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Abstract  Tripidium arundinaceum, a close relative of sugarcane, and Saccharum spontaneum and Saccharum robustum, wild species within
sugarcane, exhibit valuable traits for improvement of modern sugarcane cultivar, such as robust stems, drought, flood, and frost tolerance,
and disease resistance. In this study, we compared the transcriptomes of representative germplasm from four sugarcane and closely related
species, including a close relative of sugarcane (T. arundinaceum), two wild species within the Saccharum genus (S. spontaneum and S. ro-
bustum), and a domesticated sugarcane (S. officinarum), to investigate their transcriptomic differences. The research revealed that differenti-
ally expressed genes, between the sugarcane relative T. Tripidium arundinaceum and the wild species S. spontaneum of Saccharum genus

(BM vs Y83), between two wild species S. spontaneum and S. robustum within the Saccharum genus (Y83 vs N57), and between wild species
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and its closely related genera. Genomics and Applied Biology, 42(12); 1323-1337. ]
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S. robustum and domesticated species S. officinarum within the Saccharum genus (N57 vs NJ), primarily involved functions related to photo-
synthesis, secondary metabolism, and signal transduction, which likely led to variations in their photosynthetic capacity, resistance to biotic
and abiotic stresses, and nutrient utilization. S. spontaneum exhibited greater potential in nitrogen metabolism compared to T. arundinaceum
and S. robustum, suggesting its potential advantages in nitrogen utilization. Furthermore, species-specific expressed genes in S. spontaneum
were associated with photoreceptors, circadian rhythm clocks, and flowering pathways, indicating its unique flowering feature. The study also
identified 4 325 orthologous genes among sugarcane, its close relatives, wild species, and domesticated varieties within the Saccharum genus,
and positive selection analysis of these genes indicated that S. spontaneum gradually altered its gene expression patterns under natural selec-
tion to adapt to its environment, while the differentiation and adaptation of S. officinarum during the domestication process from S. robustum

were likely related to the change of plant hormone signal transduction.
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1 ZHR5SH

L1 WFHIEAES 5% & IEE T

WANREYFBES (T, arundinaceum) (BM) |
H)F-25 (S, Spontaneum) (Y83) . KEEEFAF(S. ro-
bustum) (N57) M (S. officinarum) (NJ) i
Hlumina P FEF=4 67 119 545 A2 T dH55, 20
M(G+C) &= 1YV BIE 53 5 Ry 98. 18% Fl 53.77%
(1), WP T se gy o i e 5 2 i ok,
RS | BT KRB A Fh R Tl i) 225 7 5
AR A 294 615, 471 251, 355 994 Fi1 255 387
A ME — JL K F 31 (unigenes ), 3K BE 4 I A
1 002 bp. 829 bp. 829 bp #11 080 bp, (G+C) &
3R 49. 12% | 49.37% . 50. 03% F1 49. 59% , fdi Jf]
BUSCO PPAf 21 % it 5, 58 #& M43 301 o 72.37%
69.39% . 68.96% Fi1 76.89% (% 2) .
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Table 1 Statistics of transcriptome sequencing quality control data

Yy A% T AREL Q20 5 /% (G+C) =H/%
Species Sample name Clean reads Clean bases 020 percent/% (G+C) content/%
T. arundinaceum BM_1_le 62 997 854 9 425 968 358 98.25 52.60
T. arundinaceum BM_1_RO 62 662 590 9 367 070 589 98. 34 55.15
T. arundinaceum BM_2_Le 57 786 612 8 647 575 094 98. 45 52.51
T. arundinaceum BM_2_RO 69 405 670 10 376 543 075 98.17 54. 48
T. arundinaceum BM_3_Le 66 469 980 9 938 618 901 97.98 52. 66
T. arundinaceum BM_3_RO 82 750 466 12 365 355 897 98. 18 55.02
S. robustum N57_1_Le 71 299 020 10 645 724 016 98. 11 52.21
S. robustum N57_1_RO 80 475 232 12 014 263 455 98. 32 54. 11
S. robustum N57_2_Le 63 931 562 9 522 420 611 97.91 49.77
S. robustum N57_2_RO 71 184 784 10 627 411 423 98. 05 54. 06
S. robustum N57_3_Le 63 080 558 9415 353 133 98. 30 47.20
S. robustum N57_3_RO 65 112 728 9 722 588 570 98. 02 54.16
S. officinarum NJ_1_Le 63 079 880 9 416 349 063 98. 11 54.88
S. officinarum NJ_1_RO 69 218 142 10 334 199 855 98. 11 53.57
S. officinarum NJ_3_Le 61 398 728 9 168 710 175 98. 02 54.71
S. officinarum NJ_3_RO 70 892 496 10 586 371 278 98. 11 53.19
S. officinarum NJ_4_Le 58 701 100 8 777 470 006 98. 20 55.59
S. officinarum NJ_4_RO 52 695 306 7 880 508 656 98. 00 54.38
S. spontaneum Y83_1_Le 55 979 770 8 375 796 973 98. 31 56.21
S. spontaneum Y83_1_RO 76 921 728 11 485 760 548 98.26 53.80
S. spontaneum Y83_2_Le 63 084 960 9 427 919 349 98. 27 55.25
S. spontaneum Y83_2_RO 72 597 854 10 841 606 554 98.21 54.99
S. spontaneum Y83_3_Le 63 816 138 9 541 129 810 98. 33 55.03
S. spontaneum Y83_3_RO 85 325 922 12 736 122 455 98. 28 54.99
FH{H Average 671 19 545 10 026 701 576 98. 18 53.77
x2 BEHFA BUSCO ARREWFHEMSAITR
Table 2 Statistical table of BUSCO assembly quality assessment data for reference transcripts
i H BEE KREEFFE RN Pafifh HFE
Ttem T. arundinaceum S. robustum S. officinarum S. spontaneum
JE# BUSCOs 1168 1120 1113 1241
Complete BUSCOs (72.37% ) (69.39% ) (68.96% ) (76.89% )
JBtfk BUSCOs 300 342 341 265
Fragmented BUSCOs (18.59% ) (21.19% ) (21.13%) (16.42% )
I BUSCOs 146 152 160 108
Missing BUSCOs (9.05% ) (9.42% ) (9.91% ) (6.69% )
. BUSCOs 1614 1614 1614 1614
Total BUSCOs (100% ) (100% ) (100% ) (100% )

T 355 P9 LLBIR TS BUSCOs 2651 5 & BUSCOs 1 LMl
Note ; The proportion in parentheses represents the proportion of the BUSCO category to the total BUSCOs.
XF AR IE VBRI TR SRARE , JERIRITARIY 78 PDB i PRI I TR AR D, TEBESS | #I1T%
Fesk AR It Nr | Swiss-Prot . KOG Hl PDB PURKH:  AZEEPAEAAIRE Bl DU 4 R R 051 2
JEBEATIERE . R SRAAE Ne Ba PERARTFTERE, 4 54.94% | 56. 02% | 58.25% A1 54.94% (% 3) ,
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Table 3 Annotation results for 7. arundinaceum, S. spontaneum, S. robustum, and S. officinarum transcriptome reference

" R DA R B A N
%ﬁ Ne Swiss.Prot KOG PDB R .LLIF%‘&J EI'J.I % (ﬁje$/%

Species Number of annotated unigenes Rate of annotations/ %

B 161 175 95 035 98 830 58 156 161 863 54.94

T. arundinaceum

LR 206 681 150 593 151 611 95 689 263 987 56. 02

S. spontaneum

LT A 263 116 121 774 120 556 73 040 207 373 58.25

S. robustum

A Fh 139 886 79 576 82 492 48 506 140 321 54.94

S. officinarum

fiff F BLASTx ¥ ¥% 5% A< Ho X} 21 Z2 4 ¥y Fr
E-value BEE N 107°( £ 4) , AP FP 955 Sk 4 He
X B B H X R, kR EK, A, W

SEE DY AWy B RE A% S Bl R570 19 L X AR
ik, WTREJE T R570 Ay X 41 20 %6 Rt B AN o8
LY

*4 HEERHELEZEARMEANERES Nr BUEERLES
Table 4 Comparative analysis of transcriptome and Nr database of representative germplasm of sugarcane and its relatives
LB E/%
HyFh Mapping rate/%
Species BEF T REEWF A Fh At
T. arundinaceum S. spontaneum S. robustum S. officinarum
RS 45.4 46.0 46.0 46.0
Sorghum bicolor
EEY S 21.5 13.6 13.9 14.1
Zea mays
FA gk 14.3 15.7 16.0 15.8
Miscanthus lutarioriparius
LI MY S 2.0 2.3 2.1 2.1
Digitaria exilis
LT 1.9 2.7 2.5 2.7
Panicum virgatum
#® 1.8 2.2 2.0 2.0
Panicum miliaceum
/K 1.7 1.7 L5 L6
Setaria italica
iV S 1.3 - - -
Dichanthelium oligosanthes
HREARZZ Bl R570 - 1.8 2.0 2.0
Saccharum hybrid R570
oAt 10. 1 14.0 14.1 13.7
Other
e =" FoRREARAGI
Note: “-" indicates that the value is not detected.

DU A 4 b M A ok — 356 PR 8 3 58 258 AN (&
1A), Zrylidat GO £ds A KEGG s B 1 ke 3t
g — S, A 9 883 i vk K M i B 2
KEGG i h, 19k 5 28, M 138 AN
1) KEGG izt , Horfr ) “WEWEff/ B A2 | AR
PEI(TCA JEER) ™ R B IR M R 127 & = Ak e L

REENER (B 1B) , TR R BN, HEEE K&
O 2% )@ W i S AR 22295 Bhe i A R oK b G
PR, 7E =A% GO R G At B
TR ALY 46. 62% (27 164) , 53T S RE TN 40 g 2H
353 B 49.64% (28 917) 1 49. 11% (28 614)
(E1C).,
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Figure 1 Statistical analysis of transcriptomes in 7. arundinaceum, S. spontaneum,

S. robustum, and S. officinarum

(A) Venn diagram of shared genes in four species;

(B) Top—20 KEGG pathway annotation of the four

species shared genes; (C)Top—64 GO classification of the four species shared genes

1.2 A[FRUEMYHERERESHR

R T HCHE VAN 5 1 20 2R S 1 A b AR S
WY SRARFRIRRHE , o PO ASF 5t 22 ] 25 1 58 258
AN A T T 181 T 7 S AR (transcripts per
million, TPM) HifF , H2UFr M FRIKFL P TR
Moy Z =Rk, — AL hTPM>1" ) H

fBHLF“TPM =07, Pyffkp e 3R k3 P E SO A

— AN Fp o DL R (E CTPM > 17, 78 H AW Fl b LA
“TPM =0"FE5F%K3%,
LR R IR IER T, 10 NEEHEAE
MR AU AR S M e ik, X S L PR gl v R 3R
[F) ) A= A 2l s, A4S < RN R AR L A% OBE
PR DL R Ao AR o R A A A R G A
o TERFHZU | R B A 114 A JE R 2 B



1328 FE[H 4 2% 5 A

SRR X BB PR A3 ) Bl T R B 2 A W ol
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A7 CEERR N R R A L ROt a Ay
(B [ 5 A i AR, XS SRR AR A B R
S 3 IR L PR 5 A W ok A AU RN 40 B BE S A G
T 20 204 Sk 38 3k 5 PR 5 JHOR 28 24 i i A 3 T
RE V1A G,

TEVIFIRE R RN FE I (R 5) h, P HA &
ZINRE RIS B, 4R 354 DA 2R R IA
FEP | 232 MR LR R RIS, DL 109 A [R] )
FERFFIAR AL 2 ik i SE TR, AT 0 ol ki g )

AR AR AN A N-RBE A A R SR
Fo o R A PRI b 1) W) b o S 2 Gk L D AT
BEFEDORNARNB” | RNRAEY S M
“RNRRG Y Fikie, R PP ek
TR, #1526 1 P A o 5 1 2k 2R I 2 24
TEREBHA AR AR T, A RN A e B A
HEepE s 55, B P H AU R IR
AR A SR A e e e TR SRR A A 35 T 4 ) W TR A
PR A Q™ LA L% M0 A0 e Joe A A ey, AR
AV 57 205 HE DN AR B WA TR 1 I i R A QO ik
e,

RS5 BF, BFE, REFEMMRAEFHHHNAASREREERN ST

Table 5 Statistics of tissue specific expressed genes in 7. arundinaceum, S. spontaneum, S. robustum, and S. officinarum

21 41 AN IR

Leaf tissue Root tissue Leaf tissue and root tissue
W 354 232 109
T. arundinaceum
T 265 145 59
S. spontaneum
HEEWF A= b 64 152 24
S. robustum
e b 262 135 63
S. officinarum

1.3 #Y#MEERRKIEZE KEGG EE4H#T

ERFIRT R T =A A, o2 H e
T2 @B A AP S5 H R B A=A (BM ws Y83) . HIHE
NEF AR (Y83 vs N57), DL S H & N b iy B A

FFIGIAERR (NST vs NJ) o REARAS TERE B9 DU~ H0 Rl Y
B FAAVEE FAE R, X = P 22 5
ik F A (differentially expressed genes, DEGs) #1T
KEGG & 54371 ( P-value<0.01) (££6),

®6 MAMRAAHERMUEREIEEN KEGG BREERFR
Table 6 Enrichment of KEGG pathway of differentially expressed genes in leaf and root tissues
M I 2H 2 e Y e A T HRZH 2 e i) 5 B3
. . . ko P-value . . ko P-value

Comparison group Leaves tissue enriched pathway Roots tissue enriched pathway

Y83 vs BM HeEER-REEN ko00196 ~ 0.000 111 HATRAEHIA L ko00940 0. 006 616
Photosynthesis-antenna proteins Phenylpropanoid biosynthesis
SRR —JRIRACHT ko00630  0.001 248
Glyoxylate and dicarboxylate metabolism
niA S ko00860 0. 002 217
Porphyrin metabolism
A6 T TR A ko00590 0. 007 94
Arachidonic acid metabolism

BM vs Y83 Wit R A ko00591  0.002 253 HKNFRAEDIA L ko00940  0.007 999
Linoleic acid metabolism Phenylpropanoid biosynthesis
AR IR R k000030 0.002 959
Pentose phosphate pathway
B A ko00920  0.008 312
Sulfur metabolism
L2 B A HABR SR A 6 B ko00130 0. 009 855

Ubiquinone and other terpenoid-qui-
none biosynthesis
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Continuing table
HEHZH 2 2 e 1 e A T MR ZH 2R ) A3 I
. . ko P-value . . ko P-value
Group Leaves tissue enriched pathway Roots tissue enriched pathway
N57 vs Y83 RPN H ko03060 0. 009 579
Protein export
Y83 vs N57 LSRRI —JRIAIH ko00630  0.002 141 KNHHELEWEY G ko00940  0.000 168
Glyoxylate and dicarboxylate metabolism Phenylpropanoid biosynthesis
npBrkAR ko00860  0.002 586 fHYIHMHE(E ST ko04075  0.001 565
Porphyrin metabolism Plant hormone signal transduction
BT - ko04712  0.009 384 ZTEMEIA: 44 W ko00941  0.002 528
Circadian rhythm-plant Flavonoid biosynthesis
B, TP ML YA ko00945  0.006 283
Stilbenoid, diarylheptanoid and gin-
gerol biosynthesis
NJwos N57  o-TRRMRICIH ko00592  0.000 595 o-TF kMR ko00592 0. 000 856
Alpha-linolenic acid metabolism Alpha-linolenic acid metabolism
e R ko00195  0.001 405 HHEEAf/ b 574 ko00010  0.001 885
Photosynthesis Glycolysis/ Gluconeogenesis
HHBEAR M 2E ko00010  0.002 981 fefti ko01200 0. 002 086
Glycolysis/ Gluconeogenesis Carbon metabolism
[LES g R/ ko00900  0.005 281 KN ZMACHE ko00360 0. 005 006
Terpenoid backbone biosynthesis Phenylalanine metabolism
N57ws NJ D&t ko00195  0.000 134 WEM , KA A AR ko00250 0. 008 558
Photosynthesis Alanine, aspartate and glutamate me-

tabolism

e FEXT A, PN b SRR AR T T A PR I L PR e 2k KO R S AR (BN, 7E Y83 5 BM X ELAH Y83 s BM 1, Y83 [ySLH

FARHET BM YRR I 1A

Note: In the comparison group, upregulation of gene expression refers to a higher level of gene expression in the preceding species than in the fol-

lowing species (for example, in the Y83 vs BM comparison group, Y83 gene expression is upregulated compared to BM gene expression).

TEE T MBESE (BM vs Y83) U LU, fEM:
Hlh, % H) 7 106 NEIF% L DEGs, %
#6175 NI I DEGs; fEMAHLF, %KEF
6 954 ME| T2 |5 DEGs, %EFA 6 036 MEEF
L H DEGs, 7ERFZHZU ) B % i B 3 4R 103
BREAER-REE A" « R R
“HNIRRARI ™ A AR A DU RARI, MBESE i i 2
A I O I R AR B RR SOME IR AR B
ARG Fne iz B AN LAl w28 R AE D A R EE TR
FBESE AR A 20 2rp | fe £ 209 ' 4 08 R A 2
“HRNBREWA R .

TE KR A Fh B T2 (Y83 ws N57) HY LL#E
AN, FEMFAILUh ) S F] 4 024 AN RZEEF A Fho
18 DEGs, %% 5 696 ¥ F% 1 LI DEGs,
TERA YR BE R 5 762 D RZEEF AR A
DEGs, %] 5 303 % F% 1 L DEGs, 7F
W22 R R AR a1 B R ER
Tk, fEH % b i B S R O
R R R BR AR L« AR R0 B T A

Yo FEARA L, BT % & W O AR 0 R
“HRNREUEWAEYE R, “HEHYBEF T
S CRE A A R I B
MZEAYG I, MR LR MR 2 A
RII E IR,

TEFRHT Fh A0 K ZE B A= Ff (NST7 ws NJ) BY L3 4H
W, FEMF AL g, SEE B S 168 A #AGHT A 1R
DEGs, £ 3 279 PNRZERFAE R |- DEGs; 7EARZH
gipAg 5 017 A H LR DEGs, £ 4 815 1~ K
ZERPLE R [ DEGs,, 7ERFEHZH, PAaiy Fh i I 3
AR O o R R AR B ERTT . b
PR/ W S A R 2B AR A S B, TR 2R AR
Tl 22 5 3R SE R i B 35 W 4R T O A 1E T %
FERRALZUrh KRB A i v A B 35 AR 1 I 2
“NARR , REAFERMA AR Mg, Mz T,
HRA FhAE AR 2H 2 e B 35 A )3 I G < Al Rl
ORI PR A" W A, FEARZHZURI 4 2
W, oM RRIR AT R W e i/ S A i AR AR
P E AR X g AR AL T R R AR PR A
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Al PR AR L P A ) 2 T B Y 22 5
ARAR AR Bh 07 1H ) 22 5k

1.4 EEEEXRIERFESH

TE MR DR S e A AR R El N Tk
PERUIE N, X 5 ENEA R BB 5514 T i AR A% )
AHOC . XHH R 2R 00 B A= Fh 5 1 RE R B A b 2
(B) 7 A B A o 2z () DA R CH 1 i Ak 5
HE D Z 18] 52 B R4 ( H AR RN e % ) iy Jk [A iE
FTor BT A LA

FICAE W) 75 28 32 FF i 2] 2 HE ( open reading
frame, ORF) Tl )5, f#iFH OrthoFinder XA 7EBES |
F T | SRR A AT Rl A R Z [ S T
4 325 N HRFIREER , K 2 fos, 7ERESE FE T

T e

WA A Z ), A 136 4> B A& R IR 5L R
Ka/Ks>1, X & B & A1 1E 76 28 JJ5 1F ) 26 $%, 38 5
KEGG 3 4% & 45 ke iff 57 15 16 88 56 R i) A 9 4 T i
136 M HE R FIVEIEF B EL R 19 4% KEGG &2, W
ARSI PR CROREAR T | < D-Z IR A A
“AbBERRIL” BT ZE B A A Y LR
), %% T 3 964 A ERFEEER, 512 4~ 5 & FJE
FEF ) Ka/Ks>1, X E6IE F P77 2] 64 4% KEGG i&
12, SRRV I R BRI 7 KR EF A Fib
PRI e 2 R L% T 3 643 D E R [
B, Hord 714 4> H R RJEEEF Y Ka/Ks>1, X4
FHBECE] 72 4 KEGG &4, fie BAACFNE 138
Z“DNA Z” | “HYHMAFESHS | “WMEYIR
(3 -M I A S5 N

El2 ¥¥F., BFZ, A=ZFLEMNATEHPRBERNERENSH
(A) BF 5 FRILKAMESFHE (BM vs Y83); (B) BIFFRE5AZFEMILRARIE S E (Y83 vs N57) ;
(C) KREBEAFMSAE ML B AMIRESTE (N57 vs NJ)

Figure 2 Selection pressure analysis of homologous genes in 7. arundinaceum

S. spontaneum, S. robustum, and S. officinarum

(A) Frequency distribution diagram of T. arundinaceum vs S. spontaneum (BM vs Y83) ;

(B) Frequency distribution diagram of S. spontaneum vs S. robustum (Y83 vs N57) ;

(C) Frequency distribution diagram of S. robustum vs S. officinarum (N57 vs NJ)
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PRIZE A [ 2 2 e g o) 4 R AR AR X 8 B 50 N 1) 5
T F A A Y B A S S R R I TR e 2
FNEBERERSEA A6 F T AR ZE B AR AP el
b, B T A HE R EE S (Sspon. 03G0003510-1A
Sspon. 04G0011670-3D . Sspon. 08G0026130-2D . Y83 _

TRINITY_GG _13372 _c64 _gl _il . Y83 _Trintity _GG _
25353_¢59_G11_i4. Y83_TRINITY_GG_3580_c112_gI_
i2. Y83_TRINITY_GG_44371_¢231_gl _i2) {EAR 21
HRE SRR GE . FEREE T AR Fh RIS Bl L e
3 AN A R EE ( Sspon. 03G0003510-1A , Y83 _TRIN-
ITY_GG_13372_c64_gl _il . Y83 _Trinicy_GG_50772_
c43_g2 il ) TEMRA LR HEFRIR (£ T7)

®7 ERFEMAARSERIERSTSERERER

Table 7 Annotation of the intersection of positive selection and tissue-specific expressed genes

aat5 i 4R SEH 1D ET Nr dE HER R ERAR B
Comparison group  Tissue Gene ID Annotation information based on the Nr database
Y83 vs N57 s Sspon. 03G0003510-1A y- TR T 10 5 il At i i

Sspon. 04G0011670-3D
Sspon. 08G0026130-2D
Y83_TRINITY_GG_13372_c64_gl _il
Y83_TRINITY_GG_25353_c59_gl_i4
Y83_TRINITY_GG_3580_c112_gl_i2
Y83_TRINITY_GG_44371_c231_gl _i2

N57 vs NJ Lits Sspon. 03G0003510-1A

Y83_TRINITY_GG_13372_c64_gl_il

Y83_TRINITY_GG_50772_c43_g2_il

Gamma-interferon-inducible lysosomal thiol reductase

HURAI: PRB

Pathogenesis-related PRB protein

AT R E L

AT-hook motif nuclear-localized protein

W E R H B

Glycine-rich protein

Panicum virgatum RNA 2'-0-H SLEE RS T e 85 (A

Panicum virgatum rRNA 2'-0-methyltransferase fibrillarin-like

BREXT I 34

Protein trichome birefringence-like 34

HERE NG P2 H DIRI

Putative lipid-transfer protein DIR1

y- TR S A A B R A B S
Gamma-interferon-inducible lysosomal thiol reductase
AR E R

Glycine-rich protein

AR B FURL RS M KATAMARIL [WJ5%)
Xyloglucan galactosyltransferase KATAMA-RII homolog

2 WieSEk

TEABE S I, FIHEES | ) F% | REEF A Fp
AR | AR LU e Sk A5, 3 IR
PRI RSP 22 R 3GR N, FEX B, A S
TCS A5 I R MG A B8 U~ b b T G nl BB A0 7 S
A, JFE R AR R S TR S SR
PRI 91) B 0 - 1) Bt AR BB AR A DGR, M T —
AN H IR IR P9 S P RR 1) 4T S e AR BE S

LV PERIR LN F BB 50 RS EH
RARTEEER, X5 AR WA B REAH G ; M
PR S Pk R 3 DY) 32 295 R M 1) e e 7 IR
™= W6 SR 5 WOROR 145, eAh, ZEH R
S B UF AP 5 R B AR Z B (BM ws Y83) | HHE
J& PP A 2 6] (Y83 ws N57) LUK H 1 g B A= Fb 5
YIfEFhZ [E] (N57 vs NJ) H4E5E 2 19 DEGs 295 )
JEATER . RPAH W & BRE 5 % 2 55 D hg,
XAE—E R LR T B A RS XA Y

ARAE W30 B BT L e 37 53 5 ThT B 28 57
2.1 HERRHEELESZEMEHAGERESR

JCEVERIN Y G, A Y R B
RERRIR, fEAMIR T, EEXTS 50EEMNN
2 KEGG i, Wt B EH-REEN” ., “Oth
YER” F L& W h i B [ € 7 o AREFEXT = AN 1
B PR P (] AT B A LA, LIEOE S
YERIARSCRE N I 22 5 3R IR 0, XA B TIRA T i
XY FPTE GG VE DT R A2 25 5+

SOt OREREGHRT, R&H
FIFE S E MR R G A (0, TEOLRERY I i
HEEAEH, TEREABE D, TR S R
Y& 1E H & & 1K (light-harvesting complexes, LHCs)
W OGRED | &, MR LHCs SO BR, 4
FEMFERE a MIFERER b, LIS LHCs ZG 8 AR
A/ DRSS MR LHC R EER KL R A1k,
BHARY 50% WK, AhREREAR—
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R H O KB 1 = A B 51 (Lhebl | Lheb2 il
Lheb3) A i, 5 BM (T. arundinaceum) 1 N57 (S.
robustum ) ¥, Y83 (S. spontaneum ) " g3 I JH )
SEHERSGE T Y Lheal | Lhea3 | Lheas TR SE
0P Y Lhebl | Lheb4 | Lheb6, Y83 MG ZR G 1 5L
Prig 77 i (OPS I ) A& A< L BM | N57 FiI
NJ 9 (1A FL 45 2022) , X SBHF T 45 LR UDEH
PAEYHR LR TR FHATRES Y83 GG REN
BV R R

JeE VR Bk — P T E A B & A (1]
WOCEERE ST ROERSE L) il 3 K B 8
it 22ae . 6 A S 1 (photosystem 11, PS 1) J&
55 AE R B8 K 23 S5 0 A P4 3 UITAH S Y OC
SR, TG RAEIE R LE KA F T (PsbO F1 PsbP )
(Ifuku et al., 2005; Yi et al., 2005; Yi et al., 2007) ,
g TE ARG 38 B A A AR (PsbQ) (Yi et al.,
2006) , J6ZE 40 11 ) PsbO, PsbP Fil PsbQ & 75 &
SRR PS I SOny vt 2 3 2 ¢ H B A A H ( Bricker
and Frankel, 2011) , 7E BM ws Y83 Hl N57 vs NJ H,
PN LB AR EE B i 05 v o0 I R PR G A 22
S, XRIENDGRE R OSSR Y 22 5] iR 5 X 2
FEPIAHOG

2.2 AFESZARRENER

TEHRER M, B 5T i A8 9102 15 4 T 2 75 fiE
I AEHN B A SRR S, AR, AR SZ B PR
AR IR, LA 4 R AR 45 R (Manechini
et al., 2021) . ZEH EEBYIFPh | H 500 W 8 5 IT
A6 (Durai et al., 2014; Lu et al., 2015), 7F Y83 us
N57 F1 BM vs Y83 LA v 25 53 R ik BE A R AE 5
WG KEGG @ g b, Horh L it e xR
PTG £0 /I L0 Z S AR YOI A =K B
(phytochrome B, PHYB) AP a4 & A (phyto-
chrome A, PHYA) 76 #| % h 3Rk L (Lu et al.,
2015) ; ML E 1 (cryptochrome 1, PHY1) | fEH
WO AR Y ™ A 25 kB BT AR
I ( Brautigam et al., 2004 ), 7 & F %Rk -
P, PR R AR G A RS IR, 0 e A
PRR ( pseudo-response regulator) £ FH G & A | 5
HEHL R LHY (late elongated hypocotyl ) | B % J&
TOCI (timing of CAB expression 1) FIHf B 3L K ZTL
(zeite-locus protein) , XEEFER FRIE AT 5E 5%
SRR RO OC a2k M A a) Y e B R B, 5T AR
WA MY I | 40 B AE &K (flowering locus T,

FT) | 75 % & 8 3£ A ( GIGANTEA, GI) 1 CON-
STANS JE[H (€O ) 769 Bl ] b5 A B B, X2
LT 5 1 26 T H O ] A9 BF 5 45 2R ( Manechini
et al., 2021) , X E6FEPRI7EFFAE /T B9 B R P AR
e T B BOT iR AL 4R B 3% R, FKFIL (flavin-
binding, kelch repeat, F-BOX 1) X} #1555+ A9 H K1
MELEE, AL HTER T % h &£k Bl
(Imaizumi et al., 2003) . ARGFF P YHEAEREH 3 (ear-
ly flowering 3, ELF3) 38 sEMa B BRAROCHEER , anyoft
FEH LHY (late elongated hypocotyl, LHY) . 53
CCAI (circadian clock associated 1) Fl1 GI F)FE SR IH T
EER 7 1 ( Murakami et al., 2007; Matsubara et al.,
2012) , 1 Y83 vs N57 Wy LLERAL M, %25 B T4
) ELF3 BEN 22 53605 o AN T HREm A At A
FIFH S IR IR SO % | B R A Py o
OHRG A ST ALIRAR I 22 57 RN B B VTR G

2.3 HEMRAIHEFWRMATERE

HE) T Ak T 7 A A SRR R A DI AR
B4R RS S 2R A R, Rk
B TEESE, RZSEAEY) Y N (Yan et al.,
2021) . 7E BM s Y83 W tLARdlh, 22 7L & 411
KEGG i i i AR | Ml R AUl Fne ot &4
Yrrb BRI E | Bk T 2 i 8 AR (€O, ) [ E
G A HLAE A P 8 it B (Bar-Even et al.,
2010) , LA P AW ThEfFRESR:, Tl H.
WA Ay A ) A A N HC At B 2 5 1 1) S B 4 Il A
I3 o AT IE AR A E AR AT ASGE R R A
ISR A ER R XA —Fh]
I, AROCHIFTE R WX Fh SR s A B T4 S A )
B9 A 8L %5 A1 A2 72 2% (Ducat and Silver, 2012;
Betti et al., 2016; Bar-Even, 2018) , ZEA#M 5 H, C,
TR AR v By N R R B R — ¥ I ( phosphoenol-
pyruvate phosphate dikinase , ppdk ) F1E R 4 B =X P9 TR
TR ¥R A I ( phosphoenolpyruvate carboxylase, ppc) 53
TMRRAENRE T ST AL 2 AN AR TR Y R A5
fiff (lipoxygenase, LOX ) 3 R (1) 78 B 25 F1 K 5 %5 2 1]
ZFAIR, ATRERR PSS T E T Z A A W) B A e 2
SR Z —

WF 58 W AT D3 o A H R i b 5 58 T2
A7 2% A8 ok S BLH FEAR & 1YL R ( Sakaigaichi et al.,
2007 ; Takaragawa et al., 2022) . 7E¥|F% 58 5
(BM ws Y83 ) MIF|TF-46 5 RZEE L Ff (Y83 vs N5T) HY
P, sl A TR 42U Y DEGs, & B ik 26 5
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PR = 2P e 2 Al e, I L5 R0 Ay IR AT AT
I DA G i 3R BA 1328 16 S0 A D7 AR X
PSP MR ZERFE AP HA L X — BT 45 R A
T AL AR (AR RO ) SR Bl B H R A
R flt TR ZARK,

2.4 HEXIFEMMIE RN REAF

TR — ZR 51 114 B 8 AL 1 R 1R o s it A5 |
E )Y (Jones and Dangl, 2006) , HA 455 F$it
PEAR RN RR SR SRR RO 4, DT i3 3 3500 40
fih 5 Y SRPE S, TEMR IR YL IS KR KA
P& (salicylic acid, SA) 233 9 IR DG IE PR 1 =3k
Horpr— 6L PR G % ELAT 5000 P 35 PR 19 2 F1 5T (van
Loon et al., 2006) , #7451 22 57 Fe R FE KA FEAE )
WMERESEFREMOZARNA SRR EE, Hip
— U OCHE A (1) e ah At 2 0 L AN [ AR B Y R, 6]
A K 2 B A (auxin/indole-3-acetic acid, AUX/
TAA) %5, AN Z IR AR DG I RI7E 1) - 25 Y iR 2 21
HhEak R, REIJE RS 2 1 NPR1 (nonexpresser of
pathogenesis-related genes 1, NPR1) | # 5% A+ TGA
(transcription factor TGA, TGA) . % JRAH & 1 1
( pathogenesis-related protein 1, PR1) ( Kumar et al.,
2022) %, PRI 7 Z F Y TH 5 55095 I ( Jones
and Dangl, 2006) , G055 H 7R 5500 JEAAR S | AL (A9 2
o B4R A R R E P W RE SR B TR
(Brigida et al., 2016) , [AJi} PRI FEPRAEH R 1) it 98
P % 5 T — & WAE H ( Fouladvand et al., 2022)
BZ, WSS R 2622 S L D AT RE7E 1) T4 bt
g AR R A BT RS

WEFEFRMT, HRERT LASE i R oK A5 W i
SRR T | TR 2 A A R AR A ) B S IR AR Y
FEPR 3R R % R A W LA P 38 ( Pereira-Santana
et al., 2017) , BARAHIIE I BHA 20 5T ia
ARFH L AEATY R 38 A 38 A OC R TE L B4 v 1) 22 S
Pk, Wz R AHAREE RER AR A R RN IR
AWy 1 AN ST A 5 i SRR A S
IRAERYACHE R BEASEA B Y — 2K E LY
UAEAH = W, 48 Pt A AL K (Pourcel et al.,
2007) , AT 5 AR )X 155 OG0 A EE SN B S B T A2
PE, 05 B HUE K (Agati and Tattini, 2010) . H52%
AW YR EA T Z AR AE ST
RE, WAL R I, D4 R ) 40 i £ 52 15 1 4 (ROS)
PaE WA RARE . MR EET, 25
% LAY B A 5 55 ( Dudareva et al., 2013) , KN4

R — RIS GAR Y & U ET A, G045 S B |
ARFFR | RBLF4iz | B AEEHE2E (Cuong et al.,
2019) . HIAWFFERD], RNERAE KNEEY)
JoT AN B ) 5T G B s A R R A R 2R IR
YH P W A ( Leifsonia xyli subsp. xyli) (Fu et al.,
2019) #1 %5 . ( Mythimna separata) ( Wang et al.,
2021) BB AHIR N

2.5 ERFEEHNSH

RN T AN [R) o 507 365 PR 9 46 7 ThT R 22
S, ARSONBESS | BT8R A R R A
IESEFIL R R T T B A, WFSR S RA B TR 4
T3 JHRLA T AT THE 19 SR PRI v ) T SR s 5 10 A
fiE o AH BET 25 Jm 5 A0 ol 5 1 R B A= A H
S A Ao DA H T T 10 Ak A 5 B A X = AR
Hh e 1 B AN [ 119 T S 5 5 PR e AT R4 2R IE
EPEEE N TR ) b 2 1) it i A [R] B e 1B AT e
Wy A ik 7 b TR I A () 1) PR 058 T T AR A 28 oy 2
SR o ARSI SEIE e RERL R 1 3 A AR A2 AL, BE
WS TR A 1 fift B 1 ol £ 7 A F A 2 e 2 7 1P B
2, INTTHE 7S BT THEAS [R) R A5E v ) A 28 W P T A

SHRERE AR E T EAL, £ RER IS
Toft R v 8 B RO 2 1 ORI AW R 2 1 /)
WA A I | Gy BDGAEME ¢, b a2
A3 DR R A R R AL i A2 Hh NADH -2 it 4
A4 J5 i ( NADH-ubiquinone oxidoreductase ) 3. 5.4y
AR AL DR 52 2 s ZUAE BE 7 31 T3 R OR 2R BT AR b Y
P, 2y ISRy BE N 2 2 A A A Ui
TR PR B, R I U A A ) R
AE U T R0 AR B R AN Ay AL, 2D
XL ME AT 2, IX 5 B s S R DR 7R AR P
PRI ) 3 R KA A (Fatma. et al.,
2013) o TERZE A b AR T b % B0 I 8 5
PR AR YR E SR dk b,
ABA 2 N JC 14 45 & I T (abscisic acid response
element binding factor, ABF) = Y 4E 4= ¥y W36 5 i
( Amir Hossain et al., 2010) , FA] 42 & X 45 9 3 53
W38 A9 i 32 1 ( Nakashima and Yamaguchi-Shinozaki,
2013) , LIE AU R I BE ] (ethylene insensitive 2,
EIN2) M8 Z 05 % . ABA {5 538 55 a5
53 PR AE XGEHETY 55 (Wang et al., 2007) , [AlFE%
& Az B9 ZURIE RS 5, X580 EIN2 TEAEY) 0L
XF AR, 5 e | R 8 5 2 M E S i
(28 . AT BE A HE A G AR T, B8 HAEA
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Pt A R rp A E 2

TEF SRR TN, B F% . B MR 2R AR
ol ) TE e DR 1) i AN A BT AN [, T AR
TEAACRERR AL AN B A 7 1T, 7 Al Bl b, IE e 4
HE PN J2 B 5 PR 5 W R A O A % (JE 2
IR T H T ), X5 REERF AR MY IE e 45
PILAFAEZE 57 o X LERT ST 45 A B T e K L
T R SR G e e A o R R A 2 5
2 H I HELRAIE

3 MBREFE

3.1 SRAH

PRy 4 AR 0 R BEF (T, arundinaceum)
(BM) ., E|F-%(S. spontaneum) (Y83) ., RZEHFH:Fp
(S. robustum) (N57) Fl# iz B (S, officinarum )
(NJ) o BT AT S50 A4 RE 2 Bl A T 7 04 R 2 56 [
(108°17'E, 22°50'N), FHi MWLM | R LE
i, HeH AR A I I RTAR ER R 3 AWt A
PRANME RN 8 Bk,

*8 FTMREANERERR
Table 8 Table of information about the

samples used in this study

Wt FA®  ABaH BREA
Species Sample name  Tissue name Sample duplicates
T. arundinaceum BM_1_Le - 1
T. arundinaceum BM_2_le - 2
T. arundinaceum BM_3_Le - 3
T. arundinaceum BM_1_RO R 1
T. arundinaceum BM_2_RO R 2
T. arundinaceum BM_3_RO R 3
S. robustum N57_1_Le - 1
S. robustum N57_2_Le - 2
S. robustum N57_3_le - 3
S. robustum N57_1_RO AR 1
S. robustum N57_2_RO R 2
S. robustum N57_3_RO Lits 3
S. officinarum NJ_1_Le - 1
S. officinarum NJ_3 le - 2
S. officinarum NJ_4_le - 3
S. officinarum NJ_1_RO R 1
S. officinarum NJ_3_RO Lits 2
S. officinarum NJ_4_RO AR 3
S. spontaneum Y83_1_Le I 1
S. spontaneum Y83_2_Le - 2
S. spontaneum Y83_3_Le - 3
S. spontaneum Y83_1_RO R 1
S. spontaneum Y83_2_RO R 2
S. spontaneum Y83_3_RO R 3

3.2 SERERAWMAEE, HENTE

{6 ] fastp #A% (v0.23.1) ( Chen et al., 2018)
XF RNA-seq 5 7 A (4 S R B5CHE 047 B 4% . 1
RERS A SR 22 BRI 5 Hcdls vh i 453k P 91, B
AN I BEECL S BT AR B, AR R4
PRI BT TS G Y O TR — 254
M. fF hisat2 A (v2.2.1) (Kim et al., 2015) ¥
TR LT 2R T 2% B 4] AP85-441(2 n=
4x=32) (http://sugarcane. zhangjisenlab. cn/sgd/ht-
ml/download. html) , FLX} 152 FE PR 41 (1) 1352 54
Trinity X1 (v2. 1. 1) (Haas et al., 2013) #1734
FIFHE SR AR H R, A EXT B 200 TC
S MR BARAGH eARAE A TE, 3 2B HRE
T 3G AR . LRI T2 2B I ¥ 9 1 S.
spontaneum ( Y83 ) G ARG ENE ML H.L, 5
HoAbA 5T e ARG B ST A R, X — i 7
{fi ] GMAP %44 (v2021-08-25) ( Wu and Watanabe,
2005) (B4 -min-Identity 0. 9) & CD-HIT-EST 1
(v4.8.1) (Li and Godzik, 2006) M [ TC 4% & 149 )% 51)
(B8 ¢ 0.8), FZAF 20X PUASFh BT AR MERE 5%
Y, MSFHFA, BUSCO T #5 spA 4 3%
SERNEPPA (I EEF . mbryophyta_odb10) ; (G+
C) &1, Contig N50 , 3K JFEESEbr H FLH2E &
WAL, IR 2N AMBIRES S50, 2%
T SEAGE 17 BLASTx 43 31 B %t 2] Nr ( ProteinBLAST .
http ; //blast. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/Blast. cgi? PAGE =
Protein) . PDB( PBD: https ://www. rcsb. org/) . KOG
(KOG http://fip. ncbi. nih. gov/pub/COG/KOG/ky-
va) F1 Swiss-Prot ( http://www. gpmaw. com/html/
swiss-prot. html) (8%, B{E A E-value<10™,

L FEREIREFRERZEREES

W 28 3 o s b Y RNA-seq ¥4 132 25 f )
Bowtie2 # £ (v2.2.5) ( Langmead and Salzberg,
2012) H5ENUFSH AT . KI5,
FoXoF 48 SR B HOE — L 193288, A Salmon %K
f£(v1.6.0) (Patro et al., 2017) F4TE &4H7 .

3.4 ERREDSTRE KEGG EESH

i H edgeR %X 14 ( Robinson et al., 2010 ) X} #% 5%
AR LA (L TPM RoR) #E47 T TMM ( trimmed
mean of M-values) ¥rifEfk ( Blake et al., 2020) , TE#R
HEAL)E , i E &, B | log, Fold Change | =2
FIFDR < 0.01, G 2k i HA 35 22 5 RIK I LA,

3.3



Z)

Cl

H

N

FEAE . H BRSO 2 AR PR B e sR 2 LB A

1335

BEJR , Xkl g 25 22 57 RR L N AT T KEGG =%
IR, DARE—25 T E AT A <0 % o A D RE A
i

3.5 RIESMRIERZFESH

{fi B TransDecoder # 14 ( http ; //transdecoder.
github. i0) (5.5.0) Tl 4% Sk A1) ORF, I FLE
W A 75, SR JE 1 OrthoFinder 3k {4 (2.3.8)
(Emms and Kelly, 2019) # 17 B £ [F] U 5 PR 07 326
OrthoFinder #XfF-3£F BLAST ) 4 %F 42 X i) (all-vs-all
bidirectional ) FbXF, {# ] MSA #X{}:( Bodenhofer et al.,
2015) AT Z HJF 5 X, MAFFT (Katoh and Stand-
ley, 2013) #4722 J¥ 51 BK AL, X B4 D1 B A
ParaAT ¥4 ( Zhang et al., 2012) = il — 3154
Ka/Ks 93¢, F—25 i FH MUSCLE #% 14 ( Edgar,
2004) #EAT AL TP A0 HExF, AR A LT 81 [l ik
L 5% L A R e ) LU X 25 5 | i) KaKs_Cal-
culator X/ ( Wang et al., 2010) 3175 Ka/Ks {H,

HHRIRE

SR UG SR A B . B AR = E A B L
( Genome Sequence Archive) (5|5 : PRJCA020103)

EETTH

A FLRAHETE AT A 5 A FLAN 2R R 52
S 3T RS SRR 49 5 A 5 AR ML 2R SRR 58
BARBZE AT 3 AP0 H B9 R K 5t
TP BLT Bl FHE SCE R 5B ek, 4k
VR AR B 1 [F) A A SO

S 3Tk

WAL, Wik, A, &, 2022 HRESOEA R R HEE
PRI P12 50 4. o TAEP) B Fh, (2023-09-07) [ 2022-
07-28 ]. https://kns. cnki. net/kcms/detail/46. 1068. S.
20220727.1715. 010. html. [ FENG M F, TANG Z, HUANG
Y Z, et al., 2022. Preliminary analysis of net photosynthetic

3
I.o

3.6
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