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Cp AR E e SAE T T, AR Il A4 5 R RUT IR B %, JE 5T 100081)

O Rk A R A 7 U5 Solanum lycopersicoides LA2951 F1 Solanum pennellii LA0716 [
Wiz A& (introgression line, IL) HEAA, X BF A= Fin] GEAFAE (W BT AN 07 SEAT T HIP @67 I\ LA2951 #f
e 7 qDT-I1-3, gDT-I-6 #1 qDT-I-12 3 4~ QTLs, ‘BAI14r5IAL T-Je etk 3. 6 A1 12 F; FIF LAO716 #f
%ALY qDT-p-1. qDT-p-2a, qDT-p-2b, qDT-p-3. qDT-p-4. qDT-p-5. gDT-p-8. gDT-p-9. gDT-p-10a.
qDT-p-10b H1 qDT-p-12 11 A~ QTLs, ‘&M T4k 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 8. 9. 10 F112 k. IR
A R E R TR W, RIR 2 AN T E 12 Bk 1) QTL W BE%AT, qDT-p-9 nl fEL AT A
ZEFf Solanum pimpinellifolium LA0722 %55 (AL T 58 9 Ye ik b 2RI 5 19 QTL %547 .

xR o R Wis&; QTL
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Mapping of QTLs for Drought Tolerance During Seedling Stage Using
Introgression Line Populations in Tomato

LIU Lei, SONG Yan, and LI Jun-ming"
(Institute of Vegetables and Flowers, Chinese Academy of Agriculture Sciences, Beijing 100081, China)

Abstract: In this paper, two introgression line (IL) populations respectively derived from the wild
species Solanum lycopersicoides LA2951 and S. pennellii LA0716 were used to map the possible loci for
drought tolerance during the seedling stage. The results showed that 3 QTLs (gDT-I1-3, gDT-I-6 and
gDT-1-12) located on chromosome 3, 6 and 12 were identified from S. lycopersicoides LA2951
introgression line population and 11 QTLs (qDT-p-1, gDT-p-2a, qDT-p-2b, qDT-p-3, gDT-p-4, qDT-p-5,
qDT-p-8, gqDT-p-9, qDT-p-10a, qDT-p-10b and gDT-p-12) located on chromosome 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8,
9, 10 and 12 from S. pennellii LA0716 population. Based on the high density tomato linkage map, QTL
located on chromosome 12 might be co-localized from the above two IL populations and QTL qDT-p-9
might be co-localized with a previously identified QTL conferring drought tolerance during seed
germination from S. pimpinellifolium LA0722 on chromosome 9.
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B T-RE B (K H 9] (Thakur & Anju, 1993; Rahman etal., 1998), % S8 & F % (Rahman et al.,
1998; Subramanian et al., 2001). #7rAEKAET F a5 HUX 1 #4925, 40 Solanum pennellii,
S. chilense, S. lycopersicoides, S. pimpinellifolium I S. peruvium 2541 LL ¢ 5 (Trevifio et al., 1998;
Loboetal., 1999). HHIXI K] 3 000 2N HilA AiA A AR 1) QTL #EAT T A7, (HI 5 AH L 1B
FARIER /> . Foolad 55 (2003a, 2003b) X} 2FHH 4 AN 1) QTL BT T 327, KILEALH QTL Xt
AP FAET R N RN S, DB QTL WRR R A MR T, BRI THBNER. Fi
LR RN 3, B QTL BIVRANAZH, A 7 i FAH SR IR 2 F-Fr id E BRI 52 22 QTL
(4 e e B 5 JLqlt, 6T i R E A A IS S
Wiz & (introgression line, IL) J& HHEARSEACEAN /Ny BEAE— 3 B AL 15 50 N B I3 55 L X
% (near-isogenic line, NIL) #EA, &F—#H2 RIEAK A BRI B, LTS SON R
Ao A IL MEAT QTL 247, AMUATLCAT R BTSN, %2l QTL, 1 H ol AT 24E 2 iR
Sy, B R HUEGIE QTL S35 HAE . Gur A1 Zamir (2004) K3, 76T 244, KA S. pennllii
LAO0716 F#15 R 7 Bt IL7-5-5. 1L8-3 Fl 1L.9-2-5 Xt & iy~ & 5 B K e i R ik % s Xu %%
(2008) WA TGt fk 5 L F K R 2% QTL MEAT TR 4. T P2 AR &
B BERZI (Foolad et al., 2003a, 2003b). Gong %5 (2010) %5 KIL, K H S. pennellii (11775 & 1L2-5
I ILO-5 P 3 LA A 4 1RO iR 52 1 o ARG A 1 FH >R 1 S. pennellii LAO716 1 S. lycopersicoides LA2951
(19 IL FEAAORT 26 i i T 57 QTL JEAT THIE e AL, FERAHICE AT T i1,

M

QY VR SRS DARES

1.1 RIEms

I T 2007 4 4—5 H T E RN ARL2EBE gk AL PSR g0 &= b AT, ORI 25 ~30 °C,
WIELE R 15 ~ 20 Co WREILBEFENAS IL FEfR. — NS HHA S AR Solanum pennellii
LA0716, LIAK:FH S. lycopersicum M82 A igtAk 15 51 69 AN H B IL GEBEAILAT 76 AN IL), i
50 AN EZLIL A1 19 A Sub-IL, 7 di B PP 4L K20 (Eshed & Zamir, 1994). 55— IL #EA S 44
JEFHER S, lycopersicoides LA2951, PLAREFFl VF36 Myisi L5 5t/ 63 AN BLIL, % IL BEASL 90
AN, A7 5B ARl 96% I FEZH (Canady et al., 2005), AR BT 63 A IL AMALHES
AP AR A 80% A |, Hrh 20 AN IL AMAAEAE—E B M, {H LA4231. LA4263. LA4266.
LA4278. LA4282. LA4242. LA4270. LA4253 Fil LA4236 %5 9 > IL ] LA 4SS50+, RIEACH
iy IL, HARWTHEEE V36 28R AF G kL, EARA A G AR Falb kb o 56 [E 3 lig 4% ot
PP (TGRC) 4t

12 FEumE

Fe AR I 5 5 B S8 AR AR = AT o AP IR A SRS, T3 H 20 HAEFF 4
2 FrEM AR RITN, BARBIEAT 10 em FEFRHT, FEFUSROR TANEA (1: 1) HilEEaHL
JERE 2 NEENR S, B IR URCE AR A SRR P4 i b, DLB 2 AR 2R R I, s
IO, 40 v i 4 ORI B T YA T R A 55 KR = h kAT, BA S Trevino
F1 O’Connell (1998) M55, B AL 12 8k, &E 3 RER, HIEBENHES. fFaimKs 3 ~4
FEME, 4 A 25 HIFGEGIKS, ARTH, R AH 80%ZEER, KB eI
ER7dfE, BTFer. 3 kkRET5E, fEEsEfmEedh 6~7 rEr, 5130 H s
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DA, AT 50 2
1.3 TWES%

MR R 0 ~ 6 B3 7 ANHI. 0% MMIEARIER; 1% 0~ 20%FREMZEE, Bt
F 290 20% ~40%FE LI, 2~3 Flit i 390 40% ~ 60% LN, AR5
FiE: 49 60% ~ 80% ML EES, AR PR v i, (MRS 590 80% ~ 100%FE
[EMZELE, 28R EE, 2TREILES, ERBNEE, 6 & Hkuamit.

14 T2 QTL BIEX

X S. pennellii LA0716 i 5+ QTL & 44 A qDT-p- (Quantitative loci of drought tolerance from S.
pennellii), 5 ERBEGL (O MARL EACY, WIR— S Betofk A 2 802 ANLL R QTL, MIH a. by ¢ 4%
KX 4. X S. lycopersicoides LA2951 (i 5 QTL SKH AU J5i%5& 4 4 qDT-I- (Quantitative loci of
drought tolerance from S. lycopersicoides), ‘& [A] I+

15 HEFITESH

P FH SPSS 15.0 BEAT 115041 S. pennellii F1 S. lycopersicoides #ii5 R BEAR I AN i 5 4R
B LGP (GLMD ST 08T, AEE G T IE& A0, K B T R0 F i85, T
FERE (%) = /6. W TREAMERI AR, RH BT IR PRk
i = %8+ SRR + 58 + JERAY < RIS IRE . RS TS I A i AR R A S AR o
I8 VEF36 B M82 HISE-EMEHEAT J7 22400, AT LSD HEATK S, 24 P <0.05 5L P <0.01 I, A ki
B HBCE A TIN5 QTL. A Levene M6 3E4T 7 22 55 MR U6 o

2 HiIR 5

2.1 BF4EFh S lycopersicoides LA2951 #iiE REHATT R QTL BIS R

X} S. lycopersicoides LA2951 i3 R EFA T R AHG, 2NN 45 RERW, IL 2125 2%
£ 0.001 (P<0.01), 25kt =, BHIANRIENS R IO T 2 WE 1 R N BANE, 1 3 IR
MZEREEER 0.11, ZRARE, IS EZX AN FEAIR ZmEN, RS R 2% 5 2
XA RO . BEAR RIIEA A, IR A I SR 52 2 AN I PR

EZRI 63 AN IL ', A 30 A IL B FEBUR T X VE36 (R 1D, T 558G RN
69.44% ~90.70%, H:rh LA4282 1 E KAkl 69.44%, MRS F; 10 4~ IL 5 VF36 414,
PIEFRECHN 91.67%; 23 A IL i FREEART-XH R VF36, 15 IRECH 93.10% ~ 98.61%, i+ 5
BN BUR) IL &y LA4306. LA4265 Fil LA4266, 153 $550% 98.61%.

76 30 NI 200 IL o, HA LA4282. LA4242 Fl1 LA4254 25 3 AN IL 5 g% 1y 5Ent R
VF36 A 2] T 3 2 5, Ui IX SEp k) o] B 7 B I 52 1% QTL. AR4H S. lycopersicoides LA2951 IL #F
A E B, A A RS N R BEY K 68 > bins (Canady et al., 2005), i LA4282 33 A\ F
BT T4 12 Jetadk b, 3 FRIC N TG180 Ml CT156; %M EIAA G IRASIR-AE, K RIAE 7 ikl 3k
FRERIFT, HAZ WA R DR, 1 HM A ERTE 454 (Canady et al., 2005).
5 LA4282 BN BESIX M EMLHE LA4283 (1 FRiC TG111-CT156). LA4284 (] FAxid
CT156-TG473). LA4313 (| #EFRic TG180-TG68). LA4311 (TG111-TG473). LA4243. LA4273.
LA3875 5 LA4312 4% (& 1), H:A LA4243. LA4273. LA3875 5 LA4312 S5 K345 1, LA4283
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£ 1 Solanum lycopersicoides LA2951 38 REH AT 2GR
Table 1 Drought damage index for each IL in S. lycopersicoides LA2951 IL population

RRCES TR % s & TR/ % RREES TR %
IL Drought damage index 1L Drought damage index IL Drought damage index
LA3866 86.11 LA3895 93.06 LA4259 95.83
LA3867 93.06 LA4231 91.67 LA4260 93.06
LA3869 94.44 LA4232 91.67 LA4263 94.44
LA3870 94.44 LA4233 88.89 LA4264 91.67
LA3871 87.50 LA4234 86.11 LA4265 98.61
LA3873 94.44 LA4235 97.22 LA4266 98.61
LA3874 87.50 LA4236 88.89 LA4268 94.44
LA3876 90.74 LA4238 90.28 LA4269 81.94
LA3877 95.83 LA4239 97.22 LA4270 94.44
LA3878 91.67 LA4242 79.17 LA4271 88.89
LA3879 85.19 LA4244 84.72 LA4272 88.89
LA3881 90.28 LA4245 91.67 LA4277 87.50
LA3882 88.89 LA4246 91.67 LA4278 90.28
LA3883 91.67 LA4247 87.50 LA4279 90.28
LA3884 90.28 LA4248 91.67 LA4282 69.44
LA3885 93.06 LA4249 95.83 LA4283 86.11
LA3886 93.06 LA4251 90.28 LA4284 88.89
LA3890 95.83 LA4253 85.65 LA4306 98.61
LA3892 91.67 LA4254 77.78 LA4308 90.28
LA3893 83.33 LA4255 98.61 LA4311 94.44
LA3894 91.67 LA4257 95.83 LA4313 90.28
VF36 91.67

LA4242 *
LA4241
LA4243
LA4263
LA3895
LA4250
LA4268 I damd
LA4270 0 0 O O O O O
LA4308 II1111 OI7J
LA4254% OI1111
LA4253
LA4255
LA4256
LA4300
LA3881 C
LA4282%% [
LA4273 (
LA3875 (
LA4313 [
LA4283 (
(
(
(
(
(

LA4284
LA4293
LA4281
LA4311
LA4312

s HHHHHHHAHHANHHHHNHH H
sHHHHHHHHHHHHHHRHHH
HHMHHHHHMHMHHHHHHMHF
<FKHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH

N o~ HHHHHHHH
M MHMHHHHHHHHHEHKH
M N HHHHHHAHHKH

1 S. lycopersicoides LA2951 #fii& REfk R M5 IR IS R EEHBT R QTLs (qDT-D 2%
53R V36 BAL S SR, T ROIEIRNE RAPIEE (P<0.05, *) i (P<0.01, **) AKPH ILs. HHhRKA BERR I A
W&, BERFBFRASIRES. FRILK IL R RS RGEEARRR P E .
Fig.1 The genetic linkage map of S. lycopersicoides LA2951 introgression line population and QTLs (gDT-1) identified for
drought tolerance during the seedling stage
ILs from S. lycopersicoides LA2951 introgression line population showed the significant difference at 0.05 (*) or 0.01 (**) level for drought damage
index as compared to the genetic parental line VF36. The introgression with gray and black color indicated respectively the heterozygous and

homozygous ILs. ILs with underline indicated the absence happened in the test.
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5 LA4284 (45 FHHEEUS X LA Y, 11 LA4311 (405 H 36505 T X VE36. UEHZPT 1 QTL
ATREAL T30 12 Jef@dk - bin 12-B Xk, M3 ARI04 TG68-TG111, #i% QTL 44k qDT-1-12.

LA4242 45 2 MB AR B, o 1 AN B T3 3 Jetafh b, i3 bRid TG251-TG244, 1Ei%
X B HE S INM) R EH LA4241. LA4243 . LA4263. LA3895 FIl LA4250, H:rb LA4241.LA4243,
LA4250 55 3 MR IR P T, KRBT X €, 1T LA4263 15 LA3895 4% 5 F5 538 =i T X it VF36;
LAL242 W5 W A0 LA B T-56 9 Je itk b, 5 2 A8 A BUP IL 446 LA4250.LA4268.LA4270
M LA4308, B A B SE AT 1 LA4242, Ho LA4250. LA4308 KAEIRGR+, M 545w
(1) LA4268 Fil LA4270 I E 4540 (94.44%) ¥ T VF36, UiH] LA4242 fif £ AE 5 9 Juta
PR LB AR BITE, Ak A 3 Jfk LB AR B, AR T bin 3-C Xk, 3 bxidh
TG457-TG42, #iZ QTL w4k qDT-1-3. [RIFF3p A a1, LA4254 105 i 5 QTL A] Refr -5 6 4
oAk L FRid Adh-2-TG292 2 7] bin 6-C X1, #4i% QTL 4 K qDT-I-6.

22 BHHEM LA0716 BHATE QTL BS54 47

XIS pennellii LA0716 IL ##44J7 2 3 M 4 KW, T 5405, AR IL A+ 5400 F a8 w2
FPER 0, AN E K, BEIIANIR] L (A6 T2 e 1) s N W AN, 17 3 IR AT ) 2 e i ok
0.024, Z=5p AR, YEIHEREEIR Z0 A AL B RN, AN RIS 2R 0] 22 5 32 B2 08B R 325 i
HHT A F AR W] BRSBTS R B E], LAO716 BEARIC 552 QTL #44il

2N 69 NMHB R, 7 56 NSRBI M82 RINAS [RIFEBE iy v Ji i 50k (R 20, +
A FEIEHC 68.06% ~ 88.89%, ilsk H S. pennellii LAO716 F#TE Fi B AN [F) 5L 8 o 2 73t 17 400 L
A Wi Rk Hhw R DU 2 1T RO TL3-4, 1338500 68.06%; 6 MMHERE M82
M, T ROFERECH 90.28%; 9 AN 2 i R T X M82, TR FHFE N 90.74% ~
100%, FLrpodl1 5w o USR8 1L6-2, 1% 100%, TG, Shiailtr.

% 2 Solanum penellii LA0716 #iig RHEEHR T R4
Table 2 Drought damage index for each IL in S. pennellii LA0716 IL population

Iz # TR % s & TR R % iz & TR ERE %
IL Drought damage index IL Drought damage index 1L Drought damage index
IL1-1-2 87.50 IL5-1 69.44 1L9-1-3 90.28
IL1-1-3 79.17 IL5-2 86.11 1L9-2-5 94.44
IL1-2 86.11 IL5-3 87.50 1L9-2-6 84.72
IL1-3 81.94 IL5-4 81.94 1L9-3 83.33
IL1-4 81.94 IL5-5 84.72 1L9-3-1 93.06
IL1-4-18 73.61 IL6-1 86.11 1L9-3-2 86.11
IL2-1 87.50 IL6-2 100 IL10-1 83.79
IL2-1-1 88.89 1L6-2-2 93.06 IL10-1-1 76.39
IL2-2 84.72 IL6-3 80.56 1L10-2 75.00
IL2-3 73.61 IL6-4 81.48 1L10-2-2 93.06
1L2-4 79.17 IL7-1 81.94 1L10-3 80.56
IL2-5 76.39 IL7-2 80.56 IL11-1 77.78
IL2-6 86.11 IL7-3 81.94 IL11-2 86.11
IL 2-6-5 93.06 IL7-4 90.74 IL11-3 84.72
IL3-1 81.94 IL 7-4-1 79.17 1IL11-4 81.94
IL3-2 80.56 IL7-5 84.72 IL11-4-1 91.67
IL3-3 90.28 IL8-1 76.39 IL12-1 80.56
IL3-4 68.06 1L8-1-1 88.89 IL12-1-1 81.94
IL3-5 84.72 IL8-1-5 80.56 1L12-2 88.89
IL4-1 86.11 IL8-2 83.33 1L12-3 69.44
1L4-2 93.06 IL8-3 84.72 1L12-3-1 90.28
IL4-3 76.39 IL9-1 72.22 1L12-4 87.50
1L4-4 83.33 1L9-1-2 83.33 1L12-4-1 90.28

MS82 90.28
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1E 56 AN H RO T 5L IL 1, 1L1-4-8. IL2-3. IL2-5. IL3-4. IL4-3. IL5-1. IL8-1. IL9-1.
IL10-1-1, IL10-2. 1L12-3 %5 11 AN IL B 540 F 50 200 AR T 0 M82, 22 ik W & MK, Horp
IL3-4, IL5-1. 1L9-1. IL12-3 JAEI T AW 5 25 7, Ul O e pp el v A 25 1 A 52 1) QTL.o

FR¥E Eshed Fl Zamir (1994) FJE 1) LAO716 5 M82 (1) IL istfLEB K 1% (& 2), Pan % (2000)
B HA H 120 4 bins. LEMFE 11 AN IL 1, IL3-4 A7 F55 3 Yetafk b, 5 IL3-4 HELBAFN BN
i RAHE IL3-3 5 IL3-5, HAGFHFREUR M82 BRIk ald S AT R, 15 W IL3-4 G5 Wi 5 QTL I fig
£7F bin 3-G, | B b5 ic TG242-CD4A, #41% QTL iy % 4 qDT-p-3 Wik 3B 43H7, 43 3l 47 T qDT-p-1.
gDT-p-2a, gDT-p-2b, qDT-p-4. qDT-p-5. qDT-p-8. qDT-p-9. gDT-p-10a., qDT-p-10b, gDT-p-12.

1 3 4 5
e IL1-1-2 TG304 I GP180 1L4-1-1 TG623 | gD1-p-3
G301 IL1-1-3 TG33 L 1L21 CT229 C153 L5
- IL3-1
CT205 .
680 oS | 1122 1L4-1 TG432
IL1-1 —_— 1142
qDT-p-2a G182 ILS-2
IL1-2 TG145 — 1123 — 1132 - 1L4-32
TG208
n CDSs CT155
1L24
TG29S TG353
TG463 L1133 IS DT g IL53
L IL1-3
TGS28 gDT-p-2b rIL34
— L2 1
CABIO e - ot
0
IL1-4 e CD78 e
1L2-6 F1L3-5 Cpst 1144 TG413 155
TG258 - CTs9 .
627 TLH819DT-p-1 54 1L2-6-5 TG464 TG238
8 9 10 12
TG180
TG176 11813 GP39 DT-p-g 10230 . IL12-1-1
qDT-p L 4| gDT-p-10a
TG309 L8t TG254 11912 1L10-1-1) ¢DT-p CcT19 L2
6 TG303 TG6S
& IL81 191 - IL10-1
1618 1L9-1-3 IL12-2
arp-8 1L9-2-5 e
cT32 1L12-3-1
TG624 L118-2-1 D32 TG408 190
1182 gDT-p-10b
r1Ls-2 TG390 PGAL foun DT-p-12
TG330 qDT-p-
Todod 11926 - 1L10-22 1628 1L123
TGS10 on 1L10-2
CT198 CP49
CT148 | I119-3 IL124
e tro31 Cros 1L10-3 CT80
GP101
CT252 TG473
p [}~ 11831 cT220 TG233 D2 1L124-1

2 S. penellii LA0716 IL Bk iRt 81 EE R % EHMTE QTLs (qDT-p-) 2%
Fig. 2 The genetic linkage map of S. pennellii LA0716 IL population and QTLs (gDT-p-) identified for drought tolerance
during the seedling stage

K 2 BORIE A AN T RS, Rl SF AT ] (Foolad et al., 2003a, 2003b). HFAFf
Featitn S. pennellii #1 S. chilense A& fE T R TR E AT, @Kk, A H T+
BretE. o2k, 5 L. pennellii LA0716 AR S /K0 M %% (Water use efficiency,
WUE) FHE/INFIBR RN 22 0 e AR T, ALY RE o, I 72 a2 SB AN T, REREHRC L R FH /<
K 2> RIBG 1B K 2) 28 % (Kebede et al., 1994; Martin etal., 1999). fif £/ S. chilense i & &
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ik, A LAFE o WP g Rk gy . B RS T ECE R, AR, W HA R K E
BB, Smiis 567 AN ] (Foolad et al., 2003a, 2003b). Hul, HALLEWHBEANT, M%)
IS T 5 5 N #8U#% (Foolad et al., 2003a, 2003b), KU Er 4= Gy 4l o 3L 8, X Fseikd
P BAERIE L.

BT R EAGE L e A S O, O R T R RS R R R, v
SRR SR B WAL T R A R ARKRE I R K G IR R ), BABSRSEHME (% 5,
1996; St HE 45,2002) AR R H ) E 5K I 5, Xk B B AR S. lycopersicoides LA2951

(Canady et al., 2005) fiI S. pennellii LA0716 (Eshed & Zamir, 1994) [ IL BEAANEAT T %€, Hr
K H S. pennellii LA0716 [£] 69 A IL, KZ AL IL % M82 L 15 ST R~ HFaEUK, Bl Ls N
Jr BN A A RIREEE A ok, LT S. pennellii LA0716 IL #£44 (Eshed & Zamir, 1994), Gur
Al Zamir (2004) KIL, T4 N IL7-5-5. 1L8-3 Fl IL9-2-5 Xf[H B4 x =& HAT 2 1 Tk
K, XufE (2008) HEH IL5-4 &4 — A WUE B2 QTL: 1l Gong %5 (20100 K3, IL2-5.
IL9-1. IL11-1, IL8-1. IL6-3. IL1-4\ IL3-2 &5 P A B im B0k . 5 FaReFsuas S, A
bR 1IL9-2-5 Ab, Hoe IL il RIS ISR R BE B 520, 63 TL2-5 1 IL9-1 A Hh th 3R B
RO S, HAT AN G REEAYI S (Gongetal., 2010). AHFFTH & B IL3-4. IL5-1 25K
B R S T A R HRAE, v Rt T AR T T TR R R L, I QTL I
WK, AW%ERATZELZ R, Vb PRAE. i 1L9-2-5 ZEAWTFT - R I 3T R Uk,
AIRESZAN R B BOREE, BUAEIEYIA R R BB B QTL nl fe A2 58 A 1 o 5t P N ARES B i
S NN M82 T P45 FH e B K T EE & 3 il V36, X H] g5 /N SRR o BT 2 it e R SRR
it 54 >< (Rahman et al., 1998). 5 S. pennellii LA0716 #tk, K H S. lycopersicoides 1A2951
B, HA D ET SO T2 B AT B 2 1 ok .

b2 20 A, FETIEIZ DNA )4 FHOR, BORHE %A 28 QTL e 5 E.
TS, B K. RESEWF MR L (Diab etal., 2004; Lanceras etal., 2004), |7
B %2> . Martin FI1 Thorstenson (1988) FJ ] RFLP #£41, #fi5€ T & [ S. pennellii LA0716 55 WUE
FHICHT 3 /M A Foolad %5 (2003a, 2003b) & 47 T K 1 S. pimpinellifolium LA0722 2F i 5 1) QTL;
Xu %F (2008) M S. pennellii LA0716 jEAL T — M T35 5 Gtk 454 WUE (1) QTL. AHFFEHF
S. lycopersicoides LA2951 #EAE R T 73 AL TG AR5 3. 6 A1 12 L1 3 4~ QTLs, FIH S. pennellii
LAO0716 BEAERL T 0 BIAL F U AA%E 1. 20 3. 4. 5. 8. 9. 10 A1 12 Lff 11 4> QTLs. H:rf S,
lycopersicoides LA2951 #f44, HITAEE—EMA4A IL R ARG 1 R T H A 63 4~ 1L, fis
Mif 5+ QTL W] GEBLHLAS I F . A TL BEAEIT IO QTL MI%E e, 75 B[R4 18] 22 A7 (1) 25 4
% (Finkers, 2007). M4k Al 2 FEAL B 70 #r, ABEoTHh 2 ARG 156 12 Befk B QTL
AIRESEAL, >k S. pennellii LA0716 [1) qDT-p-9 n] G5 /7 A M S. pimpinellifolium LA0722 %55 1) 27 1
fif 5 QTL 5547« A% QTL AFEAL, 7873 Ui B At A [ R B I Be sz ANA] QTL #l, HALHIR
HJ5 2% (Foolad et al., 2003a, 2003b), X 5&F AT FWria ~, AMOGH SERAER- K AR5,
i H. ABA. Z4%i SOD. ZEMR . 15 2 P AR ™ P38 R A5 W1 Wl (R 44 I 45 1 B AHY) & (Chen
etal., 1994; Trevifio & O’Connell, 1998; Scippaetal., 2004),

T IL AR RN EA R —MBAR B (DSR2 82 ML ERBD, SRR T 5
ZAF FAFMREIE R AR, BT o AL RS A T RIS A Si4h, IL HAT T (R ) 3
Frid, AT BB Tt 58 AL .
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