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Abstract The effect of transgenic cotton SGK321 with cryl4c gene on bacterial community structures in honeybee (Apis
mellifera ligustica) intestines was studied by denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis (DGGE) based on sequencing of 16S
rDNA. The honeybees were fed with the transgenic cotton pollens, non-transgenic cotton pollen and foreign DNA of high
concentration for seven days, respectively. The intestinal bacterial diversity of each treatment was analyzed by DGGE and the
possibility of a horizontal gene transfer was detected by polymerase chain reaction (PCR). The DGGE profile showed that the
number of bands of all treatments ranged between 11.3~15.0 and Shannon’s index between 0.87~1.05. The similarity (Dice)
coefficient among the treatments ranged from 68.3% to 84.7%. These indices showed that different diets could not change
the bacterial diversity in the honeybee intestines. At the same time, gene transfer was not detected. It was concluded that the
transgenic cotton had no detrimental effects on the microbial diversity in honeybee intestines in short period of time. Fig 2, Tab 3,

Ref 22

Keywords transgenic cotton; honeybee; intestinal microorganism; gene horizontal transfer; DGGE

CLC Q788 :S55035.3

BB N VE W RE 0% 4 A0 R IR H (ICPs) , i 6 37
H. SUME . 58 HE 2R ERgE, BXPAFTLE, A5
YL IR BT, HT U A 19964 78 3¢ [ s T kA LAk, 76 42 BRI
T E RN, 324 R 1k, T 5 R 18 2 R 1= AF 95 I & 5
STy . B E— S B AR S S R, TR
Yk 6 [ 2 J5 5 AN PR H R AR AL E 2R 20084F
P I BE 3 FRR A6 10 R 167 Rk 3.8%106 hm?, (5 A A6 F A B
T ALIK69%, F2a4: T RIYZ T AR S AL 2325 0.

SR, A 5 DR T PR 0 A K T R D 7 4 X 3 B 4

WeHi H A : 2009-04-15 4252 HHH: 2009-05-18

*[E 52 KRR R H (“9737 Wi H, No. 2007CB109203) ¥ Hf
Supported by the “973” Program of China (No. 2007CB109203)

3 {{/E# Corresponding author (E-mail: jzhang@ippcaas.cn)

AR PR A R i B SR AR ST, X R A
A BRSO TE A9 i R 2 — 20, R AR AR W A B L AL
B, TR AT b i R AR MM G, 2 —Fh
B A AR R AR A ). B e — T T PR IR R IR B U A Y
e, AL, 75 —TJ7 MAEASAE F IR B RS I e i o 1 e
o B e FE DA A O IXURS: . AR 2 P DA 10 Ay e 22 (] )
FEMA HAT, Y B R e 2B T R R
WEFE, (R EAR R s B 4 M e ik DRV Bl 30 e A
AR 0 A5 D T, R SR T8 AR 2 TR Y R A T 3R
5, R IR B b, 8 A S g R T A
KA. M iE AP H A AR RO AR R AR E AR
AR A TR U B AL B SRR SO R R
B A AL B AT R BRI B s, IR EE



212 NE A5 R B A o 4

Chin J Appl Environ Biol 16 &

DM BE 1% 75 1 18 B 20 2140 B Ak B 001 T S 4L 5% B AU DNAJE:
T4 5 B AR Y AR BEAE R, Ak L KRB SR
L 7= AR AN 5 ) 7 3k 6 ) 500 R R G T i . R
DI 38 T W) R AR AR R SR AR i A T e R R R &
TERFRIE S .

h T AT AN N T S R 2 Holg AR R N A
DNAH, T 1 2E W0 st A% 5 8., 25 1T % P 3 ol 24 o e o
FEAE L, AR T R KR e T A3 BB e Bk
FRAEAE R (EHARARES) FIDIAR SE6 243 B FE Y L X T oK R
TRIAR A4 2t 3 3 0 8 748 7 0 erp AR IE TR N it A R DNA
(R B B AR R DNATE I A e 8606 1) s, AT
A M AN M 33 T AT S [ IR DNA % AR B RS I RT RE 1, 407
T A AN 25 S A ST L R B ey ARSE R K RS AN
T KA — R B RE ) 1) 22 4 1 F 9 B8 Bl

1 MBS 7 ik
1.1 EERFIFLES

TP EX Taq $A B . 25 F0 R 2 N U) . pMD19-T
Vectorll [ TaKaRaZy &), 2xPfu PCR Mix WAL 5 R & J7
BHEABRZAH, SYBR Green I [ AMRESCOZ H], Hig k4L
RN R T 4k

PCRG| 4 J 7 500 5 w3 A TAE 3 R A R A
& . PCRIYAYZ A Thermocycle, W H 7 [E Biometra’Zy .
DGGE{Y %% #1 = DCode™ Universal Mutation Detection
System ( Bio-Rad Laboratories, USA) . DGGE#E I BiAE R4 N
Universal Hood 11 ( Bio-Rad Laboratories, USA) .

12 FRRESH&E

A5 BUE MR SGK 321, Jit i i B Bt N (cryldc)
S AIE 32 1 B T 358 B A BUE AR AL R W LA A i
321, NSGK321M Z K, X Lbf e} 15 F Al F 0 [ A B B M 400
R4 BT 5% BT B 7 P i . N TSR 5K 1 b R AE B AE R
—20 CH-AE, SEM AT - 70 CAATE.

B IBE R HF366 (75 2l i eryldh JER1.8 kbifi Pk X
FBL, AmpR, 4.8 kb) AW AIRAT, el ¥ eryl At
P HTHF3664 BamH 1 [EVI3RAS 5 Ok $2 BURE VT4 162 W53
T T,

1.3 ik EERRERAFAE

P 5 e Sl B RKOR e (Apis mellifera ligustica) , H
r ] R L B 2 W F 5T T B AL o BRI BIk 11 RE e T
SRS ALBRAE, BRSO, AE33 °C | AHXS IR R 70%I1 1
A RE IR, IRy T B — 4 BEOK+EUR HF366 (800
ng/mL) ; 5 4. WiK+cryldh (800 ng/mL) ; 25 =41 . B
AR BN BEAK+HAE 3214683 (150 mg/mL) ; 55 4 - ik
+SGK3217EH (150 mg/mL) , 43l L2 MESRT d (ST 5 X
Fofr et 2 700 B o T e RTRRE A T8 A 358 1A A R B [ 10 d A
N, ABFSEITE 37 d) .

1.4 EFEZHDNAREL

N 8 W R 475 % S T 7 5 P R s i, BU g
EHA—ADKERILS mLEDAE T, B4 510 H 2 AH R b 2
28 % iz, R BUR B U M RN L DNA, BT 2 13
Hk[13].

SGK 321147322 321 1 5 K 41 DN AR B )y 2 2 B SCik
[14].
1.5 16S rDNA V3XPCR¥ 1t

16S rDNA V3IX 4 T 5143431 (5-ACTCCTACGGG
AGGCAGCAG-3') fi1534r (5-ATTACCGCGGCTGCTGG-3') Is!
LEE SIS 5N “GC-clamp” (5'-CGC CCG CCG CGC
GCG GCG GGC GGG GCG GGG GCC CGG GGG-3') , HW&E
Y 87 IEPCR W) 75788 1 A5 Jo g I W ik 9 42 i . 50 pLi)
PCRIZ WA Z A : DNAREAR 1 uL, 514 (20 pmol/L) 4541 uL,
2xPfu PCR Mix, KIE M 28 F7KAMES0 pL, [FE LLddH,OfE
B L ZHDNA R 25 A% IR, PCRY I FE)IT . 94 CTHAS M4
min; 94 °CZEPE1 min, 64 °CiR &1 min, 72 °CHEf#2 min, HJ5
RITOMEIR, A PRFRIE SR ERER0.5 °C, HAfh AN
G IS EFR B KGR EE K55 °C, HE AR AS; 72 °C At
10 min. T RBRPCRITFE ™ A= 1 5 TR AUE , 4 PCRy™ ¥ 1E
g 4 B i3 4T Reconditioning PCR, B FE ¥4 : 94 °CTHAS 11
min, 94 °CZ8E1 min, 55 °Ci %1 min, 72 °CHEfH2 minfGH5
W, 72 °CHEAHI10 min. PCRy™H1 it 7] & 4lifk.
1.6 DGGE&#f

IR BE I (37.5 @ 1) e N 8%, Jir AR 4 570 B 158 o
40%~65% (100% 14 2% 4 535 WAL B AR BR 40 ok 40% 1) HH T Jie
57 mol/LINIREK ) , PCR/ZH_LAE 1 200 ng, 7£60 °C ., 200
VHLE F RS2 K6 h, ZRJ5HSYBR Green I {430 min,
i
1.7 DGGEE& o247

DGGE 1% F Quantity One#k{4: ( Version 4.6.6, Bio-Rad)
WEATAHr, N T B4l S<1%1) 45 5. Shannon’s5 U L T
KZHEE, H = =Y P, log P, Frh P45 K 1 &5 i 2% 21 19 AR
XFF= £, Similarity ( Dice) Coefficient, S, 5z A [R] 4b $ 2 [H] 1y
i 3B A IR T AR, S =2n, /(n,+ny), Hotin, S ABPIAS
Wb IR P G SR, n SR AR R SRR n
BAL L A £ B
1.8 HREHEESFEIISW

HE2H AN IS AL B C. DUIT,
BRAE LS mLK B 0B T, A TE B KB EE ( ER
mm) f200 uLiB gtk BIZIEY, 4 Cili, 0, B0 uL
LI PCR, R Z[E 1.4, BTG A& GC-clamp. 4lifL PCR
7 N Poly-AJ5 % 2 pMD19-T#; /4 (TaKaRa) , 1k K
FFEIM110, £33 5i e SCEA . B, C. D. 5ol 4 M3 H 514
PCRYE & MU % 8 J5, B A4 AL DR 44 47 00 . %t
M 16S rDNA%E343 bpab TF4A, V3 IX£7200 bphiH ST 5115
B, 7ENCBISCHE FE AP A7 oo, 1R 5 i B9 471, TR
PEAE LA— SO 51T & B9 5 3 EUAE A bR o
1.9 PCR¥&MSMEELE

ST R I A R ) AR I DR A5 S B i G R 3
K eirh, DL B B DNAKH RN, FHAH R 155 k5 9 17
PCRY" 34, MREZ4 AL FH P AMNE I H eryldc, cryldh, T
W= 514300 bp., 2.1 kb A7, 50 pnLAYPCRIZ MR R N
DNAFH70.5 pL, 514 (20 pmol/L) #4541 uL dNTPs (452.5
mmol/L) A4 uL, Mg> (25 mmol/L) &4 uL, 10xTaq Buffery
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5uL, 1 U Ex Taq, KW EF/KFMNES0 pL. PCRY ST
9. 94 °CHiAE M4 min; 94 °CAE L min, 55 °CiE K1 min, 72
°CHEAH2 min, 3053 ; 72 CHEMH10 min. crvidc. crylAh5]
YIFIN A3 5K erylde-F: 5 GAAGGTTTGAGCAATCTCTAC
3', cryldc-R: 5' CGATCAGCCTAGTAAGGTCGT 3';
crylAh-F: 5 GGGGATCCATCCTATTTTTAC 3', cryldh-R: 5'
GGTACCTTATCAAAGCTCGTC 3.

2 ER 5000
2.1 PCR¥1%16S rDNA V3X

#416S rDNA V3IX PCR™ 4 JH 1.5%AY Bt 5 A 0t e 17647 #ly
Tk, MZEE (1) TTRLE 1, B B2 R T200 bp, 5
FEYIR/ NIRRT, B S R

M 1 2 3 4 =] t

Fl1 16S rDNA V3IX PCR™ 4kl 4
Fig. 1 Analysis of PCR products of 16S rDNA V3 fragment
M, DM2000 DNA marker (2 000, 1 000, 750, 500, 250, 100 bp); Lane 1,
Diet containing plasmid HF366; Lane 2, Diet containing cryl4h gene; Lane
3, Diet; Lane 4, Negative control; Lane 5, Diet containing non-transgenic
pollen; Lane 6, Diet containing transgenic pollen

2.2 DGGEE& 43 #

DGGERI i i 7R T 2835 A [7] Ab P88 14 fizy 305 T 70 % 2 1
B (E2) . B S AR IS SUARL, KHE o #R AE Th e i i
2384y, HQuantity One#%f4: (' Version 4.6.6, Bio-Rad) X} DGGE
BT FEAT 33— 25 M. 5 B A 7K R 5% 114 288 068 i 3 o B 1Y)
DGGEX i il H#t £ (Lane 1~3), 415.0, Shannon’s#§ %4
1.05, H 27 B 2505 1Y 2 B A o e Ab B AL SR i AR . &l
FESL AR A AE M AL FE2H (Lane 4~6) 58K AL ¥R 4H (Lane
7~9) B o, 4350 11381117, {H )2 Shannon’s

3 4 56 7 89 101012 13 1415

2 16S rDNA V37 BIPCR“#/DGGEZ T
Fig. 2 DGGE analysis of PCR products of 16S rDNA V3 fragments amplified
from gut bacteria
Lanes 1~3: Diet containing transgenic pollens; Lanes 4~6: Diet containing
non-trangenic pollens; Lanes 7~9: Diet; Lanes 10~12: Diet containing
crylAh; Lanes 13~15: Diet containing plasmid HF366

A —EWES. FerylAhEH AL FRZ (Lane 10~12) M
SRR HF366HY 2 B2 (Lane 13~15) 2 [d] 25 AR/, Aok
Ui, B A DGGERIE i Y S5 i 4 H AE 11.3~15.0Z [1],
Shannon’sf§ U 7£0.87~1.0522 [8] (1) , BUE I, WA T
HFES, X A TE AL B AL 2 R) A AR R BCRAE BTR e (R
2), AHRIE R B T 68.3%~84.7%, Kk & 7E75.0% L
L, AERLEAR . FR LT AR HE , AR AR AL SGK 321 %
TR 2 06 iy 3 TR R B I O B
2.3 DGGEEEHRR4F R T RER FIINHT

R B 1RARAYETHE B F0Shannon’sig 4]

Table 1 Band number and Shannon’s index A’ of different treatments

ML 1 2 3 4 5
Treatment
N 137 133 11.3 11.7 15.0
H 1.02+0.14*  0.98+0.04* 0.87+0.02* 0.99+0.14* 1.05+0.16*

a: Standard deviation

2 BAIRA Z ERIBIMEREL (S,/%)

Table 2 Similarity indexes among different treatments (S,/%)

KIbPE Treatment 2 3 4 5
1 84.7 80.0 68.3 83.7
2 81.8 83.7 773
3 79.4 81.0
4 759

D8 3 TR BE A i 2 A A, AR R AR R R
B EEMIER, A RHREE AT 24, X1 &
a7 A WM, TR G A b B A% A Ah B A 1 I B S EAT
SR XA AL B (1 A SRR AL B CL DIFAT IR
il 23 PCR. Sal TFIEcoR TXUFV) % 52 , 34~ 5t B AL
PRECAA BE P T B R A7 e, 25 SR A3, XA e b A
A AN TERE P B 3R E T 81, P A2 T A4)T 3]
e A . AENCBIT AT P AR L &I, 347 51 4 il 5
FLFF B (Lactobacillus sp.) . #5415 M B ( Pseudomonas
aeruginosa) —FASTT% F5 10 240 B A R 100%. BAkAl 174
ATERENI PSR b, BANZRER, 1EI5 i KB, B,
B2. B35 NCBI' 7 S A B A JEAR =, KK S 96% . 97%
H198%. CAH WAL & 3R I, feim AR R C12H 99%
PSR, €2, C3#RH100%. DAL 44 vg e U e 45 SR Ay — A
2GR, D1, D379 5 A AR IR, 55 mEE % 59 AT T A A
:98%, D2YjSaccharibacter sp AL A100%.

IFRIFTLUF ), X ¥ 3R 2 )8 T AR PTG 77 8O AT i
TRV B, M EAE 22 L 2R T)ERER ] (Firmicutes) |
AETE ] (Proteobacteria) , i — & 737 §11 4SS HuA I8 A
5E. Firmicutes= % H Lactobacillus sp.2H iY,, Proteobacteriafil &5
A a-, y-proteobacteria.

2.4 PCREGTMSMNEEE K FHH

SGK321, BTKLHF3664 FHEXT B, 7183215 B X AR,
38 3 R S S 6 AR S R EAT PCRY G & 30, % 1 FHAME
XTI Y= 2 A, e S JE 4. X RIIGIAE A
SRFAF N EUR ORI EEE T, 5 d 3k PR A5 A 2k R
KA H (PCRy™ WA 43 At 0 )
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Table 3 Results of DGGE band sequence of alignment against the sequences from NCBI database
D7) e eSS FRT AR Frakes
Sequenced clone Group Accession number Similarity Sequence source
Al Firmicutes EF187242 100% Lactobacillus sp. Bma5
Firmicutes AY667701 100% Lactobacillus apis strain 1F1
A2 y-proteobacteria EU097342 100% Uncultured Pseudomonas sp.
y-proteobacteria EF584110 100% Pseudomonas aeruginosa
y-proteobacteria AF448038 100% Pseudomonas aeruginosa
A3 Unknow FJ229345 100% Uncultured bacterium
Unknow EU528229 100% Uncultured bacterium
A4 The same as A2
Bl o-proteobacteria AJ971906 96% Saccharibacter sp. Am 22
a-phaproteobacteria AJ971902 96% Saccharibacter sp. Am 06
a-proteobacteria AJ971857 96% Uncultured alpha proteobacterium
o-proteobacteria AJ971850 96% Uncultured alpha proteobacterium
B2 Unknown EF511704 98% Uncultured bacterium
Unknown EF509090 98% Uncultured bacterium
y-proteobacteria FJ194518 98% Pseudomonas aeruginosa
Unknown EF509505 98% Uncultured bacterium
y-proteobacteria EF016296 98% Pseudomonas sp. 2,4ABNP
B3 Unknown FJ229345 97% Uncultured bacterium
Unknown FJ228974 97% Uncultured bacterium
Unknown DQ816552 97% Uncultured bacterium
Cl Firmicutes DQ837634 99% Uncultured Firmicutes bacterium
Cc2 y-proteobacteria FJ360760 100% Enterobacter aerogenes
C3 Unknown FJ229345 100% Uncultured bacterium
Unknown EU198063 100% Uncultured bacterium
C4 The same as C3
D1 y-proteobacteria FJ268980 98% Uncultured Enterobacter sp.
y-proteobacteria EUS554428 98% Enterobacter cloacae
y-proteobacteria FJ179170 98% Enterobacter sp. Sw 39
D2 a-proteobacteria AJ971906 100% Saccharibacter sp. Am 22
o-proteobacteria AJ971902 100% Saccharibacter sp. Am 06
D3 The same as D1
3 ﬂf " HEL X B B S I AT REE DL = AR e, AN R

EA NIk, A R I BUE A Y AE R U BiRE R 23
Xt 8 e 7= A Bl 35 1Y) ST R IR Babendreier il i T-RFLPH AR
WEE T 5 BUEE PR T 0K 4B by 58 H 3R 306 7 o) 8 06 i 1 Tl A2 )
HYSENR , R L TE I8 2 5 Bt K AL Ry B2 i FE Y Cryl AbZE
(0.001 4% ) HBAN 23 %of 28 W iy JE G 2B ) B s 77 A Wl 35 Y 52 i)
U6, Mohr3 X % par i IR BT B 7 750 il 538 B0 558 el kA7 12
ATV, R IR A I AR 5 par BE R i 3 H (] R JE SR e
(Apis mellifera ssp. carnica) . &% (Bombus terrestris) L J2
PG 38 (Osmia bicornis) 3% 5 16 Ji7y 1 21 A1 THE v 41 A% 5 %)
FEAH 258K, FHPCRIy VA 15 Ao i) 381 &0 U5 5L I ) 8 1) 5% 7%

[17]

AR THE AR A S B R, #IEH
R TE SGK 321 X 2 W iy T8 4N 11 B v 1 52l , A BT s ik
FE AN R DNA , £33 ki DNA M Z6 YERUDNA F B, B 7832
Pt — NG FTRE & AL R R 1) 4% 1. A e 748 Ao 8 6 I v ok
(DGGE) E3E H0 b b4 T A ) Ak B8 20 0 B 9% 4 B, 4%
AR B 9 25 4550 H . Shannon’ s ECRTRELIPE R4k = )y Hi i
— 5T DGGEE 1%, & A [R] Ak B 21 41 o B v 1 A A8 I ik
1 22 515 T EL A PCROy 2t ¥ A5 A6 1) 71 R DNASE 45 21 i i
AR LR . DI 3 R AE BV 2 FE 1R A9 S B PCRAS:
IS5 SRR F, N A A PR 45 068 i 30 200 B 76 % O TG 35 5% )

FETH A TE T — SO R S E A M s Lk, B
J 18 R85 AN 3T A A IR L PR3 o 12 sl A S5 0 S RS B
WS A 55 =, AN IERA AT RE AR I AL 1A A7 TS O A A
TR, 0B 3L DR A i B AR /N 43, TG A
.

DR PAHEAE i 5 o A7 AR, AR R E R R
1R EBMER, s 3RV & A T A8 4k, 20t 1 324
BRE 7= A g, R, 4% A~ Ak BAL A9 A 3 5% 0 34T T4 M,
AR 58 X DGGE R 3 o i A S A 34 4 fE A7 e, s e
J¥. 38 33 N 500 R AL BB s 2E b R TR R
(Firmicutes) F1ZZ JEHiI] (Proteobacteria) . Firmicutesd: %
HFLFF I (Lactobacillus sp.) 41, Proteobacteriafl % Ha-,
y-proteobacteria, A E AR5 proteobacteria, 5T N 5% 45
L 18-19],

AMFFE16S rDNA V3IX B HA 200 bpZe Ay, HAF E i i
AN DL SR A 22 058 04 29 2 HU AL, A0 e (2 0 o s | R B 2
FEEER AT 916S rDNA Jr BEK JiE 2 /035 5500 bp 29, {HJEH]
DGGE/M 7 #3500 bp Bt HIDNAZ B A 43 9%, DGGETE
A A 5T RE A DX A9 []— A o A A ] 5 PR U 20 ) {H 7R A S5
1, X DGGERI 1% 14 5 447 AL B, C. DFEFT IR, ol . il
JF 50T, &I DGGEF A RER M E A 1K, ISR mT{E
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FEFEHN ST $EBt-crylAcFEDRAR AL X 72 A H) 2 1 i 18

2 T 95 14 52 1) 215

W il A Ve Z RN, 0T B 2 B EOR B AR AN TE.

ZE BRI AT LUSE IR, % 5L DA AE SGK 321 N A
20 B e A S BN R R éﬁﬁ/\}: BRI H YL
56, 8 o T 7k e R R ) = ) A, AT AR R AT
SERE I Lj%’iﬁlﬁﬂﬂ$%ﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁﬁ%

cry]Ah%.IEZIK%EK\ BRI EA A R
R i PR 221, G A 8 A T DA L S T A R R
ik, HAf, 17%IEQ7‘%KE'FA§IJ7K$‘”$H£?KEP,E%%*ﬁfﬁk
TR RGP BT R A 5T DU BE AR AE SGK 3210
A, ﬁﬁ@jDGGE'lkiﬂﬂ%iﬁ'ﬁé%EW@?/EE%EPCR&
DA DR A ARG B9 M T 3k, X e i DAL ) A
PEAT, i‘_ﬁﬂﬁ‘(ﬁ'ﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁij\]%lﬂ?ﬁéﬁﬁﬁl}dﬁ
JK e A5 RIS IR 1 GMOAE ) 1 PR35 42 4 1 7 1) 3 1 2%
7.
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