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Study on ecological adaptation based on drought and hypoxia
related candidate genes in trees: Quercus aquifoliodes Rehd. Et Wils
as an example
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JIVE =1Lk (Quercus aquifoliodes Rehd. Et Wils) & —f i 43 A M- J& (Quercus) &
LI BRZH (Sect. Heterobalanus (Oerst.) Menits)fE4, |12 4041 T3 78 5 i mibE 4R X,
Xof P PR AR A R A B BROE  J) o AN FU A T R S AR DG I i BE R, {5 A S0
BEDR 2 HOBIE T 0736 W) e Ll R R AR 20 S AT T OB 7 . FRATTHRIE T 65 /M
WeREDA, A e AP 777, N 60 AN TR Ll AR, 587 MAMA 4 5E H 381
AN B BAR% T B %2 AP (single nucleotide polymorphism, SNP)7 &5 . 1 5634118
AT SNP 4 A1 1) SNP #4456 4 k3R M 8 A SSR AL fl, =&t
o oxk B i LUK B0 358 4 22 R P R 38 A% S5 R R AT B0 M o 45 SRR WD) 1L e L ARAE e
AT NG ARG R, 3 AR 43 A T AR S X 1) Tibet 4381447 T W7 1L koRn
VU1 P EF L X ) HDM-WSP 73 8. 3Ty SNP S BB & W] AL EE 0B &, X T
HEA XS AN A AR A PR IR0 S 3 B IR . HE Tt SNP A SSR #8611 70 A 45 SR L 9,
Tibet 73 FIE AL £ FEME B2 /N T HDM-WSP 4387, {HIE T B SNP (438 A
T B AL ZR B S 2 REVEAAE BB ZE . R, TR M P T Fsr 7
BRI 77722 (BAYESCAN A1 FDIST 2) 15 5 25 (o B DR A% 5 BRS04 AT DG
(R4S I /7 (BayEny Al LEMM), LAl 210K B 56 M ik 1Y) 310 />3 SNP. 7
BIASI F 5T Tibet 2347 HDM-WSP 43 A% F1 BT A5 Fh B 11 A5 25 38 7 ke 31 OGS F 1038 B
P SNP, JF3k H 2 PN 7> B R A AN B [, X S PR ] DA T BRI A 20 A
AR A N N FENLER 0 57 7] o 55 AT A0 A8 I P A eV 1) 7025 Mantel A3 A0 70 R 70 #r
(redundancy analysis, RDA) LA & iR E LR 14 [ 7775 6 B AR Mk (Gradient Forests, GF)#ll
I A S5 845 (Generalized Dissimilarity Modelling, GDM)3 4347 )11 & LU Bk (38 A% A8
XTSRS A 5 RR W] R WA EOE AT AR RE T,
R 2R 40 24 e )1 v LU R 8 A% 20 A PR e 2 R TR 3R o 8 T R B R A S ) 20 M 7
% (Mantel £r38 51 GDM)[R] WA I 2 — H %7K & (prec01) /£ HDM-WSP 4315 Al A Fif
FHE RO IR R RS2 B K, AFAE S 35 [ IR 55 B 29 (IBE, isolation by environment) 8554
4 GF (1 BARE I M & IR W], R EEVERIE R 2 96-98 FE 2 (7] — H /K EAE 12-
14 2K 2 8]\ 75 H BE /K AT 160-180 2K Z A1, X84 48 53 (52 fe K, 1 LA 3
a7 B AL AR S B RE A EE AT 22 o AT TR T s 2 IR TR A5 3 ) SNP AL i
KA SSR Kt , A3t 7N LR 0 A 22 REIE SR S5 R, T HN R LR
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ABSTRACT

Study on ecological adaptation based on drought and hypoxia
related candidate genes in trees: Quercus aquifoliodes Rehd. Et Wils

as an example
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ABSTRACT

Quercus aquifoliodes Rehd. Et Wils is an evergreen oak species belonging to Quercus Sect.
Heterobalanus (Oerst.) Menits. It widely distribute in south-west China with a high altitude range and
adapt to harsh different environments. In this study, different methods of landscape genomic was used to
study the ecological adaptation of Q. aquifolioides based on drought and hypoxia related candidate genes.
In this study, 65 candidate genes were selected from the published database from other oak species and
primers were designed, verified by Sanger sequencing in Q. aquifoliesuoides. Next-Generation pool
Sequencing were used to genotyping all the candidate genes in 587 individuals from 60 populations of
the species and 381 high-quality single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) were identified. Firstly, three
sets of genetic data including all SNP dataste, neutral SNP datasets and eight published SSR loci were
used to conduct comparative analysis on the genetic diversity and genetic structure of Q. aquifolioides.
Results showed that the Q. aquifolioides can be divided into two lineages, which are Tibet lineage
distributed in the eastern of Tibet and HDM-WSP lineage distributed in Hengduan Mountains and the
western Sichuan Province. The divergency of lineages based on all SNP dataset is more obvious, which
may be caused by adaptation to different ecological environments. The genetic diversity of Tibet lineage
was significantly smaller than HDM-WSP lineage based on analysis of neutral SNP and SSR datasets.
However, the genetic diversity based on all SNPs did not detect significant differences between two
lineages. Secondly, using two methoed bast on Fst outlier (BAYESCAN and FDIST2) and two method
based on the correlations between allele frequency and environmental gradient correlation (BayEnv and
LFMM), a total of 310 non-neutral SNPs were detected from 56 candidate genes. The adaptive SNPs that
play a key role in the ecological adaptation of Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations were
detected. And the specific and common genes that affect the two lineages were identified. These genes
can be used to compare the differences and similarities of the internal mechanisms of ecological
adaptation between two lineages. Finally, two linear methods, Mantel test and redundancy analysis (RDA)
and two non-linear methods, Gradient Forests (GF) and Generalized Dissimilarity Modelling (GDM)
were used to analyze the response pattern of genetic variation with environmental gradients of Q.
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aquifolioides. The results showed that geographical factors, whether in two lineages or at all populations,
are the most important factors that affects the genetic differentiation of Q. aquifolioides. The precipitation
in January (prec01) was detected as an most robust factors impact on genetic distance and exist an
significant isolation-by-environment (IBE) model in HDM-WSP lineage and all populations by two
distance matrix correlation analysis methods (Mantel test and GDM) at the same time. In addition, the
cumulative importance curve of GF indicates that allelic composition changes sharply within the extent
of 96 - 98°E of longitude, 12 - 14 mm of precipitation in January and 160 - 180mm of precipitation in
June, whereas changes along other environmental variables occur gradually. In this study, based on SNPs
detected from candidate genes and published SSR loci we detected the genetic diversity and genetic
structure of the species, investigated the adaptive SNPs and explored the response patterns to different
environmental factors of Q. aquifolioides, all of which provides a basic theoretical basis for the ecological
adaptation of Q. aquifolioides and might provides new insights for the landscape genomic studies for

other tree species.

Key words: candidate genes; single nucleotide polymorphisms; landscape genomics;

ecological adaptation; Quercus aquifolioides; Fagaceae
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PR PR S A5 A2 A0 1E A2 5 W 5 V) Bl K o A e L, B A U B — ey R AR AE
(Hughes, 2000; Parmesan, 2006; Parry et al., 2007). XFhEZuas BRI N R E, FAR
ARIFRAEAAAL R Z— A0, T B BEA R3S R G0 S 2 P 2 7 AR IR R L T
20 (Hughes et al., 2008; Kremer et al., 2012; Sork et al., 2013).

TEADAE A I A I A v AT = B S AR AL B R A AR e (L) 30T A O3 AR 5
BeE AR R TTE M AR AR QBT B Ry Y B e s AR A
IMBIX ; (3)i i A= 4538 b (ecological adaptation)f Ak, FRAGXT PRI IE A B o vy ) 7 4
DRI, R )R = 30 Bl K T ALK 4 (Riordan et al., 2016).  H B ¢ T84 R it i A8 44,
B 7 32 22 A e R AT B A A AP B AN T T o AELR T T AR 3 T B
FAERKPIARAERUL, 55— PhFI S P U 52 m JE 5 G B, A& 5 22 Ml i a3
PETE AL R NS S AEAEA o

A A3 N XY J= 3 d N (local adaptation), A& A4E W04 7E K1) B SR IE Pkt fE e,
BEAE RS I, EVREEE B SR 450, AEBRAA R L 5 R0
FEA T K b= A AU T i v 3 S R (R ARTE, 2017) . AEFSIE M AT BAIX 2 it )
LA TSN . FTiEEFIE N, iR KA TR AT, SR RBE N
AN[E M BE A% ZR I H AR AL PR 5 T S B 48 Rl — 0 e T AR KAEAS [F] 3
RN, PR AR AN (3 77 1) T H BN [E] PR o R — T g A R AN [B A 23 A E 22
FEMIR SR, &R E AR B, By, o€k, mf 20k, nfRea i HAEs
Ana N BIAS[F 2 (R I 22 5 DAL, AN B B b R b A 2 T AN [B) R AR A Y, A
RV, RN, I AR R )& 5 T (fitness) 23 bL Fo A R /&1 (Kawecki & Ebert,
2004).

I =50k, Ok 2 B9 5048 [R5 [ (common garden) F1AZ B #% AH S IG
(reciprocal transplant experiment) 7E & 8 _E XA A & N T 0 M. A A AE S
FENE R B AN R AR B R R R AT 22 AR, 38 43 BT AN IF 9 1 Ao B AN TR AR 5 )
FERAE . BB IO RAST I L X AN [R] AR 355 )33 2 15 49 (Briggs & Walters, 2016; Joshi et
al., 2001; Santamaria et al.,2003). XFhA= A 7AW UL T H ARG FEAEFRHE AL A1) Ff
TR FI4E F (Hendry et al., 2007). 5 ib[EIRS, Aok Al # Pk — B AE AN F A
A8 P 1) 57 7 S 560 > B ASEAS [RI PSR A 1) A2 A RH LA R, 5 VP A e 22 St A as A 2 26
fit i A AT RE (de Villemereuil et al., 2016; Matyas, 1996; Savolainen et al., 2007; Sork et al.,
2013). X LT VR AT DL I i 5 A 38 BT B U R IR SR B e MR AR R 1 AR R AN 2 A
8, AT S G AR AR R (1) 55 72 (Grattapaglia et al., 2009; Langlet, 1971). Xt [E] 5

1
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FNAE B AR S U0 B 1 AR GE 1R i fer SR R AR [ i B O S 2 G EE L

AR TE MR KA BRI B R R T B, BRUAR ST 7 Tk B BRI, 2
WF R BAL K FAESIEMN I EALE . H M (Genetics of the Evolutionary Process) — 4
(Dobzhansky & Dobzhansky, 1970)F A [F] (1) B =R B AN [H] i A0 Bk 3l ) B
FF TP B SR B AT IR T R . AES UL, AR
[ — S R b PSS [ SE AL RS R g O A Flta, Ho a SRR (R 1A
MR, MR ENES FAHSE, RS, B Faa=Faa=Fa. 422 EFER
TEFRS, WIR Faa< Faa< Faar Bl a RICNEFIRAE, KEA &GS BN B
€, BEIFR A E M) ik £ (directional selection); @15 Faa> Faa> Faar Bl @ RIUAH F R
A, PRE A BN AR TR IE bR, BER BRI R $E (purifying selection); WIS Faa
<Fpa>Fa, BIZRETFHAAERZER, BARGEEGE, FUIGZREZEER R EACE
FITAG B P 1 B A OR B R ok, I HLIE 2 OR B S 28 B 22 (1) S5 7 i PR B DA 4 e o
IR B R, I RR N T 7% $f (balancing selection). i, & [A) e A0 -1l ik
BEGEHR N IE [)3A JR S $R B 1E % £ (positive Darwin selection), #2454 FIA8 R (K1E H 5
AR I3 SRR N F1 3% $% (negative selection), ERIE A FEA T MI7E .

HL b, HIREREEREH ERI RS AL RNV 55 1 DN B A (S B R R
o 5 He R 340 5 2 BRI SUEBI A I R, gl UAE BTt 95 09 H AR 7 s B 1Y
B e BRI AE ., Nk, B3 B SRR BT 82 1 A R ARG I R AR
A FERA, 2 94 ¥ 22203 (hitchhiking effect) B2k £ 75 4 (selective sweep),
A1 5 3%k £ (background selection) Sk X B ff IR IX Fp B & I IRAE L & . “H E X
JB2”(Smith & Haigh, 1974) 45 i 2 724 A RAR 7 A 5 e IR e #58 [] E i R vp, 5 2388
R PR AR S g [ e s DRk, M SE Ay an BEPETE BRT R ERT, TERCA EARTE
LT BEAR BTE MMEES R A %A R RAL J FE AL R AR S BT TR B )X — b B
R, T JE A A A B4 T FE 47 i (Kaplan et al., 1989). R, & 22 300 Bl 1k %
PEIE B 2 AR 52 1 AL i S LB s (A AR B o T8 2R A0 ) o P B T e 4%
JE 7B M 1% X i B 4 % (Kaplan et al., 1989). 7E{REALX, EHUKEZ, HIiM
“PEERN s EEAREX, XPEDCRTTREHITI, AR #I51k.
FABlHh, ¥ 5Lk B (Charlesworth et al., 1993)F& (1) & UL B IETH R H ERAH, He
b 2 i BRSSP A S 1A S, R, BRI T X A R R A A R
.

T Rl B R AR ) AR S, — MRS AL U (SFS, site frequency spectrum)
Mk, DHEW (F£ T Tajima’s D, Fu & Wu’s H £l Ewens—Watterson H.5 8446 i) &2 &
PRI © 2330 W0 R B 17 52 52 (demographic) R EE 45 1) AS A6 4 B8 (Zeng et al.,
2007). Nielsen 55 (Nielsen et al., 2005) 5| A2 & ASR L (CLR, composite likelihood ratio)
SRAFHN AL I AT AT RS SRAS MR A5 5 o FE T L L (Fsn) I 7L B4 12 Hu v

2
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T K W S 3 5 9 450 % % FiT 1045 2 (Akey et al, 2002; Beaumont, 2005;
Beaumont, 1996; Excoffier et al., 2009; Foll & Gaggiotti, 2008; Lewontin & Krakauer,
1973). —LeHARM T, ORI T ESA T (LD, linkage disequilibrium)fi2E T4
) B 44 4 B (EHH, extended haplotype heterozygosity) FH Sk A6 i 5 10T /A ik B
JFi B (Sabeti et al., 2007; Tang et al., 2007). &R FIIRIEAS & 2 8] ) SCB i 64
A 2 I F T ARSI A 12 K R 75 52 31 1% 4% (Coop et al., 2010; Grivet et al., 2010; Parisod
& Christin, 2008). &1 @A 1) 7%, Bl el U115 (ABC, Approximate Bayesian
Computation) {5 FH Fh VA7 s @ SLARRE Py s s AR, 36 T R ) i e 2 R 2 113 3 S A 2
HH R MEAE S8 5 1 36 20 A SRAS I HL 2 15 52 2116 % (Keller et al., 2011) . 1 ] HKA
(Hudson-Kreitman—Aguadé) 5 ill (Hudson et al., 1987). MK (McDonald—Kreitman)#s: il
(McDonald & Kreitman, 1991) U4 & H B AT R & MR 1 i KR HKA (MLHKA) I
(MLHKA, Wright & Charlesworth, 2004). MK A2 Fifi#13%(MKPRF, McDonald-Krietman
Poisson Random Field) #il(Bustamante et al., 2002) 7] LA bbb Py 22 2 1 AR ] 204k,
NI cRULYAE iupbrie S ERS
1.1.2 SRR A 7 kiR

S MLIB A% 2 — i P A A I X O B 1 184 AR S 3t AT I AT 1 L HL (Holderegger et
al., 2006; Manel etal., 2003). 38 1 475 10 T A FH R 48 5 rh 1tk 0 % 28 S ) I BRASE 5,
AT LA S IR BE AR SC, ARyt il B SR 8 5 5 97 20 UE 4 (Endler, 1986; Westfall &
Conkle, 1992). JSE BAITRT LAHS B g MR AL [X 80 n] e 22 SR AR £ R /0, (2 EAT
LH R B RIRE D LB A BRI . X R E I v B B 2 S PE AL 5 (AFLP, amplified
fragment length polymorphism)it 4174t it 7t 51 & 7 MR & H PEAL b 2808 i AL A
(outlier loci) )% (Beaumont & Nichols, 1996; Bonin et al., 2005; Joost et al., 2007), *F
R A G TR S A s RIS AR B2 A A SR A% 2R 47 70 H IS (Balding, 2006) . 55— 5 THI
B AR AR (NGS, Next-Generation Sequencing) (3R GE /& AT HE 1 % 5 i B M gt
AR S R R 0 D BT, AR Tl e 2k DR o 3R A5 B0 4 1) ey bk B iE 4 (Coop et
al., 2010; Hancock & Di Rienzo, 2008; Stinchcombe & Hoekstra, 2008; Storz, 2005) .

LR 20 B B LA S e A Y BAR 51 A 1 — B WO FE TR o X LU A 52 A LA
2o ) L A% AR S ) s R AL T, (RIS 8 TR 0 52 B ) i B AR E 5 W ) 2 A
(Anderson et al., 2011; Franks & Hoffmann, 2012; Savolainen et al., 2013; Stapley et al.,
2010). HEPRZEAE B 0] LA 95 A 1) 5 el A58 HL R A SIe B RO e S8 DA EL, T AN =& AR
BATIRAIT 723 T (a8 A5 LAt o A2 R AE A5 JEL 30 5 i (AT 0 ) s SR AR SRR FRA T AT
WA B TN VEREAL . i B4 BRAZR A B3 By RO o B 52 381 iy
it 2K 265 FR e B ) ) DR P SR o A, JEIAE E AR A T I o PSR P 0 A3 AT
KFE, AT HENE 75 DNA R SOUE I, 2] 1 B SRR 2
AARHER B, JFEA T 5w RS R 5

3
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G, SOV DR A 2 B 38 e o) 4 5 R 2 1) a6 % 2 S ok AR A 1 25 (AU A Y g AT
AR O HIE 73 (Holderegger et al., 2006; Manel et al., 2010; Sork & Waits, 2010). f£4tH] 5t
WAL P AT 1 Ve A F p BB AR, SRVE SOWARFEXS S0 ia s 520, A )i
Pl FAE ¥y W 2L K2 3y, DL S st A% A8 S5 1) #in 2R A% 20 (Cushman & Landguth, 2010;
Holderegger & Wagner, 2008; Manel et al., 2003; Segelbacher et al., 2010). #&1f, 45
DRI 20 7 20 1 o] P —— B A R SRR R G—— s S R A D7 s A L= B
AT LARI S A I A I se sh A . R G IIE . BB — 5, FE-ANIEFEE
A BR, BN 50 S Jmy Hbad B ) e R O F) R DRI 2H X 3. 55 W 8k DRI 4 2 ) i R 22 Ak
ETERRBIERENFEAR, WHERA., EFAMEHIAEE B A /E—&(Sorketal.,
2013).

SO IR (R 40 2 AT DU AT ] 2R 28 () 35 DR 4H fad , 4 AFLP AT SNIP (single-nucleotide
polymorphisms, HA%ZH IR Z5ME). Bk Z B 7T &I, SNP & & H T 5 M A
HEERI T o IR T REEAMRIA K& SNP, g5 AR, RASFIIAEEEE, w LA
WS 8 PR T A (A o AR 2. 4 2 R 4H SR IR AE 7 (GWAS, Genome-Wide Association
Studies) A] LAd I # SNP 557 € IR IR FE R KR 1l & B 142 7 (Hancock & Di Rienzo,
2008) . X 77 kN TG A A (51 G 40h B 5 ) G HAT R AR Rl PRIR C 2 gk
I 3 FE K 40 _E (Atwell et al., 2010; Bergelson & Roux, 2010; Fournier-Level et al., 2011).
AT AR M, R ZHR M, 75 BRI SR R 5 R DR 28 2 [A] I 58 SR 1R 0%
TERISEIEFEAL A . HAT, T8 BRI % A )RS A5 2] 1 i AL ) DNA SCEEEAT I P 1)
JRERTH I, A 0 HE R A B R 2 $1 3 (genome-wide scans) >k iR | A A Fh 57 ik
BRI S 2 A 4T ) (Davey et al., 2011; Elshire et al., 2011; Miller et al., 2007). iX &t 55
A DALE BN B LRI 2H o DU BRI AR 3R 45 5T _E 5 1) SNPs. E28 GWAS Al i 44,1
JP 7] e R A3 2 — /N 43 A8 S, F00T LR il 22 4 X3R4 7 KB 7032 7+ (Eckert
& Dyer, 2012; Parchman et al., 2012). b4k, AT L2k A X i 5t 3 DA P #E ) 0 2 (Gnirke
et al., 2009)k & ko il Ty e Ak DR b AR e A7 Rl IR S 2 R 8 02 15 S A AH DR (R Rk R
{611 & 2, T8 FH K B B A A K B 1) 4 DR ZH SNP, 55 Wk PRI 24 %) 382 4% A8 S
(R0 A a] LAy B SR AR {e] 52 31 B SR 1 B B2 i 32 e DL A IE 48 (Sork et al., 2013).
1.1.3  SMLEEPR4H 2 Bt o 07 v

T HARFIIE A, e BE0E B 1) BE DR ZHLARRAAE T DAIE s o) S5 R 2 (R A AT e T A 30 SR 4
TN, IR ek 56 IR MR R] AR AN R A FH BlE AL AR S B2 2 [A] R IEK 22 (Sork et all.,
2013; Tiffin & Ross-barra, 2014). VI % 5oMl 3k K20 27 07k ] DAAE Jyer i #5645 H ARk
I o

Aol FH AR A B DR AH 0 (M B AT B 5> SNP AH BSG) b b7 P 38 4% 22 1 1 1) 2
(TR BT EA AP 55— NPl & T R a8 T 7 A2 AR S g ide SNP,
[FE) F 26 G 3 EH 2R A g sk S B0 A R DR A0 AR S (B dn e /N el s, R, Ju Rl

4
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5K)AE R PR o XTI — Pk, A PIRR 2 AR B2 5E SNP U5k (L)FHEETE]
P it 4 &5 57 35 R 4322 434k (FsT) (Excoffier et al., 2009; Foll & Gaggiotti, 2008; Lewontin
& Krakauer, 1973); (2)55 73k PR AR MM IS B 2 8] /& 75 47 ££ 55 £ i) K & (Coop et al.,
2010; Frichot et al., 2013; Joost et al., 2007; Manel et al., 2012). X35 )52 H mi#)abF
PR () B A RE B B, 0 I i U TS AR 2R 1 2R A (] st P AR P 12 S RT RE PR AR
(Narum & Hess, 2011; Villemereuil et al., 2014). 55 — ki b 06— 4 il LA _E 7 i
U B 526 57 iU i Dy S M 7K~ R0 7 P A S PR TN o AR T DA PRI 2 v 45 5 R
HERLPE SNP R J7 VR PRI FE K 5 PR 2H 5040 2 A Oy Ry b J97 = T HE B 118 T 2L AT
AT e BL o

Fst o (B Rl 2 — MRS RAT 75, e R R A8, i Al b Tl {E
BRI Fst SRARBIE P A /A IR FR I FE R o Fst A — MOt T 1) 45 o7 22 R A
AR S FEAT AR HEAR BE B 1 T EL (Wright, 1949) . Fsr 7 BRI 1 L Al 72 1R 500 3 5 v 1)
Fst (B I £8) BOm H KR HT Fst CPATILSEE). SR, JEGRERERHEA ) E s fe £
FEFERH B AT, ATTRENE Fst BRI 70 AT o DR 2 FRARM R IR O 22 5, T4 I3
AR G WA ) (1Y) 22 57t o () — ik PRI 20 o DK 20 5k DR 4 52 383K 6 o A o 2 SR ) A G 2
B, R K2 B R BE R ) Fst KM E . SRT, FERZSE 7 (AN EED, el )
) Fst AIRE S TUIANE, SECEMLZ PR, EATH Fst S FG IR R ZE R . Fst
S W AEAT I G B AR IX A Fer TP ItEAR R, IR E RN A2 AL KU FsT 208 KELE B
ANREE RGP EEIE Y . AT Pk, AR R E BT, A
LFER Fsr {8 2 FATT3 22 4 (Lotterhos & Whitlock, 2014).

KEH) Fst AW AER N TR CEMIT R, I iz R T i 28 = i & 30
(Beaumont & Balding, 2004; Beaumont & Nichols, 1996; Excoffier et al., 2009; Foll &
Gaggiotti, 2008; Vitalis et al., 2001). XLET7iE5 AW, —KLL FDIST2 AR, #
P — A5 T B AR P S B A AE D9 — A AR v A A T SR A I 2. 2 1 (Beaumont &
Nichols, 1996), % —25:&LL BAYESFST (Beaumont & Balding, 2004)#1 BAYESCAN
(Foll & Gaggiotti, 2008) ALK, (RBAEA N —DILFE B HR. BT —Fh VAR
—AN AR, 193 B 45 R AT R0 R g BOARE D SR Bl A AR BURK, (B EIER P EhEs
AYIRATAT RN BN FRATIAE{E F FDIST2 BHE % — AN B 5457 (island model), #R X
FEISERIAPEE P 20 15 BMRBA RS 2R, IR D9 S 20 LU B S O Aot 2 A A T T BRAS 22
(Lotterhos & Whitlock, 2014) . {E &AL, —L8 NI 77545 2] & R, W BAYESFST I
BAYESCAN. Ui 77 V248 1 AEATART A P 485 A PR A Y T ) 2 BRI A 28 ] DA ALl T —
A2 KR 7 7 43 AT (Beaumont, 2005). 2K o B 0 A i I8 7R AR D 2 B RYE B R
(155 K41 (Beaumont, 2005; Charlesworth, 2010).

I E 20k R SNP [T VAR Tk 3586 ) T 320k £ 18 AR AL i MIFR B B2
.2 k== (Coop et al., 2010; Frichot et al., 2013; Joost et al., 2007). & R - 3115 S BE

5
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J7 R 558 BRI, IR 5 — AN AN ET AR BARAE SR EL AR O R R, IR B84 it
FERE N 52 BT AE R FEEH

3 hI P T 87 RS R R R D3 S 50 7 AR 2 () S ) 7 A P R e R A5 3 DR TR Bl
%, J7E BayEnv H{3LISCI(Coop et al., 2010). BTy A UM /A KSR
RE Ik, BIEMAPER. Bl I A A f (0 B e ) — Ry
AL R R — A & Pl S B R AR R i 7 Z2 B SR IO A e S i . 28 =8, i —
ANEG TG T SUH T 22 55 P A 2R SR e ) 47 5 DRI AT A (BRI 1 67 R ) PR S5 o7
LRI S5 AR 7 2 (8] AR DG o % 5 v [a] DL 3k [R] -7 (Bayes Factor) SR A
SCRFAH PR UEHE 1R

TETE K 2R A 1A (LFMM, Latent factor mixed models) & 35 7 1% AllidE F (R AY,
BARAE T 5 A — iR N S5 7 S TR A R RN R SR AR B 2 (R ) A, IRV S e A A
(Frichot et al., 2013). AR 0] LA B 2 — AN a5 & AT L B sr ot . Hoih &
HE L BayEnv R, f# A Tracey-Widom K, 8 v] LIOYREAME BT BRI K {H
(B AE IR R B R i KON 15,0 b7 248 S8 38 M A 00 1 Dl B A5 NS 1 ) S5 A5 2 DR A
R G5/ & 2 (A A ST 5855 .

W2 TN 1 5 AR S M S AR — i, B R R I A, H ATk
TRINR M B, ARLEARR) LA ] Re 2ok ik 22 gl i A, G H 2 2 B Tl g A A2 S
TEAR RS ARASAL T FR0R B (Fitzpatrick & Keller, 2015).

FH FTA L, R K B R AR AN 25 8] A2 ) AR R (1) 8% ) 2 AR TR A
YRy AR AL |- (SDM, species distribution models; Elith & Leathwick, 2009). 4 £ 5%
] SDM HF#RZEWHM . Seibs. FERA st 44 72 O 3 4 A Tl (Banta et al.,
2012; Espindola et al., 2012; Jay et al., 2012; Pearman et al., 2010). SR SMD A DL Fiiil]
Tl P9 A8 S 25 0] 20 AT, AELRIEAL S SDM AEZE R, St 22 1 1k 2 TR AR DL AT S SR A7
FEAR R Pk . SMD ANASBEMPRERRE A 55 2 1] 10 25k R ZH AR S e 8 1) 22 4E R 1R 5T
T LR 50 A L OSEADL K 8 () B PRLT SO T B — AN IR BBk ko A5, 4 S DRI 2H )
JPEGE IS e A R T BT SNP 7 i 34T £ [K] 43 284 (Elshire et al., 2011; Narum et al.,
2013). HESRMIEL EYF, ATLUEF SDM XR34S SNP (1955 A BUUGEEE, (HJ2 75 S0k
H, RE AL S B S  Ar AER — ME RS AY) S bR B TSR AR AL,
AL R BV 2 O ORI R v SE R G v HEWT (Wisz et al., 2008).

N T AR UL b e @, CEFETE KPR BT YD e — R B e — 4 3 R ) P 5 A
TR T EE R BN . SRR J7 B 4 2 K HE T 4 KR (constrained ordination
techniques) & #3443 41 (CCA, canonical correspondence analysis; Ter Braak, 1986) £/
LA M (RDA, redundancy analysis; Legendre & Legendre, 2012)/F N T B, &
SR T PR AL PR A L BT SNP £ —HM AR & F I R 5+
(Lasky et al., 2012; Sork et al., 2010; Sork & Waits, 2010). —Ff ¥ 734 7E 3% FE In N (145

6
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R CCA 3 tfr kB, LS 2 u R < R R &R, R 1 20
HARZ S MRARAF BIAH R B 45 5, A4S 21 e £ 4F F 2 mm B AL 25 g (REdE , I HL
U5 78 B AH M B R ) A AR & (Sork & Waits, 2010) . 4 SR AR 15 1R A2 25 18] 5 AH
K, CCA BV I AP BT AL F 2 [AIANFAE R R OC R, W] LA A 20 25 Dy S R 52 o
RDA #11i% RDA (pRDA, partial RDA)E Ny —Fh AT Z Jolrl A 70 #fr, & —HaT BLE
X CCA F B A JIHIT71%, AT LA J3 bt — 8073 725 [B] 5 M R B2 o) At R 3% 1) 52 i)
(Boutet et al., 2009). AT IX FEHAIR A FH T T HE & AR 7347

BORETHIRZRNZ gt A AR, FE) UM & @4 (GDM,
Generalized Dissimilarity Modelling; Ferrier et al., 2007) F1£f & #x #K (GF, Gradient Forests;
Ellisetal., 2012) X W37 7 v [RIRE AT DAS T KRS B R A a4, o7 b el 5
BERA AR ES G (EET Fer R EEBGER 5B RA ), MM SRR R i B
TARAR S 1) 2 6] 70 Af O HE T . S B %295, GDM Al GF AHXS T~ HoAt 77 AT LA
(1) HWREFMIAELZ B RAELIEA R K R (2) PR EE KA H S, (3) TlldE
NI AR AR I A (A 40 A . GDM I GF 19— MEp ol 9 K IRRE A, BB AT DU St
BIAR AR5, TP S5 2SS AR 2 FEVE RIS AR 2R, DL SO SE 5200 7
(A AR . B 2 e DR AH B I R VR K AR T — AN RTAT R T R,
IR E SMD (BB — 07 A D BT A e s PR SA0 P A5 L AR [T S B, I 7E A
FE DR ZH 7K AP b X6 3 1 38t A% AR e R AT TN, DA RS {% A2 46 ) (Fitzpatrick & Keller,
2015).

GDM & — A HEFIRERE [l HE 2 B A, ARADLPR AN KA R T8 00 1 AR P
P 5 IR A H BEAR S A AH R 1 AR R A pRi 2. GDM s — AN TN PR - it 7 — ot
RF R EI 1-FE 2k (1-spline) e R £,  FEBEDR ZH 3 1 183 4% h B8 b Ao i 738 A 1) ekt B2 A
MR, [RIR i A A/, A G 59 b 22 MR AL (1) L5 2 B (Ferrier et al., 2007;
Fitzpatrick et al., 2013). Xk ph & ()77 5B A M 2R MR LS, B Re iRt
FhAEESNAS B EAEAR e i S (A, PR BgRR e . AR IR & . AR SR ak 2a 4k
BN FLUR, TR B AR B O AR B B R R, FrLAERS B, GDM AILL%E
AT AR B AN DT AT 3023 Y IR SNP o M P 1 B30 B o) b ASE ot S s P B0 v

GF s& — ™M 3E 2 Fu HL 4% % > [l 3 # J7 ¥% —— B HL A& #k (random forests,
Breiman,2001)—— £ 7 /K~ [ ZEAH . AH Bk T~ GDMIE] $2 A FH KA A 2 Ta) o) AH S 1
RAADNIBAE AL i 1) 72 (8] A2 5, GF LB AL AR S ) AL A8k . GFAN 2 R T ER B9
M INE T, M, GF{E AL A 2% > FH AR s 3 WA [ (R 48 1 (191 n 557
B AN VG ), IE AN E SR 5 ZAEE . IRER SRR, RE
INEIRRFEAE R, (HRIRATT] R MR B BE R J L AR, AR HARA AL, S5 07 5
RIARAL B . GF AT LA BR300 DR 1~ 2 [R) B2 28 (R o0 A AR, (R X S8 Tl X
ANOUFEH IR PE B . GRRFR (L T — P o5 iRk 25 B AN SNPX PR R4 BE 1 e ., (H & B o

7
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SNPHIEL H AR AER K, EMTHRRE B & 2 2R .

1.2 JIFESWHRRN AR ER

7%} £l (Fagaceae) AL FER A RAKA T RN EER 52—, &
(Quercus) 7 450 Ff, &7 }RH K EWillis, 1973). REMRETEEE, BF
120 ZFh, MRSSHPRIGTRL b7 o B R AR B TR I 14%. MERIE RS 19 Hr e
75 0 AR R AR B P A R AR SR, R, B A B R SRR R B A
(AT B, 1992). [ A 238 %t B AR 8 BT T LR RSB FL (G 344, 1983), 4 H:
SRRV H: mLARE . EARPRA . FRERZELAIRERZE . o i EAR R i 28540 A 38 B2
REAEXT BB 3 2R RGUHAT 73070 R, W8 AR OR o R O AR AR, 2K
P IIRR R 2 AL 4H (Zhou et al., 1995) . ELE iy L BRZLAE ) (I MO AS A AE 4o
e L BRZELAE ) UE T ol (Miocene) LA RIT 1 75 78k s J5L ) 2R B ¥ (2R R TS, 1996), & —
KA BRI AT, XREYAERVE T 55 F A, TRA T H LR
HoB i 5, B T AN R KR W RE T, R A, SR AR TSR
A T X R H SRR HARAS e T N SR AR R sl AR T A
WA TP PR (RS AU B3R EEVEAR), AR TRAEE N [ X A
SRR, DRI O IR AN H X AR AE S G I IERI 3 (Zhou et al., 1995), tHELE L, %
KM EAT 12 FIE A G AR R, R Re e 7 2 3 A L i 3a FH g FE
13 UURAE RO, FFIE N TR R AR A S IR EE, TR 12 AR X (1R, 1996).

{E2 =& AR BE5 H 3T H KRB B 8 F ), Horp—A 3 25 R 2 R U
IR SR FEAIE AR BRI B = o IR, ARSEHAR BRAE B 545 i PR SRR AN 357 IR MR A3
KER, HARMAZEMN, FEERERAMNRE A, JCH R REMIR D @A, 1994).
PRSI EAL IR IEAE IR /D, & S BRI T RFEE R A o DRI X BRSAE ) G H 72 v Ll iRt
1T HEZSE R AL IR AL, AR DE 1% 2 FEVE IR 3P B K 16 2R F AR & A
W is A% BE IR SR AL 2 B 18 A 2 PR KR

o L Ly ZR SN0 AR e ] G R S 00 L kot BB S A AR ) 2 A A R
XZ—, #3435 12,000 FifEd, HAr 4 3500 Fith 7 4 14 (Myers et al., 2000). 3
JFR 2 RS A IR BE I URE (1 25 6 A A5t X (R 0 AP e 20 K T s AR FRf 2 2 s, T
AL = VI RR Z MK o B IX U 26, A IR it ik, R B
FEHRIT 5000 Ko 1X P2 i R AR 7E BT 40 (Neogene) Bk B -FL I 11 S 5 20 ()i 1L
a7 it B (Lippert et al., 2014; Renner, 2016). 5 Ty F i 11 4R 350 FIAR A LU ik AG) | 1 428
i1 7558 IR (QTP, Qinghai-Tibet Plateau). "eAI110E &AL Kk LEAE 4 1000 J34E /T
(Mulch & Chamberlain, 2006), £ b3t BHA 21 1 Thi0g 19 =5 B2 (Sun et al., 2011).

JIVE = 1L A%k (Quercus aquifolioides Rehd. et Wils) 3= B4y 41 -1 32 [ ) = 2 Fiy Ffe- R iy
WX, 955} RIS & L BRZH (Sect. Heterobalanus (Oerst.) Menits)f4), f&—fh#H 2

8
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25 S NG T B o (JE) T B, 1992) o 0 [ 25k 7 i 1 238, DU )1 28 B P A = Fe
AL, — BB STN,  40 ) AP AR HIX (Du et al., 2017). X3 54 E X
Jy i -2 DR AR AR X (Sino-Himalayan  forest  subkingdom:; Akey et al., 2002; Qiu
etal., 2011) AR X i B — 3, DR 1 v LR AT U i 1 X AR Ak A . 1R
A I BRTEHEFR 1900 K 28 4300 KA 73 At, XA R SR & N )y, 21z X I
I OL AT AR TR

JVE R AR N H SRR EAR, FRAR AL 30 m, 4% Im LA L, 76 TSR L%
FEER: [ b 7 8 TR BSGRE A PR (T BT 7™ R A, 2008) o MERRERIFR . I 3 A 5 T 25 £ B
¥, & 2.5-7cm, ZECHRPIRTEL, & fH e Gt &2 IRE, Mk 6-8 Xf. 523}
Wi, WIRE 12 LI, REEEKIPE, HARE TN 1-1.5 cm, #i5rmliA %] 2cm
(MM B R0 5 Rt 1998) . IXFIAR RARIA, WiARRE I8, &MU, B RIFMIBL%E
TRAKBIREE (M B35, 1992).

BEXTNRE G L BR, B A2 T AR 2 A B9 . B )L L BRI 9
BRI KR S R ENIE AT, TE 0 I8 AL T4 A W) 25 I T8 LR /D,
AL, 3 LA, TR LR IR 23 A P 2 A AR 38 S AU e T LI RGP e 2 AL
Fo ZEREAPRATIK(1997; 1998)F H [F) T AR iC A 5T 1 75 78 ) 135 ey L AR 1 158 4% &5 44
AN[E R R P (AR A 2 AR Ak, RIIBEIF IR I T, %28 Bk -1
R AT o R I T 38 S N R R LR AR KA ANF], i T AR EAE S B
JRRGIAEHALEIR . HOTERHRR . MERE 25058, B b SR IRHA R R LR, S8 T
VTR )L o L AR TR AR A A 465 0 110 T PR SR 5 B B PRV AR A B8 A [ AN R T
JEE LR S e MR 44354 . Toumi A1 Lumaret (2001)F) H [7] T B FRic % Ho
Vg DX DU b S SRR S T RO 5 B, |l T T v LU R 2 A Y BT, AR FE AR
TR B e () S 8 DN = B DAIE AN [F] (R B 858 2% 4« Zhang 55(2007) 1 F 75 Xk
TAEFIR A FIER ) E & L BREEAR R 8 4 2 R AT I 9T, 45 RSB I thilg ikt
FEE TV 1 PR 326 B R o0t ) 1L e L L AR B AR PR a8 A A8 S 52 e HE AN BH IR . Wang: 56(2009) %
H ] 7 T DX PR 7 BRI SRR 3 A XoF ) VL v L BRI A% 5 4 (1) s il RO 7, B 1
T AR B A% 2 FEVEAE Z W AR 20 b B B T AR S AR R KK F . Du 46(2017)
fd FH 244 DNA FlE% SSR BFH4r Fhric, X5 )1 LAR A0 X A 58 4~ B 2R Fh it
TWEGE, HEon T B 48 A0 58 DY 42 (Quaternary) < i 5 % X6 )1 8L 6 1L Bk 1) 3k 4k 5h 25 A0 B
AT AT B REI . Meng 25(2017) 5% ey Ll BRZELRE 0 1) 4 2 Hh B 22 F o4 1 T U v
LLRRRT v FE PRI 1A 3 R4 71 vy LA b 2 A3 A% S T2 R ) R R B 5 gk e D ()46
AFE, IR IE B 1 %M OB T DS 1B DA A IR, A A T i e A
ARF TR, R LRI A D 2R ) 40 ST R X - T L )46 TR AT
FroE, IWAEYNEE IR A i b DX b S AR BRI 1R o T g3 0o [ 2HL 30w A ) -
(Quercus spinosa) i 50K FAE 7345 X WK AP AN R, 5040k B ik 42 <%

9
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ALAANE LB B B BERG 1 o 53 4h, B TR )RR A DK T 3EXE T 3E 4T 1500 (Feng
etal., 2017).

13AXHMRAR. HARBHIKREX

KA T 65 A5 BEEAE iy LLBRZELRE ) b e D 14 040 38 AH 5 PR 48 e fk e
DA, 78 ) 1E =L #R Y 60 AP, 587 MM dEATH 3, A A — X i barcode 1)
VB4 PCR FP2WEAT 8 % 1) J5 15 (pool-sequencing), & id il & 7 1#E47 SNP %2 (W
N, ERAESE, 2017), S SO R DR 2H 2 1 07 R LU N s LR BRI L A ]
FFHEE N IS AL Z AR AL S50, T Al AR BE DR AP I as AL A8 S Ao A =0, J0H
72 A DR - T S e FLAs AL 25 K A IR i I o AEDGT T DK 22 BB F 48 FH A DR AH 49
() 5 Sk R L5 S A% B BE 3 AH DG 1) SNP,  F Uk R e 52 0k R 1 R TR X
(Bashalkhanov et al., 2013; Eckert et al., 2010), & 2 K ¥ 77 b v s S S 74
WHNZ 5AEENMMER T, ALY A S IE BB 5T 2 5 5 B 4 A 2 0 iE 4
(Alberto et al., 2013; Gonzalez-Martinez, et al., 2006). TiH AH FAKEYK. AR
A H AL ZH AR B KIS A, A5 4 3 DR AH 1 10 0 1 52 21 BR 1] (Neale & Savolainen,
2004) . T Fifi 25 rey 188 20 3 07 92 PR AR A Rl oA, T T IR ) st LR DR 4 22 070k
SR 22 H N AE BT TR AR Wb ) A2 A53& . _F (e.g. Sork et al., 2016; Rellstab, et al., 2016;
Roschanski, et al., 2016).

AHIEFEIT H AR A2 (1) 4858 )1 ey LLATRG PRSE A i B 1 kA0 ) G B L TR (2)
PG —RE mdE ARG RGN 7 &) E & AR B & B IRE; Q)%A
M FH 153 A% AR DR 2R SR AT FEAR SR A N A AR AL s 2

AW TS AT LU JUAN AT : B 5, iR Th e R Xk S, 53
R T ZPFEEEE: R4h, ¥REF O I 56 5% 4 (Durand et al., 2010)
FEEKIZH (Plomion et al., 2016), 1R % %3545 K &5 PR 5 R 1 #HOC AL B DK 73 F A it
AT H Y SE i HE 22 R AR B ORI ST S 2, SO R R A KPR
Wk A S A AR A ROV R

10



2 68 )V LR 19 22 250 B 7T

2 XMNESWFRNERSER IR

21 LEM R EMRGE
2.1.1 CRFFIRE

ok AR E R bR A (http/iwwweevhaacend) R A B R RE
(http:/Awww.plantphoto.cn/) 55 X 2 53 P2 At 7 A 6 SCRR S0 2800 )1 = L BRI
G3AT, T 2013 42 2015 AN r [E PG e )1 VR e LU BR 0 B A A AT X 3R AT T S B 22 D) K
FEmREE . ENEENLARE R XA, FRATERIEE KT 30 2 BARFESEN
—ANFIEE . REASPREEN BENLIL SR 5-15 NREARAME(PRUEAMAREI KT 10 K), REH
TR B AR, BT SRR, G905 5 A DI TR R
AT T IRARATE o

i 2 KB ANA F KA, AT AT 60 AN E (BRI B A FE, 20 Ai T DY
N ZrE PO VA XSG X . i GPS & RGNHEANFIRESEIT 27
AP IERE 7-10 MM, —3% 587 MAMERH T AL . K REAERIMH F FEA T
[lsie s, R TG e T, JFE THXAL IR, PL& 542 DNA $2H
Sy K 2-1 MR 2-1 R TRFEMIEEI A AL, 5. FEARR . shBARFRSE(E
B Bl 2-1 K AR E S BRI A Ya . B 2-2 JgR T e BESEER A i )
AR (E EFE5%, 2017).

30°NT e

.
I (m)
[ 0-800

[ s00-1500
[ 1500-3000
[ 3000-4800

[ >4800
100° E 105°E

2-1 IR LI ARRAE s 20T &
Fig. 2-1 Sample distribution of Q. aquifolioides
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R 2-1 I L ERAE RS B R

Table 2-1 Sample information of Quercus aquifolioides

&R S SR ME(*100 FEFH[E(C — A BEZK (mm 75 A B&E7K (mm
"G AR (N) (E) AR bio(()3 ) bio09 - preco(l ) precO(6 )
LZD P fE 1 E K2 93.02 28.37 10 41.09 0.77 3.00 97.00
GBX Ui TAAITEITiAS2  93.16 29.92 10 41.61 -2.47 2.00 93.00
MLJ 76 5% A PR L B A A 93.38 29.07 11 42.67 0.75 1.00 87.00
GB PajE AT AL & 93.42 29.88 10 41.34 -1.35 2.00 98.00
MLL oK B S 2 93.87 29.12 10 43.42 2.37 2.00 112.00
SILS [P Al 93.98 29.18 7 43.38 1.63 2.00 115.00
DzC P 5 R AT 94.12 29.97 10 41.40 -5.22 3.00 113.00
KDG V5 E V5 94.15 29.73 10 41.48 -1.18 2.00 110.00
LZA  PHBUKARERZHL 94.34 29.30 10 43.15 2.17 2.00 127.00
BYZ Va5 )\ — 45 94.35 29.67 10 43.20 1.33 2.00 123.00
LZ 7 bk L 94.52 29.55 10 39.80 -3.42 3.00 115.00
BM 7 3 o 25 L 94.72 29.64 10 38.56 -8.28 4.00 112.00
LL 7 3G 2 B L 94.77 29.85 10 38.28 -3.95 2.00 126.00
MLP 76 5% A PR L YR 43 94.83 29.46 10 38.60 -1.22 2.00 136.00
BMS 7 5% e 2% L2 A 95.21 30.06 10 39.19 3.15 6.00 170.00
BMR 76 5%V 25 AR 1 41 95.99 29.75 10 38.75 -1.23 5.00 149.00
BMZ 76 5% e 2% TR A 96.35 29.62 10 37.73 -2.62 5.00 136.00
cY BT R R e 97.19 29.29 10 38.83 -4.65 8.00 122.00
CYX U % o EL e A 97.32 28.61 10 41.21 5.42 12.00 256.00
CBG 7 5% 2 L 2% L v 97.46 28.89 10 39.99 1.95 9.00 174.00
MKD  pjie Be 28 AT 98.18 29.57 10 40.77 -6.05 4.00 95.00

SR A RO o G A A A O

HAIYA
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MKR
MKZ
DQ
BZL
DRR
DRX
ZD
XCD
XCR
XG
XCW
LIX
LJ
DCK
LJB
DCE
YJH
YJIX
DFL
DFY
RT
DFG
KDD

MEKR

DMX

[iF S 2= IPS
DU T R B VR A
EHTERE
nHEFTES
WimEsREH kS
VU oREL- 2 3 B
Z B ]
VUl 2 S EL -5 28 B
VU 2 35 B8 il R
PRy ik
M2 E x40
Z LA 5 X
Z L e L T
VO IREE R e
PP ANS N
VO 1A S A
VU FE LA e 2
VU )T
VUIEE )T 2
VU)IEFERE 2
VU1 2
WhNnEZE <2
VUi REE S 2 10
VU1 7R e B AL B 4
V)1 e EL A 2

98.47
98.65
98.96
99.15
99.23
99.41
99.64
99.76
99.84
99.91
100.02
100.03
100.19
100.26
100.26
100.28
100.69
100.95
101.12
101.15
101.24
101.30
101.42
101.46
101.50

29.72
29.43
28.44
28.31
28.86
29.06
27.90
29.00
28.68
27.80
29.12
26.86
27.00
28.68
26.94
28.95
30.15
30.01
30.08
31.44
31.79
30.79
30.07
31.78
29.71

43.74
41.53
40.41
37.52
39.46
43.64
36.96
39.36
37.06
38.36
42.58
45.19
39.14
41.40
41.47
42.13
36.36
40.43
40.36
42.54
42.38
39.58
39.24
40.23
42.90

-4.90
-3.30
-2.35
-1.83
-3.15
0.02
-0.47
-1.90
-5.83
-1.83
-1.72
7.60
2.58
-3.28
4.40
-5.18
-5.62
-0.95
0.90
-3.38
-4.38
-6.10
-3.02
-1.40
-1.45

3.00
4.00
8.00
8.00
5.00
4.00
11.00
3.00
4.00
9.00
3.00
15.00
12.00
3.00
13.00
2.00
6.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
3.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
3.00

91.00
89.00
68.00
77.00
84.00
94.00
85.00
100.00
94.00
91.00
103.00
97.00
96.00
111.00
97.00
112.00
157.00
131.00
146.00
138.00
138.00
134.00
142.00
153.00
138.00

AHAN(IK 2

[
=

TR RS LR T



vT

YYP
KDC
KDZ
JCD
JCK
MEKD
XIX
MEKS
XD
LX
HS
MX
wC
PW

DO I ER R EL 21 1B
VU1 REE St A
VU1 REE ELAfr 2 JEAS
VO e N B AL
IEPIIEINRE o 17
IEPIIREYIE 2= N1 A
Mg S T T A
VOISR R BRI 2
Wikt 2
V)i EE
IEPIEREY =3
LYY 220
IEPIviQlIR=t
DU NP E

101.71
101.89
101.90
102.04
102.06
102.12
102.39
102.51
102.52
102.82
102.93
103.52
103.67
104.53

27.53
30.24
29.99
31.48
31.27
31.91
30.90
31.86
30.88
31.65
32.08
31.77
31.49
32.46

10
10
10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

40.11
43.12
36.44
42.92
42.08
44.16
40.37
41.42
41.41
36.52
41.72
35.06
38.27
34.93

0.08
-0.53
-1.52
2.13
3.70
0.03
-1.27
-3.30
-8.05
-3.98
-1.22
-2.87
-0.08
4.80

1.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
2.00
3.00
2.00
3.00
3.00
4.00
5.00
4.00
8.00
4.00

158.00
156.00
161.00
132.00
129.00
129.00
146.00
133.00
152.00
129.00
124.00
123.00
129.00
105.00

W L

P A SRS O A 3
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2.1.2  NEURIEIE D Lt g1

LR A T R 3 RIGAR B4 T RE S (R 4H W3 EvolTree (http://www.evoltree.eu/) 1)
i e 3 DR 5 98 A A e X 180 > Q. petraea/ Q. robur (LT 5 FEA MK, 4t
VEYH I T RESFAE (35 Y IO IR o

et — il
PR - - —
| [ | | |
A2 54 w54 50
N
Xy
“~
2
PCRY 1 ~ ~
a3
~
1 sba
\ ~
[ | | [ |
| |
|| .| | |
o y ===
| L]
| | | |
| |
A E1 A B2 ¥k En
N s« »
| .| .| ;A=
. ] | *%z?uz
| *%(;{,4

2-2 VRFED PP 7 2R K
Fig. 2-2 Flow chart of pool-sequencing method

14 ] Primer3web (http:/primer3.ut.ee/; Untergasser et al., 2012)%} T % 5f) 180 4>
fie e B R AT 51 s it o Primer3web & — MEMERIFRIEL S|t TR, R FFRKE
WP FIE L, FEHEE RS, Gl Yr KRR IR E . B KR
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FE(Tm) &, (B3 3 2 %556 %451, H B n HEE S, AR 5IKE . Tm,
GIC & &5 AR X L5 B, Pk e R 519, )7 515 B2t BilgA T A A,
A RS S8 FH (X0 51 17] o

SR AR E LU 5 AHRTRATIR AR 3R DL R LA v 5 [ i R U OB 45,
2011; fE5E5%, 2005; 5K =T, 2004):

(1) ZAEF AR X BT 514

(2) IR 16~30 AMAE 2 18], ok 0 2 BRAR 5| I e S 1, 28 5 TH R T »
RSN RIR T, AT DNA T4 B0 5508 [ SR (74°C);

(3) LRSI Tm BTk, J7 e PCR R MART

(4) S DURHREERE AL /A, AN I 2R =N A [R] 15 100

(5) 5% GIC H=EEEF, FHHAEIIY GIC HEAEMEKRZ

(6) LS T AN TS HA B 8 DU Al () ELANEE X, DAk S tH I 5 ) — R Ak

(7) 5B GAEAAELE = AR AN, DARBIim A &5 Rk
gEK, S EI Y SRR A

(8) ¥4l B K R E/NF P E . @i A Pair-End 250 SCEERHTINR, W7
KB Wit — 3 500bp, M3 F B KB N /INF- 500bp, LAk G HH (8] s 2 0 VR A
Y E= S % €7 SN

T 1T B BRI 0 TE ik 58 A A2 AR JE N, W) DAE M0 41, (HEER AT R
Z e sy DL BRI
2.1.3  #il4r%(barcode) 7 5]

TEG I IO UF HEAG 2 PRI R DR (1 51 49— i B o AN 5] 1) barcode J7 31, 43
AR T4 B AN (R B RE A A AA, ] RUSEAS [ A 44 1 e B0 E VR RE B — AR s ad i
barcode J¥ FI AT X 73 (B 2-2). b R BEASLIR AR I OGS BT/, Jl I HODIRAE L1
B2 EEAFEARMEN PCR P ml LUR A B — AN SCE AT, AR =200,
BEAR TR EREAS . 4 FH ity barcode B, 75 ZL# ) barcode U245 T A S
(B8 ST — /NI B SC ) s 8 FE WU barcode ISP, m + n 4% barcode, {80 FH T [X 4
m x n MEARETE A barcode B —EEXT, BCAfH). 4 #.um barcode B, N 5%
FiA B o 5] M) +barcode” P 41, 55— I A8 A 38 iE 51 AT A BB 514 A FH AL
vty barcode B, W 75 22 F-A BH i 1R 51 ) +barcode” 7 51 . ER AR Hu barcode 7774 R
7 B v R 5] H)+barcode”, {H A& —A4 5] #)+barcode” R REIX 73— MEAAME,
MRS R LR 2 i), 5 EA R 5] #)+barcode” tH £ R 22, 1M XU 51 #+barcode”
WA, WAFRERZHE.

FATII 7B 1 = Fh 77750 S 2 A . —4X Sanger W5 H.35 0 barcode 1)
AR S E =D I A X S 0 barcode B AR (K] 2-3a). AL SR ELEE S A R
I\ “5l#¥+barcode” & %% FHl - PCR 2%\ 4 /2 2 AN 7 2% 1 . BA 100 AN BE R 4,

16
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BB 100 X514, FER PP E % 2~ 5000p; 51¥1KE %A 20bp, barcode
KIERN 6bp, &% N 0.5 Jt/op; PCR % FI T 5 s/ N (45 SE56 FH 21 3k
ol FEMAE): AR P R 2% FH DA 1000 Jeo i, WP IR BE DA 50 i, T 2R FI 24 500
JCIG; — AR 1 9 AN 45 5| #+barcode” & B i FH AN 2 9, 7 9% FH ol 15 ¢
I M 2-3a i LLE ], BEEFEASENIEE, —RINT 1% HG& S, 11N
o /il barcode ) AR 7 2% FH 46 28 S AIK

400

300

mil B (o)
200

=
g
= T T T
0 500 1000 1500 2000
A
a (B I 307, barcode (8 TR BT HE AR R I 72 (L
=
GO
<
et
B
=
it
=)
= R pe—
a — — — Sim/lbarcode
T ibarcode
< T T T T
0 100 200 300 400 500

{if Hbarcode ¥ =

b (A AR ET S 500, MIF XY AT Elibarcode 14 F AT kS (45 (0 Ny 2 44
Bl 2-3 F = A e 5 v (— AR . B i barcode fY AR R AT X5 T barcode B AR T)
12 A
Fig. 2-3 The estimation of total costs using three sequencing methods (Sanger sequencing, NGS with
Single-End barcode, NGS with Pair-End barcodes)
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B2, DA BT R @ e A — /N SO AT 2 T 1. FRATAT LS. 2 43
i, VgD barcode [P FHEE, MMk 5] P+barcode” ¥ E&E et A . A1
WA 500 ANMFEAR, R A A ) B 2 R barcode A £ i 1) O T B . 81 G A
F 10 %% %1% barcode, X 7527 50 NINFSCEE, 4 {dH 20 2% Him barcode I,
WS 25 ANFF . X barcode 2R ARIEHL, B4l 5 X Wi
barcode I, 75 Z2 7 20 AN P SCEE, 2448 A 10 XF X barcode B, R FFE 7 5 A4
WS PE . I FEx A 9% PR AT A5 I () 2-3b). HI FREASCEE €, PCR A,
DAL L FRATIAE AT A 0 B HERR PCR 2. A 2-3b ifLLEH, —ARIFA55R 2& 9%
S 75 PR AR5 A8 3 22 AN K, (R X N barcode T 75 1 (1) B A%
o FHAK SR bL 5.5 1 barcode 725 R 5 I 2% FRAEC I 3 70 76 4 (B barcode 3= 25 BT,
PWHIHAK, 59250 Jt; X barcode =M 15 B, 2K, 36750 Ji). XM
P IEAREE, barcode {4 FHE H —FERITEHL T, “5l4¥)+barcode™¥1& Bk FH—5, 514
AR D2 DA SO A W ST PCR 2 —5, ME—RIIX B ER .
DRI, S FfmT DA X 43 B 22 B AR AN A 1 2 37 B /0 3 S22 () 0 I barcode 9l /7 5 1%
FINF A RA . SR, M 2b il LAE H, barcode i A& H A& bl . (%
THSER RS, AR EARYE L hRAE L, HEAT SR AT, RS 452 barcode TS

=L (TT)

Fr
o)

il &

(.I 20 4I[I 60 KI[} 106G
U Fllbarcode A1 [t
Kl 2-4 FINAE AN R 25 H 1) barcode JiT 75 21K 5 9% H
Fig. 2-4 The estimation of total costs using different number of barcodes

A SLIG % 587 MEAME, 65 Mgk B (L 51 imik S 2], WFSO)##TE
SESLIG . BEXTIX— BARKE O, SRR SR AL ST TR, AAESIE A, <ol
Yi+barcode” & B FH, PCR % HH, EE o FIANIN Y 9 (B 2-4). M 2-4 FRATTAS H
5. I 20 Z5(B1 10 X, 3R 2-2)barcode T XU i barcode i) AR F ik, &
TEFSL. BERT, B S P B barcode AL ALY, 3R 100 Fh4HA K, 7E PCR ¥

18
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B, A5 100 ANMFEAT N REIT SRES, X FEREXT barcode {5 X B [IAE A DNA J7
FIEEFEAE—E, TERAENT E T T X400k 100 MEAR T4

Barcode J7 41 11 11 I ) 5 51 W1 SR R ALL: (1) barcode K& —/#¢H 6bp,
/™ barcode Z [H]Z/DF 3 MRIERIZ R, VAT ARHIX 735 (2) MRS RIS BE (1) 26 i
KEAY; ) BAELS: = MHEMNESR; (4) BABmsIm Rk 6) #5351
— IR R4

R 2-2 T W REANARIFREE 75

Table 2-2 Barcode sequences used for distinguishing each samples

barcode &5 F 351 R ¥/ 51
bar01 AATAAT ATCGGT
bar02 AATTGA AGCTAT
bar03 AATGTG ATCTTA
bar04 AAGATA AGCCGA
bar05 AAGTAG ACCTGG
bar06 AAGGCT AGGTGC
bar07 AACACG ACGCGT
bar08 AACGAA ACGTCA
bar09 AACCTT AGGCCG
bar10 ATCCAG ATGACC

2.1.4 SEIGTJTVE
2.1.41 EZXF|AEME

FEH:

Jo/K . (Ethanol anhydrous) igAET
=& H%E (Trichloromethane) et T
B-37iJE £ (B-Mercaptoethanol) LI MYM
Sl (isopropanol) AT
Z4ALEN (Sodium hydroxide) AT
WY 2.1 (Ethylenediaminetetraacetic acid, EDTA) igAET
(R EH LT (Tris) T
28 (Acetic Acid) T
1M Tris-buffer solution (pH = 8.0) T
+N ke = RRIER (Cetyltrimethyl Ammonium Bromide, CTAB) _Fifg/E T
Sk (Sodium chloride) AT
FEA3E R 20 DNA $REUR T & TIANGEN
2 x Taq PCR Master Mix AIDLAB

26 M13 51 Pt FiEET

19
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e PE (Regular AGAROSE G-10)
Loading baffer

F= BRI A )

(1) 10M NaOH

NaOH

ddH20

Biowest

409
96mL

BN ddH20 SEAZ 100mL, K5 HAT

(2) 0.5M EDTA (pH=8.0)
EDTA
ddH20

73.08g
300mL

JEN 10M NaOH 75 pH % 8.0, JIA ddH20 &% % 500mL, KB 5 PRAT -

(3) CTAB # Ui

CTAB

NaCl

1M Tris-buffer solution (pH=8.0)
0.5M EDTA (pH=8.0)

ddH20

49
16.364g
20mL
8mL
70mL

RIS N ddH20 E R ZE 200mL, K G RA7

(4) 50 x TAE (pH=8.0)
Tris
LR
0.5M EDTA (pH=8.0)

2429
57.1mL
100mL

A ddH20 A S 1L, RAERAE, A ETHREN 1x TAE TAE#.

FER A

AR B E A
HLFRF
MR

WEEAX

ERY AT
VAR B O L

H, AR I B X T4
T

LKA

R SR & 4t
R R A BT
I3 B O

Eppendorf

Sartorius BSA-124S
BT g PHS-25C
Etsch MM400
NUOHAI XMTD-204
SCILOGEX D3024R
—1{H DHG-9023A
Galanz P70D20TP-C6
A= JY200C

7 JY04S-3C
Thermo NanoDrop 8000

#iPi TD5A
20
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PCR 4 1#54% R ETC811

N AN A Kylin-Bell VORTEX-5
UKAE Haier BC/BD-429H

o R K T TOMY SX-500
UKL GRANT XB100-FZ

2.1.4.2 A RE4% DNA 2R

AHIEFET KA 2 8 )T & LR I RN B 28 el ek Jie - H J5 I i AT 4 DNA
FEH . 2618 0 TIANGEN #4703 X2 DNA S B &6t )1 & LBk 0 T4 - gt
17 DNA $2H. RT3 BRI AR B H 2 R CTAB (Doyle, 1987)#2 5 DNA.
2.1.43 SSR »#

BT S LR S AE AAMY 2ok B TARZSE R, W Rek B TRt L a0 %s,
UNFE R AR EAS . Mk, R AFYER SSR 43 Fhric kgL g5 Mt 47 4041, Al bA
A A AR HR AT ST T AR SIS LR 2 KR
(1) fiiik SSR 514

ik R A 3R M A ER B FRF R ) SSR 514 34 5, A8 LA TAMAFE K
SEEGH SR, Bhik 32 MEEARAMA A IE R Z4H DNA PE ARG TY 15 . 20t 2%37
JE W BB I FEL KA, 9 8 6 B Eh AT IS B 51 V(R 2-3) AT Ik E PCR ¥, ¥ 3 %
AR F8 S SRR PR

G R ZR(150L):

2 x Tag PCR Master Mix 7.5ulL
51 4)-F 0.24uL
51%1-R 0.24uL
FEZ DNA 1uL
ddH,0 6.02uL
IR

95°C FiAx 14 10mins

95°C A% % 30s
56°C ik 30s } 35 RKAEIR
72°C #E{H# 30s
72°C ZE{# 10min
15°C {RA7
(2) fit= PCR ¥ 1%

B INIRIER 51 Y F u P A s 2 Rl A TAYIAF, AR 5 I M13 741 1152
5 H 517, ELL M13 5651 ek, LAITE 587 IMFEAAMARI AR ZH DNA 1EH
iR, #EATHEE PCR ¥ 6. BTt M13 FAIBNAE 5k 22 RUR, TR A i)

21
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PCR [ ik RIS #ATROGA . NP S5 EAMIE, § 8K R M (15uL):
2 x Tag PCR Master Mix 7.5ulL

5#)-F+M13 0.06pL
51-R 0.24uL
2t M13 5|4 0.24uL
FEZ DNA ime
ddH-0 5.96uL
¥ PCR ¥ #7242 th Bl A TAEY /A 7] ABI PRISM X3730XL il 7 & 347 &
1A HL K T -

2.1.4.4 1ZAKR I 5k

FH 3 IR e b S B e B R R RSk B TE S LAk, DUBAT IR BT 51 )
FHAS— 2 0] DAFE I R L BRI 3 R 4 DNA h i B szl o8 7 e IE X KHEE: PCR
3 LG ISR A I L, FRATIERE 8 A1 E S L BRFEAS I R (A 2H DNA 1EH
PG, AT EE R PCR g1 ib AT Ty 3G 5euE, DA IRILTT 1. 2593
KW, WZERERHEIFGIY. BRIy K PCR =¥t EilgE TAY A xR ABI
X3730XL I J7F 5 #E4T Sanger MlJ¥ . f8H MEGA 7.0 (Kumar et al., 2016) bt il 7 25
RIFH), PREEAAAEARRIEIEIER . AT 180 Mgk B F g1t ik S 2] 65 Xt
1M 2-4), AT RS0, P IR Y Bk R Ay MR P T

P18k R (25uL):

2 x Tag PCR Master Mix 12.5uL
51¥-F 1uL
1-R 1uL
FEAX DNA 1uL
ddH,0 9.5uL
PG

95°C #i A& P4 10mins

95 CAx M 35
Tm°CiE Xk 30s } 35 IRAEIA

72°C 4EAH 40s
72°C #EA# 10min
15 C1RAF
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%% 2-3 WTHIT)IE S L ERY G ( SSR S AIE B
Table 2-3 Primer information of SSR which could be used for PCR amplifying of Q. aquifolioides

SRR KR

L[] F 519 R i 54 HFF (bp) SR

MSQ13 TGGCTGCACCTATGGCTCTTAG ACACTCAGACCCACCATTTTTCC TC 190-222 Dow et al., 1995
SSrQpZAG16 CTTCACTGGCTTTTCCTCCT TGAAGCCCTTGTCAACATGC TC 138-182 Steinkellner et al., 1997
SSrQrZAG7 CAACTTGGTGTTCGGATCAA GTGCATTTCTTTTATAGCATTCAC AG 110-148 Kampfer et al., 1998
ssrQrZAG11  CCTTGAACTCGAAGGTGTCCTT GTAGGTCAAAACCATTGGTTGACT AG 243-281 Kampfer et al., 1998
sSrQrZAG30 TGCTCCGTCATAATCTTGCTCTGA GCAATCCTATCATGCACATGCACAT GA 162-226 Kampfer et al., 1998
ssrQrZAG87 TCCCACCACTTTGGTCTCTCA GTTGTC AGCAGTGGGATGGGTA TC 97-111 Kampfer et al., 1998
sSrQrZAG96 CCCAGTCACATCCACTACTGTCC GGTTGGGAAAAGGAGATCAGA AG 162-218 Kampfer et al., 1998

PIE_271 CACACTCACCAACCCTACCC GTGCGGTTGTAGACGGAGAT AG 200-226 Durand et al., 2010

R 2-4 AT HT )R LR 1 ) fig ik FE DR 5 AN T R
Table 2-4 Primer and annotation of candidate genes which could be used for PCR amplifying of Quercus aquifolioides

HR F 359 R 3w 5% i
DF_Qa003 GTTCACCATGACCCTCAA GCACATATTATTGCCAGTTCTA cytochrome P450
DF_Qa017 TTTTGATACAAGACTAGCCTCT AGGACCTCCAACATACCC UDP-glucose 6-dehydrogenase
DF_Qa019 ACTTCAAATGGCACAGCA AACGCCCTTGGAGAAACT hexose transporter 1
DF_Qa020 GTAGGACACCTTCACCCAT CAGCCTCAGAACCAAATC 9-cis-epoxycarotenoid dioxygenase
DF_Qa026 TGTCTGGGTGCAAAGTAG ATTGTCTGGATGATGGGT zinc finger protein, putative
DF_Qa028 CTCGTGGTGTTAGGTCAG ACATCAGGCATGGAAGAT aspartic proteinase
DF_Qa030 ACTGGGTTTAAGGGAGGT TACAAGCATCAAGGCAGA proton gradient regulation 5
DF_Qa031 GAGCCCAATAAGAAGTCAA CCATGTCATCTCCACCAT CBF/DREBL transcription factor 2
DF_Qa035 CCGAGTAAAGCGAAAGCC CGACGAAACCGAAGGAAG Xylem serine proteinase 1 precursor
DF_Qa037 AAAGGGGCAAGAAGAAGC GAACCACAAATTTACCGT glucose-6-phosphate dehydrogenase

LEMIx T

=11
p=u

TR RS LR T
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DF_Qa038
DF_Qa039
DF_Qa040
DF_Qa041
DF_Qa045
DF_Qa047
DF_Qa051
DF_Qa052
DF_Qa054
DF_Qa055
DF_Qa056
DF_Qa057
DF_Qa059
DF_Qa064
DF_Qa070
DF_Qa072
DF_Qa077
DF_Qa079
DF_Qa081
DF_Qa082
DF_Qa083
DF_Qa084
DF_Qa089
DF_Qa091
DF_Qa093
DF_Qa094
DF_Qa095
DF_Qa096

CACCCTTCATCATCACCA
ACTATGCGGGTGCGTTGG
TCGGCTACACTATCACTG
TTTGTGAGCCAGTGCTGC
CATCTCACCTGGACGACA
CACTCCCTGCTGACCTAA
TGATGATGGGTTATGGTT
CCTGTCCCTCAATGTAAG
ACGGATGCAGTTGGTAAC
ACGGATGCAGTTGGTAAC
TGCCCTGAAATCCATAAT
GAGGCTTGCCACTCACTC
AAACCAGAAGAGCAACAT

GCAGTCCATGACTTGGGATA

GAGGAAGGTGAAGGGAGA
TTCAGATGCTGACCCAGAT
GAGTTGTCAAGCCTTTGG
CATCTAAGTAAGGGTGAGC
TGGACTGCTGAGGAGGTT
GACCTGCTTCTTACACGA
ACTCCCTGACATTTACATTC
TGCACTCGAAATCCTCAC
TGTGACAGGAAAGCCCATA
TGGGATGGGTTGTAGTGC
CCTACTGGTGGTGGAATC
GCTTAACTTTGAATCGTGG
TTCTGGGCTTGCTTGTGCT
TAGCATTCACTGCCACCAT

GATTCCTATTAGGCTTCCT

CAGCCTGAAGGAGTTGATGTAA

GTCCTCCACCTTCATTTT
GAGACTGCGATTCGACCA
ACTCTTTCACTGCCTAAAC

ATCCTCAACAGCCATTCC

GCAAAAGTGTCACAAGGAT

GTCTGTAACCATGCCAAC
TCCAAACCTGAAGCAAAG
TCCAAACCTGAAGCAAAG

GCTTCTCCGAGACTGTTG
TGGGCTTCCAACCACATCA

TGCCTTTTCTATCATACCT

GAGCCTTTGTTGAGATTGTG

GCCAGCCAAGGTAACAAA

AAGGTCGATCATCATTGTAAAG

GTGGTTGGCTCAGGTTAT
AGAGGCCAGAGTAGTGAA
TATTTGGTCGCGGTAATT
GTCTGCCACTGGACATCA
ACGCTGGTGACTAATCCT
TGCCAGCATCAAACTCTT

CTGCCAGTTCTTTCTTTATGC

CCAAAGGCTACTGGCTGA
CCAAGATATTGTCGTGCC

TTGCAGCTACTCTAATACTTGTC
TCCGCAGTCTTCAATACCTTC

CACTAGCCTCGACACTCAT

fiddlehead-like protein
amino acid permease
AAP6 (AMINO ACID PERMEASE 6)
o-methyltransferase
NAC domain protein NAC4
lipoxygenase
AMP dependent CoA ligase
glutathione S-transferase
amino acid binding protein
flavonoid 3-hydroxylase
indole-3-acetic acid 14 transcription factor
calcium dependent protein kinase-gb
cellulose synthase
multicopper oxidase
IBR10 (INDOLE-3-BUTYRIC ACID RESPONSE 10)
methionine-tRNA synthetase
laccase, putative
mitotic control protein dis3
abscisic acid responsive elements-binding protein 2
Eukaryotic initiation factor-5
4-coumarate:coA ligase 2
white-brown-complex ABC transporter family
GDH2
beta-ketoacyl-coa synthase family protein
PS60
Density-regulated protein

protease inhibitor/seed storage/lipid transfer protein (LTP) family protein

glucose-methanol-choline (gmc) oxidoreductase

B RA) EE 7  -L

P A B

B

=]
=x

g} BT
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DF_Qal100
DF_Qal102
DF_Qal103
DF_Qal04
DF_Qal05
DF_Qal109
DF_Qal13
DF_Qal18
DF_Qal19
DF_Qal20
DF_Qal27
DF_Qal129
DF_Qal32
DF_Qal34
DF_Qal37
DF_Qal42
DF_Qal43
DF_Qal45
DF_Qal46
DF_Qal50
DF_Qal51
DF_Qal59
DF_Qal63
DF_Qal67
DF_Qal71
DF_Qal72
DF_Qa180

CCATGACTCCAGGTGGTAC
TCTTGAACGGAGAAGTGG
TGTGGCACTGTTGTAAGA
AGGGATGCTAAGATGGAC

GGCAGGTTACTACATTCCAG

TCCACCTCTATTCGCTCAG
AACAGCAGAAGTTGGGTA
AGAGGGCACGAACACCAC

AAAACAGGGCAAGTAGAAT

ATTAACCCTCAAACCATG

AAACACTGCTCTTGTAAGGGAC
TAGATCCATTGATGGTGGGG
ATCTAGTGCGAGTTCGTTCA

GCTGTAGGGCGTGCTGAA
ATAGTGAGGCCGAAGAAA
AATCCTTCCTTAGGCTCT
GTGAAACCTCCGTCTATC
TGCGGGTAAGTGGTGGAG
TTCACTCGTGTCCGTCCC
CCTTATTCTATCTGGAGCAG
TGGTACAGAAACCGCATTA
GATTGCCGCTTCTTCTAG
AGAAGCCATAAACTCCAG
CCCTTTTACCAAACCATA
CCAATCAACACTGCCTAA
AGAAGGAAGGGCAGAGTC
GGAGCATGGACAGTTATG

CGTTCATCTCAGACATTCG
TCCCATACTCAGCACCAG
GCTACTTGAAACCCTTTG
ACCTTCGTAGACCTGGAT

CTAGGTGCAGTGAGTCCAAA

CAAAGGGCACGGTCTATT
CTTACGATTGGTGGAAGG
CAGGACCTTTGTAACCAT
GTACTGGGTTGAGCGTCTA
CTCAGGTGCTTTCCAGTC
CTACAGGGCTGGGATTGC

TCGGGACAACAACATAGACAGT

ACAATTTTGGCTGCCTTG

CAAGGGTAGTCCTTACTGGATG

ACAGAACCAGGCGATACA
CTGTTGATGCTGGTTATG
AAACCACCAAGGCTGAAT
CCATTGTGGATTGCGTCA
AGATCCAGCAGCCCCTCC
TGGAACCACCCATCAACC
TGTGAATCGCTGGAGTGT
AACAGCCAACACTTCCTT
ATCGCTACATAGCAGATACA
GTGCCATCATCAAACAAC
GGATTTCGTTTACCACCA
ATAACCATCGGCAGCATT
GACCAGCTATCAAAGACC

PREDICTED: similar to ring domain containing protein isoform 2
aconitase-iron regulated protein 1
4-coumarate-CoA ligase
heat shock protein 70-3
cytochrome P450 monooxygenase CYP84A16
glycosyltransferase family GT8
aspartic proteinase
glutaredoxin
small heat-shock protein
26S proteasome non-ATPase regulatory subunit
plasma membrane major intrinsic protein
phospholipase D alpha
stress-associated protein 1
mitogen-activated kinase kinase kinase alpha
phosphoprotein phosphatase
r2r3-myb transcription factor
short chain alcohol dehydrogenase
pyruvate decarboxylase
50S ribosomal protein L7/L.12
long-chain acyl-CoA synthetase 4
phosphoenolpyruvate carboxylase
O-glucosyltransferase 2
sucrose synthase
R2R3 Myb30 transcription factor
heavy metal P-type ATPase
putative transaldolase
Myb-related transcription factor

N ¢

H

el %
(=]

TR RS LR T
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2.1.45 1% F PCR ¥ 3 A 5@ 05

FEXHE I I 51 4045 5 10 %F barcode (% 2-2)i%4%, 4% 10 X 5| ¥)+barcode”
Wy, AW AT AN AR A RSER 5 R KR —AMEIE SRR 10 XF<51 4
+barcode” Wy AL, 3L 100 G720, 2005 100 MEAS MEAT PCR 1. &
AEORHEE PCR &Y. FEIKAI . AMESEDIR, A 100 ANFEARANA 1 B A (5 18 225 LR 1Y)
PCR F=#H 4y 5l 1.5uL, ARG G, 28 HiEHERFAYEZME A0 llumina
MiSeq i & I 51 & HEAT @« @ FE2R ALy Pair End 2500 AHft 75— L A 31| 587
ANFEARAE, PIILEST T 6 NP SCRE, SbriE N SCPESr Al & 1 100, 100, 99,
96, 96. 96 MEAMNMAR] PCR F=4. PCR ¥ 31k R 3 W42 7 5 51 Wi 1 iF FH 2111
TR R AR — 3
2.1.5 AbEEFPLE R
2151 REd=4)

BT EL T 6 ANIFSCERIEATINT , KU R45 52 6 X fastg S0, &EXT
SCAEARER N — AN 3 S i AS R X0 7 41, 2% 17 F1 B K B Dl 250bp. 434 fastg
S E T 29 100 NMEARAMERIT S N T RIS AT, THEG A EARANMER)
FE SR> NBST B S0 . ARAE XU barcode X M (IREAE 2., w'S perl BIA @4, 1E
linux 24 th AR AR MEARME R P51 73 JF,  JL3R1F 587 XL & B ML A7 41 1Y fastq
A

BT B 2 A ot g i), BERAK R row data, R 75 B0 A — X
ERANFEARNMEF N fastq SCHRAT AR, DLEBRMEREMFES], F+35 05
I B4 Nlumina ~F & % A index 741 X — 2 75 2 F 31 trimmomatic-0.36.jar 27
(Bolger et al., 2014), J7E linux REGHIE1T.
2.1.5.2 1% 8 GATK pipeline %% SNP

fi 1 GATK pipeline (Mckenna et al., 2010)4 %2 SNP T 4E linux &40 FiEAT,
WL R = AN T BN . HIMR— P22 R BISE)T 5. IAEE
{5326 55 [R5 | ) P B 33EAT 7 Sanger W, LSNPSR, G — A8 65 Mk
BRI B SCAt:, AR RNSH T HICAT

(1) 1 BWA-MEM (Li & Durbin, 2009)% £ i #5 4b B (1) 587 S E BNk
(1] fastq SCAF3E4T 7 41 EL X

(2) 14 [ samtools (Li, 2011)%5 . — 5 A= 5 FR) A3 B X 77 51 ) sam # 2 F) SCF 5
BRI bam A& S, PLRERIE HAAE . BT BWA AR B SO F1HES 1T
5 GATK 7E % SNP B 75 10 7 5 HEFI T A [F], PRtk gz T >k 75 2248 F Picard Tools
(http://broadinstitute.github.io/picard) X} bam 4% 20 ) SO/ 3047 B HE 7 AL 3

(3) HIT GATK ASCHEXT oSk 3 #9748 Sl , PRtk 75 22435 Picard Tools X bam
1 O AT IS b 38 . ISk WA BFEFFIE ID 5. FAIEES . WFETFE. W

26



2 F I e LD BRI A 2 N T

JF P& T gL B RRFIRE AR TR

(4) HTERSSERERESY, FRFYapidE PCR §73, XFEELXT K
{6, JX e B 4 1 58 A AH 1R 3 20k 2 Bl ook BUAR R P47 B o 170X 24 PP 1N BE AT AR
SR RS, BT AR i fRIX e PCR ¥ E SR, HAERRTI & F—
A . B T ERFEF N Picard Tools A1 samtools.

(5) H1TELXS 5 P AU A AE Sl N TR 2K, I ELAESE SR 2R AT 1) B2 tH BR &
OB EATC, X SehR R R I 2 RS 2 L A SNP. ERIHEA 1 4 4 N /R R B4
() B o i R B B IR A, 75 Bd ] GenomeAnalysisTK . jar £l samtools 41X 46 [X 15 &
BrEATEERE, A5 20 bam g 2L S0

(6) 1 GenomeAnalysisTK jar #4728 — K SNP %5, Fid I d 0 i &= 10 A8 S
R 1S EIETI0E T B A R BRI vef B X0 .

(7) MR L — 1525 vef 344, 18 GenomeAnalysisTK jar H /] BaseRecalibrator
A1 PrintReads ThAEXT 55 (5) 5 28T LLXT 73 21 1) bam % 2 SCAF AT HF IE .

(8) 1] GenomeAnalysisTK jar #4755 — ¥k SNP %52, 31 P 5t & A8 A
R 1S EIAETI0E T B A R ) vef B X0 .

(9) 1 H GenomeAnalysisTK.jar 4 L2515 21 vef SCAHFEATIEE, Ml Ah R A
A A i, BT SNP,

LA EAASEE, (EH GATK pipeline M 5 $45 Fh 75 21 w1 5 &1 SNP 47 45
2.15.3 fmik SNP

{1 VCFtools (Danecek et al., 2011)4 7k 2255 A7 & K 43 % (minor allele frequency,
MAF)/N T 2.5%F] SNP i & (Rellstab et al., 2016), F{# [ Excel M2 Gk 2% Lb 1)
KT 50%F SNP. J& S8t 0 Hr 4 L T- t SNP Hidfa £k
2.1.5.4 2w kN A IRIREE

il GenMarker (Hulce et al., 2011)%} B 4% L yk I 7y 45 SR 347 s E LAFRE SSR
B AU o AN DR Y 2 RS B S N AP N 45 SR A — B, 84T
BB E — A — BN Y, FRHEAS B B — B 5 D8 B A B ok o 42 1 oK
A ME ] FLEXIBIN Excel %2 (Amos et al., 2007)%F SSR 73 B3 47 )0 — 4L b B/, DL
T 44 Ja SR 3 i o
2.1.6  REMRIEHE A
2.1.6.1 FAELEMHHT

D9t € )T EL e LU AR R M 83 A% S5 A AP Ak AN [R] 43 1 s T 0 Fh R a8 A &5 44 () 52 0],
FAMEH R 5 (Team R Core, 2017) 9 [f1“adegenet” i% £ £ (Jombart & Ahmed, 2011),
BTSSR HiR4E . & A SNP R A8 ik SNP 1% SR Hdk AT £ sy
2T (PCA, principal components analysis).

[F) ) FRATTASE FH — M DUt i 5 7R AT 5% 4% 5% 47 - %7 (Bayesian Markov chain Monte
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Carlo, MCMC)% 25 J7¥%:: STRUCTURE v.2.3.3 (Falush et al., 2003; Hubisz et al., 2009;
Pritchard et al., 2000), Jf#&7- SSR ##fte. W& iy SNP ¥ 4E . 05 SNP
G SRR AT VA o B — DR AR BRSOy TP B AR AR DAL R o R TR — A Hdle
. JATRE K=1-10 RN B LB BB H, X T8 —4 KAE, Jf1E17 20 4
MOLHEH . F—AHOLHEE B E 100,000 burn-in ZEAXE R 200,000 MCMC 7&
Wo IBHEEHRE, FH—F3ET deltaK (Evanno et al., 2005)f) /7% Structure Harvester
1F 2k T H. (http://taylor0.biology.ucla.edu/structureHarvester, Earl & Vonholdt, 2012) %}
STRUCTURE 4557 VPl . 4% delta K 5 KIS (1) K B/ NSRRI 3, I
FEIE KA 1) 20 1~ STRUCTURE iz 545 2R v 1% #% likelihood {i #% =i 45 2%, A ] distruct
1.1 (Rosenberg, 2004) 2 | 2 LA FIEE . BEASMER T 220 n] e tE f IR IE

FLT SSR AT SNP i 42 1) PCA Al STRUCTURE 43+ b7 ¥4 K6 0 380 452 55 P 38 4% 45 449 »
T )T E vy Ll BR R A% 548 20 BROPS S70, FRATTAR 98 L R 3y b P A7 R Fodm 44
Tibet lineage A1 HDM-WSP lineage (Hengduan Mountain and western of Sichuan province
lineage), 73l 17 A1 43 NFpfE. T IXFERI SR, AT A Arlequin ver3.5
(Excoffier & Lischer, 2010)%f =84l 34753 |2 53 177 Z 53 B (AMOVA, Analysis of
molecular variance) >k & =7 & 2 (B AR 2 8] (P38 45 7 AL RE R

I DA b =0 7 RT DRI ) 1R e Ll BRI A S 4 SRR B, A B BN [F)
THICRBINAER, AR AL s B AL R B2 . It SNP Edla 4R i 605 P
A SNP [P M £ AR 1t 1 SNP #3210, T AEH PR SNP B P2 T Fst AR
f1757%: BAYESCAN A1 FDIST2 A&l 1 HRAF (PR 40 8456 FH U736 L T 30) o FRATHG P Fe 5
FARBIA R 25 R0 AR PRI SNP, AT A Al R Hh BRI A 14 SNP {R BE 4
2.1.6.2 @tE S ARELSHT

{4 i} Stacks (Catchen et al., 2011; Catchen et al., 2013)%& T4 Fif SNP %k 4
AN SNP Kt S xd )11 E e L BR A 8% Z AR R EAT PRl . (8 GenAlEx 6.5 (Peakall
& Smouse, 2012)4 T+ SSR Hrdla S vh 5 JINE i ILBR I8 A% 2R . 1 e TH B P
W e Z e, IR RN ECR T ITA R IEE VB R B Z e . R
T R EF IR R G AE ZAENERET 7 Z R0 . AT 4 DU T Fa bR R 1T A8 J11E
ELARIEAE ZREE . P, RN SO I E I S AL DR (P 390008 Ho, MR &
[E: He, WIBERETE: o, BMERZHFENE: Ne, AR |, HRIEL.
2.1.6.3 T Fsr &9 outlier #-3&

2 SNP 7 s AR 70 A0 B B3y BRI, TR TN E IR & D B Ak ie 43 B 47
ERIER . TR, BAEH BAYESCAN FI FDIST2 3 P Ff 75 148 M SNP [
IEREL Fst, DLMRFE L SNP A7 s A WS B B4 E F 52 o PRFR T VR AT & 1 H
DA BEEARAS I 235 2R AR B A

TAVE I EET DL 35505 (1) BAYESCAN SRl Fst G504 . HAEESH
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)L E A: sample size: 5,000; thinning interval: 10; pilot runs: 20; pilot run length: 5,000;
additional burn in: 50,000, HT-FAT%5E 219 SNP A7 ik AL R b, HAZ FE R ]
BEMEIZE T BEALIE BRI SNP, [ LFRATTKE prior odds 14 B M 2 (BRIAE A 10; Csilléry et
al., 2014; Roschanski et al., 2016), F H7Eia 455+, K posterior odds KT 2 '] SNP
MAZBIEFAER M. 5¢T FDIST2, FATIZAT 100,000 KizkH, HAEH 95%H
13 X B e Y st i Ry Bl SNP, A0 H 52 B4 FH I R2)

TR R, S56G CLEPIR 7L, 07328 i A 7 v ] I e i 38 1) 52 3] 36 35 1)
EEEDR o FEACIAN L R 45 R 0 S [A], FRBIFE MR TR AT 1 32 IR 1
i Fe A . IS FE B S EL R M D RE, R0 AR 3 L s L AR T A 2 B s
2.1.7  FOWIBAEZE T
2171 AMEETRR

M WorldClim Version2 %#z & T #(http://worldclim.org/version2; Fick & Hijmans,
2017) 4= 3RS R 7 A% #idfE (1970-2000 4 H)-F 418, 30 seconds 73 #¥%), GLFE 19 4
VSRR S VLR 12 AN B 7 M e &, 3k 103 MEE (R 2-5). i ArcMAP
TRAEFBXT 60 A RAE R RS TSI A R 5 5 “usdm” % £t (Naimi
et al., 2014)F [ vif (Variance Inflation Factor, Jj 7= BEZAK X1 ok B0 g 3 2k M A i i)
SR T, AR ERE T H TR 2 0 i (GR 2-1) X YA & B 120 3N
SR (0i003),  FRe I IE 2= T 1) ST 4095 (bio09), — H F& /K & (prec0l), 75 A /K&
(prec06).
2.1.7.2 AT IR EAR KM outlier 105

2 SNP AL i REAE AL e B0 2 5 PR B RR B B8 A ORI, FRATTIA I SNP 32 31)1% 34
BiAR kB AN F AP EE T IR EERR FEAH OCVERY outlier #238777%: BayEnv Fi
LFMM (latent factor mixed model)ta il 52 25T E ST SNP. P72 10 &8 F LA
B Aar U 45 SR B PR o B e B b S0 a2k B DY AUk R TV N A B AR

BayEnv s&—Fh DIt SCZRPEVR BB, AT FH e SR &5 o7 8 R 32 FH 3R
BERE B TR AH DG . e FRATE A i SNP 48 v 5 S A L PRI 26 5 S fe ]+
7 ZEH R, VR J95eie s Ay, FH DAFE i e I st a8 A% A e ) s o Lok Adi
FITA SNP Hlls e 1tH AR AL B IR 5 U R 1 [ W 75 %2, I 5585 7 A B Y fig
bz, s, HE A SNP [ BF 8 (Bayes Factor){E N 1% SNP & 7552
FIBERLERIRFR . WP SNP Edla £ i i 25 th BAYESCAN A1 FDIST2 A&l 2] 64 fiv
B ZEFEN SNP, 32| d 1 SNP Zi#ia4E. X% SNP 1247 5 AL s &, kI¥EiE
W B T ZE AR R, BCHAFIE AR N Se e AR F T R 2200 M o BROMALIN IS HORE
100,000 22 MCMC. #: FRXTT A SNP, FRATH Hil A o Do A% 78 (R 42 ot Feb 5 1y s
XI5 AL AR S [ R ) WA SR R 7247 10 IR IS 5, BT i ok B
100,000 % MCMC, il <515 A SNP S5 A7 5: RIS AR G I JF 48 /0 A1, X
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IMEAE N 45 5 e ATT3% $% logio (BF) > 0.5 (Jeffreys, 1998) () SNP {F -y outlier.

LFMM & DU 3 ooy A 78R, 55 BayEnv s KIS [RITE T8 v 78 R 3
(latent factors) 5| AFhHELE A, ML R EIn#Em . FAVMEH R 15T H“LEA” R L
A A SNP A7 55 B vef SO R U 0 Ifmm #5820, Jfiz F s 380t i Dy sy
missing data #h R 5EHE . FATIZAT 10 NMSLIIEH DIAETL SNP 254 2 AR 5 <
TS, 248 100,000 5, burnin’50,000 . FEREANME R AR, 15 BB
KIE K =1, Erafirh s, wEBERER K= 2. 115 SNP AR R 5
SRS R R R EESH p H, ¥ p (KT 0.05 Bi-logio (p-value) >
1.301 1) SNP {E 4 outlier.

FERFML R, 56 DL BRI ITE, HH HH PR R 7 32 R] A el 281 71 52 108 6 1)k ik
BEDH o LRI Z o, Aar il 380 1) 52k X R DR () S R, 4R BIE PR &R R A BN
A SRR B o I LLROX L L R D RE, AT DARBT AN & A )1 s
AR P 2 20 B SRS
2.1.7.3 IR R L @A 0948 KT

ATV VU T 779250 B A VPA P 58 R 215 ) A% S 8 % 38 S (AT 52 T = R b 2 1 1 40
#7772 Mantel f38 41 RDA 738t DL PR AR AL 70 #7572 GF Al GDM. X PYA 7
VR 53 IAE Tibet 23k, HDM-WSP 73 B T AT X = AN B EsE TN, DAL
BAEZIR AR ZR N 18 A% AR 57 32 7% 18] A2 R MR A 2 ) 57t 7]

(1) Mantel #56;

1§ R i& = i) “ecodist” K E 1. (Goslee & Urban,2007)33E47 Mantel 656 LA 56 3 3
0B AN A SR BE B AL BE B R . B S FRAT] Genepop 4.5 (Rousset, 2008)2%& T SNP
B ) VB LA B R (8 oA Fst JERE, 148 Excel 115 Fst/ (1 - Fst)ia
B DA B AR B S . R R 15 5 “geosphere” B A E0 (Hijmans, 2016), AR R FE
R G20 PEARAI T SO 1) A b PR B4R P . {E A R 15 5 0 “ecodist” B £k 60 M
T (1) DU AN 8¢ R T %592 (bio03, bio09, precO1, prec06)# &y — > Bray-Cutis %[ . i
TR B 0 B A3 A% 20 A B 4T Mantel 6 5 Sk 11 55 P 55 b 55 (IBD, Isolation by
Distance), XI5 FE B 0 FE RS AL 0 AL A REIEAT Mantel 636 >R 1T 578 53 % & (1BE,
Isolation by Environment) . [F] i} 2% i (i FE 25 12 e BASE 4l Mantel £ 38 >k 4 & 1BD,
% b 3R PR 5 (1) 520 UAE A Mantel 465 K 47 & IBE.

i R S 1Y “ecodist” iR 0, 3t A7 BB 55 45 B 2 JT 91 U5 43 #T (MRM, Multiple
Regression on distance Matrices), #H%47T % 7t Mantel fa46, FIRAG L i S5 5
S AGBE B HLRE 2 [ 1 22 JGAH OGO R o H 60 ANFREE 1 DA< A Rl 725085 40 il 1 H 5 Bray-
Cutis PR EHERE. B TN FE B R PR (DA S5 PR B9 RE PR A — A b E R B9 40 B 1 v B A2
B, BRI AR PR A AR B AT MRM B, 5B, XA B AR B
BEAT A R VERE B (Spearman’s p),  [A] S X BEAMB AL HE 4T 5 ZE A5
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BT SR FRATXS DY AR Ak PR 7 B 85 R I 0 38 A% PE 29 R FE B AT Mantel 4656 A i
Mantel £ 56 (% F& i B 5 29 (4 52 00) DLfT & IBE .

PA B P Mantel £r46F1 MRM o 46 2548 FH 2 40459 (permutation  test) K v fiti g —
AR, BB E N 10,000, B R 25 KRB N 0.05.

(2) U

BAVMEH R S “vegan” & ¥ £, (Oksanen et al., 2017), 3£ SSR A& rf
SNP H)##E 5, #E1T RDA Fifki RDA 738, LRSI 1% 28 7 5 R AR R 2 TR &
FRELHE SSR A SNP 45 3, /3 br i A AR AR PR AT 15 32 I 22 TR R RE P (1) 22
o EXEHTR, WKiEfE SNP B vef ¥4 R &S TFHI“LEA" MBI
(Frichot & Francois, 2015)%% 44y Ifmm #%, {4 RDA Flfli RDA M SCHE. 1
SSR #i#fs H1 STRUCTURE #& & “LEA”RRE N ifmm # X, (EH RIEF#HT
PCA J&, &R 40 MM 1E N RDA Flfk RDA [ Ao Al _ESCE R YA
SARAEEIEEY RDA Fifl RDA I H A&, 2 18 35Kl vl Re A7 £E W f 1) 2% 1]
Z5t, AR S A4 B AARAF P LR RIS, R 75 B BR A 26 B s R it
171 RDA 23041 . 18 ) B b 56 K EA5 RDA Al RDA A DL J A o (g AN AL R A
S, BHRHPEELE N 999, K E K E N 0.05,

(3) /7 X5 (GDM)

GDM & — Pk T FE B PR AR 2R Ve B e HE AN BLA 208, mT DUBTHA SR EE B . #h
PR B 5 BB R B AN ARZRPE R R . FAMEA R 155 8 “gdm” Kt (Manion et
al., 2017), FT-FrA SNP, #E4T GDM 43#ir, DA ) s L AR AL MR R 5 Ak 1
PR B 2 A ARZR MG R o FERETA AT, FIA E—2BA3 210 fmm #5214 2
S, THEAEAS SNP AL ARSI AL R AR, P fS o B R D AR 8 AL
IR NSO o il LSOO 3R 0 DU AN S A AR B AN 26 B A AR M ARER Ak . SR AR 71
iy N E A
(4) BhEEARM

GF & 5 —ME T FE ARt 2 Ju R0 0, W DASTHUIAET . Hh AR e 5358
B e 2 B RS C R . IATEH R 15 & i “gradientForest” i £ £ (Ellis et al.,
2012), X TFrH SNP, HEAT GF 40, DAl B s L AR s A% A8 e 5 A0 {0 2 R B2
Z AR R ERTU T, R SO R0 mm A s S 2o S, 1E
AR IBAEHE BV NSO, A8 B SCERBR TS AR S N4 4 FE B AR AR A
focy MRS P NG . FEAFE A, A FREARAMASUE v FE%E .
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22MRLER
2.2.1 My J 55 5E SNP 45 5

S IE R PCR PR @S /NS PE250 I SCE BT i@ sl , &85
51,623,432 k(&S 73ml A 9,209,776 5%, 8,834,784 %%, 7,879,664 7%, 8,836,664
%, 9,080,872 %%, 7,781,672 £%)MIFF F Bt {#iH] GATK pipeline, M 65 Mgk % A
53 817 ML R SNP. {# /] VCFtools £ MAF KT 2.5%[1) SNP, Ffili
FEBRE B KT 50%01) SNP, 2433 381 /N s SNP (R 56 Mk LK) .
HoHr 351 4™ SNP 745 T Tibet 43 k%, 378 4 SNP 474 T HDM-WSP 44
222 WfLLEN

MK 2-5 ATLLE H, HETHTA SNP 85 43 B o] LK B A7 IMATE 28 — 32 Bl Ay
AR RE L AR AN (R B R FIABLR), 1T SNP Ml SSR ¥ (4
B, B EIS WA HES, HEAHE. AN\ PCA M4 R n Lk
B, PR R AN B .

STRUCTURE 75 #fr 4521 1 KL 25 R (K] 2-6), BIE: T SNP [0 A] LA
T AME RN AN 0B, F Tk SNP A1 SSR IR FRIRE AT DL T MA RN
PN, (AR . AR 7315 il 44 Tibet 3 B0f1 HDM-WSP 708, iX
PRAN G K AE R E 3 591 43 A7 T 18 582 08 bt DX IR W L -0 )1 P e X

T PCA 1 STRUCTURE ()43 401G HLIMTEAT B AMOVA 731 3 7 BA_E AN
45 2-5). EAFEETR T I SNP 1940 M7 45 SR R WA 1 AL 01k T A7 TR e
P(81.05%, Fst = 0.19) il £ [1](13.39%, Fer=0.13), 1A% & PR HE ] 1 43 P02 B A A
(5.56%, Fsc = 0.06); M SNP A7 g5 R &L, BRI AR EA BT N
(7.53%, Fct=0.08); 2T+ SSR K145 KRB, bz &R A1) 70 A A2 B A1 (4.58%, Fer = 0.05).
PLEE RENIE T LR SEF A% SNP Al SSR 1) PCA T AN AN 2 B 2 3 73 7T DA
S FREE AN B 20 F ) 45

G LR, SR LK IE S LBk AN L 208, 1X 5 Du et al. (2017)
BT SSR BAEFRIC I/ T 45 R — 5. 2T SNP FT SSR 20 M )1 i LLER 73
PN E, AFSRANEHR, X R B TPt A B2 T s (L4 43 A DX 5 A% 4 FH A< 5%
A FE AL, DA I A7 E [ AR 525 BRI A TR TS B B RHZ A o 24k
FIER . TZETFrE SNP i T LUK R LBk 2 AN BB s A& o0k, X 3R
T IR FH B S L AR A B A SR F R
2.2.3 WL

BT SNP B¥E st 2 et M4 R ES, Tibet 40k (U85 2 FEER T
HDM-WSP 7%, {H7 Zfiaa RARE; T H% SNP R4 RN 7R, Tibet
OB IIBAE 22 FE I 35 MU T HDM-WSP 2345 ; 2T SSR s i 45 H I B 7K Tibet 4
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¥ F 8 A% 22 K P 30 2 H (R T HDM-WSP 20k, H B Z T 5% (R 2-6). 34 ET SSR
B2 B Tibet 20k 0 RO E RN B Z KT HDM-WSP 438%, 18 Tibet 43448 )7
T B i am 2 A AR

@ All SNPs (b) Neutral SNPs © SSR

PC2 (3.88%)
PC2 (4.84%)
PC2 (3.25%)

PC1(7.03%) PCI (6.68%) PCI (4.69%)

Kl 2-5 £F (@) SNP. (b)) SNP Ai(c) SSR HHf it = B/ 73 My 45 R
Fig. 2-5 Results of PCA based on (a) all SNP dataset, (b) neutral SNP dataset and (c) SSR dataset
T BREEAARR R, AR R SAEE Tibet 2B AMA, BEE R 1) HALE HDM-WSP )
KA A
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SSR

& 0005 RS EEEEEEEES
2 HFEREICAEIEESFEdRER
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Fig. 2-6 Results of STRUCTURE based on
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Table 2-5 Results of hierarchical AMOVA based on all SNP, neutral SNP and SSR dataset.

All SNPs Neutral SNPs SSR
Percentage of Fixation Percentage of Fixation Percentage of Fixation
variation (%) Indices variation (%0) Indices variation (%) Indices
Tibet lineage
Among populations 4.62 Fst=0.05 5.74 Fst=0.06 341 Fst=0.03
Within populations 95.38 94.26 96.59
HDM-WSP lineage
Among populations 7.03 Fst=0.07 9.99 Fst=0.10 5.39 Fst=0.05
Within populations 92.97 90.01 94.61
All populations
Between lineages 13.39 Fcr=0.13 7.53 Fcr=0.08 4.58 Fcr=0.05
Among populations within lineages 5.56 Fsc =0.06 8.20 Fsc =0.09 4.70 Fsc =0.05
Within populations 81.05 Fst=0.19 84.27 Fst=0.16 90.72 Fst=0.09
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Table 2-6 Results of genetic diversity based on all SNP, neutral SNP and SSR datasets

p—— Pt SNPs P SNPs SSR

P Ho He V1 P Ho He T Ne Ho He I
Tibet lineage
BM 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.20 0.91 0.05 0.12 0.13 3.98 0.70 0.68 1.46
BMR 0.86 0.11 0.20 0.21 0.91 0.06 0.12 0.13 4.06 0.73 0.67 1.40
BMS 0.87 0.10 0.18 0.19 0.92 0.05 0.12 0.12 3.01 0.72 0.61 1.18
BMZ 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.92 0.05 0.11 0.12 4.12 0.82 0.74 1.54
BYZ 0.86 0.14 0.19 0.21 0.91 0.06 0.13 0.13 2.98 0.71 0.59 1.20
DzC 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.20 0.92 0.05 0.11 0.12 3.40 0.73 0.60 1.25
GB 0.85 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.89 0.05 0.14 0.16 3.23 0.65 0.59 1.19
GBX 0.87 0.11 0.18 0.19 0.93 0.05 0.10 0.11 3.27 0.69 0.61 1.27
KDG 0.87 0.10 0.18 0.19 0.92 0.05 0.12 0.13 3.08 0.71 0.59 1.16
LL 0.87 0.09 0.18 0.20 0.91 0.07 0.13 0.15 3.84 0.75 0.65 1.36
Lz 0.87 0.09 0.18 0.19 0.91 0.05 0.12 0.13 3.52 0.79 0.67 131
LZA 0.87 0.09 0.18 0.19 0.92 0.04 0.12 0.13 3.04 0.66 0.62 1.20
LzZD 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.20 0.91 0.05 0.12 0.13 2.72 0.65 0.59 1.15
MLJ 0.87 0.11 0.18 0.19 0.93 0.06 0.10 0.11 2.90 0.65 0.57 1.13
MLL 0.86 0.11 0.20 0.21 0.89 0.05 0.16 0.17 3.37 0.74 0.61 1.27
MLP 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.21 0.91 0.06 0.13 0.13 3.88 0.69 0.64 1.33
SJLS 0.86 0.12 0.18 0.20 0.92 0.06 0.11 0.12 2.97 0.64 0.57 1.12
Mean 0.86 0.11 0.19 0.20 0.91 0.05 0.12 0.13 3.37 0.71 0.62 1.27
HDM-WSP lineage
BZL 0.87 0.10 0.18 0.19 0.91 0.05 0.13 0.14 4.42 0.70 0.72 1.59
CBG 0.87 0.09 0.18 0.19 0.93 0.05 0.10 0.11 4.23 0.64 0.62 1.36
CYy 0.88 0.08 0.17 0.19 0.91 0.03 0.12 0.13 3.93 0.71 0.65 1.44
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CYX
DCE
DCK
DFG
DFL
DFY
DMX
DQ
DRR
DRX
HS
JCD
JCK
KDC
KDD
KDz
LJ
LJB
LIX
LX
MEKD
MEKR
MEKS
MKD
MKR
MKZ
MX

0.87
0.86
0.86
0.87
0.85
0.87
0.85
0.86
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0.86
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0.12
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0.11

0.18
0.19
0.19
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0.21
0.19
0.21
0.19
0.21
0.16
0.19
0.17
0.17
0.20
0.19
0.18
0.17
0.16
0.16
0.21
0.20
0.19
0.18
0.19
0.20
0.20
0.19

0.19
0.21
0.21
0.20
0.22
0.20
0.22
0.20
0.22
0.17
0.20
0.19
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0.21
0.21
0.19
0.18
0.17
0.18
0.22
0.22
0.21
0.19
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.20

0.91
0.89
0.90
0.89
0.88
0.91
0.88
0.90
0.90
0.93
0.90
0.92
0.92
0.90
0.89
0.92
0.92
0.94
0.93
0.91
0.88
0.88
0.90
0.90
0.88
0.88
0.88

0.05
0.07
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.07
0.07
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.09
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.02
0.04
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.08

0.13
0.15
0.15
0.15
0.16
0.13
0.17
0.13
0.15
0.10
0.14
0.11
0.11
0.14
0.16
0.12
0.12
0.09
0.10
0.14
0.17
0.16
0.14
0.14
0.16
0.17
0.16

0.14
0.15
0.16
0.17
0.18
0.14
0.18
0.14
0.16
0.10
0.15
0.12
0.12
0.15
0.17
0.13
0.13
0.10
0.11
0.14
0.18
0.18
0.15
0.15
0.17
0.19
0.17

3.40
5.24
4.65
4.14
4.26
3.92
4.66
4.62
5.24
3.83
4.43
4.77
4.82
4.77
3.95
5.54
4.69
3.97
3.63
4.33
491
4.06
5.25
4.92
5.26
4.43
4.58

0.61
0.71
0.78
0.78
0.73
0.61
0.76
0.76
0.74
0.73
0.83
0.79
0.89
0.73
0.75
0.80
0.78
0.75
0.75
0.70
0.76
0.70
0.80
0.72
0.76
0.78
0.78

0.61
0.76
0.74
0.70
0.74
0.67
0.73
0.75
0.78
0.72
0.75
0.77
0.78
0.72
0.69
0.79
0.78
0.73
0.67
0.74
0.75
0.69
0.75
0.73
0.74
0.71
0.73

1.28
1.72
1.61
1.55
1.63
1.45
1.58
1.67
1.78
1.55
1.59
1.69
1.74
1.62
1.41
1.80
1.69
1.60
1.37
1.61
1.68
151
1.75
1.68
1.70
1.60
1.58
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LE

PW

RT
WC
XCD
XCR
XCW
XG
XJD
XJIX
YJH
YJIX
YYP
ZD
Mean
F-value
P-value
Mean Total

0.86
0.85
0.87
0.86
0.85
0.86
0.87
0.87
0.86
0.85
0.87
0.87
0.87
0.86
0.01
0.946
0.86

0.12
0.14
0.12
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.12
0.13
0.16
0.12
0.14
0.12
0.12
1.74
0.192
0.11

0.19
0.21
0.18
0.20
0.20
0.19
0.19
0.18
0.20
0.20
0.18
0.19
0.19
0.19
0.36
0.553
0.19

0.20
0.22
0.19
0.21
0.21
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.21
0.21
0.19
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.13
0.722
0.20

0.90
0.88
0.91
0.88
0.88
0.89
0.90
0.90
0.88
0.90
0.90
0.90
0.91
0.90
10.86
0.002
0.90

0.07
0.07
0.06
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.07
0.08
0.09
0.08
0.07
0.08
0.06
0.06
6.84
0.011
0.06

0.15
0.16
0.12
0.19
0.17
0.15
0.15
0.14
0.16
0.15
0.14
0.15
0.14
0.14
11.67
0.001
0.14

0.16
0.18
0.13
0.20
0.18
0.16
0.16
0.15
0.17
0.16
0.15
0.16
0.15
0.15
10.47
0.002
0.15

4,94
4.63
5.07
5.09
5.59
5.00
4.10
4.20
4.64
5.16
5.59
4.35
4.17
4.59
67.83
<0.001
4.23

0.71
0.68
0.66
0.86
0.81
0.78
0.70
0.75
0.66
0.88
0.81
0.78
0.81
0.75
5.86
0.019
0.74

0.77
0.72
0.75
0.79
0.77
0.76
0.71
0.74
0.71
0.78
0.77
0.75
0.74
0.73
77.19
<0.001
0.70

1.72
1.64
1.67
1.78
1.75
1.68
1.56
1.59
1.61
1.77
1.81
1.61
1.56
1.62
101.70
<0.001
1.51
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2.2.4 5H SNP K4k 5

ffi FEET Fst 5% SNP 0l 72 BAYESCAN 4357 Tibet 434%. HDM-WSP
Oy BRI A R b 2 A I 3] 59, 129, A1 143 S FH SNP, 2r%ilJE T 25, 41 149
AN FELR, 3L 208 AN R SNP, J&T 53 Mk ALK . FDIST2 437 7E Tibet 4344
HDM-WSP 75 F T A R 3 A 2] 70,151 F1 172 A5 SNP, 43 51l J& T 28.
A7 F1 51 Mk FER, 3L 227 AN 75 SNP, J& T 54 Mk LK (K 2-7; & 2-6). X
Fh 70— 2 252 M55 SNP, J& T 54 MEIR LR (FL 4 129 4 SNP #iA
PE SNP, FHTL 45 i FBAE ZFEME 0 0T). M 2-8 FTLLER H, £ 20 /ML R 2
XA EAAE Tibet J3 AL AR B SR R PERE R, A 39 AR IX P FR T VAR
HDM-WSP 7 B35 R B AR PR R . Hoh g 1 AR P SE K E Tibet 4B
BRI B, 14 AR R 7E HDM-WSP 23K b ol i 20 1, 16 AN Erp i
BE PR AE PR A 2943 ) B ) 1) ) (RLAA L 3% 2-7).
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K| 2-7 fdif(a, b, c) BAYESCAN #1 (d, e, f) FDIST2, #:7T(a, d) Tibet 734 (b, &) HDM-WSP 43
Fe A (e, f)FTA FhEF 2% SNP %7€ 4521
Fig. 2-7 Results of outlier SNP identification in (a, d) Tibet lineage, (b, €) HDM-WSP lineage and (c, f)
all populations by (a, b, ¢c) BAYESCAN and (d, e, f) FDIST2
H: Ba, b, o, RELMPSRERE SNP, B d, e, fH1, BEITLRINISAESRH SNP
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% 2-6 {f FHIUFR 7245 201 Tibet 73 k7. HDM-WSP 43K R R b 55 SNP [ 5=
Table 2-6 Number of outlier SNPs detected in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations

BayeScan FDIST2 LFMM BayEnv Total
Tibet lineage 59 (25) 70 (28) 127 (48) 11 (9) 177 (49)
HDM-WSP lineage 129 (41) 151 (47) 143 (46) 53 (24) 244 (55)
All populations 143 (49) 172 (51) 123 (39) 31 (16) 241 (55)
Total 208 (53) 227 (54) 206 (54) 65 (28) 310 (56)

e 5 PR S AR SNP ORI RE R A% R .

BayeScan HDM-WS FDIST2 HDM-WSP
(41) ST (7)

BayeScan Tibet FDIST2 Tibet

(25) (28)
K] 2-8 H BAYESCAN Fil FDIST2 75 ¥ /™7 B AG I 2 f e A A AL & 5 SNP 32 R 4
i 8

Fig. 2-8 Venn diagrams showing the number of unique and shared genes which contain outlier SNPs
detected in Tibet and HDM-WSP lineage by BAYESCAN and FDIST2

A8 FH 5 T84 - PR R Gk () 5 9% BayEnv 23 BII7E Tibet 43k . HDM-WSP 43 E Al
B A A ) 11, 53, A1 31 AN SNP, ZrAlJE T 9. 24 A1 16 AMiidk B
A, 3L 65 5 SNP, J&T 28 Mk H (Kl 2-9; & 2-6). LFMM 737l £ Tibet 73
£« HDM-WSP 73 KRBT Bl b 20 il dar il 31 127, 143, A1 123 A4~ % SNP, 737l
J& T 48, 46 F1 39 M HLH, 3k 206 AN SNP, J& T 54 Mgk FE K (] 2-10; &
2-6). K 2-8 HIlth T IX WA T4 A AE DUAS S DA 2 A B 1) e SNP [ 3CEE . M\
2-11 W[ LUEH, A 9 Mgk B PR IX P FR 7 VA 7E Tibet 2343 3 ARG I 21 (1 o P 5

39



Fe T 5 R A R R R A A BRI AT DAL L AR 9 19

K, B 22 NEEF XA 7L HDM-WSP 738 FRE I 2 i JE A e . Horpi

AAEAT— A R R 2 AE Tibet J3 A3 b sk il 210 11), 2 ANHER PR & /E HDM-

WSP 7345 HH BRI 21 1, 5 AN E A i 38 DR R AE R A 43 A3 ] B A 0 281 ) (LA DL 3%

2-10).

# 2-7 tH BAYESCAN A1 FDIST2 3L [FE#GMI 2], Tibet 4357 F1 HDM-WSP 43 A5 Fgs A (1) 4E
FH I PR i 2k [R] 471 2

Table 2-7 List of common and specific non-neutral gene detected from Tibet and HDM-WSP lineage by
BayeScan and FDIST2

Gene Function

Common

DF_Qa020 9-cis-epoxycarotenoid dioxygenase
DF_Qa030 proton gradient regulation 5

DF_Qa035 Xylem serine proteinase 1 precursor
DF_Qa038 fiddlehead-like protein

DF_Qa051 AMP dependent CoA ligase, putative
DF_Qa077 laccase

DF_Qa079 mitotic control protein dis3

DF_Qa089 GDH2

DF _Qalo4 heat shock protein 70-3

DF_Qal13 aspartic proteinase

DF_Qal29 phospholipase D alpha

DF Qal32 stress-associated protein 1

DF _Qal46 50S ribosomal protein L7/L12
DF_Qal51 phosphoenolpyruvate carboxylase

DF _Qal72 putative transaldolase

DF_Qal80 Myb-related transcription factor

Specific of HDM-WSP lineage

DF_Qa003 cytochrome P450

DF_Qa019 hexose transporter 1

DF_Qa028 aspartic proteinase

DF_Qa040 AAPG6 (AMINO ACID PERMEASE 6)
DF_Qa052 glutathione S-transferase

DF_Qa055 flavonoid 3-hydroxylase

DF_Qa082 Eukaryotic initiation factor-5

DF_Qa084 white-brown-complex ABC transporter family
DF_Qal20 26S proteasome non-ATPase regulatory subunit
DF_Qal27 plasma membrane major intrinsic protein
DF_Qal37 phosphoprotein phosphatase

DF_Qal43 short chain alcohol dehydrogenase
DF_Qal50 long-chain acyl-CoA synthetase 4
DF_Qal67 R2R3 Myb30 transcription factor
Specific of Tibet lineage

DF_Qal00 PREDICTED: similar to ring domain containing protein isoform 2
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Fig. 2-9 Results of outlier SNP identification in (a-d) Tibet lineage, (e-h) HDM-WSP lineage and (i-l)
all populations by BayEnv

e L BT AR R SNP

Tibet lineage HDM-WSP lineage All populations
Y L L P © " L)
) T © ] . T ©
3 R . o, 'c' e “: q?_“ <
2 g o]f® s F 2 ) oa0%s 2 % o
= i -
° o
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 0 100 200 300
@ 7 > g o s © - oo¥
- ; © .. " = § i § o . o o.
3 e, = Fd ee L o < e AL s e
o o N- e ee & Ea & wd = o
3 i B 3 :
o o it
) 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 0 100 200 300
< 8 8] = g © g A~
El . E] 1 . [
§ 5 = - * & 3 N E . ¢ e @ e, 2 .
S Sy ¢ § | makplkaadgad
4 o L p 4 o < o4
0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 0 100 200 300
Ele g
g i 5
g g €
& £ g
! o :
1] 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 10 300 100 200 300
(SRS J
Kl 2-10 i/} LFMM, T (a-d) Tibet éﬂ‘ﬂz (e h) HDM WSP Mﬂn(n ) I TR () 585 SNP %5

RS S
Fig. 2-10 Results of outlier SNP identification in (a-d) Tibet lineage, (e-h) HDM-WSP lineage and (i-I)
all populations by LFMM
e LR BT RARER R SNP

41



BT RSBt B R A A A& TS DU e Ll B a8

% 2-8 f# ] BayEnv 1 LFMM 73 2] Tibet 4% . HDM-WSP 4 1 FT G Fifie o 5 T AN IR B3 48
BEMRAIRH SNP FIHE
Table 2-8 Number of outlier SNPs which were significant with each of the four environmental variables
in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations by BayEnv and LFMM.

BayEnv LFMM

Tibet HDM-WSP Al . Tibet HDM-WSP Al .
populations populations

bio03 4 7 4 57 63 43

bio09 0 29 14 48 67 67

precOl 5 20 13 72 62 45

prec06 3 14 6 68 65 48
BayEnv. HDM-WSP LFMM HDM-WSP

(24) - - (46)

6

BayEnv_Tibet LFMM Tibet
(9) (48)
] 2-11 £ BayEnv Al LEMM 7E BN 20 SR B R REG AL 1AL 5 i SNP I JE R 2 2
Fig. 2-11 Venn diagrams showing the number of unique and shared genes which contain outlier SNPs
detected in Tibet and HDM-WSP lineage by BayEnv and LFMM
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% 2-10 th BayEnv Fl LFMM & [F 3 (4, Tibet 381 HDM-WSP 2384645 Rk 1 =
izt R 41 3%
Table 10 List of common and specific non-neutral gene detected from Tibet and HDM-WSP lineage by
BayEnv and LFMM

Gene Function

Common

DF_Qa026 zinc finger protein

DF_Qa054 amino acid binding protein
DF_Qa057 indole-3-acetic acid 14 transcription factor like
DF_Qa079 mitotic control protein dis3
DF_Qa083 4-coumarate:coA ligase 2
Specific of HDM-WSP lineage

DF_Qa064 multicopper oxidase,

DF_Qal50 long-chain acyl-CoA synthetase 4
Specific of Tibet lineage

Null Null

2.2.5 M5 mAEAR FAH I o A &
2.2.5.1 Mantel #&-%&

(a) - IBD: Tibet lineage (b) IBD: HDM-WSP lineage (©) IBD: All populations
;’ L] o
= (=]
&4 5]
< -~ o —_~
& =] &
& R W
< o] . < % - S
B 12 o B, e z U
ki =2 i i i 5
s |
= Mantel's = 0.45 o Mantel’s r=0.41 o Mantel’s 7 = 0.64
P=0.006 = P <0001 = P<0.001
— T —T— T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 1 2 3 0 2 4 6 8 1] 2 4 6 8 10 12
Geographical Distance (100 km) Geographical Distance (100 km) Geographical Distance (100 km)
(d) - IBE: Tibet lineage (c) IBE: HDM-WSP lineage ® IBE: All populations
= - |
= i
_ S ~ o o
. = 8 &
S ul < = <
e = A S 6
=
s Mantel's 7= 0.09 < Mantel's r = 0.31 - Mantel’s = 0.12
P=0220 = P=0.002 S P=0.036
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.05 010 015 020 025 0.0 0.1 0.2 03 04 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 04
Environmental Distance Environmental Distance Environmental Distance

K 2-12 F£THr SNP $dfi, 7E(a, d) Tibet B & (b, e) HDM-WSP £ & Ail(c, ))FT A FEEH, X
(a-C)Hh FE PR B AN AL R B . (d-fIREEEE B A1IE A% 1R B 3E4T Mantel K5 45 2R
Fig. 2-12 Results of Mantel tests between (a-c) geographic and genetic distance, (d-f) environmental
and genetic distance in (a, d) Tibet lineage, (b, €) HDM-WSP lineage and (c, f) all populations based on
all SNP dataset

Mantel £ &7~ 7 7F Tibet 4% (Mantel’s r = 0.45, P = 0.006). HDM-WSP 734
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(Mantel’s r = 0.45, P < 0.001) A1 fT 45 Fh#E(Mantel’s r = 0.64, P < 0.001) HF #4146 ) 1 &
FIPE SRR, H7E HDM-WSP 238 (Mantel’s r = 0.31, P = 0.002) F1 T 4 #1# (Mantel’s
r=0.12, P = 0.036) il 2 1 &3 FI A ERE RS, {HAE Tibet 734 (Mantel’s r =0.09, P =
0.220) V5 A7 A 1) . 22 O A B R 25 (18] 2-12).

i Mantel #5627 T 2RI 45 . 7E Tibet 4348 (Mantel’s r = 0.49, P = 0.011).
HDM-WSP 434 (Mantel’s r = 0.34, P < 0.001) 1 i1 # £ (Mantel’s r = 0.65, P < 0.001)
HRSPRSTIN 21) 7 2 3 P PR S S (s P S R S B ), FHEAE B A R (Mantel’s r = 0.13,
P =0.036) HF AR 1] T 5 35 R A58 5 5 (42 i Hh BRI 9 (1) 52 ), {HL7E Tibet 73 A% (Mantel’s
r=-0.23, P = 0.937)fl HDM-WSP % (Mantel’s r = 0.18, P = 0.051) 1 & 5 il £1) ¥ 2%
(RS B9 (3% 2-11).

% 2-11 4% Tibet 738, HDM-WSP 73 SR Mo, 35844 BE B AN PR 20 22 [h) (2 1 0 B4 PR
(RS ) L R RN A5 P B 2 (1] (2 ) e FER 25 9% 5200 ) E) O Mante ] 61 56 45
Table 2-11 Results of partial mantel test between genetic distance and geographical distance (controlled
the effect of environmental distance) and environmental distance (controlled the effect of geographical
distance) in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations

Tibet HDM-WSP All populations
Mantel’s P Mantel’s p Mantel’s
r r r
IBD conditioned with
. . 0.49 0.011 0.34 <0.001 0.65 <0.001
environmental distance
IBE conditioned with
-0.23 0.937 0.18 0.051 0.13 0.036

geographical distance

# 2-12 Tibet 73k HDM-WSP 73 BRI BT Rt bt A% BR 25 5 DU <06 [X 2R 72 2 TF] ¥ Mantel
L6 Mantel A6z 56; (37 fil] Hhy PR RO R 2 ) 48 2R
Table 2-12 Results of Mantel test and partial Mantel test (controlled the effect of geographical distance)
between genetic distance and each of the four bioclimatic distances in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage
and all populations

Tibet Lineage HDM-WSP Lineage All populations
Mantel’sr P Mantel’s r P Mantel’sr P
Mantel test
bio03 distance -0.01 0.528 0.13 0.090 0.07 0.126
bio09 distance 0.04 0.304 -0.05 0.877 -0.02 0.811
prec01 distance 0.04 0.302 0.24 0.006 0.19 0.002
prec06 distance 0.13 0.190 0.22 0.018 0.07 0.147
partial Mantel test
bio03 distance -0.20 0.939 0.07 0.197 0.02 0.346
bio09 distance 0.05 0.276 -0.04 0.816 -0.03 0.899
prec01 distance -0.18 0.908 0.16 0.041 0.22 <0.001
prec06 distance -0.16 0.869 0.10 0.163 0.06 0.154

44



2 F I e LD BRI A 2 N T

S%oF 308 A B R DY NS A K] 7 E B HEAT Mantel 4856 &% BILEE HDM-WSP 73 kb, st
1&#H B 5 precO1 (Mantel’s r = 0.24, P = 0.006)Fl prec06 (Mantel’s r = 0.22, P = 0.018) i
TG EFTE M, LB S precOl & A2 (Mantel’s r = 0.19, P = 0.002);
TMAE Tibet A% rf, A SEK T 5L BE 5 B 4055, i Mantel 465 & BL/E HDM-
WSP 739, 8EEE B 5 precOl &35 #H % (Mantel’s r = 0.16, P = 0.041); {EFTH
e, WAL B RIFE S prec0l &2 A2 (Mantel’s r = 0.22, P < 0.001); [AF£7E Tibet
i, A SR TS AR PR B R A DG (R 2-12).

MRM £5 5% W], 7F Tibet 43k, HDM-WSP 2 SR Rt b () S A AR 70 15
#(P <0.05). fE Tibet 734 H, 1534%PE B 15 4 P R B8 2 25 AH G (Spearman’s p = 0.48,
P =0.012), M55 MEHTFHILEEFEMICKSR: £ HDM-WSP 7t wifLih s 5
PR A 25 (Spearman’s p = 0.40, P < 0.001)F1 prec01 (Spearman’s p = 0.17, P = 0.022) & & #H
Ky TERTAFREF, BHEFE =5 R 25 (Spearman’s p = 0.66, P < 0.001)F1 prec01
(Spearman’s p = 0.14, P = 0.003) £ & fH 5 (3% 2-13).

% 2-13 Tibet 73k HDM-WSP 73 B A Rt st A% i 5 55 A B 12 22 ] fR B 2 B 22 e ml )
IR TESES
Table 2-13 Results of MRM (Multiple Regression on distance Matrices) between genetic distance and
environmental distances in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations

Tibet Lineage HDM-WSP Lineage All populations

p P p P p P
geographical distance 0.48 0.012 0.40 <0.001 0.66 <0.001
bio03 distance -0.04  0.686 0.07 0.301 <0.01 0.972
bio09 distance -0.02  0.837 0.03 0.601 0.04 0.140
prec01 distance -0.13  0.351 0.17 0.022 0.14 0.003
prec06 distance -0.01  0.939 -0.02 0.830 -0.01 0.734
p2 and P of best model 0.19 0.030 0.27 <0.001 0.46 <0.001

Mantel s %6 ) 285 S Ut B AE )1 s Ll BR 20 AT X N AR AE BB R RR 55, IF HON TR
s AL A E B TE R  AE HDM-WSP 23 RT A R 2 4710 15 25 1R S g
NERGEAL SAIIR B . PrecOl W& — H B/K R (AT E M TR ENT IR KE)S
BAE R ARG, IO B AL b i 2 B A &
2.2.5.2 THEMT

f§TFH SNP 1 SSR £ di ot )11 =y L BRI 73 AL 2E1 T RDA 3 Filfls RDA 43 #fr
(P B R R A REMR),  DAVTAS RN A DRl 2% 0 B[R] 3R 7E PR 5 B 108 A A0 e R A Y
R EH (R 2-14; 3 2-15). AR EE (P = 0.001). ANFAEAL & I RHE
{ELRAARE JE DA R 7 2R 0 45 RIS /R T8 2-14 13k 2-15. 3 2-16 7R T M EEIN &R
S TR S R b R 2 TR MR
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% 2-14 Tibet 73 kL. HDM-WSP 73 MBI A Fiite b 5 T~ SNP A8 A% 28 S MDY AN R T BB 22
() ¥) RDA Fi1 i RDA(F2 il b 358 8] 2% 1) S i) 45 SR A 45
Table 2-14 Summary of RDA and pRDA between genetic variations based on SNP dataset and four
climate gradients in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations

RDA PRDA

AXis . Percentage of . Percentage of

Variance L. P Variance L. P

variation (%) variation (%)

Tibet Lineage
bio03 1.28 1.22 2.08 0.001 1.08 1.03 1.75 0.001
bio09 1.09 1.04 1.76 0.001 1.01 0.96 1.65 0.001
prec0l 0.84 0.80 1.37 0.023 0.83 0.79 1.36 0.024
prec06 111 1.06 1.80 0.001 0.76 0.72 1.24 0.087
whole model 1.75 0.001 1.50 0.001
HDM-WSP Lineage
bio03 0.61 0.53 2.31 0.001 0.69 0.60 2.65 0.001
bio09 2.28 2.99 8.64 0.001 2.06 1.80 7.96 0.001
prec0l1 1.15 1.01 4.38 0.001 0.50 0.44 1.94 0.001
prec06 1.19 1.04 452 0.001 0.89 0.78 3.42 0.001
whole model 4,96 0.001 4.00 0.001
All populations
bio03 0.47 0.39 2.33 0.001 0.48 0.39 2.57 0.001
bio09 1.39 1.15 6.94 0.001 1.40 1.16 7.48 0.001
prec0l1 1.39 1.15 6.95 0.001 0.48 0.40 2.55 0.001
prec06 0.73 0.61 3.64 0.001 0.77 0.64 412 0.001
whole model 4,97 0.001 4,18 0.001

( Tibet lineage o HDM-WSP lineage o All populations

a) b) , . ¢

2 i at "
(d) (e) (f]‘ ;
* 5 - o : ;

ROAT {37.00%) ADAT {B1.90%) RDAT (4B.31%

K 2-13 ﬁjﬁﬁﬁﬁ SNP i&z%)% f(a d) Tibet ﬁ'z? (b e) HDM-WSP % & Fil(c, f)ﬁﬁmclnﬁitlu f¥i(a-c)
RDA F1(d-f) fii RDA %47 45
Fig. 2-13 Loading results of (a-c) RDA and (d-f) pRDA in (a, d) Tibet lineage, (b, €) HDM-WSP lineage

and (c, f) all populations based on all SNP dataset
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X7 SNP %, 7E Tibet 434%H RDA 145 H 7R bio03. prec06 Al bio09 X iEtf&
SRR, W RDA 45 B & 78 bio03 1 bio09 IS K; 7 HDM-WSP
SrAH, RDA 455 R bio09. precOl A1 prec06 FIFZIA K, W RDA 45 U &
71 bio09 FILIIE K 7EFTA At , RDA 455 IR precOl 1 bio09 KIS K,
MM RDA Fr145 500 55w bio09 IS K (K] 2-13; % 2-14).

XTT SSR #i#s, 7E Tibet 431+ RDA 455 B prec06. prec09 il bio03 *i ik
FE IR R, i RDA HI45 S 7R bio09 [ §2I 4K s 7 HDM-WSP 7345 H1,
RDA 145 5 7R prec06. precOl F1 bio09 [ISZMIAA, fm RDA [ F 0] & PU A<,
R F RIS ZE DA K, EFAREEFR, RDA 45 R ER precOl FIFLIREEA, 1w
RDA 1145 S &7 precO1. prec06 Al bio9 fsEm4 K (1K 2-14; % 2-15).

% 2-15 Tibet 73 k¢. HDM-WSP ) B MBI A Fifrit b3t SSR A I8 A% AR 53 A DU AN R Al B 2
[EJF¥) RDA FH i RDA (2 ] 1 25 R 3 (R 5 ) 25 L e &
Table 2-15 Summary of RDA and pRDA between genetic variations based on SSR dataset and four
climate gradients in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations
RDA pRDA

AXis . Percentage of . Percentage of
Variance . P Variance . P
variation (%) variation (%)
Tibet Lineage
bio03 0.18 1.76 3.06 0.001 0.14 1.33 2.35 0.001
bio09 0.20 1.90 3.30 0.001 0.18 1.77 3.14 0.001
prec0l1 0.07 0.71 1.24 0.177 0.12 1.19 2.12  0.002
prec06 0.21 1.99 3.46 0.001 0.09 0.88 1.57 0.032
whole model 2.76 0.001 2.30 0.001
HDM-WSP Lineage
bio03 0.07 0.50 2.15 0.001 0.09 0.66 2.89 0.001
bio09 0.12 0.84 3.59 0.001 0.10 0.68 2.99 0.001
prec0l1 0.13 0.95 4.07 0.001 0.10 0.69 3.03 0.001
prec06 0.18 131 5.64 0.001 0.13 0.95 4.13 0.001
whole model 3.86 0.001 3.26 0.001
All populations
bio03 0.07 0.49 2.94 0.001 0.05 0.39 2.44 0.001
bio09 0.09 0.64 3.85 0.001 0.08 0.61 3.83 0.001
prec0l1 0.14 1.05 6.28 0.001 0.11 0.79 4,92 0.001
prec06 0.10 0.78 4.67 0.001 0.09 0.67 418 0.001

whole model 4.44 0.001 3.84 0.001
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Tibet lineage HDM-WSP lineage All populations

Boos =

RDAZ (32.66%)
o
o

RDAZ (38.05%)

RDA
RDAZ (28.39%)

RDAT (45.83%)
(e) A ) \ e}

pRDA
RDAZ (31 27%)
RDAZ (28.17%)
RDA2 (25 75)

2 1 0 1 2 -3 - 1 2 3 -2 - [ 1 H 3

K E o
RDA1 (40.01%) RDA1 (41.17%) RDAT1 (40.29%)

B 2-14 1 SSR i, 7E(a, d) Tibet K7 & . (b, e) HDM-WSP i & #l(c, )G F#E A+ i (a-c) RDA
FI(d-f) f RDA %7 45
Fig. 2-14 Loading results of (a-c) RDA and (d-f) pRDA in (a, d) Tibet lineage, (b, €) HDM-WSP lineage
and (c, f) all populations based on SSR dataset

% 2-16 Tibet 73k, HDM-WSP 73t MIFTA Fff ., RDA Fl{ki RDA 1532 BOFA5 A2 & 1R AE(E AN
fiRE S
Table 2-16 Eigenvalue and PVE (percentage variance explained) of environmental variables of RDA
and pRDA in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations

RDA pRDA
Constrained Conditioned Constrained
Eigenvalue PVE(%) Eigenvalue PVE(%0) Eigenvalue PVE(%0)

SNP

Tibet 4.33 4.12 2.79 2.66 3.68 3.50
HDM-WSP 5.23 4.57 3.38 2.95 4.14 3.62
All populations 3.97 3.30 8.97 7.46 3.12 2.59
SSR

Tibet 0.66 6.35 0.42 4.06 0.54 5.18
HDM-WSP 0.51 3.60 0.38 2.72 0.42 2.98
All populations 0.40 2.96 0.67 4.94 0.33 2.45

GEO R 2-14, F 2-15. F 2-16, FATKIILILREET SNP H¥E(Hh K2 %32 5
AR IE ) I A FE T SSR BHE A4 HT, M HE K] 38 06 48 o 3ot A% 40 A 52 i i K R 3R 45 [
T EFEGIHEF RN MG, W RDA MR E RDA HEAMZEN, [HERBLT
i 3R] 2 0 ST A A ORI 2 o AN TN R (Tibet 238 F1 HDM-WSP 73
B, ERREFTAEFE)S, KRR E K. 535MET SNP (174 RE W
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bio09 & W8 734t s M e K BB ER 7, T T~ SSR A& SR8, DR <A A+
BIRr s oA a B2 Rsgm, JUHJE bio9. precOl 1 prec06.
2.2.5.3 L ARMARR

PP AR () 25 s, BRI R (BB 46 %) R @ M i B AT & .
T P RPAS A R 7 H IR 22 52 R K, {H prec06 L& 7E Tibet 408, HDM-WSP 4344,
W RAEPTAFIEER, AR BB BOR B SR R 7 (] 2-15; 3R 2-17).

2-16. & 2-17 11 2-18 43Jil 7R 1 Tibet 43 k. HDM-WSP 43k fl BT Fl i
HHIE AL AR S VR IR B 1) R M . MOX =K R T LUK EL, BN BRI i e
i, GFERRREAEZREE 96 L% 98 JE 1] ()AL 4 st AR A Fa B o T MRS TR SR AR 3R
PRI, R VEE R 47y Tibet 70 A1 HDM-WSP 73 b2 (73 14k, IS —A
RS S BE SR M EERE. 546, prec06 (75 H FE/K &) 1E 160 % 180 =K 2 [H]
DA K 200 ZEK A8 220 22K (1A, 8% 2 As A4 R 1, i JHAth P R 5 IR %o 16 A% A
SRR A XS o

Tibet Lineage HDM-WSP Lineage

All populations
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Fig. 2-15 Results of GF (a-c) and (d-f) GDM modeling between genetic variants and environmental
gradients in (a, d) Tibet lineage, (b, e) HDM-WSP lineage and (c, f) all populations based on SNP
dataset
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# 2-17 BT Frfs SNP %dE, 7E Tibet 434 HDM-WSP -k fIFT A R, Xhsiie 28 =7 A sE
B FEHEAT GF GBI BN IR R 1 (ARG 2 3 21k
Table 2-17 Accuracy Importance of each environmental variables of GF modeling between genetic
variants and environmental gradients in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations based on

SNP dataset
Variables Tibet lineage HDM-WSP lineage All populations
latitude 0.02 0.04 0.02
longitude 0.02 0.04 0.02
bio03 0.01 0.02 0.01
bio09 0.01 0.04 0.02
precOl 0.01 0.03 0.01
prec06 0.02 0.03 0.02
= z | —_—
o o
(=]
=
o =N
8 | 8
g - T T T T T T g - T T T T | T T
93.0 935 940 945 950 955 96.0 288 290 292 294 296 298 300
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g 27 =
e g 3
T S | =N
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= = 5
8 g L T T T T T T T T g L T T T T T T
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g
- : _—
T =
z &7
S o
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g . g -
o T T T T T < T T T T
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] 2-16 Tibet 73 Bt 5 AR S A BB L 1) SR A HL 2Lk

Fig. 2-16 Cumulative importance of genetic variation along environmental gradients in Tibet lineage
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2.2.5.4 " SXUAR AL

ISR S ) 25 SRR, b P B A R A R 1) e B P B B B A P (] 2-15;
K 2-18). 7£ Tibet 733 A A FhE h, PH B 0 B (1) =1 AR 2 73 791 9 55.05%F1 82.43%,
7 378 7 T A PR IR P ) B . P R, precOl () EE M BRI I /N T B R
B, EAER T HAL =ANR T, AL TR A7 B (5.34%) . £ HDM-WSP Fhif
HH O A ) EE AR AR AR 15 (13.28%) , L 2 oAt B B ot A AR e X B (U
prec01 A 13.42%, bio9 4 6.89%), precOl HZE At 7 H IR RE, ROV E EE LS
HREAR B DR ORI AL 25 IR 5 R R T BE B A5 FE ) Mantel a6 1) 45 R AR+
FEABL, R ER R B2 T st A% o f i R EE TS, precO1 £ HDM-WSP 4 AT
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FlEE PN IR AL M i B A RS . B 2-19. & 2-20 A1 2-21 HilER T
Tibet 734 HDM-WSP 73 F A Mol vt A% PR B v PRI R BB FE AR A K 14 2 it
2k, M7 Tibet 70k, precOl HE EM: N, KL K 2-19 rhk/b precOl [ 1-4f
Fih 4K

# 2-18 B THrfs SNP %#fE, 7E Tibet /347 HDM-WSP kI R, Xhgi e 57 A sE
B EEHEAT GDM ERE KBRS FR BT R 1 1028 5 B 217 (%)
Table 2-18 Variable Importance of each environmental variables of GDM modeling between genetic
variants and environmental gradients in Tibet lineage, HDM-WSP lineage and all populations based on

SNP dataset (%)

Variables Tibet lineage HDM-WSP lineage All populations
Geographic 55.05 13.28 82.43
bio03 7.81 0.11 0.11
bio09 4.27 6.89 0.98
precOl 0.00 13.42 5.34
prec06 1.71 3.11 0.04

o o

S - S

o o
@
O —_ —
c
= = o
R 3 - 3
kol o I T I I I I I o I I I I I T
© 00 05 10 15 20 25 30 35 38 30 40 41 42 43
% Geographic Distance bio03
e}
o
&)
@
S 4 i
g 2. e

S S

o [e=]

I I I I
-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 100 120 140 160
bio09 prec06

K 2-19 Tibet 73 hg 8% B B VYA SR BE BB BE AR A A 14 2% il 25
Fig. 2-19 I-splines showing changes genetic distance along environmental distance gradients in Tibet
lineage
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3 g
3.1IR1E B M SIR R 4E

AW AL FH 65N 5 e AH DG 4l Bz A e 5L 1R, 76 )1 [ s AR II60 - FhEE, 587
AR AT G, s I B 5 % 5 BI38LANSNPAL A, N 84N SSRAL
A %o VB R LU RR (R 38A% 5 R RS AL 22 RE I IEAT 0 AT . P B SR B AL S5 M IR T 43
BRI R I ILARTE FL oA XN AEAE B B 8% 404k, RILLZR42106-108 5
LR, AT R AR R R (Tibet 29450 ) RT3 A7 76 A8 W7 1L Jbk . PO )1 76 355 1L b
(HDM-WSP 23 30) (19 )1 188 5 LLAR J& T P AN B 2 38 A5 20 B o S 23 b 5 F SRR T Pl
P shAs, BPEE =40, SRV S5 3N A B By L ik e s R i sy ) 1 v L
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D, BTA A ST, SR BB R, (AIT AR S i e 2] T
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BT AL R AT I, Tibet s i B8 A% 22 #1525 K T-HDM-WSP 43 £, 1X
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NN L AR R 23 A XA 0K OBt 55, VL v L PR B 2 e 4 28 B P, >4 Mg AR I
Ja X EH 5K (Meng et al., 2017; Du et al., 2017). XN #EidE % 1 Tibet/) k4 (15 % £
FEPERE S, R RAZFIEE R W i 7 K260, BAKIA TGS FIHDM-WSPH]
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(2) T A AL R (SSRATFHESNP) R 73 At A& B, Tibet /)£ (8% 22 FE 1 B 2K T
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