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10 x PCR buffer 2.0 pL,dNTP 0.4 pL, Tag i 0.2 pL,ddH,0
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GG/M - GCA .E - TG/M - ACG .E - CTG/M - AC . E - CTG/
M - CG.E - CTG/M - TT.E - GCT/M - CG.E - GCT/M - CT,
E-GTC/M - CC .E - ACA/M - GT.E - ACT/M - CAG .E -
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E - AA/M - CAG 5 24 20.83 0.024 1
E - AA/M - CTG 9 75 12.00 0.126 4
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E -AG/M - GCA 11 52 21.15 0.178 3
E -GA/M - CGT 9 39 23.08 0.1309

E -GC/M - ACG 13 32 40.63 0.177 1
E -GC/M -CCT 10 45 22.22 0.174 9
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SF:V/]{E 11.11 46.84 24.05 0.123 2
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GS{H7E 0.515 ~0.954 Z[a], 4340 X (B3R, B SR A i 2
AMERNFE, FAWEEY AFLP fRi08 BT 3 E 25 55 Fh 5
WAE SRR

KA UPGMA 47524, 24 GS 9 0.790 B, K7+
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(32) M (39) 19 8 ARk, v 1L G 0 B v A 4 Ak 3 —
25 WM A H R AR O — 25558 2 AN FE R B
B(7) BEPE (21,10,19) FgldL (13 .20 .24) (¥ 7 344 kL, Hor
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F&4 AFLP fRZH) 50 355 MR E A MR E

i _ 0 o) _ s
Bkt R/ i Foktl F/Mi T
1 0.901(5) 0.693(14) 0.814 26 0.894(35) 0.670(8) 0.830
2 0.851(16) 0.626(8) 0.769 27 0.907(35) 0.656(34) 0.837
3 0.889(27) 0.635(14) 0.805 28 0.954(29) * 0.653(34) 0.826
4 0.894(10) 0.670(14) 0.840 29 0.954(28) * 0.626(48) 0.819
5 0.901(1) 0.667(34) 0.828 30 0.856(50) 0.581(34) 0.789
6 0.881(1) 0.576(34) 0.810 31 0.861(46) 0.596(34) 0. 809
7 0.883(21) 0.647(34) 0.833 32 0.898(39) 0.663(34) 0.816
8 0.768(48) 0.524(14) 0.707 33 0.880(11) 0.677(8) 0.812
9 0.849(18) 0.640(49) 0.814 34 0.752(8) 0.516(14) 0. 660
10 0.908(13) 0.676(48) 0.833 35 0.951(36) 0.693(34) 0.844
11 0.883(43) 0.646(34) 0.799 36 0.951(35) 0.664(14) 0.833
12 0.870(16) 0.619(48) 0.786 37 0.894(28) 0.670(8) 0.822
13 0.908(10) 0.641(34) 0.829 38 0.916(35) 0.676(34) 0.831
14 0.792(12) 0.515(48) ** 0.684 39 0.912(40) 0.687(14) 0. 840
15 0.846(50) 0.536(34) 0.763 40 0.912(39) 0.691(14,34) 0.834
16 0.870(12) 0.626(48) 0.815 41 0.910(36) 0.699(8) 0.830
17 0.907(18) 0.640(34) 0.822 42 0.893(39) 0.663(8) 0.821
18 0.907(17) 0.667(34) 0.833 43 0.922(44) 0.673(14) 0.834
19 0.874(13) 0.624(34) 0.811 44 0.922(43) 0.649(14) 0.831
20 0.883(4) 0.630(34) 0.815 45 0.915(42) 0.652(14) 0.826
21 0.883(7) 0.627(34) 0.822 46 0.915(43,45) 0.650(34) 0.833
22 0.852(27) 0.627(48) 0.781 47 0.868(40) 0.606(34) 0. 800
23 0.866(39) 0.629(34) 0.804 48 0.809(47) 0.515(14) ** 0.704
24 0.862(35) 0.604(34) 0.811 49 0.895(50) 0.630(14) 0.808
25 0.907(35) 0.647(48) 0.821 50 0.899(45) 0.639(14) 0.832
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