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Abstract: Genetic relationships among thirty samples of different chemotypes of Cinnamomum camphora
(L. ) Presl were studied by RAPD technique. 170 loci were amplified by fourteen primers, among which
161 loci were polymorphic loci. The polymorphic loci percentage was 94.71% , fifteen specific RAPD
markers were detected among these loci. The results of cluster analysis showed that when \ =13, thirty
samples were divided into four groups: linalool-type, camphor-type, cineol-type and safrole-type, their
main component was linalool, camphor, 1,8-cineole and safrole respectively. It is indicated that the
genetic relationships among different chemotypes of C. camphora relate to the main components of

essential oil in leaf.
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Table 1 Chemotypes of thirty samples of Cinnamomum camphora
(L. ) Presi

KR He FHESL E'/ %
Type No. of sample Main component Content
i e 1 R 61.29
Camphor-type 2 camphor 88.67
10 92.27
14 76.13
15 83.67
16 80.78
biigi=vis) 4 1,8 —ferHhE 62.58
Cineole-type 5 1,8-cineole 57.36
6 43.95
11 45.87
12 60. 87
13 49.57
iRl 3 o712 59.22
Linalool-type 7 linalool 88.45
8 90. 45
9 91.24
17 93.56
18 94.78
19 95.54
20 88.51
21 . 70.65
22 79.81
23 75.42
PR 24 R 43.86
Safrole-type 25 safrole 41.35
26 54.05
27 60. 06
28 52.32
29 65.84
30 60.05
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Table 2 The arbitrary primers used for RAPD analysis of
Cinnamomum camphora (L. ) Presl
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Primer  Sequence Primer Sequence

$43 GTCGCCGTCA S130 GGAAGCTTGG
45 TGAGCGGACA S146 AAGACCCCTC
S60 ACCCGGTCAC $380 GTGTCGCGAG
S65 GATGACCGCC 8397 AGCCTGAGCC
$93 CTCTCCGCCA S1471 AAGACCGGGA
S97 ACGACCGACA S86 GTGCCTAACC
S129 CCAAGCTTCC 5133 GGCTGCAGAA
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M:Marker; 1,2,10,14,15,16 ; i % Camphor-type; 4,5,6,11,12,13: 4% % Cineole-type; 3,7,8,9,17,18,19,20,21 ,22 .23 . % #8 Linalool-

type; 24,25 ,26,27,28.,29 30 ; #Hi% Safrole-type.
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Fig. 1 The RAPD pattern of thirty samples of Cinnamomum camphora (L. ) Presl amplified by primer S65
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Table 3 Specific loci in RAPD analysis of thirty samples of Cinnamomum camphora (L. ) Presl

CIEY HeRAIA  Specific locus ﬁﬂi% 23 | R Share specific locus ﬁzlg%;‘
Primer G Locws  KM/bp Longh sample || PTOPOTOT 8 Lous  KH/bp Lengh  sample
$43 7 430 16 $43 1 170 27,29
8 500 20 S60 4 280 5,30
865 11 500 27 S65 3 120 24,26
12 520 25 14 580 10,27
15 600 3 97 4 360 7,27
$397 6 360 24 6 420 17,18
12 650 24 133 1 1100 26,28
S129 6 330 25 $397 11 560 5,11
$130 6 500 24 S86 1 280 11,13
9 800 26 S129 1 100 4,5
11 1031 26 3 190 25,26
S146 9 520 25 9 450 9,10
11 600 27 10 610 25,26
$380 4 500 26 S146 7 450 } 4,5
9 1100 25 10 550 3,5

15 900 4,11
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Fig. 2 Dendrogram of cluster analysis based on RAPD analysis of thirty samples of Cinnamomum camphora (L. ) Presl

MIEREDIER, B A RREAR L E¥ R
SR (R 1) AT BT, WTLLR B, R —fh 2
BN IR R T R R B B A s 5 2
5, BB E RAENREXRRBEIE, RN

KRBT 6 MEAT 4 SHABMR A —K -
4, HAEM- MR S Bim, 15 62.58% ; 734k 5 MR A
—RAMFEAR T, FEA 12 PR — 4, HAR &R
B E RN 60.87% ;#£A4 5.6.11 il 13 BA—4, X



)

FE2l

HKEB: RRALEBER K RAPD 247 21

B REAS RORE M R S R ITE 60% LAT, HREA 6,
11 113 R —/ AL, BT AR R R 5y
43.95% \45.87% M1 49. 57% , A 5 BB A —
AN, HEe R A B 57.36% , Mk bR B AR
M- & RAGE , e X R BBOE A, FIF, 1
HoAb 22 RNt e B MU S

FEAS 3 B RERE Y B 59. 22% , IR T H AT
RTUREAS , B ER AR TR, HR
% RAPD 08 #E17 B9 5 I 20 A 205 23 A i A
o, T S HAR B Bk 31.56% A K, Y THEA
HSERREN , IRL A R AR SE RBARAK, &
F RIS, TR R PR S R R AR, &
SR A [ A 2 RUASARS BE [ 6] £ 32 38, T B 24 19
WX R BAEER AL EAR, EE
M FEAL 2 A R A OR, B R A2 R AR
W B 3 I ERAR A T BE R IR R, BT DAL
e R R LA o

3%

)R B £ E B e S, §FE I E X,
AR 30 AR I 2R o3 B R IR AR SRR
i) DNA Z5HAL R B 2R &5 94.71% , Tl B S5
L R A R IR . FE RS
AS S N B B E R R TR E R

2) TR R B R R E R R
WA, B, 7T RAPD 43 FAnic B AR BRI AR
BRI, SRR R AR TR A& AR
HEARL, fEL R TR A AR SR B PR 2 S A
SRR, S BOUE RS R R R Z R TR
K™

A B B A AN B R 2 A% AN 3R 5 Y U
A, MZ AR ZE R, B
HZ S5 R AU R B HR BE R RIS LR
AFiER, BRAFBHANEERR LRUREARF,
T SRR AU BB T LR, TR AL S W E ki
PR & A SR AR SR PR AL S A 5T A 5 R
T 7= A R =4, T SR T B — RSN E
FBSy. AR P BARD, TR R A
R P R ] R A e R B SRR

AL, T RER B TEBZA YA RN LY

BLE A P G PRSI, T H R AL &  RE AL  A

FEPR PO IE TR , B AL & W RE A R AR i S BUR

FERUIASON, Y B 1 BB R, ST

Wt H & DNA (¥ RAPD 04 Fir i 9 R R B 45 R

SRR B AL AT B B T s R A —

B, R, BT RAA SRR pRE i B A 2 B T B2 4%

Pl RN R RWEMN . 750, THEERE AR

R B AR MG T 42 285, A )b 2 B RS 193

B RE M RRA T ERAEIB AR
3) A [ Ao 2 AR [e1) B AR ] 4k 2 BUREARS (94

FlAE AL BRI B A A OCHE, HR B R R E R

Bk F RS T 9 R B AL 2 i 2R A, (H i 5 WA

A B, R S EAHIE R B R, B, 7 TR

A1 RAPD 2 FAMCH AR I £l &

=R BB
4) N FIHER (SN 3 SHEA) BT RAPD BRI

Rk B SRR AT R BTG RA—

BT S R ARE RS RS AU B (R 2 &

P2 RS AR ) A A, KR VT BE 5 AR WY B IS P e K

R EZABE R WA X, TR R R A f it

—HIRARI

BEH:

[1] HER, BRER, REE, % DU ERAEEHWE T RE
[J]. #obkRHBFF %, 2004, 18(3): 7 - 10.

[2] B, M¥l, THE, ¥ WERBHYFTERETER
AIM]. B ZERERR ARG, 1997. 3 -6.

(3] == & HE&EEEMEESFEMAIMI]. QL. PEKL
At , 2000. 36 - 56.

(4] HwE, mEx, AOFEW, £ MRS FIRCOIRBIRIT]. #
W RIZERSE, 1998, 11(4) : 428 434,

[5] ®RE=, B M, MK RAPD frTHRciE e FHILEHk
Fg@EET AL, RASHFEAEYER, 2003, 9(3):
263 —265.

(6] FKEPy, BRFFR. 48 B s o R & =
[I). HYRESHIESFMR, 2006, 15(4) : 69 -70.

(7] 4pmyse, B M0, TRE. FEFHD2EFHS TR
[M]. dbgt: Bl22d iR, 2001, 16 -17.

[8] M, Wirf. FEFRHY@AERPTRII]. A LES
Tk, 1993, 13(1): 57 -63.

[9] #kEP, KR, & Rl B ussEAER O (T]. #
Y E SRR, 2006, 15(1): 22 - 25.



	11.pdf
	12.pdf
	13.pdf
	14.pdf
	15.pdf

