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b - S 0 B A Sy o AN R IR L e
DL 5 TR) 2 R0 P b 2K Am R A ) b fE e R
T R TR R P9 A B £ RE TR R L T R
A BT P9 A= g B B R R I R H o

K& # 3E & & (SCN, Heterodera glycines
Ichinohe) J2 thh 7K G A 7= v g by 7™ 5 (1 1 A M
2o B SR B H I E K14 B i
gt H T, FORLHUL SRR R R R N 2
B o i TR B R KT (Glycines
max) 1715 HUIE SR AM 8L A 5 Al AH 6 B 78 1) )
AR TR B — R ) 5] K S A B 4 U AR BN R R
GEE N TRCES €/ 1K R SRR 11 24 S NI ( Glycines
soja) A 0 R 55 K G 2 b /e 3R 1 Ay A )iz, K
7 2 BORE 1 R T s B AR R R PO R R AR
SR AR R, — B R B T RSP A
o il VR R VS Y . A RE ST, B AR K
SOHCA R RN R BB R, S AT R
(Bacillus) 1f)— L5 41 B % SCN O 57 46 F1 0% &)y o v
P EL A o 29 A T S K T T A A
KNEMRELDMNRBRE T REEEEAEH. R
11 52 A% 298 53 185 75 25 140 Jmy B » N AT R B A K P9 A 4
TR B VR 45 P R T BB A OB IR R AL o I 4 K B 2>
TADFEARMN CH R R, E T ERFREARAE LK
16S rDNA PCR - DGGE.ARDRA Fil & 3 &l )7 25 )
2 OO R T M N 2 R ) P AR 4 R RE VA A DG E
e TS R TR RN BB AR AR A P 0
TRT (1) 8 9 45 A6 S G Ty R 28 40 7 HR A0 S ) N A2 IS T
RAEMAEH -

A5 AE B 3 B A K S B K A B L R
VO M i S RE LT R 0 R0 Ak DNA B sk
2 #r (Amplified ribosomal DNA restriction analysis,
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KGABFL R 3 5 A BN a0 T B AR RGN
A 2 TR TR 22 FF R IR VR 45 R A R D IR B B AR R
FAORE P92 9 R D) R S AE T SCN 1) A H 4 41 2
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L1 #a

1.1.1 FZE X 7| F0{Y 88 : DNeasy plant mini kit JiJ H
5 E QIAGEN AW, 51 ¥ M LilgE TAY TEEAR

AR %5 o~ & & %> Ex Tag DNA Polymerase 2547 4 Bt H
IR pMDI8-T H Ak ¥ 1 = B4 (K& A IR A
7] , Gel Extraction Kit iy H 3£ [ OMEGA A+, W 1)
5 %) B In%= K New England Biolabs 24 ]« PCR {Fl
Wk S A% o BT AU B 35 [/ BioRad 2 7], N 1A%
K MGC350BP2 U [ g — 5 sk 2 {3 4 1 B2 ]
1.1.2 #iXE % 52k K & (Glycines soja) # ¥} th
T AE BB T 2% B B A2 K 5 358 A 8 U5 R A L .
1.1.3 i 88 IR A 2R V48 & B T S AR
S AEEAE KT (N 132°355F 46°63) , 325
Fif o+, 13 pH 6.8, TIESIKEN 9.25% , AT LK
Tl 37.8 glkg, A A AW A =4 3.2
glkg 1.1 g/kg f121.4 g/kg. +#:id 10 H (2 mm)
WO P C B K T RS KB 2 15% A4 %
o
1.2 Rt

B oK A g 2k dU B A R SR ORE 188 K
By AR K SR 137 FOH MUK BS K Lee &80 T 142
15 em BA 1 kg L3 L 1628 b, & 00 A4 ORL 6 B
6 7, i 10 d JE &R B B 5 bk, JREERN T K Eo A
FL 4 1000 45/100g + o fE 4% 50 4 Bl
BUDX 2B V8T N A A (8 h M1, 16 h )k
W,25 °C) AT 85 F5 o #Fh 25 d 5, B4 A4 k)
BEHLZEE 3 %5, A A AR [ SCN M s ¥, JF LA Lee
R BEUE B ME e FR . 45 d R SRR R B R
KEWARESEAAET -80 C, H TH R W A 4w
DNA 428, [ I FREL 100 g L FF# T 250mL ke #f
H, K 150 mL 236 1 b, FWR O VA R A
() B2 05 L, BRI SEAE 200 H O WP S, W R
500 H i L9+ 50 mL & .04 F, 35% 1 BE bR
1795 x g &0 3 min, & 50 L W #1500 H 9
WK, W T 50 mL B0 A5 o 2, KN R
WARAFAE 4°COKA T, F RLI e 1 358 vh R o f 98 2k
U G K

MR (%) = (R A2 K GOA Rl B BRSF 3
I FEHY I Lee FRART- I FEHD % 100
1.3 HEXREMBAEAREREZIN
1.3.1 #RM DNA $2BL: 5 [ Zhang 5" (177 1%,
FH KRR 7K I S207 Bk B A2 K AR R 41 21 0 P b Rl
RV S em KB, IE 089 2 AE IR A e R
FES K 70 % L BERE 3 min, 2. 5% WE IR #R
3 min, 70% L iR 30 s, KEFEKMEE S . W
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R UG UE I KR K 500 pl JR Al T TSA S 4
28 CHE R 2 -3 d, LLK AR A 3R 103 75 2 15 58 42
FREL 1 g R0 #:4) JIK AR 52, A DNeasy plant mini
kit (QIAGEN) 2 5 BF 4= K & HT 8 A BHAR Py 40 3 5
DNA, 3 By vk 4% J ) & i W] 15 445

1.3.2 WAEZHE 16S rDNA F B A9H 18 LUEF 4 K
SR A T S DNA g BEER SR AT 40 16S tDNA Ji
514 799f (5 -AACMGGATTAGATACCCKG-3") F1
14921 (5'-GGTTACCTTGTTACGACTT3") it 17 PCR
4. PCR RN 4K R AR ¥ 2 . Zhang % J7 ik
PCR =9 1 1. 2% 35t )l il 4% Ji W vk A I, H 1) 4% e
PIREE e, A Gel Extraction Kit (OMEGA) 4lifk, J5 ¥k
G AT .

1.3.3 RHNHEYHE 16S rDNA X E#E KX ARDRA
ST 44 Jn PCR 74 5 pMDI8-T AR E 1%, #e ik
KIHT 1 DHS o 132 25 40 i » B HL Pk Lk 200 4> 58 F
TR T SC %, L MI3r AT M3 E Dyt ] 51 4 3t AT
W % PCR B31iE . BH PR % PCR ™4 (25 900 bp) H
Haelll (New England Biolabs) I Hinf I (New England
Biolabs) AT XU D) o W I 7= #) FH 2. 5% SR B i
HLVK A BA Quantity one P 152 HUME D) 4% 41 K/
H A [R] i U0 4% 5 1 v B e SR [R)— AN 4 7328
Hi56 (OTUs, Operational taxonomic units) , {3 ¥ 7%
W 2 4 b 50 SR AR U AL R B A wl AT I o A Gk
P il 2630 i 9 2% 7 7 Rk 22 1) Chip s //www. uga. edu/
strata /software / Software. html) .

1.3.4 HERFH 545 4E KRS SR B R
H Ml AR HORT L 48 O R T SPSSI18. 0 AR REAT U7
ZEOINT o SEBEFP B L BRBAR P S a5 I Blast #2)7
1. GenBank P HEAT AHALLVE X BE » 3R A9 58 2 K R il
HARLEE = 97% WAk 17 51 N AR 40 1 2 R P 4R
¥ Shannon-Weiner ( H*) F1 4 Ff 35 — & 35 #1 Piolou
index (E) % H] Biodap # ff ( Gordon Thomas,
Vancouver, BC, Canada) 352" .

1.3.5 FHERS KWFS2 4 E 16S rDNA
LK 7 41 4 58 GenBank K4l i, 3K U5 41 6 5
A :KJ564078 KJ564120

2 HRAIr

2.1 HEXRSHHREST
TP AR GRS SCN 3 5 A2 BN Ff (1 0 s

W LR, #Ah SCN e 4l gt 25 d J&» itk By 7
KGR K 5 Lee AR ) M R %50 34 0k 21 vy 06 401
H B AR KX SCN Hu fe A7 76 W 8 2 = B A2 K
MRL 188 HAR T B ME HUBORME HUFR £ ik 8 R
9.3% , %t SCN 3 o AL B /N Fi 28 I 4 e e s i B 2K
S RE 137 Rk B ME He HORE R 20000 0A # 63
H169.2% » F Iy o BF 7L R T A4 K} 188 Al 137
L e B K e BB F B34 OE B 2 TE 22 K F
(p<0.01, n=15) A%F 45 d Ji, A0 N #% K5 1 1 o
[ SCN B %5 & A 2 2 25 1k 2 5% K 7 (p < 0. 05,
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Figure 1. The number of females, female index at 25 dpi and the

number of eggs at 45 dpi associated with H. glycines—resistant and

susceptible germplasm of wild soybean.

2.2 HEXSRAMAEA PCR ¥ 12
DLUEY A K SR P9 40 T . DNA B4R, % A 41
16S rDNA ) V5-V9 S AR X 479 M. 2 2 H

M 1 2
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Figure 2. PCR amplification of endophytic bacteria 16S rDNA
fragment of wild soybean. M, DL 2000 DNA Ladder; lane 1, H.
glycines—resistant germplasm ‘188 ’

lane 2, Susceptible

germplasm ‘1377 .
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JKESF, o 740 bp g B AR KT N AR 4w H 1 4
M. 117 1180 bp g B A2 K 5 2k ki 4k 18S tDNA, ¥ H 1
gkt U IRl R 1 3 A2 K G AR 4l B 16S rDNA 5
e S 2 A
2.3 16S rDNA 5TfE X FE#JEF1 ARDRA 24

h o3 AT B AR K TR P AR A B 1 2 RE S 43 B
AT E R K TOM KL 188 M1 137 AR N A 41 1 168
rDNA 3 B SO . 216 % PCR B, ¥ 42 K T SCN
E P RE 188 SCE 3R A 196 AN BH M T B R M
BE 137 SCPET 3R 4G 188 /NP PE v B o dfi i ARDRA
Pt U] P 3 43 4 » LU AT AH [R) Bl 1) 4% 37 1 v I A0 A [+
/N OTU (¥ ds#E, B 242 K & = bu st k) 188 (1) 196 A
v BERE UH K 36 A~ OTUs, i i& A4 K} 137 1) 188 4> oi
B B% U 32 A OTUso His ikt P il e 7 Ay 6 0] - dX 4%
so AR T SR K 2 e B 2 R (B 3) .
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Figure 3. Rarefaction curve of endophytic bacterial 16S r DNA clone
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2.4 HEXRSALWBEBFZDN

AR TR 2 K B R ZE 4T 16S tDNA 5
WESCHE) ARDRA 3/ 45 3L, b X 45 AR v B
AT Y SE3RAT 43 DATOP A X 384 AT BEAE
9 5 R R IT A gt s R R, L
S0m T 6 K 2K #f ( Proteobacteria. Firmicutes.
Acidobacteria il
Deincoccus—Thermus) , # 5 32 AN @ f1 4 KB 7= 40
WRAE. LA BB A 2 1R 1] Proteobacteria
(46. 8% ), M A 25 B 1 AH X =5 B O c JEORE B T
Firmicutes (13. 6% ) . Ji £ [T Actinobacteria (8.
3% ) JUAF B ] Bacteroidetes (8. 1% ) « B ¥ & ]

Actinobacteria.  Bacteroidetes-

Acidobacteria (5. 7%) « 5 % BR B # Il
Deincoccus-Thermus (3.1 %) F1 75 4 ® Archaea (0.
5%) 5 18.8% vu [ Jy 1| 5 — L8 R 55 IR 4 B A ]
PR mm (R 1, E4) .

Uncultured bacterium = Bacteroidetes Alpha-proteobacteria
= Beta-proteobacteria ® Gamma-proteobacteria ® Delta-proteobacteria

® Firmicutes ® Acidobacteria = Actinobacteria
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Figure 4. Endophytic bacterial community structure of H. glycines—

resistant and susceptible germplasm of wild soybean.

HFAE K 5 fL SCN 4 k) 188 I vy S 44 KL 137
WA R 3 — BEAR ) (E =0.95) , BB 41
WA AE W) Wl 22 7o BF AR K W2 i Bt SCN A4 kL 188 Al
AT Bl 137 ff) Shannon-Weiner 2 £ P83 (H) 43
A 3. 41 1 3.29, B A2 K S T SCN A RL i AR 4l
WEAEENFE (K1) . @i SCN Mk 188 12k
M H RN ERET] vy I H Gamma-
proteobacteria (19. 4% ) , £, 8 4~ OTUs, H v 3k
1B B ) 7 )& Psedomonas (12. 8% ) Hl W ¥ B )&
Enterobacter (3.1% ) J& ] 4 A~ OTUs, & H AL # P #E,
HLHCE T A R 137 48 57 42 K 5 A R 188 4R
PO, LAl 2 SRR 0 N AR TE R T o W HE Alfa-
proteobacteria (14. 8% ) « & # Wi [] B W. #f Beta-
proteobacteria (13. 3% ) « J& BE B [] Firmicutes (13.
3% ) R L H 1] Actinobacteria (10.2%) , ik A
FP I A WY 9% 1 B (Mesorhizobium) (4. 1% ) 58 (04T 1
J& ( Janthinobacterium ) (9. 2% ) F 45 75 &
(Streptomyces) (6. 6% ) [¥] 4 A~ OTUs 43 7 Jy I it J&@
FEBE P B0 e T A2 B 1] 6 W HF Delta-
proteobacteria (1. 5% ) Fl & 4 B Archaea (1.0%) K
SCN i fiAs kL 188 Frks A7 (KK HE - i HUb B 2L 4
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1. FEXENMBRMBIRANEAE 16S rDNA TESHRES #18
Table 1. Distribution and diversity of 16S rDNA clones associated with endophytic bacteria from

H. glycines—resistant and susceptible germplasm of wild soybean

H. glycines—vesistant H . glycines—susceptible
germplasm ‘188~ Closest NCBI match (GenBank accession No. ) , germplasm ‘137’
Groups No. of Relative Similarity /% No. of Relative
clones abundance /% clones abundance /%
Alpha-proteobacteria 3 1.53 Aurantimonas altamirensis 1FP14.1 EU544515, 99% 4 2.13
3 1.53 Bradyrhizobium japonicum USDA110 NR_074322, 99% 17 9.04
5 2.55 Bradyrhizobium sp. EC550-4 AY624133, 100% 7 3.72
8 4.08 Mesorhizobium tamadayense LBER1 FN563430, 97% 0 0.00
6 3.06 Sinorhizobium americanum ENCBTM 43 JN009837, 100% 3 1.60
3 1.53 Sinorhizobium sp. 209 EU488747, 98% 11 5.85
1 0.51 Sphingomonas sp. B54 KC555188, 100% 0 0.00
Beta—proteobacteria 11 5.61 Janthinobacterium sp. HC7- JF313019, 99% 6 3.19
7 3.57 Janthinobacterium lividum Acam EU275366, 98% 0 0.00
7 3.57 Burkholderia sp. WT5 FJ939283, 99% 9 4.79
0 0.00 Aquincola tertiaricarbonis L10 NR_043913, 99% 3 1.60
1 0.51 Uncultured betaproteobacterium CN- _SL2 EF219856, 99% 3 1.60
0 0.00 Variovorax ginsengisoli Gsoil 3165 AB245358, 99% 1 0.53
Gamma-proteobacteria 12 6.12 Pseudomonas asplenii LMG 5147 HE586387, 99% 3 1.60
9 4.59 Pseudomonas putida AJ AY391278, 99% 4 2.13
4 2.04 Pseudomonas fluorescens 76P KC865280, 99% 0 0.00
1 0.51 Stenotrophomonas rhizophila C128 KC178602, 100% 3 1.60
6 3.06 Enterobacter ludwigit THB B 6551 KF475862, 99% 0 0.00
1 0.51 Acinetobacter sp. PMM5 KF732993, 99% 4 2.13
2 1.02 Psychrobacter sp. B-G-TSA3 HM629421, 99% 0 0.00
3 1.53 Uncultured gammaproteobacterium F45B39 AY539818, 99% 0 0.00
0 0.00 Pantoea sp. R8 AJ002811, 99% 2 1.06
0 0.00 Klebsiella variicola XF11 KC853305, 98% 4 2.13
Delta-proteobacteria 3 1.53 Bdellovibrio bacteriovorus BEP2 AF148938, 99 % 0 0.00
Deincoccus-Thermus 5 2.55 Deinococcus sp. G3-6-20 KC494323, 99% 7 3.72
Actinobacteria 0 0.00 Rhodococcus erythropolis VOL KF499507, 100% 3 1.60
13 6.63 Streptomyces sp. P4 JN102356, 99 % 2 1.06
7 3.57 Microbacterium sp. ZYY125 JX531695, 99% 6 3.19
0 0.00 Arthrobacter nicotinovorans T258 KC764990, 99 % 1 0.53
Acidobacteria 7 3.57 Uncultured Acidobacteria bacterium D. an35 JX505102, 98% 10 5.32
5 2.55 Microbacterium trichothecenolyticum D08 NR_044937, 99% 0 0.00
Firmicutes 3 1.53 Alkalibacterium sp. E-059 FJ764766, 98% 5 2.66
6 3.06 Bacillus pumilus SAFR-032 NR_074977, 100% 9 4.79
4 2.04 Bacillus simplex 262XG7 KF818626, 99% 7 3.72
7 3.57 Bacillus megaterium ML275 KC692202, 99% 0 0.00
6 3.06 Paenibacillus sp. AS40 AM162338, 97% 5 2.66
Bacteroidetes 3 1.53 Niabella yanshanensis CCBAU 05354 FJ457040, 98% 6 3.19
8 4.08 Candidatus Paenicardinium endonii DQ314214, 99% 14 7.45
Uncultured bacterium 10 5.10 Uncultured bacterium ANTLV9_F06 DQ521559, 98% 5 2.66
10 5.10 Uncultured bacterium RH2058 AB511005, 99% 13 6.91
4 2.04 Uncultured bacterium SS5 AY945880, 97% 3.72
0 0.00 Uncultured bacterium LLEBRETA_C11 HE857509, 99% 2.13
Archaea 2 1.02 Crenarchaeote sp. NRP-N AB243805, 99% 0.00
Total no. of clones 196 188
Shannon diversity index (H?) 3.41 3.28

Pielou index (E) 0.95 0.95




IRz M5 B AR KT PR S A S L AURDRL Y 2R AN B 2R AT /B R 2 3R (2014) 54.(8) 931

R AT 10 A OTUs 43 500 ok B« 18 242 W 9% B s
(4.1% ) - 5 15 ¥ 1 %1 J& (Sphingomonas) (0.5% ) «
LM B (Janthinobacterium) (3. 6% ) i B Y 3
J& (Pseudomonas) (2.0% ) - % ¥ & )& ( Enterobacter)
(3.1% ) W& A1 J& (Psychrobacter) (1.0% ) «—Ff
AE TR LW ) y W Gamma-proteobacteria 4l B
(1.5% ) i 9K B J& (Bdellovibrio) (1.5% ) < 40 /N FF
BB ( Microbacterium) (2. 6% ) Fl % H #F &
(Bacillus) (3.6%) -

i SCN A1RE 137 WA 4R 17 18 345 2R T Ol A2 7%
Bl a W #E Alpha—proteobacteria (22. 3% ) , B 4% 5
A~ OTUs, v sk B 18 AR B & @ ( Bradyrhizobium)
H v # AR 8@ (Sinorhizobium) 1) 3 A~ OTUs Jy 3
PEFAFRE, B W) 2 s T Pib Bl 188 myj& SCN 44
BE137 M AR AL BB ) )8 T R BE T T
Firmicutes (13. 8% ) . 4% JE 7 B W #f Beta-
proteobacteria (11. 7% ) 22 JE W [] y W # Gamma-
proteobacteria (10. 6% ) F1 Ul #T B |7 Bacteroidetes
(10.6%) o« (15 K 1 )& (Burkholderia) (4.8% ) i
BB (2. 1%) - A s #F )8 (Acinetobacter) (2.
1% ) 55 T A1 AT 8 (Klebsiella) (2. 1% ) « 2 {8 T B
& (4.8% ) 1 Paenicardinium (7.5% ) 43 %) 2k Hopr J& 26
BEMIPL AP RE . =8 SCN ARE 137 Py AE 4l B4 10
7 A OTUs 4351k B : /K J& & & (Aquincola) (1.6% ) «
W B (Variovorax) (0.5% ) <32 4 B J& (Pantoea)
(1.1%) ~ 50 A0 KA W 8 (2. 1%) 240 3k 3 )8
(Rhodococcus) (1. 6% ) 75 41 &% J& (Arthrobacter) (0.
5% ) A —SER BT IRAM B (2.1%) -

IEAh, B SR KR R 40 18 OTUs 4b, B9 4 K S
Pt SCN #1188 il =y jE A4 % 137 S [A) 4 5 b

Candidatus Paenicardinium endonii.
3 e

PLAE 56 T K G50 SCN BLHI i A S F 90, 12 5%
VETH A G B Rk o 5 Y 5 A
K I T At o A S T 8RR R A T R R T
A2 K AL, B R R e e A LR
£ R0 P4 2 40 S R T LA 3 R R ey 2
VA D B SRR e 1 0 PO R B0 B 1 A
KT RN LN 2RV SRR E X RSRE T A
IR 2 Hevd o F 825 PO BFF0 R 0, B 4 A R B 1k
st ol A 2 0 BB B A A W 25 S R 2R S

VA 2 S L TR R VAR 2R S L
BT R R 25 08 7 AR R N R AT TR I 2 R A
T V& 45 A8 » R B RE IR ity ol LU SR ot P R R b
PR B 2 REE B B RUE . vk AR
R R 5% T A0 A 2K B R R A0 B N A A T A AT
AR A B B R PTIR  TRIR OC R R A A
AIEE IR N AR AN S 5 U R A7 AR A P ) 5%
o AEARWETTH TATTR B A K A A BT e A B
A AR R 2 FEVEEAT IR R AR B AT S0 &
R B R 188 LU i & A BE 137 18 9 2R 4l B 2 A
PEEE H SR R 2 . X R WX
e (VG o 1 N T R B e SR A 71 ol L1 B
AR IZ W A G &R o

Hy A4 K S s bt SCN M4 BE 188 v [ S J7E ) 5%
M BT B PR M B e R A R R A R R R e T
A R 137 B B O b8 AR AR W W (ML
tamadayense) Y& B ARG AT & (E.  ludwigii) F1E K
HHAT (B, megaterium) w5 HU A Bl 188 45 4
OTU w1y p 4R BF 3 S o5 Bk 1) 40 11 1 BF 9 v fig
7257 A2 K &40 SCN 6 37 (1) i e v R #55 FEEAE A -

RO WSO - 2 [ I =%
T FF 1R 38 S TG 2 ALK BR AT B T2 AR AR T S
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HF 188 AL P AR 4l R e B ST, AR AE T AN R R A
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FAFAE . AT ) e e g v LUE B Ty
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muscosa) 55 P 1 28 Bl ) 44 2 I TT g I AR [ 1 AR
i 28 7 AR AR KOS R R AT T R R A R AR
H & 3 5 0& N G 77, W W ox & bk o
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BWHBAAH) . &6 HE (Janthinobacterium
sp. ) HHOT T& Bk H A7 4 A4 65 i 40 JL T ot g 11 ik
ES PRSI R O R R B I S Bl VRS I o 5
(Caenorhabditis elegans) B. A5 5L 4¥ G 7) L4l JLT R
B K S 2t AR BE IR A R gy, B AR R SR
PSR O T B A B A R R R A LT B
W3R 1 77 20 0 K A e AR N UK B B B AR
—E R

TEAZTE B T) B A v, AR o T A 1 J oA 2 K
ISR 7V v N R 2 Qa B /N P ERE YR (LS SE NI
E YU R AT R R 12, 8% , B B T A
BEH(3.7%) « A WFFCHR Ho B0 B 2 R e i
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L AT~ 21 T PR ) e T HRURK) T A 7 A R 2R R
FCR Sl AR p Ak R Al AT A SR R
TEAHE IR E VI TR A R G PUIE R A L R 2
Huby 2 3R W D) B A 7 245 o B0 R R e
%[25] o WAL EAMITE (P. fluorescens) A] ;=7 2, 4—
TULOWE R K = (2, 4-DAPG) Fl Wy SR
(PCA) S5 P03, o /I 22 4 il 95 46 22 b A 995 55 400
BIVE L 0 E AT bR 2, 4-
DAPG (1) 7% 't B 5 1 B 1 #k ml LU0 i AR &5 2 LR
(Meloidogyne) Gl WAk, » 5 Wi Y &5 2t J #0282
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20 /0 W S5 BR A g T Ak R
REIl A5 5 3 3 W A R G bk, AT 5E I
JIME R 45 25 i (M. javanica) NAZ FIR P R & Y.
TEAHIEFE v 586 AR AT B AR 8 B 2R K S m
SCN MEME N B IR K ne — RE
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S B NZ UK B IR R A AR .

B bk AR g TR AN AT AR B AR R SR A
RO T T TR AR TR R Y T B R EF AT R R
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B BB AR AR 3 KA Bt N T 00 ) 700 45 A s P
T A P ) AL 0 T B AW I I AR R e d ok
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T Wy B 2 VR 2R AR A AR TR R o R R R 2 )
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JEE 41 T e AT K ) SCN DR B3 Ak, I o6 ke g i Ay
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P2 IO Y 18 AR R R B (M. tamadayense) B IR
2B B PP R AR R B B R S RHEER (Anagyris
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TS S TR ) [ R (L B A A A K AR
PR 52 0 RWE S0, 18 2 W R R O B R K
S & SCN M RE 137 i P 40 B A #A RloRE (12. 8
%o ) » AT BIF 5T 2 W] K 2 2k etk AE A 1 1 L
T AT A 2 B O K A 7 OR AN S B H A
A2 B TR RS it S Rk BIAE A A AR S T H .
Ak, WA (E. ludwigii) 1F A AR br 42 25w, B &
SR BE T B A P 9 Bk ) B (Fusarium solani)
ST K 22 4% B (Rhizoctonia solani) % + Y8995 5 B4 1) ¢
AT I A R W OR b B K 3 AT (B
megaterium) T 47 R B AIG £ 98 £k U IR R AR 45 4k LR
SR 2 2 O R PR AR N B

=

~

M

FEABE 5T 4, K W 2 K & OSCN Ny 3L R 4k
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AT IR ML SR 0 B A7 76 T SCN 1% 4 Ht J HfE -
Pl HI 2 T Ao s R AR B AL L O BT R
# Candidatus Paenicardinium endonii ¥f SCN G ] 4
W2 R S AR G T Bl e ORGP A A A R
Cardinius F1 Wolbachia [ #H JCHWF 5% £ W, W 4L 2E 14
S B AT R AR A I AR A RN R A A T T R R
%"&VEH}W‘”] .
ANJE T8 AR R A R A B Y W, H R R AR A T
SCN 44 4 1t B 1% 3L 22 AR X SCN (1) A 47 R 45 — € Ak
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P A A R v I S

PN A A T B B AN ) R AN T AN [R] A
CEECIIENGENSE B & Sk Pt SR PR o
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A1 5 FON P AR 4R A ORE AT W S I 2 B, R R
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SR, JUIC A AR AN TR RS L R R 3 AR T SRAE
TE TS IR G Pk o T 20 7 A P L i D A
i o A 38 b B AN R BURG 200 W AR AT TN AR AR
GIHT s RIAS TR B AN ) ST AN TR AR A
A AT R AT 22 S NIRRT U TR AR A
A A I W s T AE S A G I O N e o
ARG B S % P SCN B AR K 5 A R 2R 41 1R
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JOLRI A S5 45 DAL R0 A 2B 41 R A AR AE R R, DA K
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SCN s 42 3 15 22 S0 AT I3 9 UE 48 A1 SE IR N IO AT 50 2
&R Ak S TF 3K 5 1 A .
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Endophytic bacterial diversity of wild soybean ( Glycine
soja) varieties with different resistance to soybean cyst
nematode (Heterodera glycines)
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Abstract: [Objective] The aim of this study was to investigate endophytic bacterial diversity of wild soybean varieties
with different resistance to soybean cyst nematode (Heterodera glycines) , for deciphering the interactions of soybean cyst
nematode with endophytic bacteria. [Methods] After screening wild soybean varieties against race 3 of H. glycines, we
investigated endophytic bacterial diversity in root tissues of wild soybean varieties with different resistance to H. glycines
using 16S rDNA cloning library and amplified ribosomal DNA restriction analysis. [Results] Endophytic bacteria of wild
soybean root belonged to 6 bacterial groups, the clones belonging to group Proteobacteria and Firmicutes were the
endophyte dominants in wild soybean with 46. 8% and 13. 6% of total clones, respectively. Actinobacteria,
Bacteroidetes, Acidobacteria, Deincoccus-Thermus and Archaea were less represented. 18.8% of clone sequences were
similar to those of uncultured bacteria in the environment. The bacterial diversity was higher in H. glycinesResistant than
-Susceptible wild soybean varieties, and the dominant group was different between H. glycinesResistant and -Susceptible
wild soybean varieties. Mesorhizobium tamadayense, Enterobacter ludwigii and Bacillus megaterium were the main bacterial
groups in special operational taxonomic units (OTUs) of H. glycinesResistant wild soybean variety. [Conclusions] By
16S rDNA cloning library and amplified ribosomal DNA restriction analysis, the diversity of dominant group of endophytic
bacteria in root tissues has difference among H. glycinesResistant and -Susceptible wild soybean varieties.
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(ARDRA) , operational taxonomic units (OTUs)
(ARICTT 4 T8 07)

Supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of Hebei (C2014407021), by the China Postdoctoral Science Foundation and Scientific
(20100480028) and by the Research Fund for Doctoral Young Scholars in HNUST (2007 YB010)

’ Corresponding author. Tel/Fax: +86-3352039623; E-mail: xiaozhu_1688@ 126. com

Received: 19 March 2014/ Revised: 18 June 2014



