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Ecological adaptation study of Quercus aquifolioides and Quercus spinosa
based on whole-genome resequencing
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spinosa based on whole-genome resequencing
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Abstract

The adaptive genetic variation of population reflects the pattern and process of species’ ecological
adaptation, understanding this pattern and process can help us trace the evolution of species and discuss
their future fate. Population and landscape genomics can detect genetic diversity and structure of
population, identify outlier loci in genome, determine the function of these adaptive loci, and finally reveal
adaptive selection signals and adaptive potential by associating genotypes with landscape characteristics.

In the thesis we selected two evergreen oaks, Quercus aquifolioides Rehd. et Wils. and Quercus
spinosa David ex Franchet, as our studymodel to study adaptive genetic variation. The two species are
widely distributed in the Qinghai-Tibet Plateau (QTP) and adjacent regions and play important ecological
role in above region .

A total of 24 individuals of Q. aquifolioides (eight individuals of seven populations from QTP; 16
individuals of 11 populations from Hengduan Mountains (HDM)) and 25 individuals of Q. spinosa (13
individuals of nine populations from Hengduan Mountain; 12 individuals of nine populations from
Qinling Mountains (QM) and warm lowlands in east China) were sequenced through whole-genome
resequencing. The sequencing depth range was 24.160X-47.371X. After quality control and filter, we
identified 358 661 and 346 281 high-quality single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs).

Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa can be divided into West and East lineages through geographical
distribution, and showed a high level of intra-species genetic divergence. We found that the genetic
differentiation was higher in West lineages than East lineages, genetic diversity was higher in East
lineages than West lineages. The above results were consistent with the results of nuclear microsatellite

(nSSR) data based on neutral genetic markers. Population genetics research based on nSSR data showed
i
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that the differentiation of Q. aquifolioides was earlier than Q. spinosa, then intraspecific genetic
divergence might have occurred; Spatial genetic diversity analysis revealed that the priority conservation
areas were different for two species: a priority area for conservation should be the populations located at
HDM (Q. aqu-East lineage) for Q. aquifolioides, while a priority area for conservation should be the
populations located at QM (Q. spi-East lineage) for Q. spinosa. The genetic diversity was higher in Q.
aquifolioides than in Q. spinosa, the genetic diversity and differentiation among intraspecific lineages
were significantly higher in the West lineages than East lineages.

The results of landscape genomics showed different response patterns of genetic variation among
intraspecific lineages. We found a significant isolation by distance (IBD) pattern in the Q. spi-East lineage,
while a significant isolation by environment (IBE) pattern in Q. aqu-East and Q. spi-West lineage.
Temperature and precipitation played an important role on genetic variation in Q. agu-East and Q. spi-
West lineage populations, respectively. We found genetic imprints of natural selection in genomes based
on Fsr and genotype-environment association outlier loci detection, suggesting that different selection
pressures promote the ecological adaptation of two oak species. Future prediction and spatial diversity
analysis revealed that the priority areas for conservation were different for the two oak species, the
genomic vulnerability region of Q. aquifolioides were in Tibet and the northern margins of distribution
range, and Q. spinosa was in northern margins of distribution range.

Our study revealed the genetic mechanism of ecological adaptation of two oak species by whole-
genome resequencing. Those findings provide preliminary details for future management strategies and
also illustrate how the combination of population and landscape genomic approaches can provide a useful
tool for conservation and resource management strategies under climate change.

Key Words: species conservation, ecological adaptation, future prediction, Quercus

aquifolioides, Quercus spinosa



H %

H
L ] oAbt 1
L1 ZEZSIE v 1
LT ARG TEHE R oo 1
1.1.2 P AL 3R R AR S IE N TN LEE e 1
1.1.3 SRR A A 48 7R AR A TG BB A SERBEII IR R s, 2
O R RS e TR T N OO 4
1.2 ) Ll BRI B LLRRAIE FEREIR oo 5
L2 L BRB AT ZH oot 5
1.2.2 )1 s L AR A i LR AR RS R TR oo, 6
1.3 AR SCHIBTFTEI A TS H BT Yoo 8
L3 L HTEFEPIZR s s 8
1.3.2 THEFCE BT BZTE S oottt 8
DB TTIE oot 9
2 IR oo e 9
2.2 SNP BHEITFREL cvvocvvvveiecieieee et 9
2.2.1 FEDRIZH DNA FIFREL covviviice st 9
2.2.2 SLIERFEIGIUIT oo 9
2.2.3 BB EESFAIZETEREIN ...cooovoeee e 10
2.2.4 SNP FETHEIIIE covooveieeeee e 10
2.3 I oo 14
2.4 FHBEFE IR L2 20T v 14
24 TEAL RN oo 14
242 FEAEIT Moo 15
243 FHIETE R oo 15
2.4.4 FET Fsr BT RLEREI cooooeveeeeeeeee et 15
2.5 M IE DR L2 3Tl oo 15
2.5.1 AR T BRI I coocvvove e 15
2.5.2 FERITLIRBEIIRITHT ovvoeveceee s 16
2.5.3 FE T IIESIEAT T T AL ITREII .oovvoeeeeee e 17
254 RIRATIBTTM ..ot 17
BIIFTTUAE T o 19
3T IL SNP BEFELE TR oot 19



S e SR R FE N 3 F) )0 R s LR AR Pk v LR A 23 N 7T

B2 BAE RN o 24
B3 IBEE s 27
3.4 JRAEAR SRR FE AR TR oo 32
341 MANLEl B oo 32
B2 TU AR I M T et 36
BA3 FRLETRIR oo 39
344 T SURHTE AR oo 40
3.5 T ALIIRIIIAE B oo 42
3.6 AR T IIEALARFL .ot 44
361 BEEERRIIAELTEL .ot 44
3.6.1 AEIE R RUBE N T oo 46
BT e 48
4.1 AL ZREMERITRAE ZERE oo 48
4.2 F T J DR AR BRI SR IR PSR AR S (I S TR 49
4.3 5 ZSIE NAH I FE DRI ZEFAE o ovvovoecee e 50
B4 WFI S ART DX I IE oevveevee s 50
O B 2 = <0 111 o OO 50
4.4.2 RRAAFELAE T IIFEBILIETIVE oo 51
SEEVE TR oot 53
5.1 ZETL oo 53
5.2 B oo 54
BEZE TR 1ot 55
BT s 66
AN TSI ottt 75
R 1T R 76
FRAFIEI H ST B oo 77
FUH 1o 78

Vi



£l

Tl

1.1.1 A& N BT 7 i3

SRR A AR TR R b B 1 B — SRS AE A E A W) %A (Diffenbaugh e al.,
2018), H APk V) n] Re B VT 2 VM IE Mg 71 (Wilezek et al., 2014), MG
T Jes 50 K 48 1 RSz (Willis et al., 2008) . TEA)LEA B At 2 v 2 0@ 1 it A% A28 e 2
A5 A BT IE A TS f s R DAY, TR B, =4 4 ) AR ) AR AR 2 A o AE T oAt
AT PR AR LT, X L PR R o) R PHOIR AT e ) e AR B R iE A TE A S, AR
F18) 33X o S D] Y A S A A7 5t 110~ B8 R G v T R e G I e R AR A Ay AR
A1 ¥ (ecological adaptation), KA Jaj i W (local adaptation), A8 34— NAERIE
N3 A (Kawecki and Ebert, 2004) .

P AR T AEHES) A W) 2 A6 1 AR TRV S vh AR R A AR 2 A AR S 2 i O H
B o R EREE S A IR AR 23 AL I 23 [ 4 oy 1) 32 SRR . AR A& AR KA Gk
T35 BRI I 2 [8] 4 E.4F FH (Felsenstein, 1976; Garcia-Ramos and Kirkpatrick, 1997;
Lenormand, 2002). 4% #EAHX TR BRI SS 0, A2 480 N 7] BE 2 B T 1L # 17 A
(migration load)[f] 52 2| (Lenormand, 2002); #H & ik FR RN, W RES TRk
BEPA8 T R AR AR A5 N (Yeaman and Whitlock, 2011). 22 #F 78 K H FP i 5236 (Wang et
al. 2010; Wilczek et al. 2014). =2 H 5 (Etterson and Shaw, 2001)F1 JiE 457 < iz 4% il
(Liancourt et al., 2013; Harte et al., 2015)55 PPl S AL T I AESIE N BE ). Bl ande
PsARES T, BIEFEN GURE— AN 53 A7 S Bl A AR 22 AN PO 1) 225 DR B e £ 22 A [ 5 [l
T DA PEAN 7] S T 25 AT 28 50of BA 155 78 A 7 1Y) 45 R (Wang et al., 2010; Wilczek et al.,
2014)0 7EJEAL S A i S b, 4 I — 5 DR RY A% AR SIASEADL S e T i) 0 (A9 Gn Ui
W RIS I IX ), 48 7 SR AR AL AT A= Pk 1Y 3 3 M (Etterson and Shaw, 2001). 31X
LESEIOR it 1R 2 00 T AR AL FE A A A5 B (Spitze, 1993; Whitlock, 2008), {HIG T/
A IE SRR B AN AR SR A 5 BUD o IR & Fh 7 VA T B O A 2518 R LN T %
BB, BT DNA HRH EHRMEC T ARG MSENLHI B 2E 8, St Jrikae
i A S AR X B AE R, BT RS A B T B A B B AR IX £ 45 B (Savolainen, 2013;
Whitlock, 2015; = K3, 2021; Feng and Du, 2022).

1.1.2 Feast A% 22 f s AL 40E B () 1B AR AL

T % 2 (Population genetics) & iIF 5 A WPl FE 5 A% 25 1) S AT AR R AR L A
FIRFE, R AR, A BT RIS ) (InRAR ., TR,
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WAL IR H AR E ) X 2 BBt AL 2 A AT B oT ik o FhFEAL 7 B B A e
Hardy (1908)F1 Weinberg (1908)7> HI42 H, B d-iR AR 2. HAp LW a2 7k
MU ECH KA EE N, A 1R RAZBGT M R 2 AR, R DRI A0 B PR R A e A
AR B PREFIE 2 - 20 T4 30 FEARBESE Fisher (1930)11) € B 2R E R EEEL L) Wright
(193 1)) /R APEE N AO3EL ) A1 Haldane (1932)F) (LI — R B84 5 ik
AR KR, Rk /RSO BRI B S Rl E A Ak, TER T ML s
BRI HRAR R . 20 D 60 FAGERITIEMHEH . DNA & RNA K70 T 544
BEA RO AR S % RREAT IR DT, MIMAEAE PR 53+ B S5 R AR A AN R B 10 A% 7 B 25 5
Rk, VEBTER TR E IR R R . 20 4D 90 4F4R, B# DNA 7 Fhricd
AREMFHEARPPE R R, 77 TR R 2 KRR Tk, Bk K
FFI@EN DNA FAIECRE AL H IR 2 A TEAL S (SNP) LB FEA Rl ) B4 2 A
H AL AR S BRI, S A T — A3 )5 AR as A% 2 55 DA OC I 78 B AR M b 4
7 DRT 2H A% S 1 302 R i IR ) 40 43— 22 K] 2H %7 (Population genomics) o

P G (PRGN 25 2538 B K3 70 B D R T Pl 1 4% 2 (Wright and Gaut, 2004), %77
BN LA R AR AL 22 5, 2F 1T R I S I B IR 22 S 1A R4 (Single
nucleotide polymorphism, SNP), F{E 151X £6 573 A7 U i A 7T e 52 21 3 AR £ 1 52 i
(Excoffier et al., 2009; Hohenlohe et al., 2010). [ & ZHI - HE AR R g, FhREH
DRI 2H 5 07 VR AR AT OBk ks . H BT, A 2 PR AL 73 ARE S 1 6 R I A 28
IR 5 718 (ERERSE, 2021), bt BayeScan (Beaumont and Nichols, 1996)#1 Fdist2
(Vitalis et al., 2001). K2 BT A 25E N A BB A& o BB e e e 22 A |, [
REATEABOE BRI, a0 —F AP LR 8] (Le Corre et al., 2002) i1
VI %% 71(Prugnolle et al., 2005; Moeller and Tiffin, 2008)F1 =44 i& M.(Storz et al.,
2007; Duet al.,2020). XEEHF TR B T I&ERAE R 0 FHLE], FERAE TV 2 2mm R AL
25 AT R A 5 R] 5 A E BAH OK

1.1.3 SRS R A 2 F 7 A 253 B P A% S M 1) 5K A&

oML Rl 4H (Landscape genomics)idid 3% T 2L R A M 0 Fhrid, BERER
5 AT 2B R V7 1 382 4% A% e 5 P 058 7 o A PRI AH G M (Holderegger et al., 2006; Manel et al.,
2010; Sork and Waits, 2010). W3 K 2H 2% 5 vk v] B T Sk 2 R PR35 AR 5 0] 26 (R 4 22
T HIRG M, I8 7 A AT B AR ik D] 40 38 4% B Ailli (Sork et al.,2013; Bragg et al.,2015;
Rellstab et al., 2015), M 9T E FLE SR ALAE AR T P E BT 75 1015 B
A3 I 4 1 R S 2 1 ST A3 A R AT PR 5 AL AR e A R T . B R R
(linear relationships) 7y Ht AJ LA I 85 PR 15 AR 5 R 2% [ 15 4% 45 K 1HE 4770 By DAPE A b 2
AR EEAE IR B 1545 A% S5 P ) DT ik (Feng and Du, 2022). F % DL Mantel £536;(Van Strien

et al., 2015)F1 7T 42 43 H1(Redundancy analyses, RDA; Legendre and Legendre, 2012) 43,
2
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Mantel £ 56 H 1) 5 25 % 25 (Isolation by distance, IBD; Van Strien et al., 2015)3#iiA T 24 Fk
AEZ IR 8052 2 PR PR I, 38845 22 7t o i A Ry AR 887 A A A5 3 I (Slatkin, 1993).
[ B P 0 O B 7 A ) A AN sk 1 SR T ) BE DR B, X M R PR BN A A
TH R PR AE N B A BT A 85 % 25 (Isolation by environment, IBE)## 3 (Wang and
Summers, 2010; Wang and Bradburd, 2014; Manthey and Moyle, 2015). A J 2 il s FE [A]
FAAIE R R 520, 50 W8 I Mantel A50 PAVPASAS [R) A2 25 At Ak PR 25 6 15
R8T AR 2m . (HA2 ST Mantel fds 48 THEE I EUK, iR ZE S (Guillot and
Rousset, 2013), A 78 % i % 28 F LR 70 T (RDA) K3 — D Fo ke @ 5 5 8L 42 5
ARG o TUR T AL B s SR E MR R R AL G AT 22 8@, I H o] DAy
W B IR AR S (I8 AL AR 53 4041 (Sork et al. 2010). Z&14: 5% 250 HT 0 JRI BR P A2 Te ik 4
B LY e B VRIS RR AR A DL BB A R 5 S A B A B R 5 TR TR0 &R
I, FEAE 4t o8 RV AL AR S 5 IR BERE B 2 A () o8 RIS AFAE — B w22 . JRZRME
K % (Non-linear relationships) ff) 1 & #k M (Gradient forest, GF) Al )7~ X AH 5 ## 15
(Generalized dissimilarity modeling, GDM)RJ LK J& % pf B0 FH -5 WL (R 5 A &
i3t — B VPR A B 0 2 (] A B AE A 8 A% A8 57 v () TR (Fitzpatrick and Keller, 2015). 4
JERMGPENBENIARARERIY R, & —FrReR R E) L, AL R AR & 2 A 3R
YEAHRIERI AR S H. BlLas s 21 AR 7V (Ellis et al., 2012). %77 A8 LA 2~
SRR AR 5 A RIS A L AR A, FRERRA AR B 2 >4 B Ak g
17XI53(Ellis et al., 2012). #hHIERMB RIS T2 R B, ANTR 2 AR Tl Al
+, FEHEFEE TN FE 2 8 ) 5 458 HAE H (Fitzpatrick and Keller, 2015). [~ SCHH R
A (GDM) & — P T 0 & B H B [l S A R AR Ry R U7 v, e mT DA AERE &
ARt B PR B S PAEE . Hh PR IE 5 ) R4 1 OC R (Ferrier er al., 2007) . %A Fir
A7 itz A ph e e R 22 5 CEPIEE D) SN % GAEEIEED) 12
FEREFERRRALR, HEMAE FCEA T (A DG .

S50 O 3 DR A 2t ]l o 2 AT Y - BA 855 5K BK (Genotype-environment associations,
GEAS) FiERT IR T 15 R 4 1) 2 28 P& AR AL R, 4B~ I8 7E B PR B8 IRl PR 3R (Li
etal.,2017). FEFRBIPAET RS H 2 TVR-A RONAR Y, W] DTS 5 18 Boxn] 182 4% E B A
PR S5 1) B2 M A B BH R S5 2R . TR SR, WAL S5 N NBENLIR R, 5547
BRI A E SONM VAR B, A3 R 3R 48 A [ %€ (K1 3% (Feng and Du, 2022). T 58 A]
DLl BAYENV 5 7E R & 7R A 15 8 (Latent factor mixed models, LFMM) 4347 i8t 4% %1
e FAR 1AL X ) 228 6 O P 45 A% 8 T B SR DR TR i S M o T DL B0 1 S TR
HREA ) BAYENV 8 H T ZERE IR S5 AR A0 R/ Je i 5507 5 PRI AR AN A B AR e 2
(B FEJ AR S, JEad D13 Rl (Bayes factor, BF) R 51| 5 348 1545 & 1 AH 5% 58 5 (Coop et
al., 2010). LFMM i ] 3&F = 5 53 43 BT (Principal component analysis, PCA)4Z & [ 47 )Z
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UG binEe e Rt S TINE VST A7 L BV DA L b2y o ol B2 S bud i el TRV EPS
P4 (Frichot et al., 2013) . IXLLTTVRAF LT M G AERE TR WRFE, iRl A
SIEFRRE = AR PR A A I Bt T A, RIS AR MRt S R i sg a4 4t 1
i — IS T HHESL (Rellstab et al., 2015; Forester et al., 2018).

PR SR AR A IE H S5 BRAES R G, T AEYIR 0038 N 8 22 R X PP A
PR AE ARG AR A B 55 P AR 1) o A 280 ) DR SR A 6 (1) o 0o 3 7 fige AR A
(¥ 6 7 B e T e B8 BT MR (1 8 A% 2 FE b, B T8 A% Z AR MR I B AR i, RIAE A
SRANE A R AEAEAT 38 1057 3 R 5 3 (R Y (Hughes et al., 2008; Wernberg et al., 2018).
JUEVE 2 W) Fh BRI LA W AR A0 R PR, (EE RLIE BEAK I B A Az iz 7 Ja T 1 ) <
AR, AT 5 30— Lo fi L 22 K 46(Shaw and Etterson, 2012; Browne et al.,
2019), [FIE V) ZEVPASPIRIE SRS T & SN RE T o 0 SR 2w AR A I S g
R ZFEME S AR AR SRR A TS, PR 2 I = 55 00 255 (R 20 B 55 7 (Bay et al., 2018,;
Gugger et al., 2018; Ruegg et al., 2018; Jia et al., 2020). 3 N /UG Fc sk 3 K 411 5914 /2
1 TR AN AR b 1) SR A T S DR 2 AR A B A R, SR 2 B R FE AR R AR 2
() 35 R - PR 355 56 2R I AN T O A B2 R N84 (7 (Genetic offset), 2 XT 41T FIA RS EZ
() A 4 5 224 i A0 5% 3] A8 A AR S R BRI A8 1 2 ] 1) 0% 8 BT 5 P T A% 78 A T P32 )
(Fitzpatrick and Keller, 2015). 7E3 A MEFIT AL HIHO0 T, JE DRI 2H i 95 14 5 v DX 3 ) A
T T BT 3 SR DURLX PRIE (1 gAY, 75 DDA 2 T I o 5 9 110 AU
(Bay et al.,2018). [KIh, T ffdnff o i 3k IR 47 55 1 20 A0 ok T K B 10 e i 55 ) P
AE R A R R, A BT e RSB OR3P 1) B AR A8 i (Breed et al., 2019).
P P ARAR(GE) R SR 57 3455 (GDM) T AT AR S AE = F isHE Im A% o RIS N T
ATIAL AR I 45 R, B 32 R e AT (PC AV 2 MR JG PR i (R B 22
PEAED 0% H k> 2 045 G AR o ARURY o R A i bR 0RT DICKE 2 iR SR (1 S A3 AR =
oA st AR B, SRS T SO A AR RS BT (Grid cell), THEL 7 2T AITR K
A B AR 2 TR) A WKL LA B9 (Elis et al., 2012), %R FEBME M EE. N
TR A TR PR R AR 1 AN R AE AR SN AR AL T B 52 B b A, B A BT
B33 W XU 43 BT (Risk of nonadaptedness, RONA)R] FH - 1A P35 AH 2 35 8] 8 1) 547
FEDRII A AR AN, 2 S R DRI AR 0 7 B0 IO B AR A B S AR Lh S v, AR s
AT R DR A 28 110 A A SR DAt i DR RS RN BRI 22 1] [ AH OG 5% & (Rellstab et al., 2016).
1.1.4 A3 B 9T 5 AR R

M 3 T ACEERY) 30% IR, B8 T A0 2 =RithskiE A &, 5
SEFRBRAGIR % %5 M % (Holliday et al., 2017; Isabel et al., 2020). [&% 4 KM AR B A
AR« B s AL 2 AP AN 28 i () St Ak i 2 R RRAIE 38 5 3R 30 HH R B ) AR

A& M AE 5 (Hamrick et al., 1992; Petit and Hampe, 2006; Neale and Kremer, 2011). # A&
4
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XF IR AR A [)3E B 3 Bk H RRER B GRS, SRR A L, X PR R A B
TGS TARAEA o BT AR R AR AR R PR B A A 5 AU AR AL | B BRI OR Y 2 DIAE G,
DRI, RN FOR A AR 2508 7 (1) 38 A% At T o E 2

B N T AR 2508 N IE T R R 38 A% 2 T 1 I 4 s AR R (1) A 5 R R AR
ZREVER AT B ORI A N AR 5 . 5ok, BEE SOUIE AR R, AT
FIH R B B DR A7 h IR 38 0 25 A h BR AN PR G A5 Bk 1 At 25 A it A% A8 S 1) s e 2
J%(Sork et al., 2013), NIRRT 18 2 407 . Eoan, B2 T 84E 00 (Fst) M GEAs
(5 AL S PR vk, AT LU R @ R ER 5 SNP B R K . Wang 25(2016) %
PRI AT Fer 22520494, RIUE I BARIE & AL IX S 60 A 535 S 1)
ThaeZ AL R, KEZHE RBERPIER N . 555 ST, Sork 2£(2016) &I
T ALK HR(Quercus lobata) ™ 5 5 B A X H 7% SNP. McKown £5(2018)
KT BRI (Populus trichocarpa) 1 5 5 AL mi 5 A& IR AN # i BRI A [A] 1L 4
AR, PIMEEEHS AT AE 52 2R AZIE IS0, 3K AR B AT I P 1 A AR S 1Y) % [
LER DA R R NG 255 1 3ER . Zhao %5(2019)E 1 46 MR A5 (Ginkgo biloba)3& A
AR EERE X, RIL T —2 25 B AR FLR B A DL RO K S IR A S 2R A R
AEWDIE SO ) B LR o B AR AR (GF) AT @ L RS 73 BT (RONA) AR K Tt
DIREMIRIF , o] DAE— 28 23 T AR LE R SRR AR A 2 383 4% A8 %o R B A6 82 ) i
Gugger Z5(2018)H| H GF (17N Ty e & I 2 B R 5 WK (Acacia koa) EAR RS
AR BT ) AR R I B B AR RS L IX T B 2 X ) PR I e AR O
Jia Z5(2020)FIFH GF @BLTM 78 A k5% 5% 44 T MAA (Platycladus orientalis) sy Aii )
A T X 30K 2R O S IR IR . Du £5(2020)3E T RONA 2 HTHfi e T 22K
(precO1) & 52 )1 [VEL 5y LU BR(Quercus aquifolioides) K KA ic i R R HERIA SRR K, [F
T B 25 7 73 A1 DX 2% 38300 25 140 )V vy LU R P B AR SR A0 T T T I B i PR K468 XL
DA b A SRR 23 A7 5 AT AR SN AR A B FEMR T 5 AR AR B8 1 38 B B8 s i A= A4k,
H 263 A0 0 AR RV AE U o 2R b, FhRF I8t A% 2% R0 5o Wik (R 20 2 1 R g R AR AL
I SR T8 A% LA FU AR T S TR, AR R KA BRAI R SRR St 1 B8
A -

1.2 JIFESWARFIRIM S AR 5L

1.2.1 #RJEAH

¥R JE (Quercus L.) & b2 ER T H1HT B MORN IR 7 AR AR A e 2 22 BEME AN AR 28 SR
JEZ—, WA 2R R EIRE) )2 —, KREEHE 430-435 IR,
[l 142 5% 21 B (Fagaceae) ' i K1) J& (Denk et al., 2018; Kremer and Hipp, 2020). #)&

FEALF BRI A0 VI Fl AR IE — ELSE A SRR AL h 600X, M3k e -1~ i — ELAE
5
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fH 2] 4000 >K /£ 45 (Ferguson, 2006; De Beaulieu and Lamant, 2010). &K R 505
FRIE 23 NN, 53 5 ATERR AL (Quercus sect. Virentes)~ AARRZ(Quercus sect. Quercus)-
2T RR4H (Quercus sect. Lobatae). T WM (Quercus sect. Cyclobalanopsis) % ¥R
(Quercus sect. Ilex)~ WERZH(Quercus sect. Cerris) H B ¥KZH(Quercus sect. Protobalanus)
FA KR (Quercus sect. Ponticae) (Denk et al., 2018). W EAENEREZ M F L2 —
(Oldfield and Eastwood, 2007, Denk et al., 2018), A& A FRARAH . AR KFHHRALAN
B MIPRAILTHZ) 130 Fho P EE MRS, FRAR &R EDRAMR S AR E) 13%,
AR E SRR R G R, WP E R AL— B 23 R 5 5 WA R IR H X
(Zhou et al., 1992)

PREAE) 2 18] 55 1) A EL R 25« A0 1R e ) 2k DR A2 A vy R A A S S 30 1 8 I A ol
HFHNREL, 5 TR TS VT 2 18 (Burger, 1975; Rushton, 1993). KREY)
PRI AE SN B P 2 S RN RIS, Fom ey 5 DL RGP T IR A Z R AT R R A BT AR AL
[¥)3& M (Aldrich and Cavender-Bares, 2011). A 7% & T £ i X 5570 45k 8 AR 0 1) 4 328
B TEAAR AT BT TR R A AL & S H O . EL AN Petit 45(2004) A BT R
(O. petraea) ] LK BH B A HUS A HUME TRER(O. robur) EFHEAT 2858, HATAMA
5 TeARERI I B RIS A A5 JCRRPRAE St D e e, 3 B 258 AT DU i Ja SR 9 5
Leroy “5(2020)38 i 4 2 R ZH I 4 2] 1 JC AR AR 32 304G W AR 1) 5 T B2 T 52 P AH o0 2
RIS, RULEMNESSA B T AR R RIE R BREMET RS2,
TGRS 22 57 1 W Bl A 858 0 308 4% 3 [B] 5 FH (1) 45 3 (Hipp et al., 2018; Cavender-Bares,
2019; Skelton et al., 2021; Li et al., 2021). FRIBEYIXT S FAESHETAG T 12 KIEN B8
77, WA FHLHI R 9 AR A T B LB (EURs W . LL T Rellstab 55(2016)%%
TR 7 (pool-seq) 7E =F B FIBR(Q. petraea, O. pubescens and Q. robur) K I |
TN EMFESR SR FAHREEER, B\n T EMTESEMN BN, Sork 55(2016)H] H &
R ITEAE LRI RO, lobata) T KL T 5 EA KK DIREEE, 7 1A AR
P o B AR o e R AT ) v o 2 2L 35 1) R J8 25 DR 41 7 97 (Sork et al., 2016
Plomion et al., 2018) R fg AR FUARA 1 S 425 R 2H B $2 41 7 %0 TH . Zhou %5(2022)
BT A L R 2 N PP BORAEMN (Q. dentata) PhAE IR 108 4> FAZH IR 2 &1
(SNP) SIAEI N R B EMIE, Hrb 12 4> SNP BEEAEL) 500 kb KXk, [FI7E1% X 15,
ORI T Z AN IEIRFRE 5. Liang %5(2022)F1 FH 4 28 K 2H 3530 /37 45 AR AE = AR 4 Ff
(O. acutissima, Q. variabilis and Q. chenii) T R IL T IEEFIE S, Hx 7 IEG R
A e ik 3 PR 2H 3% S 1 S o

1.2.2 JVE iy Lo AR R e v LR 2 A8 N F Ut

JIE & L AR (Quercus aquifolioides Rehd. et Wils.) A1 #I] I 57 L ¥k (Quercus spinosa

David ex Franchet) & T-#5 & 4 & R 41.(Quercus sect. Ilex Loudon)f& %), & = LLIARISHE D)
6
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HH 3 A Y R B O 2 TP Ao )1 v LU AR 3 290 A7 7F 75 7 =1 )5 (Qinghai- Tibet Plateau,
QTP)F## W 111 ik (Hengduan mountains, HDM), 5l - w55 11 #5322 70 AR 7E A BT L1 Jik . Zei
Ll ik (Qinling mountains, QM)A K& H [ Z8 #B B R W At o )1 e Ll R A0 sy LLER A
PRI M, MEREFEMR, KSR, RAM 5. 30K, AN RARKIE, w4
REJJ5R, 2 RO XS R AR A2 S (R SR A B Sl , 1998 I ARHT, 1994).
FH T 3K PP AR AR, T 8 ot A 25 PR S5 RAT JE MG T3 RO 52 1, B AR JH A A3 B 1R 43T L
HEAT DA BOBRATTSE 4 14 1 SRR (1 2R Sk i 32 T Wl (1) O AR FH 255 B8 B Al AR
5 CLAEBI 783 A0 b L8 L4041 Y0 16 P9 T AR AR A (5] () b B 7 2 50 D9 AN [R] R o A 14 2%
JlH- = L #R 2> A West F1 East it & (Feng et al., 2016; Juet al., 2019; FKFi, 2020), i
U 7 LR BT 43 24 P (Tibet) A W7 1L - ) 1| 78 /&5 S (HDM-WSP) 1% R (Du et al., 2017).
BT I A — 2D 3R, SRR 51 K T X PR FIAR AR 75 24 () e b AL B PRI b 2 1)
A A, RIS R0 TR0 9.3 ' 34 i (Million years ago, Mya), It HDM
2 7 RENRT, HDM MFEH6 R SRR AR TR B4k, R e LR
T = FE IR 77 AR & B (Meng et al., 2017).

AL (Beological niche modeling, ENMs) A 7T 2% BA 1 vy Ll AR A -7 1
BRICI 43 A 0 FEAE S Ra , 565 DU 20 KU R0 TR] K 3 1 €A S0t v LU AR AR A0 (1 B2 A 58 /)N,
BRI P AP A T e i X PR AR A7 AN S AIGIR 1) FR#1 (Feng et al., 2016; Du et
al.,2017; Meng et al., 2017; Ju et al., 2019); {H i T3 A5 /78 55 A1\ 2 52 m0 457 [B] R
Hl, HAr A7V AT B4 U 4 (Liao et al., 2021). Du £5(2020)3iz FH JE1E 1 KUK
(RONA) M HTHISE KB, 5 HDM-WSP i & 1 (T A H AR R A LG, 47 T8 W71 ik
B¢ 2R3 P ) L oy LU AR 5 P (P W )5 5 = B 7K (precO 1) R I B2 D 8AIK, #8571 RS
TEZR R G5 (00 1 L v LL AR A A R A8 R R T I B v ) K 288 RS o 73 R T S
AL S BRIETE,  LEIE R L BR A HDM-WSP 3 2t & B 3L 8] 7 ) = A SNP iz
U R ZE KA I B (F 22, 2018; Du et al., 2020). Liu 25(2022)3E T 4% i B2 %5 &
P v LR g L AR A T e R P ) AR RS R, Rl R T R A R
R PR S50 AN [ i A o B AR R s L AR A e v LR AL T s . &R
G PR QORI TE 0 AT O RS AT, R I 366 DR 20 0 TRl A 1 2 283 87 43 T AL 1 e e

T
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1.3 AXHRAS. HRBHNEREX

1.3.1 WL N A5

ARSI A VS LR AR - v LR (4 43 A7 3 B Y AT R S B AN BRI
2 35 DR H L o 1 R 3RAS R 1 1 2 DR A 0 o o 2R A AR e M o B DA 358 4% 2 e A
AR 2 (B O R, DR 7~ 1% R AR AR ) 1 3 O 2 B B b B A5, IE S B
AR R AL 2 KRR _FYEIE 13X YRR 2 AT () 58 DR A A% A8 e s A FH R T a8t 4% 40
AN J5 T 25 R PR PR 853 S B (1) 7 v 0 AT 4 B IR A A 4 - 3R B 38 T8 0 1 3 5 6 1
455 16 FE FRAR(GF) B & AR IE N KBS 70 A (RONA) I TR T &8, 1Ak 11V vay L A A0 of -
o LR R AE A SR AR AL T (IS B 7T

1.3.2 W H M E X

AT FEAE P 43 DR 2H B0 PR, e R R 20 A% 2 A 5O A 21 22 T R E 9 )1 B
vy LR AT R P v LI R P 2 2 I (1 38 A% AL A1) A A S [ DR 16 B, B BTSSRI H
ibF

(1) I F0 1 v LR A ) - 5 LR34 2 5 P AT 308 A 45

(2) i M E AN U R 3R AE 2 KRR B0 1 ) vy LL AR A ) e vy o 244
SER AL A R, DL AR AR S A SR IR A B A

(3) 5 AL 7 A A5 AR B A S R 3 3 6L 5

(4) FHEI PR o SRR I8 A% - A B 5 IR 5 5 52 B AR R A AR A R i F P e i X 3k, D
FEARRARALAFEN T e Mg 55 B DR B IX 35K



R e

2 MRI5 R

2.1 HMmRE

DL A ] AR AR TR R A AR 10 S RN 25 SR AR AR R 2 5 SR DL S g ) 5 A S e sk )11
T = L RRAN S 5 L MR AE R PR PR A o R Hb S BT B Hb s 3 AT B AR AR
FE, R A REH A FPRE RN S5 SORUL A RIRGL . B P e 2D AHEE 30 km, A
2 ARG 222008 100 me A T PRAIERE & AT DL ECS BTE ) DNA, 385 & UK
B RPN R, R T S TN TR AT TR A B 5 B TS TR
T KUAE ORAF o

AHFFCREE T 60 /)1 LLERFP 2L 996 ANAMARAT 46 AN i LI AR FREE 3L 661
MK, FETF 15 X% T A (Nuclear microsatellite, nSSR) Y 2 [ 73 1 J5 e BUAR R HAS
R UE R 1 24 ) INE S ILERFE S (Q. aqu-West: 8 ™, Q. aqu-East: 16 /) #0125
A ELAR Q. spi-West: 13 4>, Q. spi-East: 124> FeaH T /E20 4. 1A
JU R T LLOATR AR - 5 L R AR it PR 23 A LSRR SR TR B B L 2.1, BRI
0 R 22 73 AR L e LU BRI - 5y LUK PR 23 A1 DX 33 o SR s PR R b i N2 26 2 A5
B 2.1,

2.2 SNP #iERY 3k EX

2.2.1 #F4H DNA [f132HL

AR I G R 28 A 00 ik JiE e A B N R L AR R R I e ol BR PR R R
TIANGEN 473K 20 DNA $28GA7 & CRIE, ED JREGER Y] DNA, SRRk
W al 2 = AR CTAB (cetyltrimethylammonium bromide)iZ: 2 (. DNA
(Richards ef al., 1994). # DNA FESLAE 1%EAEREEE 130V, 200mA 2514 HLvk 30
oyl R UG A S E DNA i . FTA RS DNA fEASEES % -20°C N IRAF

2.2.2 LR S P

DNA #2£8U5, #HR¥E AR F(Next generation sequencing, NGS) 3 JE #4) 7 HR 1 46
il DNA VR, DNA S&E KT 1pg MIFES £ DNBSEQ “1- & 34T DNA /M B
FER 3 o #E BGISEQ-500 ~F- & X &A™ & i I S PR AT el B 7, FRAT TR FH X (pair-
end) 150bp A Ss, P9 FE A 30X . U 45 380 1) AR 2 Pl 4% B0 28 B 2 TR 1 SR A
AL N R G6 P B £ (raw reads), #idE LL FASTQ SUHA& A7 6, BRZN raw data.

fiF SOAPnuke ver. 1.5.4 X} JF 4G #4347 [t 424 (Chen et al., 2018), A AR5
P FE T .
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(1) ZBrA & 723K 1 reads;

(2) ZBRIRTEIEE L] (base FiE/DTEEET 5) KT 50%H reads;

(3) EBRAFBIEE (NBIE) KT 10%MH reads.
2.2.3 Hdls Ho o A AR S Ao

AV R = )5 15 B B (clean data), % 551 LT BWA (Burro
ws-Wheeler Aligner, http://bio-bwa.sourceforge.net/bwa.shtml) (Li and Durbin, 2010)
F“mem™ 55092 U 21 52 56 =8 20 248 1) ) G LU BR 2 5 R R A | CRKERD, HEX S 809
-t 4 -M -R, AREEX SR sam SCAF. 2R )5 A samtools (http://samtools.sourceforge.
net/) K AEI sort T HKf sam SCPFE6AE A bam SO, LEXT 45 G, TEREAT G 88 A
W2 55, FFEEX bam SCHFIEAT A, FridsiMBRE P I EE reads, [FHS 2B mapQ
fE/NT 30 H) reads GLIESECHN: samtools view -q30). 1# ] GATK T2 ¥ Mar
kDuplicates I Eg it i€ 2 F LX) reads, DAY/ J5 2270 S5 A (I E5 1R 3K o

FATKH GATK (https://software.broadinstitute.org/gatk/; McKenna et al., 2010)
() UnifiedGenotyper DI REXT M #EAT SNP A2 FeAaxill, Z#N: -glm BOTH -T -stand
_call conf 50.0 -dcov 1000 -A Coverage -A AlleleBalance. &5 —MEHTHE
FEA AR S 7 5 A R RS R vef SO, A S A% 1R 22 &5 1% (Single nucleotide poly
morphisms, SNPs)F14# A Hf 2K (insertions-deletions, InDels). A IXS BT A )28 A St
7T € (hard filter), S#¥ B N: -T VariantFiltration -R genome.fa -V AllSample.
genotype.raw.snp.vef.gz --filterExpression "MQO >= 4 andand ((MQO / (1.0 * DP)) >
0.1)" —filterName "HARD TO_ VALIDATE" --filterExpression "DP < 5 " --filterNa
me "LowCoverage" --filterExpression "QUAL < 30.0 " --filterName "VeryLowQual"
--filterExpression "QUAL > 30.0 andand QUAL < 50.0 " --filterName "LowQual" -
-filterExpression "QD < 1.5 " --filterName "LowQD" -o AllSample.genotype.filter.sn
p.vef.gz. BlJE1# A veftools (https:/veftools.github.io/examples.html, Danecek et al., 2
011) T HKs vef SCH I RAE Y750 /& SNP A1 InDels »
2.2.4 SNP (i ik

5 2 1 SNP 23 R0 J S8 70 B 4 2R 5 DRI LG AE 73 b 22 i 75 0 At AT 1 g
FATRA LA N L pEAR -

(1) £Fx SNP R H 2 > 10% 1 i /NS AL FE I 42 (Minor Allele Frequency, MAF) <
0.05 ] SNP;

(2) ZEREEAAE i SIS AR A M5 (P < 0.001) ) SNP;

(3) ZBrEEHI AL i E:45 53 (GQ) < 30 1) SNP;
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40°NH

35°N+

25°N-
0-800

800-1500
1500-3000
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20°N- >4800 ® (. spinosa -===== Distribution range of Q. spinosa
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B 2.1 VR Ry LR R sy LU RS 3 A DX AR AE R
Figure 2.1. Geographical distribution and sampling sites of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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S ik DR SN P 1 )V L AR AR P e LD PR A 23 R 7T

2.0 JIRE LR AR LU ARAE R AR 1S B3R
Table 2.1 Sample information of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

RS it p=) HRE FREEECEC) SEEEETNRTY ZAGBEKEMmm) SLAGREKE(mMm)
Pop code Site Number bio07 HJE (°C) bio08 prec03 prec09
R

LZD VoE TR K2 1 27.60 15.00 14 88
GBX Py ARSI EVTIA 2 2 29.20 12.90 7 81
MLJ P8 B AR E F AT 1 27.70 15.55 9 85
LZA JiiF % N =Y S 8] 1 28.00 16.40 18 116

LZ (L7 2= 1 27.70 11.67 16 102
BMS 7 B 2 2 R AT 1 28.20 17.28 22 142
BMR VU 5 AR 1 1 28.50 12.98 24 125
CYX 7 S B EL e AT 2 27.60 18.07 62 207
MKD P T e A 1 29.10 7.85 24 81
MKR P T R W S 1 30.90 10.37 22 81
BZL PN E 1 25.60 12.02 51 71

ZD PRk 1 27.80 13.13 57 82
XCR V91| £ 3 ELAR SR 1 27.30 9.72 28 86
DCE VY1 FEI SRS A 1 30.90 9.90 20 98
YJH DU TR 2 31.10 9.52 9 111
DMX Ve S A 2 2 29.50 12.70 11 130
JCK IR S 64 3 29.90 19.33 17 105

_______ PW e Y 2930 21.15 20 I
I L AR

™ v I % L m A 2 27.60 18.07 21 142
CYXC P L LI 1 27.20 17.22 59 181

12
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BLLK VU EE E E I FE R R 1 27.40 9.03 43 87
GZ = B A B i L LA ) 1 27.50 12.85 57 83
XGJQ BN HER 5 X 3 23.60 17.82 79 92
SWJ DU 1| 4 )1 LB B 1 29.30 14.27 16 111
GDS VY )15 e B Rk 1 27.40 17.38 13 127
LBZ DU I3 ) 1| EL g g 2 29.10 18.12 26 122
JZG V)L & 1 33.30 16.43 21 103
ZJH B 7 S L 5k SR AR 2 30.10 17.07 28 137
TJS [ 17 ) A L 2 32.10 16.10 31 131
BDX Bl P~ £ )\ 2 1 29.80 17.08 49 159
DJP WAL AR SR Y 1 29.50 15.40 63 161
TMS iR N 2 29.50 22.27 92 111
TDY Wb A G 3T 1 29.10 16.38 60 157
WDS WAL T 1 29.50 15.40 63 161
WKS TP T B 1 1 32.10 21.88 160 88
SQs PR B =iE 1 26.70 14.67 193 192

13
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(4) 4 T WD 5EGE BEAS OF i (LD) [X 306 SNP [ Wi, £ PLINK v.2.0
(http://www.cog-genomics.org/plink2/, Purcell et al., 2007)f# F§ Z%(“-indep 50 10 0.2”i<
PERIEBAL K

2.3 LI HRE

AHIE S FH 4 22 (R 4H 0 B A o B A AR, LSRR E A 60 NI
EENLERAEEIL 996 AMAFD 46 ANl SN ERFPREE 661 AMART 15 X% T2 Hk
RN HEEIEE(Du et al., 2017; Li et al., 2021). 15 nSSR Fd 5 1 50 W 478 SC 5 bk
TRULEH,  ARERR U6 IR 14 3 b 35051 FH 4 25 R 4 o0 s 4

2.4 TR R R B F I

2.4.1 AL 2R

A8 H STACKS (Catchen et al., 2013) ¥4 HH ) PopuLATIONS 2 7 118 11E & L
PRANG - L AR B R & JE N Z FEE 24, IR B2 A ZE R AL U 73 B (Proportion of
polymorphic loci, p)~ M 4% A & (Observed heterozygosity, Obs Het). HE & & &
(Expected heterozygosity, Exp Het) LA & 75 A 45 2 (PR Ald Mt AL 22 Fe . fd FH ST
FEAR T R e i35 250 ) W& 1 . FRATTE A veftools 2T 3h & LHETHRE 7)1 & LAk
AR v L AR ) 4 2R R A S A% B R 2 P E () AT Tajima’s D fH, & HK/MEEN
100 kbp, window-step Z%( 15 E N 10 kbp.

KT SSR H#mde, AR A 843 #7732 53 0k )1 v L AR A I - v L AR 20 A
YOl N IR (18 A 2 FEVEREAT T 9FAd . HR4E Van Zonneveld £5(2012)#fik 1) [5 7 4T 5k
77 1% (Circular neighborhood methodology) 5. FF 4 i) 55 A J& K 4= ' AN &y 5 A S5 AL
FER B 258 Ao ZEArFE R 3 & FF (Allelic richness, AR)HFR A EEANFE R 4 1~ 15 25
RrEERE, J2 B ARG FROR G MR (1) 84% 22 A% () B 3200 & (Frankel et al., 1995; Petit et
al., 1998). JaHHtAa %547 2 K (Locally common alleles, LCA) &1L 25% (B EE /L) W%
FITHBR T S%MSEA AR . B ArcGIS 10.2 £ )1 LLBRAT A - = LR
SRR EAN 17 (A 1T mBIZM X, 48— XA ARCK/N A 10 min (B
LFHFRIXIAL 18 m) HIRIKE B G(grid), & —AMEEARKL 774 32 SRR
TG, B R BR 1 S5  [R] 4H R B BORE (Re-sampled) 21 A J Bl T A% 57T,
7E GenAlEx 6 (Peakall and Smouse, 2006) " 155 — /MK BT AR Fl LCA {H.
TR AR IT V24 B AT TH B S A8 2R 45 LR ARAE [P SRR I 22 5 X SR O 22 S5 177 %)
AR [ISEma B . BRI, FRAT1ME ] HP-RARE {4 (Kalinowski, 2005)F FH #fi B2
(Rarefaction methodology)#% 14547 J: K = & £ (AR)THE I FE A 22, 44 AR I8

B E B EEA WS BTGB /MR AR /N9 10, 3 BT HORE S A% B0 A A2 10 1R A
14
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B, EEIHEE AN RS AR fH.
2.4.2 ALk

FATTHE T A% [ 52 15 B (Fsr) RAG EANHE (R AL 7GR SE . 1 J64E veftools 1T
TSN T AT T B =y LR A - sy L Ak 2 2 R 2 5 6l PN PR 2 A 0 22 5 o GO
H ADMIXTURE H H 5 /R A] K855 R B/ (MCMC) SLi A 5 30 70 A, (RIS il v
FEARAT FE DR A AN AH 4t Ll (Alexander ef al., 2009). {4 vcftools . vef #% 2S04 4%
#5 ADMIXTURE 7347 75 1) .bed 5%.ped # X 3CF . 1547 ADMIXTURE 2 Hij{f#H P
LINK 2.0 4B EE, £ QC 45 RO e SBGE M 7) SC8UE K N 1-10, X
KAIE(CV error) iR Z fie /M XS ) K AE N RALEALE, fJafE R 16 5 H1EE. AMOV
A T Arlequin 3.5 (http://cmpg.unibe.ch/software/arlequin35, Excoffier and Lisc
her, 2010)%: T ADMIXTURE (1) 52845 BEvT- AN [F3E 5 (B AP 1A] (8 4E A AR

2.43 tHAEFR AR

A W 5T i . DIYABC 2.1.0 (Cornuet er al., 2014) i3t 47 ¥ oL D1 M- 7 i &
(Approximate Bayesian computation, ABC) LA & 1 [VE =y LU R AN i sy LU Bk b 1A 3% 53 1)
FIRH SR OC 2R o 1 SE AR I N 1 R K2 A IS TB] 56 J5 I 1 B T 8 AN 8] R kA AR 51 5t

(B A, B A8 5 0 B B e 1 1% M kA vH AN 5 b S 300
JEU AT o AR BN SBEAT 100 000 XAEIL S, BEAT R 2 A DATRSE VAl A AU 2
T SRV 21 (1) H s 4 18] BRI ARBAME: o S8 5 FRATTAE XS 500 AMEA0L B £ 1) BBt 1
(Direct estimate) FXf 10 000 4 F 4 48 132 45 [5] - (Direct estimate) KPP Al f 17 5
G EAE% . T EREE M ERNEER R 10 M58, e EMEREARENERFX
[B](CI)2N 95% [ J5 Bt % .

244 FT For B5FH AL

FAMEH BayeScan 2.0 A SEBLH) DU 595, 0 He A4 2 TR] S5 A7 R R A A
[, NIEA% S AR Y Hy B SRR (VR 5E {7 i (Beaumont and Balding, 2010). A<
FLAE B S I 2 prior odds W BN 10, 1455 MEZE (Posterior Odds, PO) X &
N 10, JEEMER KT 10 BA (SR 2 218, XA 5 B T T H) s 4% 1k
(Fsr) i 2 AN B AL s A st A A e e AL s (Foll, 2012) o % ) T vy L AR A i vy
LR PA K 25 H I F N R 5 71247 BayeScan UG EG 5 8L AU AH G S AL s, HE
PO F IR AL R ZE R, SHERAETE R A1 [F] 52 3% 48 1) S A

2.5 EMEFEEZFE ST

2.5.1 S Ax A 2R e

15
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M WorldClim (http://worldclim.org, Fick and Hijmans, 2017)%# & & R % 1970-
2000 73 3%y 30 seconds Mg R A& Hidhs, 31 s 046 19 MEY %
g DL 12 A H AP K AR B AR AT SR s AU E R « IPCC 26 Tidn PEAG R K
T AR ESARRERE S, SRR AR E RCP)IZKE = HEYI 7378 RCP26.
RCP45. RCP60 1 RCP85. Ay | % ARKAUEAE -4l AHFFTAE WorldClim ks 2
TET 2050 41 2070 H= RCP26 Fl1 RCP8S B HEMUE 15 A B, 40 A i 7w
FhAS [ R W g S A% AR AL 26 2F(Adopted, 2014). FEJS7E ArcGIS FRARHEAFA KA S I
S TR BORAE R AR SR EE, SR57E R 5 4 “usdm” (Naimi ez al., 2014)4,
W 1) 5 ZE R R (VIF) AR BR 1 IR ZR M RIE R T 0.7 AR &, M4 v 5 AH DG 1
A TS SRR B DA SR R 7 T IS 82501, 20 il AR B VE L (bio07) s S iliE 2=
PR B (bi008) = H 4 7K & (prec03) A1 L H 13 B 7K & (prec09). JIVE = Ll AR A1
S L AR DY AN S R B TGRS B 2.1,

2.5.2 BN RL-IAEG R 70 B

()EAE R R 7 M

FAEFH Mantel o 56 5 AR5 F0 2 [A] T DA 10 382 4% A8 S g2, DL S VP Al
P [% 25 (Isolation by distance, IBD; Van Strien et al., 2015)F1 35 5% & & (Isolation by
environment, IBE; Manthey and Moyle, 2015) X} it 4% 48 = 19 52 W . & 26 fF H
PGDSpider 2.1.1.0 (http://cmpg.unibe.ch/software/PGDSpider/, Lischer et al., 2012)ff
¥ .vef U B GENEPOP #% s SCHF, 7 genepop B2 7 H iEAT F A FHAE ROt P
(8] () 38 A% 70 B (Fst FERE), AR RIETR] Fst / (1-Fst)ROEAT RIS LR . Jlid R
T & “geosphere” 2 /7 (Hijmans, 2014) A5 AS 28 2 F B0 e A A 2 TR) ey b 2 B 5
FEFE, DAboRfr EHEEER 5. SRS 7E R 15 5 “ecodist” R AL £ (Goslee et al., 2007) 44 T
P IRAE SR BAR B4 5 — A Bray-Cutis 5505, DUCRATEMEIEE .. &5/ RIES
“ecodist” bR HUE O Hi B PR 5/ PR IR R B R MR 2 AL FE R EAT Mantel F 3 DA &
3 58 B/ I R B IR o (RIS Dy 1 A A e T R /A 5 O 0 S M S e £ P 5/ B
PR B R, I8 75 B Mantel #5756 (Smouse et al., 1986) LA il ¥ /2R 55 7 B 1 520 o
% JCHEH(MRM) 2 Mantel %670 B B9, MRM # KO0 A 2 Hm e ke o 1) iy
J G B 1 22 B[R] U, R R T 9 22 e S PR B R RO AT R e ) R I R [
2. AEZR M B & ok R(Lichstein, 2007). AR “ecodist”F2 /£ (Goslee and Urban,
2007)H#E4T 1 B S AR FERY 22 Ju 2 PR A, DUk B 103 4% BR B R I 5 AU ER B I 22 J0AH K
P, Mantel £750F1 MRM (2545 @I 10 000 B #ATIPPAS, BEMKFREN
0.05.

AHFF I R B S HI“LEA” R EUE (Frichot and Francois, 2015)%F.vef SCAF#:
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R e

SN AR TR B S AL DRI B R 4 AN SRS B R AL A 26 SRS Rk A
RILAR TR EAR CF . H R 1ES ) “vegan” BR Zf1(Oksanen ef al., 2017)1H 5
—ANEEZNMUA B R 2 (BiWZE) ot MRS E . RN FEE
B EEARE AT ReAAAE A B 1 R (A 22 e, W RE S L 4R FEBR AR AR iR 2L S IR
(Rl L 75 SV R 2 26 FE 52 Sk 54T W RDA 43 #T(Legendre and Anderson, 1998). JUR
SRR TCAR 3 A I B e e S i B R 999, Bk I6 5 2 /KPR B N 0.05,
(Q)IELRYER R M

AW 5T AE “gradientForest” fll“extendedForest” 12 /7 & T (Ellis et al., 2012)iz &
ARMBIAUIAEG | B PR X 1AL AR e R AR 2R At 52l o JE I 25 B DR 2R B ATL AR AR 23 A DA
JAT XIS UERG B B A R? A E ZE VR, GF ] DAAS 24— Tt A% & 5 — () T
e, ARER TG PO A Bk R B — S TN A B 2H B R AR AL, T R SRAar ] BR AN 38 A o7
RO PREEARS BE 1R A A (Breiman, 2001).

Bt 5 BAVEH R 1B S A “gdm” Bk 2B (Manion et al., 2018)ii ) SUAH 7 A5 47
AFar U 1 v LR AN - L AR A AR S 5 e R IRl T 2 TR ) ARGt Ok B o AT
3 I A A R M B VP AG T S A6 DR 4 R A Z U PR S A B2 1R A2 4K (Fitzpatrick and
Keller, 2015). /™A [a] R 108 4% PR B8 B - S5 A B PRI 1107, M PR B T R i 2 4
JERIROLEAFEE RS o AT TS BEA UL PPl AR B g M, IFREEL 1000 ¥k H 28154
KAEAE TR R 2 S B A 52 P (Ferrier et al., 2007; Fitzpatrick et al., 2013).
2.5.3 FETIAEE R S AL s A I

AHIF R B AE R R VR A 8 (Latent factor mixed models, LFMM, Frichot et al.,
2013) i PN 51 I [R] - 0 45 Ao 6 DR A0 26 2 AR DG IG,  [A) INF AT o Bl T A5E Y VR A AR
(Confounding effects) 5 Z A AR ML B FIEE R . FATEH R & F HH“LEA”FE 7
(Frichot and Frangois, 2015)K.vef #% xR ast A% i e 46 m J5 42 70 B 75 2 1 S A 22k R 0
AR, KD A R CLEA” B 1) snmfQBREOTHE, it ST R A
RUFE P Al T E BOAH 58 R BCRIAH S8 2L R A0 o FF A0 2T DU 30y S R BER B SR R
%' (Bayesian Markov chain Monte Carlo, MCMC)[] LFMM SyEig T ik poria &, IF
F4 iterations ¥ B N 100 000, burnin B¢ & A 50000, {# H“LEA”H ] Ifmm.pvalues()Bf
BT HREEW p H, BF k=2 SR EEHTRAAN . AT H A —1 SNP A5
() p 1E, ¥ p>0.001, El-loglOp>3 F SNP 7 f 248 5 A7 A

2.5.4 A kayiz Hi
AW TR FH PRI RS 56 FE AR AR (GF) A 338 B VE XU 43 BT (RONA) T o >R A fi A%
AEEIR T ) E i L AR AT ) - v L AR B 59 R P 0 AT X Al A e, X S X 3 sl Fh i b T Bk
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A ST LI A28 S5 T AN 97 A R A1
(DEEEEARA

FRATVE F A6 B2 AR AR (GF) 00 R SR SAB AR A 52 00 A0 M e S5 02 FE 40 A X 38 i Sl
F Maxent £ AR T 1 )1 v L AR AR vy LRV E AR X, T W0 o A 4
PR BIEREAT 10 IRER 25, %% ROC (i KK — s H s Rt mm; 78
ArcGIS H1H4 Maxent " A RIS SO £ BIME, B BME RN E R 0.5 Kb Sk
% R BT EE (grid),  ERRAE BOZMIM A R, B S M v SR T A
—A grid INAAE s I JGTE ArcGIS HHEEURE— N S IR R ARG B R 105080
FAUEH GF 1 predict() R R P ) 1 s L AR AT s LR 20 A1 XA BT A%
TUIRIBAE AR e, A5 FH 450 R 50K 1 T () A e 5 st A% B AL . O 7 AL GF
B LS IR, AT PCA ¥ RIS B PR (1% 45 Rk v 2 i & R &
TR AT IR AR Rty (EAZ BT, DLORFRIA S AR & 2 () J6d 4% HE B
(22 5 . B Ja BT = A PC 20 S 70 e B 20 -2 = Rh it , 48 i B0 25 Ja) b e #04k,
R AR AL X I T T8 A% 2 R S ASE 30 (1) ALY (Martins er al., 2018). A T &S A%AR
TeiNEatE, FRAE T GF B ¥ sk 20k 2050 F1 2070 42 0 5 b o S < M 175 S 1 B e
Hoois e A SRS, FRATEH GF A i TI0I o B0 B8 7 M AR AR SRR R 2 iz
() A DR L FRLASH R, 2o tfil] 1 ) vy L AR AR o s L AR %) 30 43 A A A S5 0 ) Tt
S50, DAOE BT U A A R DR 5 P 50 0K 50K 52 31 ™ EEL A U () b 2 X 35 (Fitzpatrick
and Keller, 2015).

(2)AR3& ML RS 73 Hr

RONA 73 4T LFMM Wi 57 AL SR BRI s, o Je ks T i S Ao
DRI A3 28 A0 22 i PR P 58 AR 5 N A R -FA B ORI 2R A Y, SR i FH A I L 1 2 P A
RIFM 2050 A0 2070 =P POoS EEARR A K FEE 1B 42(RCP26 Fil RCP8S5) 1 5t N AR
537 B 1 WU AR A B, f JE FRATTUE B8 1 4 ORI R SR T 5 A5 = DR A3 2 - [1] ()~
BIZEE(RONA), Attt 1 B N R R U5 P /5 0 S A7 2 R AR 1~ 25484k . FRATT
T RONA AE K FHHE B T B/ O 353 4% 738 e R 4 T T I o K ) 2K At XU
FEfE 1 520 ) S LR AR i v LR R R i i 1) e B B ) A R 1
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3.1 MEK SNP X ELER

G0 TE ) L B R R LR 49 SRR S 4 2 IR A EE I IR R AR
24.160X-47.371X 2 [8], P21 FEIR N 34.330X, 481 85%KIAMA (I 1 FE £ 30X
PLECE 3.1 I B2 rms e R A IR R AE 99% LA E(Q20) I B E: %k H H 77 EL#E
94.23%-97.33%2 1], ~F-IME N 97.71%; M FEHE 1 GC & HEAE 36.57%-41.12% [H .
e DN R PR DA R v i T R 2R AR E T I s R IR AR AN TS B, ROR T RS
Pra R BT St o BN A S5 46 T HLIE R (raw reads) IR MEE 195 254 690- 368
841 690 %%, BEAMEF= I FHLURIGEE (raw data)fE 29.28G-51.53G 2 [d], —3j~
A7 1851.78G M ML LG AR . T HLEMGEHE A d SOAPnuke Jit & 2 il J5 15 21 (1) &%
AAMER) T reads A 184 831 208-362 399 486 22 1], BEAMNAMA A= () A4S AL
#i(clean data)fE 25.82G-50.63G ZIfA], —3/A4: 1 1797.78G I clean data. BH/53RAI]
BT ISR e 212 8, AN MEZS 5 HON I reads ££ 189 526 594-370
248 570 2 [a], LLXFERIE 84.99%-99.27%2 18], BRAk/DEAKREI LT RIE 90% LR,
HAMERI AR =T 90%( 3.1).

20
20 19
7 154
=y
5
-
S 10
]
O
g 6
=
5_
2
1 1
] |
0 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
depth

B 3.1 VR g L AR ) et s LL BRI PR 2 G i A 1
Figure 3.1 The statistic distribution of sequencing depth of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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2R 3.1 R LR AT R M ey LD AR P A B S5 SR S v

Table 3.1 Statistics of sequencing and mapping results of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

RELT  WEEE RERN TEWN BUANEGD)  FSEEGD) iR read - HiATE (%)

Sample ID Depth Raw reads Clean reads Raw data Clean data Q20(%)  GC (%) Mapping Mappmg
read ratio
Qa LzD 17 27.819X 219383168 212825472 32907475200 31923820800 95.13 38.38 214637501 97.71
Qa GBX 2 37.860X 297204112 289635454 44580616800 43445318100 95.41 37.24 293953794 98.34
Qa_GBX 21 39.270X 308811744 300426938 46321761600 45064040700 95.48 38.93 288732832 93.21
Qa_MLJ 5 32.874X 259578274 251491496 38936741100 37723724400 94.88 37.60 255304548 98.39
Qa_LZA_26 26.461X 209963332 202433570 31494499800 30365035500 94.85 37.73 205774543 98.52
Qa_LZ 12 35.861X 297473652 274349092 44621047800 41152363800 95.44 37.64 279542837 98.72
Qa_BMR_9 26.694X 209964678 204214316 31494701700 30632147400 94.87 37.83 208253034 98.84
Qa BMS 3 33.633X 266201314 257300196 39930197100 38595029400 95.99 37.64 260739646 97.98
Qa CYX 14 37.016X 293615644 283183644 44042346600 42477546600 95.35 37.61 286702832 97.98
Qa_CYX 15 34.572X 274984176 264487044 41247626400 39673056600 95.42 37.64 268900769 98.39
Qa_MKD_14 30.841X 244212544 235942986 36631881600 35391447900 94.91 37.53 238883057 98.05
Qa_MKR_15 35.711X 284800978 273197366 42720146700 40979604900 95.07 37.46 278985092 99.03
Qa BZL 19 27.447X 216812616 209978532 32521892400 31496779800 94.72 37.68 213556436 98.18
Qa zD 3 43.160X 351915756 330187906 52787363400 49528185900 95.64 37.87 339307657 99.27
Qa XCR_6 24.160X 195254690 184831208 29288203500 27724681200 95.12 37.26 189526594 99.09
Qa DCE 8 28.223X 224094552 215914040 33614182800 32387106000 94.98 37.28 221203731 99.12
Qa YJH 2 38.813X 307237232 296933602 46085584800 44540040300 95.61 37.40 303603641 99.08
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WFL 4

s

Qa_YJH 5
Qa_DMX_7
Qa_DMX_8
Qa JCK 7
Qa_JCK_12
Qa_JCK_14
Qa PW_6
Qs TM_1
Qs_TM_3
Qs_CYXC_2
Qs _BLLK 9
Qs GZ 4
Qs_XGJQ 1
Qs_XGJQ 3
Qs_XGJQ 2
Qs _SWJ 2
Qs_GDS_8
Qs LBZ 6
Qs _LBZ_8
Qs JZG 2
Qs ZJH 9

32.843X
31.492X
31.960X
36.657X
37.912X
38.966X
33.361X
34.543X
31.324X
32.384X
37.216X
32.845X
33.559X
37.341X
34.333X
40.212X
47.371X
37.325X
28.309X
35.397X
38.679X

257969890
247367892
250895674
288653828
300066766
306398242
261721410
271561268
243637638
254548784
290214906
256654216
265015824
293065508
270003264
312399110
368841690
288579388
221849504
278015408
301547228

251259264
240920886
244506206
280434602
290033146
298097130
255220584
264265746
239637564
247746774
284711856
251272332
256733246
285670630
262654124
307630914
362399486
285544338
216571112
270799202
295903288

38695483500
37105183800
37634351100
43298074200
45010014900
45959736300
39258211500
40734190200
36545645700
38182317600
43532235900
38498132400
39752373600
43959826200
40500489600
46859866500
55326253500
43286908200
33277425600
41702311200
45232084200

21

37688889600
36138132900
36675930900
42065190300
43504971900
44714569500
38283087600
39639861900
35945634600
37162016100
42706778400
37690849800
38509986900
42850594500
39398118600
46144637100
54359922900
42831650700
32485666800
40619880300
44385493200

95.11
94.93
95.44
95.75
95.70
95.15
95.09
95.16
96.20
95.88
96.27
96.69
96.04
96.06
95.96
95.43
97.33
94.88
95.43
95.77
95.60

37.56
37.53
37.37
37.47
37.71
37.78
38.54
4111
37.26
37.66
37.26
37.21
37.42
37.43
37.20
36.79
36.97
36.57
37.48
37.42
38.16

254219146
246823137
249906247
287274376
296268091
304303485
236103940
230946538
243482023
252158298
290648860
256704476
261197630
289949375
268489177
314182966
370248570
291006406
220469770
276390854
295977651

98.03
99.11
98.85
98.99
98.81
98.66
89.83
84.99
98.21
98.50
98.77
98.88
98.56
98.21
98.82
98.68
98.48
98.50
98.51
98.53
96.71
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Qs ZJH. 1
Qs_TJS_3
Qs TJS. 5
Qs_BDX_9

Qs_DJP 22

Qs_TDY_17

Qs_WDS_1
Qs_TMS_3
Qs_TMS_8

Qs_WKS_15
Qs_SQS_3

30.974X
36.906X
36.213X
30.327X
33.150X
33.938X
37.927X
30.385X
36.835X
36.872X
34.191X

241362366
288389614
282522938
237466610
260376016
268269350
300314080
237348352
288423978
291287888
269303486

236960106
282344292
277038418
232013088
253609760
259634468
290150614
232455222
281800222
282084352
261569978

36204354900
43258442100
42378440700
35619991500
39056402400
40240402500
45047112000
35602252800
43263596700
43693183200
40395522900

35544015900
42351643800
41555762700
34801963200
38041464000
38945170200
43522592100
34868283300
42270033300
42312652800
39235496700

94.23
94.88
94.86
94.77
95.00
95.24
95.38
94.76
95.14
95.13
95.34

41.12
37.98
37.55
37.99
37.28
37.46
37.31
37.30
37.13
37.60
37.43

218117300
282522152
280101984
235280539
259259378
264378723
297886509
237607961
288664087
287862925
266046498

89.33
96.65
97.62
97.96
98.56
98.23
98.98
98.62
98.60
98.49
98.08

7 a: Q20: BHIEIEFRIRAIRLE 9% s
VEb: GC: IR FI R AT 5 1) B
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2555145 5 K TSNP calling)— 35431 18 039 605 4~ SNP Fl 2 170 823 4 Indel. 7E
i1 Indel 1354 1073 905 M A (insertion)fl 1 087 088 4~ % (deletion). 7E3E4T
PR SNP A UL PS5, AR s LIRS U R B 358 661 AT 346 281 A
SNP, A1 154 S ALK T %4 Indel AT SNP B #7584 e (1 14053047 T it
Y1 T 2R IR SNP % BE 43 A, NIEIARE A InDel %% 045, KB Indel F1 SNP 47 4
SIS ATE R A, LR 5 R FRIT 5 LB LR (P 3.2).

— Q. spinosa
—— Q. aquifolioides

790
S0
60
C}ll"s 30

Chr5

3.2 U L BRRR i L PR A PR 22 A5 (SNP) T InDels 1% & 53 A
Figure 3.2 The density distribution of single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) and InDels for Q.

aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
7k a: Chrl-Chrl2 fREMFHHECE 1) 12 G tath.
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3.2 IBfE BN

Populations 2 /7 2& T- 1 [VEL &7 LU AR AR =5 LLUBR AT A SNP 4504l 23 7 o1 55 ) o A o
WL Z ARSI (3 3.2): JIE R (L BR A8 AL 2 AP KT i T3 5 LU PR (Ho: 0.30
vs. 0.26; He: 0.17 vs. 0.15). FATEFEKIN O.aqu-East 1% 5 ()i 4L 2 K5 T
Q.aqu-West 1 2 (Ho: 0.31 vs. 0.28; Hg: 0.18 vs. 0.15); [FI O.spi-East 1 £ {13 1% 2 £f
PR T Q.spi-West(Ho: 0.27 vs. 0.25; Hg: 0.15 vs. 0.14). JETI8 230 & LA THE R
T T LLOAR A P L AR 170 4 5 DR 2L 0 TR N A% B R 2 S 1 () A Tajima’s D H LRI T
KA R (B 3.3): JIE R WK E R 2 &Y (n)Fl Tajima’s D B35 1 T =7 L
o

3.2 N LR i LR SNP 50 £R Rigt A% 2 AR VEAS T 25 2R
Table 3.2 Genetic diversity estimates for SNP datasets of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

FRERE LHMALE REBEAE WIRESE  PHEAAE
Pop code p T Ho He
_________ Q. aquifolioides

Q.aqu-West lineage

LZD 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14
GBX 0.83 0.27 0.29 0.20
MLJ 0.86 0.29 0.29 0.14
LZA 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14
LZ 0.85 0.30 0.30 0.15
BMS 0.86 0.27 0.27 0.14
BMR 0.87 0.27 0.27 0.13
mean 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.15
Q.aqu-East lineage
CYX 0.84 0.27 0.28 0.20
MKD 0.83 0.35 0.35 0.17
MKR 0.85 0.31 0.31 0.15
BZL 0.83 0.34 0.34 0.17
ZD 0.85 0.31 0.31 0.15
XCR 0.86 0.29 0.29 0.14
DCE 0.85 0.30 0.30 0.15
YJH 0.82 0.29 0.31 0.22
DMX 0.83 0.28 0.30 0.21
JCK 0.83 0.26 0.27 0.22
PW 0.85 0.30 0.30 0.15
mean 0.84 0.30 0.31 0.18
P 0.021 0.080 0.031 0.008
mean total 0.85 0.29 0.30 0.17




___________ Q spinosa .

Q.spi-West-lineage

™ 0.87 0.21 0.22 0.16

CYXC 0.88 0.23 0.23 0.12

BLLK 0.88 0.25 0.25 0.12

Gz 0.89 0.22 0.22 0.11

XGJQ 0.87 0.20 0.21 0.16

SWJ 0.87 0.27 0.27 0.13

GDS 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14

LBz 0.83 0.28 0.29 0.21

JZG 0.85 0.30 0.30 0.15

mean 0.87 0.25 0.25 0.14
Q.spi-East lineage

ZJH 0.84 0.26 0.27 0.19

TJS 0.85 0.25 0.28 0.18

BDX 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14

DJP 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14

TMS 0.83 0.28 0.29 0.21

TDY 0.86 0.28 0.28 0.14

WDS 0.86 0.27 0.27 0.14

WKS 0.88 0.23 0.23 0.12

SQS 0.90 0.20 0.20 0.10

mean 0.86 0.26 0.27 0.15

P 0.300 0.050 0.040 0.020

mean total 0.86 0.26 0.26 0.15
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B 3.3 1B i AR AR e vy L AR 4 R DR 20 22 A5 A g o] Pl ) o (6 Pl AN e R B B N () KT TR
Z M (n), (b) Tajima's D, () 2L (Fsr)
Figure 3.3 Circos plot of the genome-wide patterns of polymorphism among Q. aquifolioides and Q.
spinosa. The circles from outermost to innermost (a):Nucleotide diversity (), (b) Tajima’s D, (c)

Fixation index (Fsr)

IE a: Chrl-Chrl2 ARRFREE 1 12 26 Jeth ik

FATIFET SSR 42 K G IR A1 38 B RAF (re-sampling) Fi AR, DARFA R 25 0] 2 AE
Sy MR e sy B AT SR 5] . BRI RAE JE R e WL BRI S LR e A T
31 872 A1 21 152 ARA KR S FH i3k — 20 (O S5 5 D = i T (AR ) A A 45 o 5
(LCA)YKIZE [E 73 M (Bits BDo (A 70T 45 R W PR A AR ) AR A1 LCA ‘& & XA
7o S0F T JNE S BRI 5, A2 T-P0 ) 1148 78 e 35 A0 2= 1 48 P AL 38 RO R BT LU ik (HDM) b [X
[FIFIFE(Q. aqu-East lineage) ) AR F1 LCA & T4 T 7 ik 5 R (QTP)# X 1 FHHE(Q. aqu-
West lineage) . o7 T W L1 ik 5 2R S £ )11 98 ey LLAR I AP RE PW, e AR B B AR T4
T L i DX R FL AR AR (1] 3.4) 0 XTI iR &, A7 T 280 LBk (QM) IR EE(O.
spi-East lineage) .7~ Hi EL A7 T- HDM HIFHEE(Q. spi-West lineage) 5 15 ) AR 1 LCA {H
(K 3.4).
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o uqm_‘ﬁliﬂri;ln;; = L 2 . 0. spinosa > 3 ; -

P 3.4 1w LLOBRORT R PH v L AR S5 A ik PRI =R g M Jm) i A S50 ik R 1
Figure 3.4 The allelic richness and locally common alleles map of Q.aquifolioides and Q. spinosa.
e REOEARE A FEF SR A FiEllE5(QTP): B: BilrLik(HDM); C: Zig

(QM).

33 IEES

FATH ADMIXTURE H6 Py AARAR B MO AL 254, JF EEAOAS [F) KB A A8 X 58
UE4E 1% % (Cross-validation error), 25 B/~ K=2 1 K=4 I} 58 X IUE R R R gk, Bk
K=2 1 K=4 If ADMIXTURE #8 ({ ] 5 B i AT 7 K=2-4 I BRDL45 3
(K1 3.5), 5RER: K=2 N FTA RAMEIAPIS, 73 mlxf N3G 1 E e LR A -
Pho K=3 I, HlmH- &y iRt — 2 R A PN IE 2R, FRATHR 4 P9 N5 2 B A
2N Q. spi-West 1 Q. spi-East i %, H Q. spi-West 1 5 3= 22554 78458 Wr 1Ly ik kb
X, B 8 ANFHHE 13 MMA; Q. spi-East 1 28 3 E250 A0 75 208 1L JTKCFA A ] R 350 1) et
ik, A 8 MNFEE 12 MM, 4 K=4 iF, JINES IWERRAE 15040, [RIFE 3 e H B
BB R N ARTEPANE R(Q. aqu-West f1 Q. aqu-East), HH Q. aqu-West it 2 F-E 5
AMAEF = R, A 7 ADFlE 8 MME; Q. aqu-East i 5 32 B3 A 7E 18 Wr 1L ik
X, A 11T 16 M4
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Figure 3.5 Model-based population assignment by ADMIXTURE analysis for K=2 to 4. Each bar
represents a single individual, with portions of the bar colored depending on the ancestry proportions
estimated assuming K=2, K=3 or K=4

ABC TR 8 M s 5 1 WERMEEm, RWEERAEN
PR HEAC DT LB 52 T 1 S SR PR 2 s AR (B Al 1h: 0.167, B4 [HIA:
0.213) (Pt C, D). 15 1 RYIIE S LRSI R R e, HoE s s
25 X (O. aqu-West lineage), 2R 54 #UEE Wr 1L Bk X (O. aqu-East lineage).
IR LR 2 BERIE T E S LR, BEE R A T o, RAELERE T LK HLIX (0.
spi-West lineage) 1) 73 iz 7 T-ZR IS HLIX (Q. spi-East lineage).
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0 .aqu-West QO .aqu-East O .spi-West QO .spi-East

Kl 3.6 kT DIYABC HEALHERT )1 iy Ll AR v LLRR R R A s
Figure 3.6 The inferred demographic history of Q.aquifolioides and Q. spinosa with DIYABC

X B L R S LR A R R B, 4 2 90 07 220 BT (AMOVA) &R
JVEL v L AR AR I 5 LU AR 2 TR AE R KT (R38R Ak, 6 R3070 R84 A8 5 R AR AE
BN (Fsr = 0.16, 83.98%). Hill i iy LLARII I8 A 204 KT (Fsr = 0.21) 2 T 1E = Lk
(Fsr=0.07)o 178 =y LLAR A - w50 L AR VG 15 2R 0 38345 20 A0 FE P8 2 LL 2R 1 AR 110155 (0.05 vs.
0.03;0.14 vs. 0.01), F HAURIVE iy L AR I 2 vy LAk DA B 25 B IR 9 15 &R, 8%
A e R B R AEAE M N (R 3.3).
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3.3 FT SNP Bl AR A LLARATR s AR 23 J2 93107 2293 BT (AMOVA) 45 2R
Table 3.3 Hierarchical analyses of molecular variance (AMOVA) of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa populations based on SNPs datasets

. HHEE
A2 FRIR Degrees of S5 TiE BRASH (%) [E 5E T4
Source of variation freedom Sum of squares Variance component Percentage of variation (%0) Fixation indices
All samples
Among Q. aquifolioides and
. 1 5596.04 81.35 5.89 Fcr=0.16
Q. spinosa
Among populations within
. 34 52266.42 140.02 10.13 Fsc=0.11
species
Within populations 62 71933.45 1160.22 83.98 Fst=0.16
Q. aquifolioides
Among lineages 1 3304.79 84.95 5.57 Fcr=0.06
Among populations within
) 16 23783.54 28.6 1.88 Fsc =0.02
lineages
Within populations 30 42341.83 1411.39 92.55 Fst=0.07
Q. aqu-West lineage
Among populations 6 13421.25 54.43 2.36 Fst=0.05
Within populations 9 21234 2359.33 97.64
Q. aqu-East lineage
Among populations 10 19285.77 59.71 3.28 Fst=0.03
Within populations 21 36926.67 1758.41 96.72

Q. spinosa
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Fcr=0.13
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3.4 BT SRR RER

3.4.1 Mantel 346

Mantel f 58 1455 (K] 3.7, % 3.4) KAL) IR WLWARRI A M (Mantel’s r =
0.36, P=0.002)A15 -5 LLAR K BT A FhEE(Mantel’s » = 0.39, P < 0.001)FF k03 1 &
& 1) P B o B 11 7 R B AR AR 2, (E PR 1 2R T 3% R rh 05 R g A% P 5 Rt 2
PR AFAE 035 A SCE o AEI i iy LLAR I T A M (Mantel’s 7 = 0.33, P = 0.001)F1 0.
spi-East 1 % (Mantel’s 7 = 0.44, P = 0.02)H A& I 1 2 2 PRI 08 25 10 25 [A) A& A X,
£ Q. spi-West il Z(Mantel’s »=0.17, P = 0.23) 8 3345 K B0 35 PR 53 [ B 1) 4 [a) 3
FERE o [ E ) TE  LLORR B BT e DA S ok oA 1 % () 35 3R R LA A B 25 T 1 39
BIATAE R AR O o
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Figure 3.7 Mantel tests of genetic distance against geographic and environmental distances
Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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3.4 JIE S ERAE L AR Mantel A Mantel 4656 25 52

Table 3.4 Results of Mantel test and partial Mantel test in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

o Q. aqu-West Q. aqu-East . Q. spi-West Q. spi-East
Q. aquifolioides . . Q. spinosa ) )
lineage lineage lineage lineage
Mantel’s Mantel’s Mantel’s Mantel’s Mantel’s Mantel’s
r r r r r r
Mantel test
Isolation by Distance
(IBD) 0.36 0.002 0.02 0.27 0.05 0.54 0.39 <0.001 0.01 0.49 0.88 0.33
Isolation b
. y -0.21 0.84 -0.21 0.80 -0.33 0.9 0.33 0.001 0.17 0.23 0.44 0.02
Environment (IBE)
partial Mantel test
IBD conditioned with
. . 0.44 0.004 0.18 0.479 0.14 0.398 0.26 <0.001 -0.02 0.547 0.31 0.03
environmental distance
IBE conditioned with
-0.21 0.841 -0.27 0.852 0.35 0.02 0.17 0.011 0.17 0.007 0.079 0.05

geographical distance

T ar FAREC TR M B3
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FRATT3FE— 20 SR FH 42 i A 555 B T e P 1) 552 M R N e 2 o 2 0 B 5 2 (3R
3.4). fm Mantel 55045 5K TR G4 G 7 52, A8 ) E m L BRI A
(Mantel’s = 0.44, P = 0.004). HllMH-5 (AR A #fE(Mantel’s » = 0.26, P < 0.001)F1 Q.
spi-West il Z(Mantel’s = 0.31, P = 0.03)F 35 kB 1 &2 FI B g 254, 78 Q. spi-
West 1 52+ 0. aqu-West Fl Q. aqu-East W1 I35 A K IR 2 (P PG S50, A3
PR, FRAILE Q. aqu-East 1% 2 (Mantel’s »=0.35, P=10.02)~ Hll -5 L #kF)
Fi A Fh#E(Mantel’s 7 = 0.17, P = 0.011). Q. spi-West i % (Mantel’s r = 0.17, P = 0.007)
A1 Q. spi-West it & (Mantel’s »=0.079, P=0.05)"F KB 1 {2 2 (3 528 B i i fL 1 2K,
{EETE NE & LR B BT A AP EE(Mantel’s » = -0.21, P = 0.841)LL . O. aqu-West i &
(Mantel’s r = -0.27, P = 0.852) ' I35 A K IR 15 A% o 5 PR S5 2R 59 A7 A8\ 35 (R AH 5%
M. FREH Mantle 155645 7R Q. spi-East 3% 2 7 Bg B8 A0 15 20 308 T R 50
B (Mantel’s » = 0.31 vs. 0.079), FHIRATAFESE Q. spi-East i 5 H A7 75 52 (1) H B [
BB

FATH Mantel M Mantel o 4646 I 1 153 4% 2R 25 A1 DY AN SUA R 18] (R AH S

(% 3.5). Mantel ¥:36 45 B 4657R 776 VE & L AR TS FEE(Mantel’s #=0.54, P=0.001)
Al Q. aqu-East % Z(Mantel’s » = 0.15, P = 0.009) 7" 1% 1% 15 55 5 45 15 Y5 Hl (bio0 7)) f7-4E
A S s AR E AR T FREE 3 0 B /K B (prec03) 5 18 A% I 29 25 AH G,
HRIEA I RSER TS Q. spi-West i R 15 A% P 2 A 535 FIAHCPE . W Mantel
IR 7RSS R 781 S AR T A FiE(Mantel’s 7= 0.44, P< 0.001) i
i LLAR TS A (Mantel’s 7= 0.24, P = 0.006)F1 Q. aqu-East it & (Mantel’s »=0.15, P =
0.03)1 bio07 & oM 18 A% A e d B SRR+, 7E Q. spi-West(Mantel’s r = 0.29, P
=0.02)F1 Q. spi-East it & (Mantel’s »=0.03, P = 0.04)" prec03 & 50 1 1445 57 i 8 %
RSB T

2 3.5 1A LRI i L AR B 1A% R S (Fst / (1-Fs)) MU MR8 FR RS 2 TA] ) Mantel A1
Mantel 56 25 5$
Table 3.5 Mantel test and partial Mantel testbetween pairwise genetic distance (Fst/ (1-Fst)) and four

environmental distances in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

Q. aquifolioides Q. aqu-West lineage Q. aqu-East lineage
Mantel’s r P Mantel’s r P Mantel’s r P
Mantel test
bio07 0.54 0.001 0.77 0.934 0.15 0.009
bio08 0.05 0.375 0.01 0.682 0.02 0.486
prec03 -0.31 0.964 0.56 0.04 -0.38 0.971
prec09 -0.19 0.821 -0.1 0.773 -0.35 0.922
partial Mantel test
bio07 0.44 <0.001 0.79 0.02 0.15 0.003
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bio08 0.05 0.411 0.01 0.565 0.01 0.497
perc03 -0.31 0.963 -0.64 0.993 -0.39 0.971
_prec0d 09 0.809 0.14 0811 0.37 0933

Q. spinosa Q. spi-West lineage Q. spi-East lineage
‘_____________I\:I_al_llt_e_l:s_r__ P Mantel’s r ___E’____ Mantel’s r ___E’ _____

Mantel test

bio07 0.31 <0.001 0.2 0.429 0.34 0.068

bio08 0.18 0.174 0.13 0.494 0.165 0.228

prec03 0.13 0.187 0.09 0.303 0.06 0.448

prec09 0.07 0.378 0.19 0.258 0.23 0.263
partial Mantel test

bio07 0.24 0.006 0.02 0.464 0.34 0.058

bio08 0.15 0.241 0.14 0.456 0.16 0.241

prec03 -0.01 0.55 0.29 0.02 0.03 0.04

prec09 -0.03 0.586 0.18 0.263 0.21 0.193

7 a MRS RN EE B .

Z JCHMRM)EE R (58 3.6) BoRn: 12 )ITE & AR A MR Q. aqu-West 15 5
AR B E(P=0.018 F1 P=0.03). 7E )11 & 1L KR BTG #h#E(Spearman’s p=0.52,
P =0.009)A1 Q. aqu-West it & (Spearman’s p = 0.58, P = 0.038) 35t 4% P 25 Al b 7 i 59
BEMK, FN Q. aqu-West 115 & HiEH% BF B A bio07(Spearman’s p = 0.18, P = 0.006)
DL} prec03(Spearman’s p=0.27, P = 0.043)% 2 AH 5% . 265 H- 7= (AR BT A R EE(P = 0.018)
A1 Q. spi-West 15 Z3(P = 0.006) i R 35 225 o 383 4% PR B R b P PR 9 8 i) P oy LU AR
FITAE Fih B op A7 A S5 35 A 9% (Spearman’s p = 0.40, P < 0.001), 7E Q. spi-West iitf & %
R I E M (Spearman’s p =-0.01, P=0.953), {H{E Q. spi-West il 5 HF it f£ 5
5 prec03 SR K FA71E i3 AH S (Spearman’s p = 0.21, P = 0.048).

2 3.6 MRM i 1 ) 1B s L AR AT vy L PR I8 A% 8 5 B AT A 5 e 2 AR AR S 25 2R
Table 3.6 Correlations of genetic distancewith geographical and environmental distances in Q.
aquifolioides and Q. spinosa estimated by MRM

Q. aquifolioides Q. aqu-West lineage Q. aqu-East lineage
p P p P p P
geographical
) 0.52 0.009 0.58 0.038 0.06 0.766
distance
bio07 0.18 0.006 -0.4 0.113 0.41 0.024
bio08 0.04 0.7 -0.27 0.034 0.21 0.084
prec03 0.27 0.043 -0.62 0.068 0.49 0.058
prec09 -0.04 0.719 0.12 0.675 -0.14 0.521
p2 and P of
0.14 0.018 0.62 0.03 031 0.111
best model
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Q. spinosa Q. spi-West lineage Q. spi-East lineage
p P p P p P
geographical
. 0.4 <0.001 -0.01 0.953 0.04 0.038
distance
bio07 0.05 0.734 0.34 0.315 0.37 0.137
bio08 0.07 0.632 0.18 0.559 0.01 0.095
prec03 -0.03 0.793 0.21 0.048 0.07 0.006
prec09 0.18 0.054 0.19 0.441 0.17 0.618
p2 and P of
0.25 0.018 0.13 0.006 0.19 0.538
best model

T a: MARECT RN R B

£k LR, Mantel Al Mantel #5504 7~ 1 )1VE =y LLAR AN -5 L AR B A Ao DA
2 Q. spi-East 3 &9 &I T B E WM PERE B, 1M7E Q. aqu-East 1% R A1 Q. spi-West
T RHOR I T W SRR B AR S [F]IN i Mantel £238 0 MRM [ JH#87R T bio07 =&
520 Q. aqu-East # RIEMER 5 i EE AL, M prec03 2520 Q. spi-West 1 R
LR 7 i BB A R

342 LA

TURTHT(RDAYE R (K 3.8, K 3.7) s 7 IES WWARFTAEME . O. agu-West
Q. aqu-East i R (18442 7 #05 SUR R 3R B2 AHOS, X IE S BRI FEERD Q.
aqu-Bast 15 1515248 7 i B B IR IR 12 Sl e 22 15 1~ 30U FE (bio08), X Q. aqu-
West 1 £ 518 5 K 1) A% Bl bio07 o iy LLAR T A FiEE L Q. spi-West 1 Q. spi-East
Tk R PR AR S R 5 AR R R W A DG, Xl S AR T FREER Q. spi-East 1% &
WAL AR T F M I K ISR R T2 prec03, XF Q. spi-West 1 2 521 #i K 1S A% R 12
JUH B3 B 7K & (prec09) . i RDA 43472 BH 24 i b 2 DR 2% 1 52 e g )1 93 o LLUAR BT A
. 0. aqu-West H1 Q. aqu-East 1 R [FEE AL 7 5N R B EHC, Sishl xR
RIFLIA I IR LE 0. aqu-West Al Q. aqu-East 1 2 & PLisA£78 7 5 H B R &K 535 M
Ko FRATHAE A 5 (AR B PhRE b R B T b B DR 3R 1) 6l 3 5o, (2 S R IR 3R
(PVE=18.22, P =0.042)1J5¢mE/ N TS EAZEPVE=10.04, P=0.017). 7ERIM &1L
PRI E PR Q. spi-West Al Q. spi-East 1l & LA 5 FIFE 5% R EH DG, (H2 5]
v AR BT A AR LB R R (PVE=17.9, P=0.001) {52 K TS fi [ =R (PVE =10.27,
P=0.001).

454 RDA Fll pRDA 145 S BATT A B A% R 3 A2 5200 ) 1 sy LLO AR AR of o vy L AR 28
FEAR S B L) S DR 25 o (RIS FRATT A JRT ) 11 3 vey LL AR AR 3 I 3 1L AR 3 A 7 St = A 5
Wi () S A R FAEAEZ 5, 1R (bio07 A1 bio08)N ) IV &y LLIAR (K38 A% A8 S5 A I 25 5],
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Figure 3.8 Triplots of redundancy analysis (RDA) and partial redundancy analysis (pRDA) results for
Q.aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
T a: MBS E ROV G R (B7k), Hp R R R RN A B A R AR AR T 2 T TR
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% 3.7 NI ELERAE - L AREE T RDA Fil pRDA 15 S AT h AR BAH G (1) 38044 A8 S 45 21

Table 3.7 Summary of the genetic variations associated with climate and geographic variables based on RDA and pRDA in Q.aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

RDA pRDA RDA pRDA
PVE Eigenvalue P PVE Eigenvalue P PVE  Eigenvalue P PVE Eigenvalue P
Q. aquifolioides Q. spinosa
climate  19.82 1.17 0.001 18.22 11 0.042 climate 17.9 1.21 0.001 17.9 1.21 0.001
geography 10.04 1.22 0.017 geography 10.27 1.39 0.001
bio07 21.96 1.03 0.325 23.49 1.04 0.367 bio07 22.86 1.1 0.192 22.86 11 0.19
bio08 28.51 1.34 0.001 26.85 1.19 0.038 bio08 24.37 1.18 0.071 24.37 1.18 0.07
prec03 259 1.22 0.008 25.1 1.11 0.164 prec03  26.54 1.28 0.006 26.54 1.28 0.01
prec09  23.64 1.11 0.082 24.56 1.08 0.221 prec09  26.24 1.27 0.006 26.24 1.27 0.01
Q. aqu-West lineage Q. spi-West lineage
climate  57.74 1.03 0.048 56.34 1.06 0.035 climate  37.73 121 0.001 33.89 1.13 0.04
geography 29.01 11 0.49 geography 17.11 1.14 0.28
bio07 25.93 1.06 0.047 24.69 1.05 0.043 bio07 26.86 13 0.005 25.05 1.13 0.01
bio08 23.69 0.97 0.671 24.24 1.03 0.465 bio08 23.44 1.14 0.112 25.05 1.13 0.31
prec03 25.1 1.03 0.276 24.76 1.05 0.434 prec03  22.29 1.08 0.168 22.21 1 0.51
prec09  25.29 1.04 0.24 26.31 1.12 0.045 prec09 2741 1.33 0.001 27.7 1.25 0.04
Q. aqu-East lineage Q. spi-Eest lineage
climate  32.45 1.32 0.001 30.87 1.31 0.003 climate  42.09 1.27 0.016 34.44 1.04 0.05
geography 14.44 1.22 0.118 geography 16.51 1 0.51
bio07 21.43 1.13 0.103 24.45 1.28 0.056 bio07 23.59 1.2 0.125 26.7 1.11 0.35
bio08 33.71 1.78 0.001 29.59 1.55 0.001 bio08 22.19 1.13 0.111 24.52 1.02 0.51
prec03  22.61 1.19 0.066 22.18 1.16 0.168 prec03 3243 1.65 0.006 27.19 1.13 0.04
prec09  22.24 1.18 0.079 23.78 1.24 0.084 prec09  21.79 1.11 0.224 21.59 0.9 0.71

¥ a: PVE = percentage of explained variance; Eigenvalue-$7fE{H ;

T b MRS RoR EE R
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BEERRAR(GE) 4 o (B 3.9, #3.8): X)IES LKA MEA 0. agu-West
WRKYL, MERER (B R LR R FEMF R, KR UERFET. Xt
Q. aqu-East 1 2 >R Ut S5 R - Do 38 PR 25 70 B0 AR A8 R 7 52 5K . Bio07
FE X JIVE & AR BT A FPEEARD O. aqu-East 1 R 5200 F KA K 1, 1M prec03 52X} Q.
aqu-West 1 5200 RS R - BRI 2 (D) (R I LU KR BT A Rl
H Q. spi-West 115 2 15428 5 52 W e KPR 2R, bio07 A& R i Ll AR I PR EAL AL e
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Figure 3.9 Ranked importance of environmental variables based on analysis of a Gradient Forest (GF)

for Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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genetic variants and environmeneal gradients in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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Figure 3.11 Ranked importance of environmental variables based on analysis of a generalized
dissimilarity model (GDM) for Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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Table 3.9 Variable importance (%) of each environmental variables of Generalized Dissimilarity Model

correlated with geographic and environmental variables in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa

Q. aquifolioides Q. aqu-West Q.aqu-East Q.spinosa Q. spi-West Q.spi-East

Geographic 83.00 0.00 35.26 46.93 0.02 0.00

bio07 9.00 61.3 2.55 6.47 17.38 2.94

bio08 5.46 11.68 0.06 1.21 17.68 0.37

prec03 0.03 9.32 18.89 3.94 60.55 27.5

prec09 0.25 0.00 0.11 1.99 23.29 0.42
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Figure 3.12 Cumulative importance of genetic variation along environmental gradients by generalized

dissimilarity model in Q.aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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Figure 3.14 The Venn diagram showing the outliers of four climatic factors detected by LFMM
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Figure 3.16 Predicted genetic offset across the distribution of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa in the

years 2050 and 2070 under scenario RCP26 and RCP85
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BT ] 358 661 ANFH 346 281 /iy it & (1 AL TR 2 A5 AL 15 (SNP) T
fiti 1)V e LR AR ) i vy L PR 28 A 22 R R AT A% S5 A o BIF ST B )1 v L R R )
e LLBRAE & B0 20 A1 3 B Y LRI S5 MR 2RI LAy AR VA N1 &R S 23 3l oA T35
JEl = IR HL X 1 Q. aqu-West, 7340 TAEWT LKL X /) Q. aqu-East #1 Q. spi-East 1% &,
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b N B 28 F AR AN [R] IR 8AE 184, 3K AT R A2 PE I 2R R AR B3 5% 2 1A B R B
HIBEAT IS, 2 B AE o B A FAR Rl b BT S BN 13X e ZU R I A 454, EE
WERAY (Ginkgo biloba) (Gong et al., 2008) 5 X|(Cyclobalanopsis glauca) (Xu et al., 2015).
H£T SSR Hi¥E i) ABC 73tk — DB 7 AR 1 RIATAIAH G5 R (8 3.6), JIE
e LLARAE A AEL SR AR, I e LU RS T TR S LA, BE S A& T 4R b 04k
XA Z0 R AR 5 A T BE L5 T i T AN AT b X 3 Ly [y SR s P A S e R O 1 A
A K(Qiuetal,2011; Wen et al., 2014), T 5L I IE L1123 LS RSN AL
T iZH X YRR Ak ZREACRLE R . AT SRS EH AT e 2 S EuF £ A
AANF N )N RIRE AE 858, IR AT RESX MR ARG FR I T 0], FE AT RE AL E P i) A
P 1= FE 534k (Sobel er al., 2010). 75 78R e JiR L X ) 52 25% 1 o &85 4 AN f s 1) 2 B B T
F8 T e LA ) B SR B 3B S ALK ) 1 REXE FT (Chen er al., 2011), 52 2% I L M3t 2 4R
PR BAE R AR5 1A RO BB (Li et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2013), FEI9IXPIMHERRY)
Tl N B 2R RS ST AR AL 1 TR 2R A o T e i I T S A iz DX HR AR 4L S
REANWT IR 2R 9 R A 1 Bl 2, JRBE 51 R AMERE 1 BRI h B8 BOR 2 #E 4K (Zhou,
1992),

A% ZAEVE B 45 SR AR W ) N e LU R 38 A% 22 B KPR s LR, X — 45 2R
A A 5 70 P v LR MV LU AR 204 SR AT G o 53 ANEE Y P A A P i 2% ) G 5
X 8L 22 FE K ZE I T AR BRI &R (3R 3.2), WTRES DU E0 0 A iAo 1] () vy 1
L 5 AMOVA 0T Q. aqu-West (Fst = 0.05)15HE /b w5 T O. aqu-East 11
A (Fst = 0.05), [FFE Q. spi-West (Fst = 0.14)[Ji8t4£ 04k 5 T O. spi-East i R (Fst =
0.01). VU &R 2 1 =18 A% 70 A0 3 BURN T 1) 1 225 RIS R A, TR b o 3 S0P O )i A%
AT AR . o ARSI LL ke 28 DY 20 UK BRI BT DAAE P F e ffr, DRt 2 4 37 AH
A R 2 B (Lopez-Pujol et al., 2011; Favre et al., 2015). 3T )1 VE 5 L AR AN ) iH-
ELLARI 15 %) SSR 51t R WP V) Ah 2 (B AFAE AN IRIK 7 S22 BRI, 17 2 2R R
FRI 77 160 A2 AN L v L AR 2800 s LU KR, T 8 2% M) ) D sk ik PRI S PG 1 2R 31 2R 7 3%
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SCRH e PR AR, 308 4 PR 5 A 1 4% ] A% 45 4 2 - 3] 3 A RE 248 v DRS00 3k 7 2 A% S
(Fengand Du, 2022). GEA 4341 FF & Ab i85 A8 53 Rk 254 2 18] R AH AR A AR,
X TR PR B Ak s BRI 22 5% B B (Hansen et al., 2012). FRATTTE )31 1L AR
B REE . M= LARFTA LK Q. spi-East i 2RI T &1 IBD B (B
3.7, % 3.4), K Q. spi-East 15 R IEL A 7 F 22 sk B R i AR IR BT 1Y
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SRR, 0 T AE A SR PR rh ik 45 HL A 3 7 7 0 Bl B 4 IR EE 2 (Redden,
2013). ki 5 3% BAH G 1) S 0 AL s — PP S OB AR BRI I U7, BT T VAR
A & E 5 BR AL # (Hoban et al., 2016; Sork, 2018). fEARFTH, ATLES THT
Fst FIEE R B -FR B SCBR(GEA) I 71k, 18 T s 0 sk I By T S 1t . FRATT 2L T
BayeScan 75K T — 0] Ge 5 AR IE AR £, KA 26 > SNP 1R )17E 5
WERFT A B O. aqu-East 15 RIJPM AR HAEH, SME 1S, 3 5H/ 12 56k
% FBA 14 475 SNP fEFTA A Q. spi-West i R HH35RNE], 46T 1
A9 SHER ERFE SNP & . RIfT, BTSRRI R, XA
BB 4 45 R L AR 1 (Eveno ef al., 2008; Hoban et al., 2016). LEMM 38 6 ) 22 24514
FNIRES AR 8 2 W) 1) s FEAR DG, $RAE T — Pl 90 )5 3038 RURFAIE 1) 7% o %51 DR
B —Fh AT SE 1 53, B IBD S5 R0 B R0 D7 58 IR 2800 1) - 4809% 23 BT 7= A= 4 22 (Stuckid
et al., 2017). FAVHEFH LFMM 7F 43 R a9 R I T K5 DU A< 45 R -1 AH 5 1
S AL, I I RS TRAAE ) L AR AR v LR RS R BRI 14 AR
SNP FH PUANSAR R 73 R 2, 3R B BATT o] B8 R 7R %0 &R AN RIS (13 38 1% )
TR . X AR T IR R R A N E B IR RIS ), IR KA AR R, JE
I B RRARE NG R B 46 . Du 25(2020)4F 3 T 8 52 PR (1 77 VERIF 90 )1 9 s Ll kiR
AR A N, BE PR PR BE ORI 73 A it 98 K IWAE. Tibet A1 HDM-WSP i & e 1
12 NESGEABWAHCHIEER, B8 7R — e R &R 7T R B
1) 4 Fk DR AH 7 0 500 AR 5 R PR F R AR s D P AR A I L I A3 L B8 e T Sk
fill, AT DAAE JE R 2 7K P G- R AR A5 18 B 43 B

4.4 IR IRIFX AR E

4.4.1 B AL Z R I 25 [A] 43 AT
BE G Hb 1 AR 22 4 1 2 18] 20 AT T 1) A RIORT e P TR A SR e 2 06 B
(Petit et al., 1998). MARSE ORI IR B B¢ 55 67 IR 3 & B2 (AR) M =) 3B 35 A 55 Ao L [A]

(LCA)IRRHE,  PRONAE I8 20 A i e ORI R P 4 81 ey B N BE 0 (1 7 R A R RT BE A
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i, IXRPAFALEE N T4 € A5 K 7 (Frankel ef al., 1995). 3T 25 [0 5i4% 2 k¢
PESESI, )T E S LLAR AR v L MR D0 S8 DR X SEAN[R] (I 3,400 % - 1 RE s L
RIS, AUAe R4 XN Z 2 A TR LK, PR iz X R R0 25 i =i i) AR A
LCA. It4h, fiF HDM My Rum T, H AR Al LCA ik THARMX, nREEkE
A e e R 2 R, o R G AE DR APV B0 -t 8 5 R AE 73 AT Y [T 2 B B O R R, DAR
1EIZH XA R A o X T = LR, AR Se PR3P XIS A T B e A% 2 e
HIZRUG LK . 58 MG IR X NLAL DU )1 2= B B AZ S, 123 X ) s 2 ) 22 AR Ak
RS EYMEEEA K. O. aqu-East F1 Q. spi-East i 2] AR il LCA & T Q.
aqu-West I Q. spi-West il &, REPXEMIFEZ THZHITHE, HAESMMZHL
v R T B EAE B (Lopez-Pujol et al., 2011) . Q. aqu-West A Q. spi-West it 5 H KK
A% 22 R T BE S 1 2t X AR U i BOK 48 - 8T 7€ B BN A (Qiu et al., 2011; Du et
al.,2017; Meng et al., 2017).

4.4.2 RRAMRAFA T HIZE A4 e 55 1

P A 3k T A% 38 8T R824 SR N et AR W AR A RO, 538 I P03 9 28 (1 7
AL, FREE L AR A B T S PR & R PE AL (Altken ef al., 2008) . ERARARKIRE
AL R IE G B RS DR RN Gy 8, 9 T IR R SR SR 1 B8 T 2 R Y
R R A2 S, Fitzpatrick 1 Keller (2015)3 T4 & AR AR (GE) F 1 7 g
Wi(Populus balsamifera) i AR5 T 18 4% =i FEAN UL EC A B [X 35, Rellstab 45(2016)
FER T — AR A AR - RS RLPE XA 0 AT (RONA),  FETIM 1 #K & (Quercus spp.) P
X AR Y M SR BERLRE 7T o H BTIX PR EER AR R s A3 28] 717z B
H, t4E& R (Acacia koa, Gugger et al., 2018) fA(Platycladus orientalis, Jia et al.,
2020)FIEMEM (Betula nana, Borrell et al., 2020)%5, 22 8] 1 X W FrBE AU 28 R Sk S A8 4k,
TP F Iz T SE I o AHIT A PO R T R P R R 1 T AR R TR T A
KA 50 T RGP, A8 X P 5 R BATTHER ) s AR AN v Ll R PE R R
AR T AFAE BRI AE RS o FRATT AR FE AR AR Y (GF) /0 AT R B, 1B ey Ll BRE R
L1 Jk b DX 140 Vo 0 52 81 PR SR B /0N T A A DX 4D 1 0 R 17 i X7 38 0 25 T
BT AEXE m B AR RS (B 3.16 a). [FIFEFRATHAE R i & LLdR o0 A X 1Ak 60 2
M X TR F] 7 AR AL RS (] 3.16 b)o X5 XU b [X 75 B i B < f
AL, 75 X [X P Rl R T e 2 IR RO A I G o AE TN v 8 A O A2 1) A
FRATIBE 1% & A FH — PR A B Rl K T A b 5 398 5 PO IR AR M T RR A DAY 0 22 B¢ 14 A0
WST 7. AR ZE i G . AR AIBR ARG, i i A R S AR TR P o LB AN 3R BT 1
e A 58 A7 5 AT )3 2 P e RN, TGV IR AR SR B ) S A 22 Ak

FAVE FH RONA JARAT LR 7 AN (2050 451 2070 ) FPAS [ B HE O

5 (RCP26 1 RCP8S5) AR A A UL PR 557 K PRI A i 7 (R UM A2 Ak, Bt i 45
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A7 J5E DRI [va) 24 17 8 73 Y0 =A% B P e o o B R 0 2 (1) 2R MR AR A iR AT 3 B, FER A X
A L HEWT R A IE BT 77, DA R RIS BE E I (gl B ) R E . K
11 RONA 45 F2E 10 = H 17 B /K & (prec03) /& F A ACE ME IR R R (K 3.15), $iH
B AR B AE A Fo 7K R PR A T 1 vy LA AR I P L AR A D 7 A R
s, S PR 7R RO AR AN DA DR IE S T ) A SRR EE R A2 4k . Martins 55(2018) %
T GF WNERM T Q. rugosa FHEEA R 15 /K 2275 14 2 de HARR R AR R 2=,
Du %5(2020)5-5 T RONA 73 Hr &I 7)1 & BRI A1 2 (8] i AR A B R R
& PR IK & (prec01), 2 B 7K TT BB 2500 BEAN S 00 HH X 5 /N 1) P 1 45 Ao 2k (R A 26 1)
WA IR RS o FRAT T3 A I T DU 148 ZR ALER 0~ G B (PW) )T R & LUBRFREE, DL
A7 PE R X 38 2 H(TM) LA DU 1448 A H 7R 44 S BAL U ZG) B I - i Ll AR R A
KM RONA fH, IXEERp R EEE R FR I “TUEN " SRR, DU
Tt K A SR SN AR [T B8 77 o FRAT T I B 2 T L DX 49 ) V1 vy L AR AR o s L L AR A
TEASAFEARAG T B B AR KGN 77, 12 HB X (R i 8 7 40 FE G R B A 1 <
o S5 AF T ReAA B T A& N, Ui B X SPY T R0 2 B8 2 I FE i Bt 2 A 1
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5.1 Z518

AHIEFUEE T A R AH F N 7 BORAE 49 AN vy LR AR it vy LLPRASE i o — S
A7 1851.78G HIJEAS THLEHE, ~FII R EEE T 30X, Bl EAG IR 2 AE 99%
PA_E(Q20) B FE %L B 7 73 P BB 1 97%, Gl A8 Al Al SNP i )8 f5 73 il 72
VL e LU AR A L AR R B T 358 661 ANF1 346 281 AN BAUAZ T R 22 A5 1AV £U(SNP).
AHE TSR LR A SNP A7 U2 B 1T 345 091 s R AR v LR B
VAT R AL PR e B A o« DB U e Hcal B O BE Db AR 5255 35 1) nSSR Hdls 4R 7T 1
U e LR AR S e L AR ) A% 2 FE VAN 0 Ah s TR AR Seont A e N =0 54
TE N AH S R BRI A RRAE DA S SR AR R is, R EAS R DL T 4518

(1) J1RE & BRI v LR AT LRSI 53 B S AN [F] (R AL 2R, AR A b 2 fr
BIAFMZAREER, 2 THEBREEBLX T Q. aqu-West, 434 T4 Wy 11 ik
HIX ) Q. aqu-East #1 Q. spi-West # 52, LI 04 T 220 Ll kAN A [ 2R 30 iR R A Hi 1)
Q. spi-East i 2. ABC FHEGETHI T2 W) THE s Ll AR B8 20 A0 i T B J v s LR, 9
JE YDA A T RN AR Sk, B)TRE SRR 2 A KPR s L AR . AR
REYFR A A A0 AT e T R v 58 LIS B AH O, AR 0 1L K HL T 2 AR R R K
FERB I A RO BEBERE, JyiX pRDMRR N 135 2R 7 B BRI T I AE 25 . NIV LU PR
[REAE Z2 A KT TR S LR, EL PR A b A i 2 (D G St X (A 22 FE 7K~
PR T ARG R, WRES VUG R M ] S KA G

(2) FE PRI ER 5 SCINE 40 i A8 1 R s L R AR ) P s Ll BRI 1% R B 48R 1 A [A)  ast
AR FHA RN, £ O. aqu-East i R R 7 WE K IBE 5, (HELE Q. aqu-
West 1% 58 H 38 K I8 A% PR 2 0 3 38 B0 = PR B A 6 25 I AH G o £ Q. spi-East 1%
RRULT WEK) IBD X, HIRTE Q. spi-West i R T E K IBE £, R 7T
Q. aqu-East f1 Q. spi-West i 5[5 6 28 7 32 BOR B IR R 9 R £ /7. [RI 3RATT
I bio07 & Q. aqu-East 1% RIALAL F f B Z SR K 7, prec03 52 3K3) Q. spi-
West 1 FRIBHE AR 7 g HE AR 1. SRR AR 73 A AE 8B IE Q. aqu-East 1 Q.
spi-West i R P HEEL AR S il EEAER

(3) FRATIAE FH S 5 o R A I D7 VR AE ) 1L vy Ll R ) o vy L R ) R 4 A R B T
HARIE R BHL ENid . J&T BayeScan VAR INA 26 4~ SNP 18 )117E & LRI A i
M Q. aqu-East 1% RN AR, AERIM =L BRI MEEAT Q. spi-West 3 R 3
RE] 14 AR SNP. H:T LEMM B 77 V578 ) 1 e LLAR AR ity LLAR )35 22 34
RIS DUASS A5 Rl A A& A R 5 SNP A7 £, R T IR R R AE N E 210k
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BRI, WRE S IKENE AL AL

(4) 2T 2 18] 180 A% 22 PR A R BT A B vy LU MR AR I i Ll BRI 8 e PR 37 IX
ANTR], 3K A A DR A 55 1 DX U 25 SR T3t o 1R s Ll BRAE 3 o A X
PR3 b PSR P8 S X 08 3 4 UM 38 AR vt () 0 A AR 00 s Ll PR 0 A X
PRI G5 X TN 1) 1 AR e (O AT A% » 3K L DX R RO A0 U 78 B 22 (A T A3
VRS BRI i, DUIE R AR SR . RONA 43 #rdE 7R 1AL T 20 A X G M e A
HENNRKLE RS, R = H 43 7K B (prec03) 2 fc AR VE A I &

5.2 RREE

(1) FRER A A B S BREAL S BT EE TN B BE IS A, BRI 3 B2 22 R gt Ak
MRS R, anE® . RA. BEAFIGEA P LA FEma b i 4 4558 N 5E
DAL A AR ORATE o 228 L&D RE Bl A8 X WD Ah AL AR 57t (R RE M, T G 88 AL (8 K /N AN T
LA A RO RN AR AL

(2) ZEAAHT R BAT T ZEBATH . 358 4 200 Bd M1 [ 2 (isolation-
by-adaptation) )Rl AT 3. B A AN E FEACRTEE I3 R 2% X8, B an 3] i 7
X5k, R RE LY R o ) [X S5 5 25 2 HES 6 o 3k D AL A9 ] DAAE e C AR 7T IR S 52 i =)
P A PR 5 PR B R A S 1 S A a3 I 1P i AT 2 X3 % ) el o i o 3
DL 7 B R P A, ST BE R IR s MR B Sy /MR AR T LA B R G (anfA]
JrbE s ) A A, DASRUE(ROE 1E BRI AL AR 7 (R D REAH R

(3) MR 7RSS SASE NS RN PR E R 2 SO, IR TRADT
FUIKLENT mi IR AR T RE « RARWTFT P AT LUK AT 65 5 A2 453 B AV s BEAT DO e o 56 70
M, MK BRI Dl e 75 T 48 7= W0 ) A 25 1 BRI AR At o 573 Ahad mT DR I8A% A S35 B AN
RAUARSFEREME &, ATHeA BT BUE i iz 2 A o

(4) BATTXF )5 v Ll B Pt v L AR R SR iy B I 5 22 o 22 DR 445 R AR
P, TS 25 R AR AL PR R AR, 5 G AL T B A AR R~ B B JR) 3 N
SO o ARRMT T 75 B — D FURE A T RN B AL, DAEAE L [ 77 T SRAT SRS 1
HIBEIAIThRE, I WP AL ) 2 B RE MR 20 BeAh, w] DLRS TR Y 5 A 2 A A AR 4
G UL 3 A S &, S8 Gt U SRR BT AR OR 70 A e XA RZR . 248
IR IR IB T VR T e A B T i E A IE A ORIEOR i SR Tk, AT R K
AR BT Y S

(5) B DA AR 98 7 A ol o2 1 2 5 ) S M0k DA 4 = 7 ORI B — W,
AN RETE AT o S IEH7 [F) S ) 2 AR, ) DUSE S R PP A A0 ol A 5t 00 2 T)
RO PR, AT B e T 18 3R A A PR3 A B A LA
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Appendix A. Assuming colonization scenarios tested of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa using DIY-ABC
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Appendix B. The map of Number of trees per grid after resampling of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa
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Appendix C. The results of two linear regression methods (direct estimation and logistic regression) in
the ABC model in different scenarios
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Appendix D. The probability values with their 95% confidence intervals of 8 scenarios of Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa with DIY-ABC
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.1964]
0.1473[0.0992,0
1953]
0.1499[0.1051,0
1948]
0.1538[0.1113,0
1964]
0.159[0.1181,0.
1999]

1367]
0.0632[0.0000,0
1346]
0.0654[0.0061,0
1248]
0.0698[0.0180,0
1216]
0.0729[0.0273,0
1186]
0.0768[0.0362,0
1173]
0.0808[0.0442,0
1174]
0.0835[0.0500,0
.1170]
0.0865[0.0551,0
1178]
0.0896[0.0601,0
1192]

0.4467[0.2151,0
6782]
0.3831[0.2205,0
5456]
0.3801[0.2466,0
5136]
0.3723[0.2578,0
.4868]
0.3681[0.2667,0
4695]
0.3637[0.2725,0
4549]
0.3563[0.2736,0
4390]
0.3463[0.2707,0
4219]
0.3345[0.2650,0
.4040]
0.3221[0.2580,0
.3862]

0.024[0.0000,0.
1070]
0.033[0.0000,0.
1045]
0.0432[0.0000,0
.1015]
0.052[0.0016,0.
1024]
0.0583[0.0141,0
.1025]
0.0628[0.0239,0
.1018]
0.0672[0.0323,0
1021]
0.0717[0.0398,0
.1035]
0.0757[0.0459,0
.1054]
0.0794[0.0514,0
1074]
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Appendix E. Summary of Risk of non-Adaptedness (RONA) calculated for RCP26 and RCP85 in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa populations based “Future”
climatic predictions for 2050

RCP26 RCP85
bio07 prec03 prec09 bio07 prec03 prec09
Q. aquifolioides
GBX 0.0175794 4.490766233 0.18004691 0.085826 4.14825091 0.029621636
LZA 0.0433363 6.034157688 0.0158414 0.081697 7.516359396 0.036741334
MLJ 0.0044455 3.944192459 0.0471758 0.099471 7.894464132 0.058430708
LZ 0.0386237 3.459793989 0.08539373 0.028461 6.747190316 0.00762477
LZD 0.0261191 6.255546386 0.0156066 0.004786 469905771 0.065950848
BMR 0.0302585 6.073986536 0.06017037 0.132177 5.590134956 0.217521426
BMS 0.0387662 4.564180602 0.00796432 0 4.0879594 0.064664636
CYX 0.008841 4.897831793 0.00796042 0.018818 6.262211312 0
MKD 0.026436 4.932786499 0.0079172 0.028236 6.464963469 0.04370677
MKR 0.0667983 4.968057259 0.05545447 0.004771 5.420128331 0
BZL 0.0088621 4.863357975 0.03164917 0.059539 4930574864 0.105966639
ZD 0.0220083 4.158860498 0.07600019 0.063866 4.381736507 0.080224622
XCR 0.0437299 2.784212452 0.0873378 0.107486 7.811442378 0.007603005
DCE 0.0220707 2.798765241 0.02384172 0.166381 6.783768928 0.072485024
YJH 0.021986 5.717241878 0 0.109948 6.574173512 0.050974417
DMX 0.0394726 3.610306045 0.06819519 0.093748 5.141295501 0.059196992
JCK 0.0389295 3.027263392 0.06115336 0.051063 3.928929571 0.092112501
PW 0.1224252 7.027388595 0.06122769 0.023729 8.672480565 0.007597251
#SNPs 8393 10957 7963 8393 10957 7963
Min R? 1.28E-09 3.68E-10 2.79E-09 2.04E-09 9.42E-09 0
Max R? 0.5707446 0.613266802 0.56163038 0.77439 0.671688363 0.617897559
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,I:;/erage 0.1743 0.0722 0.2048 0.059147 0.09571964 0.049793444
Q. spinosa
™ 0.035369 8.249626026 0.02518726 0.091579 7.134887037 0.085588362
CYXC 0.0126254 5.693862792 0.00291741 0.077311 5.354273128 0.011630504
BLLK 0.070125 7.301969532 0.10944107 0.201292 5.847088179 0.158181295
XGJQ 0.0038409 4.63355789 0.0421407 0.022675 4.662886722 0.011127864
GZ 0.1199249 5.720823782 0.01468495 0.044393 5.832847153 0.011488182
GDS 0.0749623 5.875653159 0.06114629 0.063784 6.452919323 0.014738916
SWJ 0.0668684 5.612681273 0.01091495 0.130061 6.265217136 0.016845502
LBZ 0.0484105 5.625682 0.00266549 0.085055 6.240277606 0.013631686
JZG 0.0232444 7.250080419 0.00516236 0.106179 8.120728337 0.022843923
ZH 0.0335883 6.336413096 0.01571156 0.040661 4.825195136 0.055048007
TJS 0.1444078 6.097416778 0.01503784 0.016706 5.845205407 0.003539699
BDX 0.0920556 5.961272524 0.13224873 0.007762 5.889220797 0.00338621
TDY 0.040579 3.985030073 0.02013971 0.150466 7.05936851 0.039015506
DJP 0.1770478 6.412658964 0.00627997 0.05645 7.079088759 0.065951296
WDS 0.0038109 4.652400824 0.07187599 0.015271 4.108482138 0.025546502
TMS 0.1141888 6.230632191 0.01230006 0.042448 5.775794425 0.014903339
WKS 0.1286686 5.458473187 0.01056102 0.002153 5.304108251 0.011169461
SQS 0.0953711 6.711676082 0.03861404 0.058315 5.869714691 0.01030504
#SNPs 17693 14870 8780 17693 14870 8780
Min R? 0 3.09E-10 1.69E-09 0 5.29E-16 141E-34
Max R? 0.5456589 0.464672051 0.52274316 0.632056 0.582342516 0.589717677
Average
R? 0.0346205 0.034932569 0.0537328 0.041219 0.029393473 0.073493132
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Appendix F. Summary of Risk of non-Adaptedness (RONA) calculated for RCP26 and RCP85 in Q. aquifolioides and Q. spinosa populations based “Future”
climatic predictions for 2070

RCP26 RCP85
bio07 prec03 prec09 bio07 prec03 prec09
Q. aquifolioides
GBX 0.041196 6.863696 1.661431 2.288823 6.449195 0.068063
LZA 0.002922 7.462761 2.099445 2.114445 6.549222 0.047033
MLJ 0 8.920484 1.90904 1.491171 6.518649 0.004238
LZ 0.00875 8.538684 2.467355 1.310415 6.286628 0.004233
LZD 0.023639 8.061599 1.385364 1.746179 5.563925 0.001425
BMR 0.026543 7.941116 1.123125 2.570904 7.378349 0.016471
BMS 0.011647 7.958477 2.495658 2.088579 5.918471 0.028921
CYX 0.090577 6.914189 1.867204 1.848479 6.196375 0.012448
MKD 0.008162 8.896092 1.304225 1.976009 6.282327 0.019474
MKR 0.008635 8.084873 2.062369 2.344172 5.457235 0.033154
BZL 0.01278 8.058924 2.266214 2.723583 7.032386 0.014014
ZD 0.024023 8.789273 1.436755 2.400043 6.152994 0.041267
XCR 0.034075 8.103953 1.204744 1.425753 7.517532 0.00423
DCE 0.020793 7.831577 2.35457 1.554352 7.00099 0.007086
YJH 0.031187 6.891679 2.58902 1.744597 5.855506 0.016723
DMX 0.008514 7.874218 1.843762 1.399129 7.359804 0.012597
JCK 0.005811 8.220438 2.975418 1.949996 7.080524 0.017661
PW 0.018824 8.219535 1.589916 1.298965 6.878407 0.005658
#SNPs 8393 10957 7963 8393 10957 7963

Min R? 8.83E-07 6.93E-08 8.22E-07 3.51E-09 2.01E-15 8.35E-10
Max R? 0.328787 0.388585 0.411748 0.576206 0.679609 0.66335
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,I:;/erage 0.074295 0.042871 0.048126 0.055199 0.081581 0.084063
Q. spinosa
™ 0.329931 8.405032 0.281952 0.238799 7.984965 0.247856
CYXC 0.329955 6.277156 0.342023 0.177352 6.835743 0.244344
BLLK 0.215085 7.36561 0.135858 0.228695 5.550434 0.142739
XGJQ 0.188805 4.528838 0.096034 0.516361 5.954101 0.381899
GZ 0.355977 6.822387 0.314492 0.267983 5.892665 0.407823
GDS 0.285232 5.182611 0.235116 0.181679 3.845858 0.115027
SWJ 0.223344 5.693228 0.174526 0.278741 6.472115 0.449605
LBZ 0.253823 6.029782 0.144555 0.192311 4.336613 0.095064
JZG 0.02412 7.273609 0.140157 0.046584 6.73802 0.026824
ZJH 0.311579 4.722798 0.230367 0.26176 5.974958 0.343788
TJS 0.038408 5.544801 0.336403 0.209939 5.581339 0.166679
BDX 0.313857 6.162258 0.252028 0.279515 5.423217 0.290531
TDY 0.262997 5.966117 0.178665 0.30685 5.858537 0.373289
DJP 0.297476 5.832397 0.255035 0.059273 5.683883 0.06728
WDS 0.196593 3.833818 0.079229 0.287561 5.327621 0.270215
TMS 0.35267 6.365221 0.23325 0.290477 4.970988 0.275742
WKS 0.309846 5.869582 0.263436 0.258901 5.836382 0.24249
SQS 0.297791 6.112138 0.288702 0.282451 5.877399 0.26577
#SNPs 17693 14870 8780 17693 14870 8780
Min R? 0 8.37E-10 0 0 2.82E-10 1.54E-09
Max R? 0.617154 0.547192 0.586997 0.665527 0.570983 0.782673
Average
R? 0.058851 0.041855 0.046738 0.063997 0.032066 0.07674
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