
QR308 156 116 40 0.034 « 4,
a) z %005 = 3.84 bar 3
A
. X b
11
14.8%, X X (25)
0. R 4.0% ’ 3
() PPT 31 ’
20%  ( 4).
’ 60%~90%
34 3 19 ( ), 08.88% % 4 (
27 38 , -88%).
(B.rapa, n=10; B.oleracea, n=9)(  3(g)). 3
() , , (B. oleracea)
s (B.rapa) R
. 95% , 80% ,
: , 96% , 82% ’
, 4~8 I ( , 3(e)). bar
( ) 3(d)), , ,
’ > U Jorgensen  Andersen? ,
> > 16%~86%, 58.61%~
8~15d( 3(h)). 88.95%.
() : 67 , A, €
PCR 5 s B 2
bar 31 (3(D), [14.1821.22]  Namai [23]
36 . 15 mg/L PPT 0.2 ,
mg/L NAA  MS ( 3(c) 1 13%~72%. Lu 24 , C
200 13.5% Basta® , A 0.7%~4.0%.
PCR 3 PCR )
3 x o
%) (%)
QFO01xJ 766 9 5 1.17 0.65
QF04xJ 493 19 17 3.85 345
QF05xJ 378 15 3 3.97 0.79
QF06xJ 525 11 0 2.10 0
QFO08xJ 399 78 59 19.55 14.8
QF10xJ 462 3 0 0.62 0
QF11xJ 483 8 3 1.66 0.62
QF15xJ 486 11 5 2.26 1.03
3992 154 92 3.86 2.30
a)J, bar : = / x100%; = / x100%.
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3 C bar
(a) MS ; (b) 0.2 mg/L NAA  MS ; (€) 15 mg/L PPT 0.2
mg/L NAA  MS 5 (d) 5 (e) ; (f) bar PCR 5 (8) ; (h)
.M, DNA Marker; 1, 52, ; 3, ;4~10,
kb 12 3 4 5 6 A, C . . 95%
C
49
P [ bar , A C
35 ( RAPD) GISH
- A, C
2.0
(B. napus, AACC, 2n = 38)
4 Southern blotting (B. rapa, AA, 2n = 20)
PCR pCAMBIA3300  bar (0.5kb). M, (AAC,2n=29) ,C
Marker; 1, 52, ; 3, DNA; 4~6, 251 C
DNA : ’
[26]
Southern blotting Lu [z6] , C
bar )
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w3z #51% F128 2006568 44 F b &
4 ?)
( ) (%)
QFO01xJ 1 2 671 71.27 £0.97
QFO01xJ 3 6 635 88.95+33.30
QFO01xJ 4 2 777 75.30+£26.80
QFO05xJ 1 1 597 79.06
QFO08xJ 5 1 708 87.57
QFO08xJ 22 2 723 86.72+1.36
QFO08xJ 34 2 805 76.90+7.44
QFO08xJ 39 2 993 58.64+20.82
QFO08xJ 41 4 856 58.61£15.10
QF08xJ 51 1 785 73.89
QF11xJ 3 2 787 82.13+1.08
a) « )= /
n=10~19 ,n=10
n=11~19 10~50
20. A
50% 8.13,14,25.27
2]
Metz 18] R
[29]
BC, 26% 46%. Lu ’ ’
¢ BC,, BC,, BC; (CO) C
BC, 39.9%, 7.7%, 1.2%  0.1%; ’ C bar
Metz 18] , C BC,, >
BC; BC, 5%, 11%, 9%. Zhu ’
C )
3] , A C
A, C ,
BC, 11 , BC, , C
A
> BC4
. Lu 4l
C : (
C 2002AA212011, 2003AA222101 2005AA241030)
’ ( :30270791)
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