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HAE, WA, FER, A"

MR AR K bR G AR A B, R E R R AR SO, T 510642
b TR K AR S R A TR B, HEHE 056038

WE TJiR(Amaranthaceae sensu lato) fi 77 H (Caryophyllales)Zs — K&l H A #7382 52 f 0 R H ) XS,
&k X iR Amaranthaceae sensu stricto) #1232kl (Chenopodiaceae). Zh 1 £ H {1k, HERHE T MAE ML KRS A7
FEG o BEAN, T SRR 0% TR 2 TR R R 40 00 FR A 0 R JELIE o X SR T A 134 TR R B AT HURE (FL59F1),
ET8NMMGEF I RERLRGEKE KRR, HEE0 TR, SHZR S 3 25 SR AR IR S 70 A TR AT HE D
SERRH, T RS RS AR R, HERIER R, MR SR RERHERIGUOK T AL, SR iR
WL Br T 275 B RH(Polycnemoideae) . 4k, HEWRHY RSN EHR ARG 5. > Foib g RLEW, T~
R A LA HIZ69.9 Mazr b i FH 24 £33, HARRHE B T2k 40 0 57 BT i 3 (£066.0 Ma)rl ek Ak
PURYISLE AR I AR A

XRIE R, AUTH, ST, RERE
BARE, B, FEH, A (2020). 2T B 0FERIERF O B R RGR B LR, HAEM 55,

457-467.

T A Amaranthaceae sensu lato)3# g 417 H %
L%y (core Caryophyllales), 53 R El(Acha-
tocarpaceae) = 4k #E(Yao et al., 2019). H i f#E
B8R N T & (Stevens, 2001; APG 1V,
2016; Yao et al., 2019), & 1& 5 5t € Hsk i Fl
(Amaranthaceae sensu stricto)#1%2%}(Chenopodia-
ceae) M KR, ILHZ165/F2 040F, = A1 H
IR T 4 71 B (Caryophyllaceae) it &5 — K &l (Chris-
tenhusz and Byng, 2016). Wik & A2 A/EY KXk
KERAEELTME MR, WK (Ama-
ranthus tricolor L.). #3Z(Beta vulgaris L.). %%
(Chenopodium quinoa Willd.). 33Z(Spinacia ole-
racea L.) ("M EB}ER b EH Y EmiER A2z, 1979;
Stevens, 2001; Hernandez-Ledesma et al., 2015).
MG R ARG, B RS2 RHE 5 T8
AEABE S S8 R AIE i Ab BE D 24 B ST R (rh [ R 22 B
o E A Y & w2 4, 1979; Cronquist, 1988;

Woke H 9: 2019-11-23; #2252 H #1: 2020-03-01

Takhtajan, 1997), HA 2 RFEI S ALK W AL ELA
Ji, MESSH 5y, R AR TR, eSS
B G A (h R B E A SRR 2z, 1979).
FEMFR AT b, SOR AT TR . WRGTHLIX ;) T
FRN = E oA Tl 2GR, B BT 5
e 5L A A 5 AR 3 (o [ R A e o R AR ) S
14, 1979; Hernandez-Ledesma et al., 2015).

T RAFWI N, FOFH R KT T
IRUF SRR, SRTH 2R A 9 9 JE 5 & (Kadereit et
al., 2003; Sukhorukov et al., 2015; Yao et al.,
2019). # AL 55 F}(Polycnemoideae) 5 Bk X it
BHR BRI R, 2 FHZ 020 (core Chenopo-
diaceae) (ZFIBg 2 10 E R UMY L E BT A 250)
TEAAN R ZR, 35 2 155 AR- 3 SR 53 SC2H R
BRURFE, AFAHSCT R SR R ARACEOR AR AR5 SCHF
(Kadereit et al., 2003; Sukhorukov et al., 2015), %
TR 458, A%E S 2 WA L
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B, TR RAZ O KRB IR OR B A Z FL(Hernandez-
Ledesma et al., 2015; Sukhorukov et al., 2015). {2
WA T REFHAEY], 275 WA B SR -
BRI 0o FETE 43 S SR BB 1 48 2k B (Pratt,
2003; Muller and Borsch, 2005). Soltis%(2011)1
REBCFRFRERMZ ORI RAR R R, (HZif Fix 224
HURE L/ (200 ) HAH OG0 f SRR R ARAC . 7EYao%s
(2019) R B A 1 B M- 2r AR BL R 2H R 40 & B it i,
BE T 834 SR A JE R 7 51 B (1) 43 T 45 SRt 3 B 22
BHZORBIFIER R, (HIZFA AT B RAFTA
NE, ITIRERMCEREFEIR . ERZ 0T RAFH
i, ik RS R E R ) 7 SRS T ARG
HISCRE, FHHERR A R-ZERHK R ”(Amaranthaceae-
Chenopodiaceae alliance), H# I\ N2 AT HH—
ANFAR 1L 7> 52 (Cuénoud et al., 2002; APG IV,
2016; Yang et al., 2018; Yao et al., 2019). %/ B
B RPNFLPEAER: DIEIT TR I HE5 R =167
ARy e 5, A, BIRHRS; MRBRE AR,
ek BafL; 5% 0 s o e N & dik; BA R
21 &) (Kadereit et al., 2003). 3T DL LR
G5, FIB B SORHS R SRR ARG K
R, RZHFE M &G NMESL) LR
(Stevens, 2001; Brockington et al., 2009; Yao et al.,
2019), FH#APG (Angiosperm Phylogeny Group) %
GiFTRAN(APG IV, 2016). F£T7> T RG24 45 R IF 45
G RYAEHE, Stevens (2001)K H #i flr 2 1
JTXBERN R A A3 AR 2R, A
(Amaranthoideae). H{ETE W F}(Aervoideae). /&
IEF}(Achyranthoideae). 5 # I £l (Celosioideae).
T H 4L #H(Gomphrenoideae). fi#3% 1. £} (Suaedoi-
deae). #: ff ¥ W %} (Salicornioideae). A&k W &}
(Camphorosmoideae). %% E % #}(Salsoloideae).
52 I & (Corispermoideae). %2 1 £ (Chenopodioi-
deae) M # 32 I £l (Betoideae) . 7%k i )& (Bosea L.)
5546 95 ¥ J& (Charpentiera Gaudichaud) £ ¥ &} /K *F-
MBI AR5 o AR SCHRFNER, 50 AL Z 8] 1)
RAKR, LHRZZTETR RGN B IS

AHEFEAERT T SO R E E AL 7y ST IZ B
FER AT b, T8N Ak 7 1y BOG i AT T &
GRERFZERE, TR AGKEELIFLEE ST
BRAGEL, X%k R 32 B0 S AR YR 5 A I () AT

HES, DU — PR R 2R & R 8] R e 0
B USSR AL P S AR

1 MRS5S

1.1 EEIERS FRFIIBIERER

X O RHE R EAT T2 IO, A8 B Tzt
BT MR A AL R G A B A S A E 1 7R ER R
SIEwR s, 3L )T SO R44E 59 (1), 2 T
R BT RGFH 5 4 R (Yao et al., 2019), iE
WO R AB 5 A TR AR (MR 1) . BT Uik Y
atpB. ndhF. psbB. rbcL. rpoC2. rps4. rpsl6fl
matK/trnK3t 84N SR AL 5]y 51 1 BOR i iR R Gk
BHELE . H o) e s RT3 (Yao et al.,
2019), H =¥ %1 \ANCBI 3 (https://www.ncbi.nim.
nih.gov/) N &, FFAITELRME B LM A, MR 81
ANGz, FLOR IR B B A2 AR 507 1R R o DLk R 3
% b 55

1.2 RELXBEWE

K F MAFFT v.7.221 % #f (Katoh and Standley,
2013) I FH BN S B0k & sl A i BOsEAT P 41 L
XF, SRIGHIEBEAHE . 6 BT SIA RE FE 4 31 R F U
It 447 43 47 % (Bayesian inference, Bl)'5 & K L4R 12
(maximum likelihood, ML)#J#E RGi K B . 78 ULt
Wy o M RG, % T Jmodeltest v.2.1.7 # 1 (Posada,
2008) % [ 45 2 &= v ] (Akaike Information Cri-
terion, AIC)XI A 7 71| i B 5 b i 47 Bl = B AR 2
ik . LMY 43 Hr3E T-MrBayes v.3.2% 4 (Ronquist
and Huelsenbeck, 2003), MAHRBEHLE N 25K
BHRITFEE 24T, 125 2 000 0001%, £E1004CHURE 1K
M RGN, 45 R IS AT I BE 2 1] 53 B A2~ 245
#EZ/NT0.01 (SD<0.01); K ¥ 155 0008 R4t
BHE AL (burn-in)BE i 4 75, 2T BTl e R G0m
K — 2 (consensus tree), Ffit 5T A
i, T35 % % {f (posterior probability, PP)/NT
0.99M N S HF R BUK, PP>0.99MI NS RIS . ek
LR 23 B 2 T RAXML  v.8.1.24 1 1 (Stamatakis,
2006)7ECIPPREST- & (Miller et al., 2010)it17, i
HETHIIGTRAT I, DAMIRTSHS 50 e e e Ao
SRBY, PLIE RT3 T GTR-GAMMARE A 347, =
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521 000K LAFRAR %73 31 /U B JESCHEZE (bootstrap
value, BS). J 14 & 4i # 1£ Figtree v1.4.2 3 {4
(Rambaut, 2012)H &% .

1.3 SERHEEE

TN SR R 32 43 3 RS IE 4 AT TE], SR
BEAST v. 1.8.4%f(Drummond et al., 2012)%} 3t
AT 3 AT Tl A5 o T SO R BT & (R A Al
A B i BRI 50 B 45 0 RS FLT G SR 8] 14 70 4 I 7]
XTAHOGHT s AT I (R R v . BRI R (1) 2% Ka-
dereit4# (2003, 2005) i ft. 41 ¥ f Parvangula ran-
deckensis Hiltermann & Schmitz ) =57 5 11
b £ %t 2 & (Chenopodium) fT AR 3R 1 32 e 2514 ¢
(Chenopodieae | clade) T #(stem node) ) I 7]
BEAT RS, A A ST 18] 1R A58 FH R FH o 0IE 285 43 A7 AR Y
(lognormal distribution model), #x /) I} 7] B & 7
16.0F Ji4E#if (offset=16.0 Million-years ago (Ma)),
R E 91.0 (mean=1.0), #r#EZ R & 505
(standard deviation (SD)=0.5); (2) & *KadereitZ
(2003, 2005). Yao%£(2019) % LiZ (2019t ¢, H
1A PFhPolyporina cribaria Srivastavalf) (3% 20
HHTE R A A 5T i Bl et B (crown  node )it I B[]
BEATARCHE, A I T (R BE R A B RS o A i, fx
/N TE] R 22 966.0 Ma, ~FIMERRE 1.0, AnifEZ R
JEN0.5; (3) 2% Yaos5(2019) 34 R, X wht 5
3 RRH oy A ) TR] SR FH 359 20 43 AT A 82 (uniform  dis-
tribution model), KA _FFRER @ 482.5 Ma, FRRFR
SENTT.9 Ma; (4) Z%Yao%k (20191545 R, Xt
YIRS DR F 3 SR 43 3o A I TR] SR FH 350 50 43 AT
A, A] B PRFR 2 92.2 Ma, FIRFR E ~485.7 Ma.

SIS TRIE “ tHAE- K287 WA E ks 2 (birth-death
speciation process)Z ~, T XHOEZR 7340 MFA U
T#h(lognormal relaxed molecular clock)#H{ Tt 5, %
J7 B B AR RS 2 25 1. 2795 7 41 A A i 5 AUABE 2R
WaE R, O KRR 5 R % (Markov chain Monte
Carlo, MCMC)iz %300 000 0001, %5 0004 HUFE1
R, ZIEFE B BRELIMALIZH, T Tracer v. 1.6
B fF(Rambaut et al., 2014)%f Fifd S Hb T # A,
WHTA 2500 245 B L (effective sample sizes,
ESS)#{a4#i 1200, 45 T4, HkTBEASTH (U
i TreeAnotator v. 1.8.4% 44, K EAVIFT1515 00044

RGEWENERER &I, SR NRATE RGM 1T
REEFETH R — S, Gort A A et IR . 78
Figtree v1.4.2%/4:(Rambaut, 2012)H &5 frfa4s 3.

2 GRS

2.1 FHHBRERERHERE LR

AHTFCRT 84N 7 51 B4 B2 K% i 2k ) e (il 2
B AR SRS HE LR . A P SR BRI & P 4
£15 521 bp.

F=1 AW T FHDNAFE FIAH 5 R

Table 1 Information of DNA sequences used in the study

Name of DNA Length of DNA Model selected

sequences sequences (bp)

atpB 1497 GTR+I+I
ndhF 2242 TVM+I+T
psbB 1527 GTR+I+I
rbcL 1344 TVM+I+T
rpoC2 4147 GTR+I+I
rps4 606 TVM+I
rps16 1401 GTR+I+I
matK/trnK 2757 GTR+I+I

22 "URBRGEREXR

DU 3790 M1 5 B R AARIE T3 RGUK B R R IEFh 4
M —3 . A5 RERH, | RN R R IR TR
7 FF R (MLBS=100%, PP=1.00), ZFlit 50N
2R SR 3, R R, B s A},
FSREARL, 27 FRHS B SRR T SRR &
SRR (4 3ZA; MLBS=94%, PP=1.00); ifif
R EAFR, RREE R S B AL R
T RARAHAR i SCRFE 1Y 55— 3 (4 3 B; MLBS=100%,
PP=1.00) (KI1).

FESY SCAH, ARG RR R AL, BSE A
it SR} K 22 4 BT R [ 44 B 23 SC A SRR
fi(MLBS=70%, PP=0.86), H[I{; T fx3& B £ T5
R R G AL B R R RAFR = 3CHF, (HHT3/N I (8]
(¥ 2 48 5% R BR1G R & SCRF % (MLBSs299%, PPs=
1.00). B X DRHAMIE R — 32, BRI 3CA2, HE RN
A TR L FF R (MLBS=100%, PP=1.00), i%% 3%
W H 200 RS A TR} 0 AH Gk A O R TE B KA AR
AT R SCREFRARAR, AHTE DU R 3R R i
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S F % (MLBS=58%, PP=1.00), X2/ R} Fr i & 1)
oy 5 ALE 0 IR H 5 SRR 2R = 1 iH kA (MLBS=
100%, PP=1.00), X3 R} [FTE B 43 32 5
R - T H R 73 SR BRR AT AR i SCRE 26 0 UH Ak B
(MLBS=100%, PP=1.00), ifi 7&Kk J& 5 45 oA e i
TEAZ Y S R AR R A e, HLY 3R AR AR v 1 SRR %

(MLBSs>99%, PPs=1.00) (/€1).

Iy SCBI AN TR, ¥R GERIRE. Hh,
fRE R 22 R 5 0 B 30 R 2 SRR AR e ) Ak B
(4»3ZB1; MLBS=100%, PP=1.00), %%} 37 5t
VRS A T RVH B 43 3 (53 3¢ B2; MLBS=100%,
PP=1.00)#4 i 3 FE 2 AR i IR A R A (K1) o

P

,}
>
5
8

Amaranthaceae sensu lato

100/1.00]

Chenopodium ficifolium
C. album

C. quinoa

Atriplex

Dysphania botrys

D. pumilio

D. ambrosioides

Spinacia oleracea
Anthochlamys
Corispermum
Agriophyllum

Beta vulgaris subsp. vulgaris
100/1.00
100/1.00[J—‘: B. vulgaris

1bo/1.0 Oreobliton

b_{ Aphanisma

Polycnemum arvense

P. majus

P. perenne

Nitrophila occidentalis
Froelichia latifolia
Gomphrena
Alternanthera philoxeroides
Iresine

Cyathula capitata
Achyranthes

Ptilotus

Aerva

Amaranthus caudatus

A. hypochondriacus

A. hybridus subsp. cruentus
A. tricolor

Celosia argentea
Hermbstaedtia

Deeringia amaranthoides
100/1.00—— Charpentiera obovata

L C. ovata

Bosea yervamora

100/1.00 Panderia
M'J—E Chenoleoides
X Camphorosma

495/1'—00C Spirobassia hirsuta

Eokochia
Sclerolaena
Rhaphidophyton
Noaea
Haloxylon persicum
H. ammodendron
Sympegma
Petrosimonia
100/1.00 Salicomia brachiata

100/1.00 S. europaea
0/0.78 S. bigelovii
Tecticornia
Microcnemum
Halocnemum

Allenrolfea
100/1.00 Suaeda japonica
100/1.00 S. malacosperma

L Bienertia sinuspersici
100/.00—— Achatocarpus nigricans

L Phaulothamnus spinescens

Spergula

BE1 2 T8 MERADNARF FI R B ™ SR R GEAE W
B4y 3 R BB 4 SRR MU [ J SR 3 BIAR 5 S0

Figure 1 Phylogeny of Amaranthaceae sensu lato inferred from the combined matrix of eight plastid DNA regions
Bootstrap support value and posterior probability of each node are indicated above branches.
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Celosioideae
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Camphorosmoideae

Salsoloideae

Salicornioideae

Suaedoideae

Chenopodiaceae
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sensu stricto
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2.3 SLEHEEE R P S R (1 R 20 1912080.5 Ma (95% ¢ K&
STEMEE S R RF(INERS, E2), "Xkt 5HE W% E(the 95% highest posterior density, HPD)=

Sua. Bienertia sinuspersici
438 Ma -_: = Suaeda japonica
B2 \ S. malacosperma

i Allenrolfea
K-Pgboundary Sali. Halocnemum

Tecticornia
— Salicornia brachiata
59.2/Ma Sa. europaea
¥ Sa. bigelovii

Microcnemum

Spirobassia hirsuta
Cam. Sclerolaena
45.9 Ma Panderia

B1 M —E Chenoleoides
Camphorosma

Sals| Petrosimonia

= Sympegma

| _ Haloxylon ammodendron

"L H. persicum
Noaea
Rhaphidophyton
————— Polycnemum perenne
Pol. l E P. majus
P. arvense

Nitrophila occidentalis
_ Beta vulgaris

Bet. [ "L B. vulgaris subsp. vulgaris

| ——— Aphanisma
t——————— Oreobliton

E Dysphania pumilio
D. botrys
.

D. ambrosioides

Atriplex

Che. Chenopodium quinoa
C. album
C. ficifolium

Spinacia oleracea

[ Agriophyllum
Corispermum
Anthochlamys

Bosea yervamora

Amaranthus hybridus subsp. cruentus
Ama. { A. caudatus ]
A. hypochondriacus

59.5|Ma A. tricolor
Cel.g Deeringia amaranthoides
Hermbstaedtia
A2 Celosia argentea
Gom. | Iresine
™ Alternanthera philoxeroides
| [ Gomphrena
——————— Froelichia latifolia
Ach. —— Cyathula capitata
L———— Achyranthes
Aer. Ptilotus
Aerva
__— Charpentiera obovata
"~ T— Ch. ovata
_ Achatocarpus nigricans
'L Phaulothamnus spinescens
Spergula
Cretaceous Paleocene] Eocene [Oligocene] Neogene [ 4—Quaternary

69.9 Ma|

¢

=

65.3 Ma|”|

67.3 Ma
N

Cor.

>

)

R R R L N L S B N L s L L R R R RN R R
90 85 80 75 70 65 60 55 50 45 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 5 0 (Ma)

B2 ET8ANHLRARDNATFI F B S AN ) S vt i SR FIBEAST 23 #T i #3) X BE A} 4340t ]

S [ 55 RN (AR S BT AE AL . S0 ET R O RERET . Ach: FIRTERL Aerr AETLIERL, Ama: WIEFR}; Bet: #fsE
WE};, Cam: fkZE TRl Cel: HHEL Che: ZWEL Cor: HsZFR; Gom: THLWE}, Pol: £35E LR}, Sali: #hMAE AL
Sals: #EXILFR; Sua: BET R

Figure 2 Chronogram based on the BEAST analysis of the combined matrix of eight plastid DNA regions and four calibrations
Calibration points are depicted with black circles. The crown node of Amaranthaceae sensu lato is shown by a hollow arrow-
head. Ach: Achyranthoideae; Aer: Aervoideae; Ama: Amaranthoideae; Bet: Betoideae; Cam: Camphorosmoideae; Cel: Celo-
sioideae; Che: Chenopodioideae; Cor: Corispermoideae; Gom: Gomphrenoideae; Pol: Polycnemoideae; Sali: Salicornioideae;
Sals: Salsoloideae; Sua: Suaedoideae
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82.5-78.3 Ma)#Jt; T AL K #1£169.9 Ma (73.3—
67.0 Ma) /bt 73 SCARIT 3 3B, Hirr, firsE T H 4L
/it 3 (Cretaceous-Paleogene (K-Pg) boundary,
£166.0 Ma) i i 191£167.3 Ma (71.6—-63.5 Ma)JT4h
SICTE B SCAT1 5 A2, TG 2 T 8Tt (Paleoce-
ne)E1%159.2 Ma (65.9-51.8 Ma)JT a7 LI 5
X BAFIB2. thAh, 43 AT AL i 4830 ST
IR R A R A A BN, S AR
3 AK(Z167.3 Ma (71.6-63.5 Ma)) 5w B 15 404k
(#165.3 Ma (70.1-60.7 Ma)). #3210 Bl 5 H 40 ok
Iy (2162 Ma (67.6-56.4 Ma))¥fr Tix —
I [A) 9 R BRI o B AH DR S Ak 2 T RHR 43 AL I
[ DL Bt 2 2.

24 itig
241 BMSERNHARGFIAR
T RS ERIN AR 2R RGO R B B AT 2
THORBIEHAEA, WA R, BRI e
AWr5¢ 3 (Kadereit et al., 2003; Miiller and Borsch,
2005; Masson and Kadereit, 2013; Sukhorukov et
al., 2015; Walker et al., 2018; Yao et al., 2019). X}
Tk 52 Ra 0 E, il EZEE MR A
—IRLLAPG RGN F, RIS LU A (APG
IV, 2016; Yao et al., 2019); 73— IR FH#AL G2
ERMEAEN RS PN S QIR NI S E s AN it
R %Z NEEFH(Hernandez-Ledesma et al., 2015;
Walker et al., 2018)., AHff 75 3k T84 - SRR 3L [K] 7 471
SIMTER R, ML ORBEP RAL RSLER
ISR 2T R R S SO RHL RTE f— 3¢, 1
HRMZORBE R AN WAL R 7 —3, HiX
2N AR = B SRR . X ERE AL LR
FEOrAE s R, DR AR SR 336 32 2R B W R AE AR
TR RESRAGF SR BT Uk, ATHRFAPG R Gk
NUERNS ZRVE IR SRR 7 AL

£ Walker%% (2018) 5 T % 55 2H 2048 #4119 A 17
HRGEKERRZD, LG5 € NER(E 2T EREIF
TR MR RS, BSPCRRHHREE S R %
WL R, ERERL RS R RGN B T T FE R
B3N A, S LI75% 1 5 KR H AN SRR AT 230
FIFR N, X UGB USRI e s 4L Bt Hh AR %
BRZ W RGREE SRR, K 23U

SERIAT R IR AR AR A DG M B SE I HEAL G R o I 4b,
1EYang%:(2018) 3k T # A K i & A 1T H &
GRBEXRET, BERERSFERRLREL, fih
Fe AR OC R, HAH G AU IRTHR = 1 SR,
X 5 BT S AR B DR AH AR P A5 45 R —#(Yao et al.,
2019). {HWalkerZs(2018) I 7T 45 5 W 7 4% 58 7
RIS BIMFLCRTILL, 55 FERLRMANEZ, M
AT SRR AR IR . AR T RSB ARG K
Botrd, BERE FERPLBRRZAN RS
RALEA R I BP9, 1l a5 S 7 AE
FE S R A T S5t PR IR R T RA KB W
MR “ B RFVREER” X RA K, XERE
T AR I B KR B RRVEER” i
MRGRKERAIMEEERE. 5—HH, ERaK
B, BT SRR R B A AR 45 R S i A
TRl 7 51 B30 41 45 45 SR A7 A b 5 0 S 9 E 4 TR P 2%
B (e, X GEHE U RS 2858, it
SRR IR DA AN 5E A i R 4 ik L AR K
(Gurushidze et al., 2010; Yi et al., 2015; Guo et al.,
2018). [k, BB SCUaAL A BT i gk H s %
TR BT A3 45 RAFAE PP R R, 42 J5 i 9
% LR AR 1) 2

15 AL 48 2L 4r 4k B, Scott (19774,
1977b)ik ¥ ¥ ¥ B2 FH(Salsolaceae Moq. )1k
fiHiF}(Salicorniaceae J. Agardh)& K BEHR THE R
K, B IR G R 2 AN, A SRR AT 7
B SEAT SR & T 1 OO R, Bk BEZE W
o Uk AN, W E T 2R A ] 25 32 )F (Sarcobatus
Nees) VL i 2 & (Halophytum Speg.)¥) W Z R}
SIS R, BSTT OR RS A B o . Hr
PAJ M- ) 25 %2 B (Sarcobataceae) 3t J& 41 77 H i i 79 52
(Phytolaccoid clade), 5% | i %l (Agdestidaceae)
EAH IR % £ (Walker et al., 2018; Yao et al., 2019);
1M - £l (Halophytaceae) U 3£ J& A 77 B 5 4 0 1
H 4> 32 (Portulacineae clade), 5 Rl 25812 32
(Basellaceae-Didiereaceae clade) i 4H 4k #f % &
(Yao et al., 2019).

242 I"UARMABRZLREXR
AT NAT XS T ORI R T2 (K70 1 R GE At
Foo HEl, 2T 0T REEM G R, ZRHIEN
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13} S 24N MR B A5 58 1 @ (WL TS #05), 4R
B H AT A B A 8 3 20y ST ) R 4808 RIGAAAE
B2 R BT R S B A SO AT A 7 A BURE I i
HUBAN I SR AR BE [H] 7 47 v B, A L 3R B Bk Ui B2
REFIER R, AL SRR 2 NS5 3. B
Xt HATHEURE, B T BRI R SR M SRR AR
(MLBS=45%; PP=0.57)VL J& T H 2L MR 5 R M3k
53R S K (MLBS=81%; PP=0.98)LL4h, HE it
TR ) B FR M 3 3R 45 AR S 1) 3 RF (MLBSsS>99%);
PPs=1.00), X FWRIZMFIRFG KRR, BT ZTH
A5 (F G- RS2 A )-SR A 3 5 8] i A ik
RALFERBACLISS, HEFTAWRZ MM RGE KR
WISAHR = S RF . 5 AT A7 45 R (Sukhorukov et
al., 2015)fHLL, ABFFIR IR E 2 A R 4t
KEWRISCRFREBAMRAEA. JLHEYao %
(2019) 5 T 24k R G K B 5 R 4 2 F B i a2 i A
TTHRGKE KRR, F RS R WE-# SR
IR R 23R R BHUR(MLBS=69%) . 1T AXHF 7238
SRR 2 )5, B SCHRHS ((BE2E R 2 SE v RH-Fi
SEMLAL)-2 1 BRSO AR IR R O R ERTS TR &
32 £ (MLBS=94%; PP=1.00). iX —45 il W 7E R4t
RERFZM G, — e F8 R IR 8 T Be L 1S in
ST FH I BCEA B TS REE R RGKE KR
Z T EVRHY RSB AL G5y S AL E R T ok
BWARK, HRGEMENHEX T LR RaKE
RAMPRAR T BE, (EAEGAE s, 2R E
T4 % Rl (Ulbrich, 1934; Kihn et al., 1993)a5k 3
Uikl (Soriano, 1944), % 17 #}(Moquin-Tandon,
1837) 2" . MIEBEFE I, 1Z R EBEIE 4 T
JREGART, fh22 B G AR B IR, X 5 SR B
FRACATT S RERIAN ], R AR F A T4 B i g A
N5 e 8 B RL B SCOE R & KB A [F] (Masson
and Kadereit, 2013). %85 204 T #4017 2R IR
ity Ml X ) e R O ST R AR B, AR R BRI
W AL (Masson and Kadereit, 2013). [k, 25
TR BE A 9 B R A G A RS B SR (A
i1 9% 248 (Bentham and Hooker, 1880). 3 It 1A
N BE R A 1T RLHE B (Paronychieae) 5 i fl-32
A B 1 v ()L 98 25 B (Ulbrich, 1934; Kihn et al.,
1993). fE5r T RGFH T, 2R RS AL
BWAREFWOLHT S #5), BAHCH AR ik

FE AR G0 B ORI BUIK(Kadereit et al., 2003;
Pratt, 2003; Miiller and Borsch, 2005; Sukhorukov
etal., 2015). EARM T, ZATE RSG5 R
RAGG AR R R R TR ., #S TR E
J—ASSCRF AR I 2 32 (B, 73 32A), IR 5 )E3A
TR B IR R AR (B, 70 3CAT), EZ IR G &
)3 F B (MLBS=70%; PP=0.86). £ Ti%iilF}
RYK F A BT B R L b fife v ] R S5 A TS A
PR A O, XA R GER E BT R I
SOREZRIA S S o s W G e o A ST i 1= R/ T D
A (&), i B g7l B AS IR AN e R I
2)o A 5N I R R A E TR X
TRIEEH R A KB RA/WA, TRea B T#sL2
LR RGN E .

JRER DR L3, T E A T P e P LR
Ky ZETH IR0 A 00 B B R R IX ;KR DO A R L6 R, &
BEOM G T B S A S B (Stevens, 2001). ZRTT
TEVRKFAL B R )& 7 1, X2J/iEA R g . A
MRA N RFKE RZEY], FRERIJE S5 HE S
TR SO ARL 2 b 35 o5 9 B0 7 1) R S A B IR AR S0
RREEAAR O 1y, A 9% s B3R AR s (1 SRR (&
1)e WATER L, FRERIJE S5 IE DR R S AR AL,
A XL GERHN A2 AR AR FEA R T, A RSB A
KA (40 75 #4 %% (Celosieae) % £ Wi, J& (Chamissoa
Kunth)Z&# 2 mh 720 (Miller and Borsch,
2005). FRERTEIR R INRR, XGPSR R TR
(Deeringia R. Br.)f1Z Jikiii )& (Pleuropetalum Hook.
f)SERBEAHAL, TR ORI & 2R AL G R A
I LA A 5 >4 32 (Mller and Borsch, 2005). ik, T
A FBHMRGRR, GGG ISR IEEZS
J7HNEYE, FATIAAIRER D& 5 A5 D & # A 2 B2
FE AL H TR

243 WHRHAFESZHERESTHE

XFF T OO R RS IR R, A N 2 U A8 A 0 K.
Wikstrom 45 (2001) 8 78 & W, 2R 15 s Ji v]
e RAAEZ28. 38140 Ma; ifijKadereitZ:(2012)iA
AR B R I R R A2 /E87-47 Ma; Magallon
&5 (2015) WA A iz L8 15 s AT RE K 4 7£64.2 Ma
(81.8-43.6 Ma)uk76.4 Ma (80.5-72.0 Ma). A%t
R, AR SR VR TR R AR AE R0 M 2
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80.5 Ma (82.5-78.3 Ma). 7&) X liklH, Hur Al
B 511 7] {5 4k A 9] 3% N Polyporina cribraria Srivas-
tava, ZAA PRI R ILT B S 20 3 T B AR
(Maestrichtian, 72.1-66.0 Ma)I1ER b AT o 75T 545
fiE b, A 5 4% g8 2R R (O 2 A A
Salicornia australis Sol. ex F. Muell.)f#E# 64 E
WAL o 1A AR R I T N A DRI B 1 o R A 1)
AP, HIAE A BRI A S AR AL
Ak, BB B AR 2 fE A AL AR B i R I —
R RBUIIERE A (Muller, 1981; Kadereit et al.,
2003). FETTEARHIE B FL R I 1) A SRR A, 1246
WMAE R Z B2 AT OB R I 2 K T At
LI LI TR B2 HE 2> T (Kadereit et al., 2005; Yao et
al., 2019; Lietal., 2019). Kk, MLAIEHEAER,
Wikstrom%5(2001) i 45 285 FAE IS (8] ROEE - BF 2 i 5
T A A 55 285 SR AE i (8] (X [H) | 5 Kadereit %5 (2012) &
Magallon %% (2015) i 13 45 RAFAE IR KE B, BN —
o Shh, ARREFAFHTT SOORESERE R R
1] (£169.9 Ma (73.3-67.0 Ma))t 5%kt ] {3 i %
FACAIL AT B2 B T BN — 1

KRR, £ LR, 4 AR IR 3 2
28 -1t T 20 1 S I I 32966 Ma) Rl RE kAR i B 5 i
PRIE L. %55 F67.3 Ma (71.6—-63.5 Ma) 154
ety X A1 5A2, T2 X A1 R 155 7£65.3 Ma
(70.1-60.7 Ma) At ) 2 A B0 RE  HAR IR . A
KB RGER(E) ERERA R, A OSSR AE
AR KR SR, B I Ak ] i AR i ROk 4
WA 75 RS- I L AT L N, T B g
BRAFHOIRIA BT R AR B KA, S EURZ R L )
K4i(Schulte et al., 2010), {HFEIN Wy HEEHFEH
PRAE 7T RE I AEAR A (R, AR W AR A R R AR
7 EERAESS . AR RRHRZ T
Yy 2R B (W5 2 FF(Menispermaceae) (Wang et al.,
2012). 2%F}(Orchidaceae) (Givnish et al., 2015)f1
%l (Meliaceae) (Koenen et al., 2015))7E ML 7] #E
2 P BRI 34 o DR R 73 SCR B IR YR 5 43
A T Rt 51X —F R F K.
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Phylogenetic Study of Amaranthaceae sensu lato Based on
Multiple Plastid DNA Fragments
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Abstract Amaranthaceae sensu lato, including Amaranthaceae sensu stricto and Chenopodiaceae, is the second
largest family in Caryophyllales. However, the family status of Chenopodiaceae is disputable and phylogenetic relation-
ships among all of the subfamilies circumscribed within Amaranthaceae s.l. have not been well resolved to date. In the
present study, phylogeny of Amaranthaceae s.l. was reconstructed based on a comprehensive taxonomic sampling of all
13 subfamilies (59 species) circumscribed using eight plastid DNA fragments, and a molecular dating analysis of the
family was also conducted. Results revealed that, the monophyly of Amaranthaceae both in broad and narrow sense was
strongly supported, but the monophyly of Chenopodiaceae was rejected. Thus the concept of Amaranthaceae s.l. is ac-
cepted here. Phylogenetic positions of all subfamilies were all resolved with strong support values, except that the position
of the subfamily Polycnemoideae was weakly supported. Additionally, the crown age of Amaranthaceae s.|. was esti-
mated at ca. 69.9 million years ago (Ma) in the late Cretaceous, and a period of rapid divergence may have occurred near
the Cretaceous-Paleogene (K-Pg) boundary (ca. 66.0 Ma).
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Appendix table 1 Information of taxa name and DNA sequences used in the study
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Appendix table 2 Molecular dating results of Amaranthaceae sensu lato derived from the BEAST analysis
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