| 2t

YR SR 2006, 15(4) : 17 -24

Journal of Plant Resources and Environment

5 MR 45 L 4 JR A D 8 A% o0 A RN
SR 5% R 72 1) b 3R R 0

W, e 1,23 = 4 1 301,
Frrt? HEEL, A K, X %
(1. FER KR L PIFTRT, L3 100094 2. K HRZAEYEFEMIFET, L 200433;
3. EMEOL TR SRR, TR MM 450008 ; 4. FTHIAR N KB TR, R A 450002)

E . RICTE AR C X [ R E R JRURISE T 5 IR X O B SR (Elymus L. ) FELYIH 40 I EREREAT R AL
AS BRI RAHT R B AR AL R BN 0.020 ~ 0,957, JE B (4 BB 5 MR K R U)o DATERB BB
#5( Elymus nutans Griseb. ) Jy il , 3 F§ — 4 71 = 4 Mantel Ky %, XF i 4 BFL 35 0 o 3 ERL3% 1) 56 % (&4 BE L 2 BE ANV
SO AERE— AT, S5 B B (SRR ) R WA R R T R e 2 R R E R F R (R =
0.478,P <0.05) , UK EHER (R =0.258;P >0.05) , ¥i—FMAIE R K (L EREE) SRR QARMEIFA
B (E A TR B 2 5 A B S O R A T3 K K , 26 BE X AL S LB R LR T 425
X BWER; MTERD; Sl MEiE ‘

hES¥ES: Q948.114 XARARIRTG: A X EHE: 1004 - 0978(2006)04 — 0017 - 08
\ .

Analysis of geographical conditions affected on genetic variation and relationship among
populations of Elymus YAN Xue-bing'**, GUO Yu-xia®, ZHOU He', WANG Kun"® (1. Institute of
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Abstract: Genetic variations and relationships of forty populations of nine species of Elymus L. from
Qinghai-Tibetan Plateau and Mongolian Plateau of China were determined by microsatellite marker.
Microsatellite data indicated that genetic similarity of forty Elymus populations ranged from 0. 020 to
0.957. Genetic distance among these populations was related to their geographical origins. With Elymus
nutans Griseb. as the model, the relationships of genetic distance and geographical location (latitude,
longitude and altitude) were further analyzed using two and three dimensional Mantel test. The results
showed that location (latitude and longitude ) was the most important factor of influence on genetic
difference( R =0.478; P <0.05), the next one was altitude (R =0.258; P >0.05). As for single
environmental factor, considering relation coefficient and confidence interval (P >0.05) , latitude had a
greater influence on genetic differentiation than longitude.
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(g>g 0.005) ; 1M 7EAH X /N REE L (/hF 50
km) , HIRPEH A B (g < 0. 050) , 38 B A 75
(Oryza rufipogon Griff. ) F) 5% 1 B B 15 3t FRLBE S 28
Mantel #3362 B0t 8 35 EA X Xt A hdesk
41 W 41 5 K ( Rhodiolasachalinensi A . Bor. ) J2 B
AT 3R B L 845 78 5 BE g 4R 1 T i T 2 B T
#4854 K 5 ( Glycine max (Linn. ) Merr. )
TS RIBIE ML S H IS R 2 SRSt pr
IR Hr 1L B 78 ¥ (Anthoxanthum alpinum A. et D.
Love ) 1 F 57 tht 32 Wi HL gt 4% 4 b S5 i R M X
F,
; SSR R faj B EE &2 > 1] ( simple sequence repeat)

W L2 DNA (microsatellite DNA) ,20 {42 90
FERLURET Z T4 FARICH R, Roder ik
A SSR A E B LA EIARIC, B T
YR B R A, BT BB R W EE T
B, OAWRIEH, 4 T E DNA 2R 8 M5 R
(Elymus L. ) ¥R A M ER S FHic™ . B
HEARFE S TR Ry HH SSR 4 F
PR I iz 0,

rE St ﬁﬁﬁ@@ﬁ% 12 ﬁ,miﬁﬂﬁmf?ﬁ

o BREEMZHREAMUETENEERKX,
R PR REY EE X, FEEET 9 F
i LR R R AR, BT T R IR DX AR B AR S
PRI e B R A ) I AL Ak, D B R A
Fob ] 4% G 3R L W s AR T TS SRS B R R
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1.1 ##

S8 MR B kB 5 ( Elymus  nutans
Griseb. ) B T°Z (Elymus sibiricus L. ) /& 2= dE g Ex
( Elymus breviaristatus (Keng) Keng f. ) [P EE
( Elymus cylindricus ( Franch. ) Honda) . 2B &% pf &1
(Elymus atratus (Nevski) Hand. -Mazz. ) 57 B R
YL ( Elymus purpuraristatus C. P. Wang et H. L.
Yang) \&ﬁﬁ(Elymw dahuricus Turcz. ) 55 W BT,
Y5 ( Elymus geminatus ( Keng et S. L. Chen) S. L.
Chen ) 1 JC ¥& 3% 98 %% ( Elymus submuticus ( Keng)
Keng f. ) i1 40 NEFAJRHE(FR 1) . Hop BT
HIR RSO 28 e ik 4 AR StH S, Hidx 8 A4
R B RHO R 42 otk 4l RIS StHY

R IBUE 7E P B R K 2F A I 3 HR A &

BAETERER 3 &, B A 10 ¥k, ZMHIEAN
25em( FHER) x17 em( FHHEAZ) x29 cm
(F)o LHEpH 7. 13, F W5 & (Osen - P)0. 07
mg-g ! HEMHAR0.26x107 mg - g7, 2ES
B0.74% , 2B 5H2.94% ARG R 4.05%
1.2 A&
1.2.1 #4% DNA 693 TE4HWH, 70 | B &
& BER30- D BRI TR RIRA A EREET
~80CUKA KR AE 4 Ao MY Doyle!™ 3315
Wk, SR R RN S DNA,

-1.2.2 SSR ¥

1.2.2.1 SSR5IYMBIE 2 K519 —%L
RIB T U A AR A 14 4519, Hd 7 4
K B Elymus caninus R4 (45 R ECCA)™ | 5
507 KA E. alaskanus ZER 2 (455 K EAGA) ' ;
A—RRERBET/NEEHAAN 8 X5 (HEH
WMS)' " & BTN 2,

1.2.2.2 PCR W RMBERF FFf PCR iy
£ PTC -200 %! PCR{Y 1347, Fil ECCA fE N5
HIBRL AR R F PCR BT R A Sun 25 8515 A
EAGA Y2551 ¥y iy S A & #I PCR 72 7 2% F SCk
(9 TW9T7 s 5 Fl WMS V&R 51 9 i L 1vi 44 2 it PCR 72
BEWISRFISCHRL7 1A [ 14 ] 3R E M F ik, #E PCR 7=
WA G, /SRR AR s, 95 C A8 i
5 min, RFIHHE T -80CHRHLEH.

1) ECGA W BA Y R F Ol 94C W& M
3 min, RRJGHATIEER KR, F R 2% 94 C A8
1 min 54°CiR X 45 s 72°C #Ef# 1 min,35 PMEH)G,
T2CRE 10 min,

2) EAGA MY MR 2 BB, 1 B
o 18 NMEER, SR T Jg 94°C A5 1 min, R)5 8
k30 s, 1B KIREEBAIN 64°C, LIS A 3 MEHHKE
ik 2°C, 72°CEESP 1 min; 55 2 B BEN 30 MEFF, K
WA A 94°CA5YE 1 min, 52°CiB K 1 min, 72°C 3E
41 1 min; 55 72°CIR T 10 min,

3) WMS H¥ 142 94 C A H: 4 min; R)5
PEATRERIRL, R L 4% A 9 93C ZE# 1 min, 55C |
56°C 5, 60°C ik 1 min,72°C ZEf 2 min,35 PEIHF
5, 2CHRE
1.2.3 TRRAHGBERKERPEE R
6% 72T IR PN IR I R BRI A T v VK O PR IR AR e 1

10 min,
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Table 1 The location and geographical condition of habitat of Elymus L. species tested

4 P %5 WR/m SE(N) ZE(E) AN
Species Location Identity Aliitude Latitude  Longitude Habitat
B L, H A X# Tianzhu, Gansu GJC 2915 37°11'38" 102°47'74" & ili%ifg Alpine meadow
E. nutans H 4 4E Hezuo, Gansu GHC 3040 35°02'18" 102°55'31" HEHH KR T Enclosed rangeland
FH#EFL > Maqin, Qinghai QMC 3289 35°15'92” 100°39'22" ili%ifd Alpine measow
# g} Tongde, Qinghai QHHC 3487 34°42'36” 100°42'37" &1L %M Alpine meadow
FHHGEI Maqgin, Qinghai QMDC1 3838 34°29'28" 100°09 32" & 1LEf) Alpine meadow
S Magin, Qinghai  QMD(W1) 3908  34°29'42" 100°0947" MMEH Shrub
HWFFHI> Maqgin, Qinghai QMDC2 3916 34°40'27" 100°24'52" &1L Ef) Alpine meadow
HEFW Maqin, Qinghai QMXC 3724 35°01'65" 099°11'98" 7 {2 ¥ Swamp along the river
EH¥FIEI Magin, Qinghai QMHC 3867 34°31'66" 100°2516" &1L %49 Alpine meadow
(R ) H i K #l Tianzhu, Gansu GJD 2883 37°11'75" 102°47°42" 43/l Roadside ;
E. breviaristatus Hifi&1F Hezuo, Gansu GHD 3040 35°02'18" 102°55'31" HEHAIKIREH Enclosed rangeland
E I Magin, Qinghai QMDP 3280 35°15'68” 100°39'29" Ei %4 Alpine meadow
FH I Magin, Qinghai OMHD 3628 34°32'06" 100°25'14" L13%iH Slope rangeland
UG 2 Xinghai, Qinghai QXED 4186 35°27'41" 099°29'13" sKiM?& P4 Ditch eroded by water
H¥FIL > Maqin, Qinghai QMDL. 3282 35°15'68" 100°39'29" FiAKEiHh Rangeland with sparse forest
MBI E. atratus H i K#L Tianzhu, Gansu GJH 2878 37°11'53" 102°46'73" Mi&#MEHh Swamp meadow
B i3 L34 8 Guyuan, Hebei HYL 1458 41°44'89" 116°09'32" A TL&ijh Pasture
E. sibiricus Wt Guyuan, Hebei HGL(N) 1350 41°52'86 115°52'24" +E  HLA B R Enclosed steppe
H it KL Tianzhu, Gansu GIL(Y) 2881 37°10765" 102°46'98" &1l %4 Alpine meadow
Hi#r X Tianzhu, Gansu GJLZ 2887 37°11'78" 102°47'11" A LKiHl Pasture
H#&E Hezuo, Gansu GHL(1) 2532 35°13'25" 102°46'63" HHE )RR M Enclosed rangeland
Hi# 4 4E Hezuo, Gansu GHL(2) 2693 35°27'63" 102°55'31" £ EH A TH# Enclosed rangeland
FHWEHIH Magin, Qinghai  QML(Y) 3282 35°15'68" 100°39 29" FiAKELHh Rangeland with sparse forest
S Tongde, Qinghai QM3 3280  35°15°82" 100°39'28" iX%uHh Trial land
¥ W Tongde, Qinghai QHYF 3786 34°53'89" 100°5325" & 1l1%if) Alpine meadow
b A Hir R Tianzhu, Gansu GIM 2874 37°10°18” 102°47'31" HE/K¥WiA Ditch
E. dahuricus HikikE Yongjing, Gansu GYP 1624 35°09'31" 103°03'62" ¥l Roadside
E V5 A Tongde, Qinghai QHHM 3470 34°42'79" 100°42'49" %321 Roadside
FH R 9530 Magin, Qinghai  QMX(W) 4010 35°01'65" 099°11'98" HM i Shrub
E. geminatus 5% 04 Xinghai, Qinghai QXE(W) 4034 35°27'44” 099°29'12" {8 M Swamp along the river
LR E. submuticus  H A KL Tianzhu, Gansu GIW 2883 37°11'75" 102°47'42" P&l Roadside
IR A ALy ¥R Guyuan, Hebei HGY(N) 1353 41°52'45" 115°51'57" 1 ARV EE T Enclosed steppe
E. cylindricus {6 R Guyuan, Hebei HGY(K) 1363 41°52'31" 115°48'20" Hi 7% Hy Wilderness
H i X # Tianzhu, Gansu GJY 2918 37°11'33" 102°47'78" &1L %A Alpine meadow
PR At Guyuan, Hebei HGZ(N) 1357 41°52'01" 115°51'87" B#if1 Roadside
E. purpuraristatus WAL ¥R Guyuan, Hebei HYZK 1443 41°45'28" 116°09'78" A L&k Pasture
H % & fE Hezuo, Gansu GHY 2107 35°67'52" 102°18'02" T{mP¥k Dry riverway
Hi#eE Linxia, Gansu GL(W) 1973 35°06'24" 103°01'16" ¥ 5% Ditch
FH LU Maqin, Qinghai QMZ 3282 35°15'68” 100°39'29" HiAKF 1 Rangeland with sparse forest
AL 748 Guyuan, Hebei HYZH 1447 41°45'39" 116°09'04” i1 Roadside ;

1.3 Mgtttz

SR KA T BT AR, Wk S AR AE
RERRAE N 1, TR K 0, B2k . #m. R
Popgen 1.31 B! HE4T SSR AR LS, R Il
e ] A DL Pk B BAE W SR FH 38t 4 BB B ( genetic

distance ) "' ¥4 , DA A7 B DT BT R B ZE A (simple
match coefficient) , ] UPGMA #:1") %e-45 5 %5 )& Fh o
JERERAT RIS, B RG X FMRE, RE T
% i NTSYS - PC(V. 2. 1) BF#T,

T2 4 0 b T B4 18] A B #R R RINTSYS - PC
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Table 2 Sequences of primers used in SSR study on Elymus L. populations

Gk B3l 1% 521
Primer Sequence (5'—3') Primer Sequence (5'-—3')
ECGA22 GAAGGTGACTAGGTCCAA EAGA102 CACAACCGTGGCAGTGGT X
CATAGTCTCGGTCAGGCTC ' TCAACATTCAAATTTGGCAGAC
ECGA114 CTTATATCTTGTGGGTTATCAT FAGA103 GACTGCTAAACTAACAACAAAACT
GATCTGATACGTGACATCTCA ATCTCACACTGGCTCATGTC
ECGA4 TGATCAAGAAGAGGAACAT EAGA104 AGCCAGACACAAGTGACTATG
GATAAGATCGTGACTCTCCT GACTACGGTCCATAGATAGTATCT
ECGAR9 TTAGCTCTTTACTTATTCAAAC WMS37 " ACTTCATTGTTGATCTTGCAT
TCCTATGATCAAGCACAAG CGACGAATTCCCAGCTAAAC
ECGA210 CGACAACTAGTGGATCAAA WMS2 CTGCAAGCCTGTGATCAACT
GAAGTACTCTCGAGAAGCTT CATTCTCAAATGATCGAACA
ECGT36 TCACAGAGTGATTACATGCG WMSA3 CACCGACGGTTTCCCTAGAGT
ACATGTAACTGGAGTCGAGC GGTGAGTGCAAATGTCATGTG
ECGA125 TGCTTCCAACTTGCTCA wMS44 GTTGAGCTTTTCAGTTCGGC
TGCATCTGTGTGTCCACA ACTGGCATCCACTGAGCTG
FEAGA13 ACACACTGAGACTGCTTTGTCA WMS$46 GCACGTGAATGGATTGGAC
TGCGAAGGTTGAGTTATGCT TGACCCAATAGTGGTGGTCA
EAGAS1 TCCACTGTGCTACTTCTAGCT wMSs47 TTGCTACCATGCATGACCAT
AACTGAATGAATGTGTGCAGT TTCACCTCGATTGAGGTCCT
EAGA101 GATGATGTCAATATGCTGCAAT WMS106 CTGTTCTTGCGTGGCATTAA
AGGCCAGACTTATGAACACTATT AATAAGGACACAATTGGGATGG
FAGAT4 AGGTTGTATCTGCTGATACGATC WMS159 GGGCCAACACTGGAACAC
TGCAAGTCGAGCTGTCACTAG GCAGAAGCTTGTTGGTAGGC

(V. 2.1) R HEAT , $hm f AH 5 00 3088 4 14 56 1)
Similarity ] Genetic distance (& F Tt £ 5 18) %
Interval data (G& ] THRUEAL I b SR ) 1R k47
B3 SR )5 %+ Graphics 1) Matrix comparison plot -
FEFFBEAT Mantel K530 | St B AR RIS AT HE (Z) F0
X RE(R) BATAHH ST o

2 BERFPH

2.1 FBEELBEEEUENH

AL B B BUAR D44 22 8K (genetic similarity ) %
TR Z R RS X R, B EEE N 1 (A0
HERECH 0) B, R B 2 MRHARE SRR, gt
R YBIEEE N OB RSN 1) B, £l 2 4
PR SE 2 —HE SSRA FARICEE R W, B 2R
9 ANERFE 40 ANV BE IR B0 4 oL 2R B A 3 FEL AR K
7£0.020 ~0.957 Z ], LEHIE0.5 £, EHEE
2 A~ QML(Y) fil GHL(1) (431K F 5%
EROAH AR ) AR R B K, K 0. 957 ik
HEREPIR AN 2 N E#E QMHC F1 QHHC (43 5113k

BT ARSI MEERE) MR ORE, &
0.951 BRI UL, B B3 a8 AL 00 o o) R R4 2 )0
HBE 2R B/ MR 0. 020, 47 FHEm i 1 4
FEBE(GYPORIR T HM KR ) JRIBIEE 1 2 BB
(GHL(1) I GILZ (53 B T H il &t FH il R
BE) J 18 ; T [ — o 288 i o A AR L b 2R e s , e 9
EMNZ ARG RBIE

Fi UPGMA LR Y8 38 % BE B X BT AR 45 A 1T B
RAFITLHIMRORELE 1. b8 1o, Ea
BEATRIGY , ST DR 1 2 AT 7= i 287 B0,
FEROMXT B, 76 R R B I3 M B, (R
AR JERE R SRR B 3 A I, 5o B B # f51
FoRK AT R S (T MR ) 5 B,
HIERAHRR 2 H, B, BEEH 2 MER
QML(Y) 1 GHL(1) #ifBltk R Bk, 0.957, 3
PN EREHHR ) 2 A5 B QMHC I QHHC, 41
PERECH 0.951, 3% 2 ANMERIEK A X,
2.2 BESUSHEERNXER

DATERB S B 9 AR R 0], BRItk
B, ok H DU AR A4 B 26 B R B B A SR 4

R
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GJY E cylindicus

QMDL E, breviaristatus
i QHYF E. sibiricus

GJW E submuticus

QML (Y) £ sibiricus
I | GHL(2) E sibiricus
QXE(W) E. geminatus

— L QMHD E. breviaristatus
GJLZ E. sibiricus

QHHM E. dahuricus

GHL (1) £ sibiricus
HGL(N) E sibiricus

[ G utans
QXED £ breviaristatus
QMD(W1) £ nutans

_b QMDP £ breviaristatus
GHC E nutans

QMK (W) E geminatus

I HYZK E. purpuraristatus

]___: HYZH E. purpuraristatus
HGZ(N) E. purpuraristatus

GHD E. breviaristatus

= QMHC E nutans
L— QHHC E nutans

GL (W) E. purpuraristatus

GJLY E sibiricus
GJC E. nutans
QMDC2 E. nutans

GJD E. breviaristatus

e (M7 E. purpuraristatus
ee——— GHY E pwrpuraristatus

QMDC1 E. nutans

_L_—_: HGY (N) E cylindicus
HGY (K) E cylindicus

OMXC £ nutans
— GYP E dahuricus

L M3 £ sibiricus
GJH E. atratus

GJM E. dahuricus
HYL E. sibiricus

1 - |

0.97 0.74 0. 50

BIEHEE  Genetic distance

0.27 0.03

1 9 MiEHEREYERERT SSR A FHRiCRIBEES UPGMA EXE
Fig. 1 Dendrogram of genetic distance based on SSR data of 40 populations of nine species in Elymus L.

ZABOE(E 2) o T 4EF =4k Mantel K56 X} TR
WENBREEESSE . SBMGRZEKXRE
P, B RNK 3, M mE 3, B4R
B S, hE3 TS EE N, BTSRRI A
HGEE B R B LS BT A bl ds ; AR 3 AT L
Bilt, HHLBERICH 0.021, A U] B AH X,
EREEEEERA RGNS RO ESA
SEEMPMER (E 4) BAHXEEN, NEE
PR RGN KFR (B 5) AT LAE S, —&EBA
B A 6t , 2 Mantel K3 30, A0 26 R BN
0.258 MEWZHEKFHNZMAEWATEE, RN
0.902, Al {F EE 4%, AR KA 12 .

AR T RE IR T M A1 A2 B S 5 A — B St B
MENE(SERAE) LW BHXEH:, HREHEN
T B B (4 MG HE) KRR K =4k Mantel R
125 SR ) ] T R A ) 38 A% B B R B
(G EMAEE) BEMR(P <0.05) , HIKFBHN
0.478, Lk FEEFIE s B (SEMAE) 2
R SR B DR B M R EERE,
HREWER, A—-mEENR(GEREE) 5E
e B0 B B S R B AR G AR B, B
F T £ BE SR , 6 3 X R L R IR A%
MEHERTEE,
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QMDC1 Magin, Qinghai

QMXC Maqin, Qinghai

QMDC2 Maqin, Qinghai

l' QMHC Magin, Qinghai

l QHHC Tongde, Qinghai

GJC Tianzhu, Gansu
QMC Maqin, Qinghai
QMD(W1) Maqin, Qinghai

GHC Hezuo, Gansu
1

0. 56

0.40 0.24
RIEEEE  Genetic distance

0.07

B2 EREEFEEHEET SSR S FHRiCAEMEFER UPGMA BXME
Fig. 2 Dendrogram of genetic distance based on SSR data of nine populations of Elymus nutans Griseb.
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Table 3 Relationships between genetic distance among populations of Elymus nutans Griseb. and latitude, longitude and altitude intervals

Y nER

BWILER  Mantel test

N 1) .
v TEHSE YRPSE X e v
relationship’’ Mean X Mean ¥ S5 S5y Relation ¢ Prob. Random?®

coefficient Z< obs. Z
1 36 0.558 4 1.158 7 2.5829 23.667 5 0.258 24 1.292 5 0.9019
2 36 0.558 4 0.9775 2.5829 37.149 6 0.020 73 0.1189 0.547 3
3 36 0.558 4 1.059 2 2.5829 31.403 7 0.000 36 0.001 9 0.499 2
4 36 0.9775 1.059 2 37.149 6 31.403 7 0.477 65 1.802 4 0.964 3 «

D1, ﬁ‘;ﬁﬁf?ﬂﬁ%()( ) AR (Y %) A956 3 Relationship between genetic distance( X axis) and altitude (Y axis) ; 2 @{EREES (X #h) Fishpr
(YRl 5E R Relationship between genetic distance( X axis) and latitude (¥ axis); 3; MEHEE (XM MAE (YE) WL E Relationship
between genetic distance( X axis)and longitude (Y axis) ; 4. BEEE(Z $) AMMEMGE(SE(XH) MBI (YH) IWXLE Relationship

between genetic distance(Z axis)and geographical site[ including latitude( X axis) and longitude (¥ axis) ).

SREPE® Latitude interval

3 EMEWERERECERNSEZANXER
Fig. 3  Relationship between genetic distance among populations of
Elymus nutans Griseb. and latitude interval

2 % .P<0.05.
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BMEIEE  Genetic distance

BEFER  Genetic distance

EH4 BEREWERENRCEENSEZANXR
Fig. 4 Relationship between genetic distance among populations of
Elymus nutans Griseb. and longitude interval
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T

1.297 -

#EHRIEIPE  Altitude interval

0. 659

—

1.228

0.021

L 1 1
0.072 0. 361 0. 650 0.939

BEBEE  Genetic distance

E5 ERESEERBEEBNEHZAMNXE
Fig. 5 Relationship between genetic distance among populations of
Elymus nutans Griseb. and altitude interval
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b R AN e R R B R B ALY R E
EEMATIX, B, R TE R E BT RP 2SRIFE RE I £
LT ARFE R P RS i 2
OB g R A A T B B R SRR RO R
B B A R AR TS R B A R B
FRAR R R 8 AL 7 B RS PR, BT BN IE L
Rk S EEEERREEERNEZ . £
Bl b T EANBERE S MR 250
A7 FPEHREE St H ALY S5 PR 4 76 3 5L Jg oAt Ao
Hrh B 28 BRI IE ARIS, K B/DEZR Tt
IYARTE A B A1 D BEEAF, L, TiRERXTR
R RRIE B 2 T AR 10 5 0 ) 1 FH A5 AE 52 B 5K BR i
o

BRI R E R AT RN EERE, BB
B YA DAE R ASEE; R AA SY, StH,
StHY .StPY . StWY F1 SIStH 6 Fpzi #, 2=k pe g™
FI ] ISSR A1 SSR ARiCHE A 761 B A 12 R
BRIy VO R RIS AR AR 2 DAFEERE, N
FEPRRD X — B2 AR R 2 B, #E UAR i, E.
mutabilis 5[] g StH & R4 AL 55 41 2 A A A
P2 AR, R PR AT ROk TR st A BE A IE , A i ]
BAERKBE ML, B R R EE L
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