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Genetic Diversity of leaf Phenotypic Traits in F1 Progeny of Camellia olei fera
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Abstract: In order to analyze the characteristics of genetic variation of leaf phenotypic traits of Camellia ole-
i fera hybridized F1 generation and provide basis for early selection of hybrid offspring, the diversity of leaf
phenotypic traits in 62 individual plants of hybridized F1 generation of “Cen soft 24, Xiang Lin 210” was
studied. The results showed that the variation coefficients of 14 traits ranged from 2. 21% to 37.50% ,and
the minimum one was the leaf area,only 2. 21% ; while the variation coefficients of fresh weight,dry weight
and saturated fresh weight of the leaves were 35.42% ,37. 50% and 36. 84 % , respectively. All the traits’
variation trend preferably presented continuous normal distribution. The mid-parent heterosis ratio of the
F1 generation’s 14 traits were from —16. 60% to 44. 66 % ,and the suppor-parent heterosis ratio of those
ranged from — 21. 05% to 38. 06%. Among them, 10 traits’ mid-parent heterosis ratio was positive, and
whose inheritance of transfer ability exceeded 100%; 4 traits of leaf area, circumference, length and dry
matter content, whose suppor-parent heterosis ratio were positive values. In all the 91 pairs, 65 pairs of
them were in highly significant correlation with each other,and 8 pairs were in significant correlation. Sixty
two individual plants of F1 generation were divided into 2 groups and 4 subclasses through system cluste-

ring, that fully reflected the characteristics of each group.
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Table 1 Phentypic statistic values of quantitative of persimmon leaf in F1 progeny
PEAR B /ME e KAE ¥H T e 22 B SRE %
it AR/ em? 4.27 25.92 13.10 0.29 2.21
M HJE K /em 7.74 21.21 13. 90 2.48 17. 84
M H KB /em 2.79 8. 46 5.53 1. 16 20.98
- H 56 B /em 1.87 4.53 3.20 0.52 16. 25
B 46 %L 0. 88 2.55 1.74 0.32 18. 39
4 K BE /mm 1.66 10. 48 5.85 1.59 27.18
I 4% H 42/ mm 0. 66 4.57 1.81 0.31 17.13
i B /mm 0.17 0.52 0.38 0.06 15.79
/g 0.13 0.98 0.48 0.17 35.42
AT E/ g 0.05 0.31 0.16 0.06 37.50
i AR R T/ g 0.13 1.18 0.57 0.21 36. 84
WA YR AR % 12.22 79.99 34, 26 5.12 14. 94
et A/ (em? « g 1) 29.72 182. 21 84. 38 19. 31 22.88
N LU B % 10. 12 40. 08 28. 99 3.46 11. 94
xR2 BEHRFRIAERHEMEBRRA
Table 2 Heterosis of leaf traits in F1 progeny
o R mx B
LETN BEA LA thoR{E e PR i A e PR &3 7
/% /% /%
it T AR/ em? 12.16+2.78 9.69+2.69 10. 93 2.17 19. 85 12.16 0.94 8. 60 119. 85
I E K /em 13.17+1.74 12.37+1.80 12.77 1.13 8.85 13.17 0.73 5.72 108. 85
4 /em 5.05+0. 92 5.15+0. 87 5.10 0.43 8. 43 5.15 0.38 7.45 108. 43
%% /cm 3.20+0.47 2.49+0.42 2.85 0. 35 12.28 3.2 0 0 112. 28
I 45 %% 1.6140. 34 2.10%+0. 34 1. 86 —0.12 —6.45 2.1 —0. 36 —19. 35 93.55
A% 4 B /mm 5.64+5.33 5.87+1.15 5.76 0.09 1.56 5. 87 —0.02 —0.35 101. 56
it 47 542 /mm 1.97£5.19 1.46=+0.18 1.72 0.09 5.23 1.97 —0.16 —9.30 105. 23
i JE B /mm 0.3040.05 0.407+0. 07 0.35 0.03 8.57 0.40  —0.02 —5.71 108. 57
[ 3 ey 0.5140.13 0.5040.17 0.51  —0.03 —5.88 0.51 —0.03 —5.88 94,12
M T H/g 0.20%+0. 05 0.18+0.06 0.19 —0.03 —15.79 0. 20 —0.04 —21.05 84. 21
[ UR I 0.58+0.15 0.5340.19 0.56 0.01 1.79 0.58  —0.01 —1.79 101. 79
TR R/ % 62.18+11.23 54.47+12.27  58.33 26. 05 44. 66 62.18 22.2 38. 06 144. 66
A/ (em? « g 1) 34.574+4.08 34.95+2.74 34.76 —5.77 —16. 60 34.95 —5.96 —2.88 83. 40
#£ 3 Pearson HEMES
Table 3 Pearson correlation analysis
R L R e P wr wE o
feak ERRRRwE W e HE e PR m owmm M mr kw e
H
LRTEA 1
LIDGES 0.957% % 1
LIRS 0.842% * 0.922%* 1
58 0.901% % 0.798* * 0.573%* 1
I 45 5% 0.134 0.327% % 0,625 * —0.268* 1
ff 0.746% * 0.724* * 0,608 * 0.679* * 0.077 1
il i B 0.767* * 0.740% * 0.610** 0.719* 0.043 0.967* % 1
THE 0.744% % 0.736* *  0.630* *  0.678* 0,097 0.925% % 0.935** 1
THR&#  —0.042  —0.028 0.007  —0.031 0,021 —0.294* * —0,145 0.052 1
FE 1 AR 0.174% 0.126 0.130 0,151 * 0.009 —0.351% % —0,345% * —0,485* * —0.163* 1
MRS —0.243% x —0,198* * —0.091 —0.308* * 0.170* —0.341* * —0,418* * —0.115 0.537% * —0.162* 1
i JE 0.393% % 0,417**  0.423% % 0,263* 0. 256 * 0.642% % 0.595% *  0.579* * —0.205* * —0.316* * —0,206* * 1
R K 0.517% % 0.524** 0.507** 0.386** 0.226%* 0.617** 0.616** 0.580* * —0,142  —0.178% —0.305* * 0.408* * 1
LR E e 0.388* * 0.379%* 0.354** 0.380* * 0.059 0,479 % 0,475% % 0,440% * —0.112 —0.175%  —0.222* % 0.367* % 0.324* *1
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Table 4 Leaf phenotypic characters of different groups in F1 generation

I il I—a I—b I —a II—b
I 1 A/ em? 18.21 12.56 18.51 17. 60 9.48 13.58
it Ji 4 /em 16.78 13.59 17.03 16. 28 11.71 14. 22
MK /em 6.58 5.42 6.71 6.31 4.61 5.68
% /cm 3.82 3.14 3.86 3.72 2.77 3.26
B 35 %51 1.73 1.74 1.74 1.72 1.69 1.76
4% K BE /mm 7.68 5.65 8.07 6.90 4.76 5.95
it A7 542/ mm 2.03 1.78 1.83 2.43 1.65 1.83
5 BE /mm 0.42 0.38 0.41 0.43 0.33 0.39
6T g 0.70 0.46 0.68 0.72 0.31 0.50
AT E/g 0.24 0.15 0.25 0.20 0.11 0.17
R R T/ g 0.82 0.54 0.81 0.86 0.35 0. 60
R TR SR % 35.71 34,11 39.01 29.10 34. 67 33.92
e 1 B/ Cem? 81. 50 84.69 74.79 94. 91 90. 96 82.6
SN B % 29.18 28. 97 31.43 24. 67 30.53 28. 46
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