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B BLBEZER REHL S

i Bk, RRIEE, R, HHU, HR BRWE, #E, FAE, AEE

2, HwE R, BEMHE
1. PR AR XK =Rl 5E e, T 78 BT 530021;
2. TR RZFE YRR 2ERE, T T 530004

ME: Y (O AL R R g8 AL o3 A A AR 2 R TRT IR R B R R A O T R A AR, O R
(Leptobarbus hoevenii)Fh Jit BRI 58 N4, ASGFFELADRFHO R FFEXT 5, R A GL (AR ¥ i A il &2 0 A 17 4L e i %
RURHIE, 12 FHZORLIA 16S rRNA K741 Xt 704 7 HRGEH R, #1010 R 28Rl R [R] R K & . Je ik

BBV AR R IR AR R G AR 20=50, Horh g & R 22k e (i (m) 8 5%

W R 22 g

e (sm) 14 2% WG 22 L AR (st) 2 SRRl G 22 e oA (t) 1 4%, BBAACH 2n=16m+28sm+4st+2t, JLfaffk
BEH(NF)R 94, 14 FpéE Wy Bl kiR 16S rRNA FE R LEXT 43 25 S 0 . B0 0 ) 1028 () b 1] gt 4% I 5 o
0.016~0.134, A LIER A 0.074; I FHa S50 A H ff(Onychostoma barbata) ) Fh [A] 1814 J6 B i £(0.134), 5
7% [E W) th (Sikukia stejnegeri) 1 ]33 1% IE 85 £ /N (0.090); RGEH AL REE R IR TR FHAAL T AR (9 B8,
LU JE R G R . ABFRE R RS a R R . AR . REILG RIS

K HSHE; Jelk; BRIDHT 16S IRNA; REAE
hE S ES: S917 MRRPRARAD: A

9} £ (Leptobarbus  hoevenii)“ 45 fi] [K 20 75
filt, J&#EIE H (Cypriniformes). #%}(Cyprinidae) .
fil V. #} (Barbinae) . 42 il J& (Leptobarbus), i 7™
FORVE . ENEEJRPEIE ., &4t BH INEFIRK
KA, 2 R T IV R o ) B AR R A SR
MK, KERER A6, ARG, WE
AWXTEAM, #BAEKIRZE, WBEkER, Nk
PR, EEMARKKERE 15~30 C, JhPHAR
Franm, Jofa ek, BENBCA R, DR, H
R, KK 5 om WM FRAE 4 S H Al ik
PN 0.5 kg, FIAPAERAEIAERE 1.5~2 kg [
BRI . 2001 4F, JRPHE T U LA TR KK
R T DN S 1 S e NS i SR Tl A
Sy TAR SRR 0L, BT B B N —AN 8 1 SR
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PERNSM, Yt fd T AR B2 oK 73
WIRFoEh, A5 B (Epinephelus)'™ . ¥ H5 11 6%
(Pseudocaranx dentex)!"™ . J1#%(Coilia nasus)!'™* |
DL2EIOT ol A e sl U L e R 2 Y
B Wi GRS SSEYIP Sate ey VP14
g, H A A X OGS i (Acrossocheilus
fasciatus)"*' . FHE{BRIEE(Spinibarbus sinensis)*” |
KEEHE (Luciobarbus capito) 4560y 7} 7 25 4%
FROE B 3 Hr o8 o 1T NS5 SRR B, #0 BLfa 5 17
FE Y 6 (AR JE fE 25 7 2n=48 . 2n=52 1 2n=96 ,2n=98,,
BeAl, RHFERPT 1990 AF 38 ] G 40 25 G
(Leptobarbus hoevenii) ] Y& o4& % H fA% 44, {H
MR PIFERZ R EERZERER, Wi,
HEAT AT FRE 1) G £ AR R HEA T 23 40T

ZRifA 16S rRNA SERFHI R BERST . 4540
fAf B, N Bt & 1 i E) S 2= B A] i gk
TBf5 B, &% UL DNA FIBAEEH B2 g
2 1T K sh st Z R DAL . RGN
ot 26 W 5 4 45U, 40 % B (Channidae)®? | i J&
(Seriola)?®™ | {}j f1 # B} (Haemulidae)™™ | ] F}
(Haliotidae)™ | /8 IF#} (Palaemonidae)™*%5 . fit
WAHREIRH R E LM — 03, CAHFENHE
TSP A R A3 A i 2 B A A 4y
Br 1NV RF o S n) Rtk b, PPN A
HAHMRICARHE . G AR AR DL S ok A
AR, HLL LR W KT P i Sk i
16S rRNA [ . AR LS FH R LR R 4, [
RIR PO G AR B RRE RN R B E R, L
WIoh IR PO B s AR E B S A BT RIS E . R
FPRIP A5 P2 LAl BR IS AR -

1 #MEEFE

1.1 KRl

SR IR TP F R KK R A
Be) " VO AF (L IR K M 255 S e, SEg Kl
15~20 cm, RH Ik 80~150 g, 774 th I i FH 24
1500 m?, 7KJ K 26~28 C, pH H 7.5~8.5, V%A
5 mg/L A I, EASEN0.2 mg/L, WASEREL &
i 0.002 mg/L., HEMEE KRR 0.5%, B HH%
ME 2 Yk, FEMEETE A L4 10:00 FF 4 5:00 Rl

ik 5 s TR — A5,
1.2 FBEEIRAFF

SR CHECOIPHA RS, HIMESR
LA G B ARPR AR

TALEE SEH A0 10 pg/g AYFR) B s 4 S A
Yy BREEHE 2 PHA (Solarbio), #73% 24 h, Ui
JE ST 3.5 pg/g Ml IRKANIZR (Solarbio), 5% 3 h,
P4 S 5 £ 5 $e B A R AR 20 min, A S
5 I S PR RTIE E

il 25 K B RS Sk TS,
B TEREA D A K RS FRIL A, SO
Uk 2~3 i FHHBTTIRL B AU E 3 D)2 20 min,
HUERE 10 mL B0, RSSO WRATH
57, il w5 A B A H

KB ¥ & 00 40 i 2R E T R O HL
(BECKMAN COULTER, Allegra X-30R Centrifuge)
H1, 1000 r/min B> 8 min, FF [-¥; A 8 mL ¥
J&4 0.075 mol/L 1y KCUKZ WK, B THHAE37 C
(K 7 B B AL HE 30 min, BEJE 1000 r/min &
> 8 min, F ik

I#]E R AR IR B R A M B P, A 8 mL 3
Pie AR 1 B RV e © Vikmwe=3 © 1), W IRCE
30 min, F#J5 1000 r/min B.0> 8 min, FH i,
R IR

Hil o SR R WAEY) A, e R ek
Giemsa eI & (Solarbio) U FH#E 1T YL 4, Yefa
BHEISY 10 min, @BAKZE MEE, AR TEEE
o IF AL
1.3 FAaFZE ST

TEICAM R AT T A5 I A 1 e ek e ) 43 24
BAE BT (R K 5 XSP-2CA) AT WLEE | 41116
FH Adobe Photoshop 2020 #4481 4L (A% H,
FIH Image J 343155 % €0 1A g AR XS B RV LE
Wb Levan 25070 7 g 10 5 Ye (o A SRR 3 v
wnr:

HhE8 A 22 ki Y 4 /K (metacentric chromosomes,
m): B HAE 1.0~1.7 B (o ik,

V.S 3 22k Y {6 1R (submetacentric  chrom-
osomes, sm): & FL{E 1.7~3.0 YL (A fk;

V. i 5B 2 22 L G {6, 1K (subtelocentric  chromo-
somes, st): & HAH 3.0~7.0 AU YL (o fAk;
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i ol & 22k Y 64K (telocentric chromosomes,
t): BFELAE 7.0 DL B Ak,

e (AR B RE R B (Yo )= (32 I Y o iR K B/ 4
PG R FE BRI 100%

B =K K B K
1.4 ZeHifk 16SrRNA EERIRN., ¥ 50 E

R4 DNA $#2H 7] £ (OMEGA BIO-TEK) it
B, $RECSCE fn fg 44040 DNA. FIFH Primer-
Premier5 /T 514 . Horp, 1E 18151908 16S-F:
5'-GAAAGCGTTAAAGCTCAGAC-3', [0 5|4
4 16S-R: 5'-TTTGACGTGGTTGAAGTT TG-3',

PCR WA Z2 35 50 uL, f04%: A4 DNA 3 uL,
RS 945 2 ul, PCR i 25 ul, #4li/K 18 pL,
PCR ¥4 52 W 540 94 “CHiAEHE 5 min, 94 C
ARPE 30s,55 ‘CiEBk 30s, 72 CEEH 1 min, FL7E
B35 ;72 CHE 10 min, PCR ¥ M 1.5%3x
OB B e FEL VKRN, Ik AR TAEY) TR (L)
ey A BR A RS2 )Y, i SeqMan B 4%
WP AT Y] PRz
1.5 REHNHSH

M GenBank F#AETAEL 10 J& 13 MR AGL
RifR 168 tRNA FEHFS, T #5755 A0F 5%
M AE 1 75— I F ]l MEGA X 8AF 452047 . i
HH Clustal W 7647 Z BT HI LX), ZBRE R
U TUAY T %)), 18 Kimura-2-parameter A5}
BnfEE B, VIBE S fh(Danio rerio) NINERE, R
FH KA SR 2 (maximum likelihood, ML)#%) ZE [\
B R A, SR A Bootstrap 143 #71(1000
NG IR 5 AR A A B

2 HRESH

2.1 HAfedHE

7 35 43 1 B L T 253 W ) e G A v 3] 0 2
FH 100 4>, GEit gk g H, 250K 1, Jss
TR, P a AR H N 50 4RI Z, k77
A, HEHE 77%, BB 46, 47, 48, 49
(K50 240 5 HE 20 BN 4% 3%, 7% 9%, L
FE I AR ARG AR ARECH 2n=50,
22 HAEREEZE

TR 5 ANTEATEMT . 230 R 4 v 2 244

x1 HZPEaLaEFHEI>EBSLIT
Tab. 1 Statistical table of the mid chromosome division
phase in Leptobarbus hoevenii

Yeft K% H chromosome number

Wi H item
46 47 48 49 50
SSNZ K AS Kl A
53 BB 4 3 7 9 77
metaphase number
T /% 3 ; 9 7

percentage of metaphase

HEATAHT (1 2), s iR S bR B, IF
TR AT B RV L (GR 2) SEERZE IR LM, I3
PR ARG AR AT A0 16m+28sm+
4st+2t, NF=94, 4 & i 22k Je ik (m) 8 4% .
Wrh R 22 ki gt R (sm) 14 5%, WImHARE 22k
Jetafh(st) 2 FMIEERE LR QL AR (n) 1 5%, &
il e o Ak B ARE = IR1 (B 3), B 3 AT, 4l
9. 10, 11 MY iR K ERK, 455N
5.59+0.30. 5.43+0.65 . 5.02+0.16, A4 K sm B,
TR 25 WYL AR B B/, A 2.55+0.03,
KAy ¢ A

BT IRt ek i o 240

Fig. 1 Metaphase division phase of Leptobarbus hoevenii
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Fig. 2 Chromosome karyotype of Leptobarbus hoevenii
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Fig. 3 Chromosome karyotype pattern diagram in Leptobarbus hoevenii

x2 AABREEENKERELL
Tab. 2 Relative length and arm ratio of metaphase
chromosome of Leptobarbus hoevenii

POGRENS o HER A /% B Jemd
chromosome no relative length arm ratio type
1 4.81+£0.27 1.35+0.22 m
2 4.34+0.33 1.45+0.03 m
3 4.13+0.42 1.43+0.04 m
4 4.10+0.04 1.69+0.06 m
5 4.10+0.20 1.67+0.06 m
6 3.81£0.15 1.44+0.10 m
7 3.48+0.03 1.62+0.12 m
8 3.29+0.10 1.35+0.17 m
9 5.59+0.30 2.14+0.28 sm
10 5.43+0.65 2.13%0.06 sm
11 5.02+0.16 2.28+0.12 sm
12 4.53+0.09 2.87+0.28 sm
13 4.40+0.03 2.24+0.02 sm
14 4.34+0.23 2.04+0.21 sm
15 4.22+0.09 2.09+0.04 sm
16 4.08+0.11 1.85+0.23 sm
17 3.90+0.18 2.16+0.03 sm
18 3.88+0.33 2.01+0.41 sm
19 3.57+0.06 1.74+0.17 sm
20 3.49+0.09 1.92+0.13 sm
21 3.32+0.09 2.16+0.34 sm
22 3.00+0.10 1.75+£0.23 sm
23 3.83+0.07 3.80+0.12 st
24 2.79+0.21 6.71+0.52 st
25 2.55+0.03 © t

2.3 ZRAI{K 16S rRNA E[E F 54 S

253k PCR 4" F1J P H I 2, 2845 5 P Zokr
& 16S rRNA KK F Bt 592 bp, Bt A, T, G. C
SRHIN 37.5%, 19.6%. 18.6%. 24.3%, A+T
0 & B (57.1%) B T G+C B & &8 (42.9%) . M
GenBank 7% 13 Fhé@ Wy Bl 252k 16S rRNA
FLHFF, K 27 505 W07 750 04 0 3k 41 )
T3 3. B3 3 A, 14 Ry Rl a2 LR K 16S
rRNA JEFR B AL T, G, C WP & 84535
9 35.9%. 19.6%. 19.2%. 25.3%, A+T &K
T G+C & &, Hr, St @ R 68 (Spinibarbus
hollandi)W] A+T FHEEK, ik 57.5%, 7h/HAM)
A+T FEHESE .
2.4 8EIF R} E) % 1F BE B 44T

T Kimura-2-parameter #5781 R0V AR
FRLERIIR 16S rRNA FEH ¥4I (1) a8 14 HE 2551 F
4, 14 FREEERMHAZEAGFEIEREEEE R 0.016~
0.134, FHBAEIEE L 0.074, FhHfa 5 HAHEY
a2 f R E AL IR R 0.090~0.134, L
Boh 0110, 75 FH a5 20 H B i (Onychostoma
barbata) T i) 15t 1% FE 25 5 K (0.134), H5FE V)
(Sikukia stejnegeri) PRI % 55 52/17(0.090)
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£3 14 7R TR £ 23 16S rRNA EE 5 7B E AR 2.5 HHERSHLSH

Tab.3 Base composition of 16S rRNA gene sequences — = NPT . [
of 14 species in Barbidae S ﬁﬁﬂij({u IR (maximum likelihood, ML),

B2 7 /% base composition LT General Time Reversible 551 f4) 2 i 7 F} 11

2 species R - .
T € A G ATGHC J& 14 PR R, 45K 4 s, #Hk
sk g N
o 1872660 349 197 336 463 by 0 Ak, o, FAHHAIR(Onychostoma).
n H NN
Onychostoma barbata 191 25.8 35.6 194 547 452 %% ﬂl% @E E (Hampala) N 4k @ E (TOI") N ﬁE E

BIRIGE Spinibarbus denticulatus 19.8 25.3 36.1 18.8 55.9 44.1 (Luciobarbus) . 18] §i| #2 J& (Spinibarbus) ¥ J{
rhAEEIH R Spinibarbus sinensis 20.1 24.7 35.9 19.2 56.0 43.9 Clade | ﬁi}' EIZ . A % 1 J& (Sikukia) K B i R
TREMY) t Sikukia stej i 19.7 24.5 36.1 19.7 55.8 44.2 ' - ) i

) ia stemegert (Mystacoleucus) . 771 J& (Cosmochilus) . W) fLAE

E2 Lk

Onychostoma macrolepis 18.8 26.4 35.7 19.1 54.5 455 18 (PoropuntiusyFi R, Clade T 43 35 P fi I
ey 200 25.1 36.0 18.9 56.0 44.0 VU2 (Barbodes hexagonlepis){yi T E LB HYHRE,
Cosmochilus cardinalis :H: e

SCARIHIGE Spinibarbus hollandi  20.5 24.1 37.0 18.4 57.5 42.5 A HADIFR

K B S it NS

Hampala macrolepidota 19.0 26.3 35.4 193 54.4 456 3 iTie

BRI P , 20.6 24.9 35.6 18.9 56.2 43.8 3.0 HHABEEERATE

Barbodes hexagonlepis . o J ] B »
SR VEFEIE B BA R R AR AT R AP G O R BRAS 1 T
= g 20.1 24.8 36.3 18.8 56.4 43.6

Poropuntius huangchuchieni EI:XEE, Z'_(Eﬂ:% [yl ﬁ%i ﬁﬁ I @ E/‘J % II% el é/':{ é[ﬂ H@ ﬁ\]*j

KA Mystacoleucus marginatus  18.4 26.7 35.8 19.1 54.2 45.8 *‘4 ﬂel“ﬂ PHA-@OJ({II[?MSV\]{IEHL(J&%?E?%Tj(i
KRB Luciobarbus capito 19.9 24.9 349 20.3 54.8 45.2 - . i o

Y SN Yu AN U Zep ki
I Leptobarbus hoevenii 19.6 24.3 37.5 18.6 57.1 42.9 ﬁ{ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁj‘? ﬂ@m@%*%ﬁﬁ@z*ﬁo élji}ia*%

T4 average 19.6 253 35.9 192 55.5 44.5 R, WL 1 e o iR b 0 24 B B R &

F4 14 FhED TR & 16S rRNA F5IFEiEEES

Tab.4 Interspecific genetic distances of 16S rRNA sequences of 14 species in Barbidae

YIF species 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1
2 0.060
3 0.060  0.062
4 0.065  0.072  0.016
5 0.079  0.081  0.053  0.060
6 0.053  0.018 0.050  0.060  0.064
7 0.064 0.072  0.053  0.063  0.053  0.060
8 0.093  0.095 0.031 0.035 0.077 0.082  0.080
9 0.069  0.060 0.069 0.074 0.078  0.048  0.089  0.092

10 0.107 0.130 0.079 0.090 0.102 0.121 0.090 0.108 0.129

11 0.072 0.079 0.042 0.053 0.048 0.069 0.040 0.065 0.086 0.085

12 0.069 0.077 0.042 0.051 0.035 0.060 0.040 0.067 0.074 0.087 0.042

13 0.069 0.074 0.037 0.042 0.066 0.067 0.065 0.067 0.081 0.097 0.060 0.057

14 0.120 0.134 0.095 0.106 0.090 0.114 0.103 0.112 0.121 0.130 0.101 0.093 0.111

Hol 45 HQ235711.1; 2. AT HF 4 NC 019630.1; 3. FIHIAE JX042131.1; 4. HFAEEIfIHE DQ845864.1; 5. [ MWy fa
DQ845872.1; 6. £ 4 I ff GQ406258.1; 7. ZL#ig 75 I HQ235710.1; 8. G846 DQ845865.1; 9. KMk 2Lk it DQ845863.1; 10. & fj
PUZBAE DQ845874.1; 11. =P Wi FLAN HQ235718.1; 12. KM DQ845913.1; 13. KM MH136825; 14. #J] 4.

Note: 1. Tor brevifilis HQ235711.1; 2. Onychostoma barbata NC 019630.1; 3. Spinibarbus denticulatus JX042131.1; 4. Spinibarbus sinensis
DQ845864.1; 5. Sikukia stejnegeri DQ845872.1; 6. Onychostoma macrolepis GQ406258.1; 7. Cosmochilus cardinalis HQ235710.1; 8.

Spinibarbus hollandi DQ845865.1; 9. Hampala macrolepidota DQ845863.1; 10. Barbodes hexagonlepis DQ845874.1; 11. Poropuntius
huangchuchieni HQ235718.1; 1.2 Mystacoleucus marginatus DQ845913.1; 13. Luciobarbus capito MH136825; 14. Leptobarbus hoevenii.



826 Hh [ K R

530 %

99
65

o0
)

)

M E B 45 Onychostoma barbatum
Z 1% £ Onychostoma macrolepis
K ZIEAE Hampala macrolepidota

46

54
87

69

36

& a Tor brevifilis

B|HI#E Spinibarbus sinensis
AEBIRIAE Spinibarbus hollandi
FeBIHIBE Spinibarbus denticulatus

— Clade I

59

50 36

51

il

KA Luciobarbus capito J
FEE G W)t Sikukia stejnegeri |
KIBAR Mystacoleucus marginatus

- Clade II
21 4% )7 148 Cosmochilus cardinalis

ZEEWIFLEA Poropuntius huangchuchieni |

B PUZRSE Barbodes hexagonolepis

I Leptobarbus hoeveniikx

BE 44 Danio rerio

Kl 4 JFETLRIK 16S rRNA FF KL B9 B8 FHR 23 f1. 26 ML R SE it A

Fig.4 Phylogenetic tree (ML) of several species in the subfamily Barbinae based on mitochondrial 16S rRNA sequences

FIEFE], PHA FIRKKANZR P 5 AL 3500 5 430y
10 pg/g. 3.5 ng/g, YEHIBTE 7350 24 h, 3 ho
et ] P A R A A AR 1 S 1) AR R A A 4
SCRRAE S L G i N TR HsE A R At
53z FH Image J #1452 Photoshop 44l & YL (4 44
MR R, IRl s R ALK, R75 95 7T
AR R H O 2n=50, RN N
16m+28sm+4st+2t, NF=94, #R1fM, YaAm P
1990 AFE4fRGH, faf FQYNAE g (R % R R 16m+
30sm+2st+2t, NF=96, 5 AW 57 45 A7 4E 22 57,
S0 28 Y AN ) 4 S B o 2 o o 4 e € AR 1)
F L 38 R A e ] P A R BT B
3.2 HAaREEZESHT

BBy £ 2 ) G R SR HICR 24 B850 25, 42 T3
ARG EE, B 2n=48 Fl 2n=50 Fifh =5
R, Fafiikie . REEL . P50 EE
BB A I 22 B A A, R S I A A ) A A
2n=50, & 2n=100 W {E 2 A5 A8 b imiok,
2n=48 Fl 2n=52 [ 2570 38 5 {1 8b & o7 Ak T
Sk, YR £ 24 1 JRUUA % R RS2 2n=50177%
AW SR R, B EEEH R 2n=50,
LA R SRR A BURRAE o R R ISR P A
RIS e LR R N SR 1 s 153 LR SR

(g o A% B RZ T A 2080 38 5. R, il
WRHA K YL AR 2n=50 Fil 2n=100 FFHAEH,
Tt B S R 2K A R A A PR O 2, —
25k (20=100. 2n=96), MYtk H
FARE £, P50 0 PR R A AL R AL e ), —
S I B P A e e R E 2, ek /D 3 () N I i
(st) 5 22 pi e o PR B, A I3 I e 358 (m) AT
BB (sm) G 22 b e AR B RE, ARG fn G 54 2
(NF), $hnad i B8 A8 b A AL i RE ) o 2 IR
DM B A0 R BE TR, 3380 () 1 IE 35 350 (st) %5
2R g ORI Z R O R IR S RE, HL Ak
SR A AR AR RN K, 5 R IR A A Sk A
815 F S (o) ALY R 358 (s ) 75 2207 e (o IR g 22 1 2
WO R IERE, FEvi it f rp e iR A T 8%
KA, AR EEIRE, 5576 (m)
FE S (sm) & 22k e iR g i 2, & T
FERAIUES IS SN A &R RE eV
SR S LN £l o 10 VAN R VAR =R (VA
PR AL ISHE, sl G 2 ik (0L . REEL
BAWERL T REEMW &L, 24t T
IR o A 5% 45 S 3 W50 P10 e o (R % 1 oy
2n=16m+28sm+4st+2t, HHB(m)FL H# (sm)E
p AR Z, BT IR A 2R .
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Tab.5 Comparison of karyotypes of several species in the subfamily Barbidae
i et PR 2n B AR WA oo
species chromosome number karyotype formula NF
SRS Spinibarbus hollandi™" 100 18m+30sm+26st+26t 148 1.48
FP AR I B8 Spinibarbus sinensis'*") 100 18m+28sm+28st+26t 146 1.46
BIfI4E Spinibarbus sinensis'! 100 18m+32sm+26st-+24t 150 1.50
KIESE Luciobarbus capito™ 100 12m+38sm+38st+12t 150 1.50
YAl 4488 Sinocyclocheilus grahami tingi™” 96 20m+32sm+44st 148 1.54
R0 H 41 Onychostoma sima"™ 50 12m+14sm+12st+12t 76 1.52
= EEB A Acrossocheilus yunnanensis™! 50 10m+18sm+12st+10t 78 1.56
YeJE i Acrossocheilus fasciatus™ 50 14m+16sm+6st+14t 80 1.60
WU ZEE Barbodes lacustris™ 50 12m+18sm+20st 80 1.60
FRAE Puntius gonionotus™ 50 12m+12sm+4st+22t 74 1.48
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Analysis of chromosome karyotype and phylogenetic evolution on
Leptobarbus hoevenii
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Abstract: Leptobarbus hoevenii is an economically significant fish found in Malossia and worldwide that has been
introduced to China owing to its high economic value and good aquaculture prospects. However, the existing
culture population has been unselected and degraded in germplasm, generating a need for genetic breeding- related
studies on L. hoevenii. Since karyotyping and phylogenetic analysis play an important role in the conservation and
utilization of fish germplasm resources, the karyotype of L. hoevenii was prepared by the chromosome cold-drop
method. In order to study the evolutionary and interspecific genetic relationship among 14 species of the Barbinae
subfamily, the mitochondrial 16S rRNA gene sequences were compared and used to construct phylogenetic trees.
The karyotype results of L. hoevenii showed a diploid chromosome number of 2n=50, containing 8 metacentric (m)
chromosomes, 14 submetacentric (sm) chromosomes, 2 subtelocentric (st) chromosomes, and 1 telocentric (t)
chromosome. Furthermore, the number of chromosome arms (NF) was 94, revealing the karyotype formula to be
2n=16m+28sm+4st+2t, NF=94. Regarding the comparison of mitochondrial 16S rRNA genes of the 14 Barbidae
species, the genetic distances ranged from 0.016 to 0.134, with an average of 0.074. Notably, the interspecific
genetic distances between L. hoevenii and Onychostoma barbata was the largest at 0.134, while that between L.
hoevenii and Sikukia stejnegeri was the smallest at 0.090. Finally, the resulting phylogenetic tree showed that these
14 species were clustered into two respective branches, indicating a closer relationship between L. hoevenii and
Barbodes hexagonlepis. L. hoevenii was basal in the phylogenetic tree. These results provide a foundation for the
evaluation, breeding, and phyletic evolution of fish germplasm resources.
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