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Characterization of Codon Usage of LFY Genes in Several Fruit Trees
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Abstract Genetic codons has degeneracy in different species, as it is related to the carrier of genetic information (DNA) and
functional molecular (protein) of life, this phenomenon implicates important biological sense. In this study, codon usage of LFY
genes in Citrus sinensis, Prunus persica, Vitis vinifera, Mangifera indica, Eriobotrya japonica, Prunus dulcis, Malus, Pyrus pyrifolia,
were analyzed and compared to Arabidopsis thaliana by software. Results indicated codon bias of LFY in fruite trees were little
different, and prefer to the codons with C or G at the synonymous position. LFY of Arabidopsis thaliana prefer to the codons ending
with A or U. And it was found that the relationships of species were more closely, and the codon usage patterns of LFY were more
similar. So the analysis of codon usage was an important and supplementary method to phylogenetic research, and was used to the
investigation of the evolutionary relation and molecular mechanism.

KeyWOI‘dS LFY gene; Codon bias; fruit tree
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75, DNA [R5 BB 4y s i, s
PIRIRPBEA i B, X R il = A
BB R AN I R 1) 7 2R 8 s A A S
it o RFRREIEIR /DR — N T, Gt fE—
Tl FE IR (R 3 5 P O [ SCE S 1o 2Rk N5 it
AAAER SCE 7 AR BT IS, B4R ek
R e DAY T [ AP o B LR R R 1 7] S

PR A BN T, AEREAT BE DR ) S ek i, 2%
T G RTATOE 0 5 S {5 e 9% A i =
T, GG RACRIRAEY R T TR W,
AN R o 5 AT o [ S5 A A5 FH s 4072 1R T ik
e SEAH IR TEAR FIR 1R /K P e 4347 9% (Wong et al.,
2002; Powell et al., 2003).
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AN IR T tRNA WRPEARDE, M F B0 3120
FMUERAYE), T S 22 U5 T PR R K i
P AN RE(Ikemura, 1985; 526 %S, 2007), RlAE#
(IR R 7, KB AR IR Py #1 RV 1 5 1
B, BIFFURIN 2 40 0 A 0 v 1 4 T 2 AR R 52 2
FEDR RIS 9 R G AT B AR B S R iy
EYIFAEIR K ZE S, A PR 7 N BT R R
JEF B, Donal A Hickey X 7K & 4=k R 20 %05 13k
T 7508, a8 RRWENKZ SIS A &
FRIFNAIG, FEAls GC S AN, RN Z ST
i e 5 R FE Rl £7RH 2 (Wang and Hickey, 2007)

LFY (terminal flower)3& (5l /& PEBPs (phosphate-
dylethanolamine- binding proteins, /i £ 85 [l 45
HHEAERZGE R — 50, SYEERE IR
L LRY JERITEAG 28 8 B R B A6 e 4 i T e 21
2 %/ F (Shannon and  Meeks-Wagner, 1993;
Bradley et al., 1997; Ratcliffe et al., 1998), i 75
ZIAEAED T ORI LFY BEDR, A5 3 LA SR
WEEEERIN T LFY ZEI [R5 1), 4nti%E (Carmona
etal., 2002). EH. WAL, HEAE(Esumi et al., 2005)
AT FL(NCB S B A 28 e FF A& I
fitl, JFAEIEDLRACZE MO NER R, T RAARZ 5
AOAHIRIE R AT, B WL IA LI, R 731
A E AR i R A B R T AT I
ARSNGB BT R LY LA ()55
TP, A EYIE R R R R IA SRR SE A

X1 FFAEAHSREED LFY Zifid i GC & A %18 1 $(ENC)

14 R50W
1.1 LFY BEFE R HEE T L FEE AR

h T WFFRANFE SR LRY  J PR 25 e 1A 7
3, R E 8 M AR S AU F T+ LFY BEPA A B
J&. ENC ff. GC %M1 59 AN 1+t RSCU fH
SIMANER(ER 1, K 2). R 2 0JH, ANFEERK LFY
FER K ENC 14 52.274~56.228, #37r 50 UL |,
KT ERUR R LFY JE RS — i dy, HY
AT ENC {H 56.404 AHUT. [FIH) GC3s {HiE—
R T RSB O A —k, & 2
GC3s {H {5 H 4 0.526~0.645, Frifkfi: > 0.038, [
FEUE X TR SRR LFY JE R — VR4, Pl PEAS
g, e TRIR T 0.497,

FEDRI R RIE AR, BER IR iy
7] 26 R~ 1) O S P s B s, AH B SR DRI R 3R 7K~
BAE, ZERIBHIERCR A, BRI P 2f 1 b gk
B2 BAG, BT LA R~ i e P e AR v DA — o
[ bR WOz EE R 215 7K F . CAl IR, HEDA]
ERAT ) TR KPR IS, 24 CAL I{EAK T 0.25 I,
MRNA /K5 8 H K- AR SRR CR 2 B A
k), CAIKT 05 W), FERFhEZRIE, mRNA K
V58 UK IR DG4 =i (Carbone et al., 2003).
CAI {i M 0.195 %] 0.225, “F¥E4 0.212, ok
FITHAT K CALE N 0.195 F1 0.197, fg i fHHRs
AT 0.225, Fr LAk R R0 b A KPR 1A,
U TR CAIIE A 0.247, [FIFE AR /K - RIE (K 1),

Table 1 The content of GC and ENC values in LFY genes in nine species

SYiEi BT ENC GC3s GC GCls GC2s CAl K (bp)
Species Accession No. Length (bp)
Ly AAR01229.1 54.083 0.582 0.554 0.622 0.444 0.225 1197
Citrus sinensis

Bk ABY78032.1 54.728 0632 0565 0606 0445 0.195 1248
Prunus persica

% AF378126.1 52.274 0.594 0.568 0.635 0.461 0.212 1209
Vitis vinifera

IR HQ585993.1 53.341 0.526 0.527 0.602 0.435 0.202 1152
Mangifera indica

HEAE AY551183.2 56.228 0.645 0.569 0.616 0.433 0.201 1227
Eriobotrya japonica

ity AY947465.1 54.761 0.632 0.563 0.602 0.441 0.197 1245
Prunus dulcis

R BAB83097.1 54.797 0.621 0.568 0.620 0.448 0.211 1233
Malus

e BAD10956.1 55.522 0618 0568 0.620 0451 0214 1224
Pyrus pyrifolia

ARG DQ447103.1 56.404 0.479 0.522 0.613 0.456 0.247 1263

Arabidopsis aliana
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1.2 LFY [F] XS i A5 F A
FIH Codon W Bk A% LFY HE DR 65 545 1 1)
HAAEBHAT T 00 (3 2), Hrp, i RSCU i
KT 114 26 4, Bk 254, %A 25
A, TERAT 27 A, MRS 29 4, B 26

2 FFARAHIGHEDE] LFY gl o KLl 1) 7] SCEE B 7 rhoAH X F 431% (RSCU)
Table 2 The relative synonymous (RSCU) codon usage of LFY genes that coding amino acid

S 28 A, WhALA 27 A, BIRISTA 25 N7 AL U
g, 12 LU A 45)2). RSCU M KT 1 3014
SEDRT () 2 205 17, R R LFY JE R RSCU {E KT
1720l C. G 4R, M LFY 2
il LA AU &5 I 2% 1 (3 3).

AER  EWNT T Bk 1% TR A iy R DR T
Amino Codon Citrus Prunus  Vitis Mangifera  Eriobotrya  Prunus  Malus Pyrus Arabidopsis
sinensis  persica vinifera indica japonica dulcis pyrifolia  thaliana

Phe uuu 0.33 0.62 0.18 0.53 0.62 0.62 0.50 0.50 0.86
Phe uuc 167 0.38 1.82 147 138 1.38 1.50 1.50 114
Leu UUA 0.36 0.19 0.39 0.22 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Leu UuG 1.64 131 0.58 1.78 1.50 1.50 131 131 117
Leu Cuu 1.09 1.12 1.35 1.56 1.69 1.12 2.06 2.06 0.82
Leu Ccuc 127 1.88 1.35 0.67 150 1.88 131 131 1.09
Leu CUA 0.00 0.94 0.39 0.00 0.38 0.94 0.91 0.19 1.09
Leu CuG 164 0.56 1.94 1.78 0.75 0.56 112 112 1.00
Ser ucu 1.50 1.50 0.95 1.76 1.89 1.50 2.33 2.33 164
Ser ucc 0.75 1.20 1.26 0.35 1.26 1.20 1.00 1.00 0.82
Ser UCA 0.75 0.30 0.32 0.71 0.32 0.30 0.00 0.00 1.09
Ser UCG 0.75 0.60 0.63 1.06 0.63 0.60 0.67 0.67 0.55
Tyr UAU 0.71 0.43 0.15 1.33 0.86 0.62 0.77 0.86 0.33
Tyr UAC 1.29 157 185 0.67 114 1.38 123 114 167
Cys UGU 0.29 0.86 1.00 0.33 1.14 1.00 1.25 1.25 0.89
Cys uGC 1.71 1.14 1.00 1.67 0.86 1.00 0.75 0.75 111
Pro Ccu 0.38 0.86 0.40 0.95 1.18 0.86 0.53 0.75 1.20
Pro CccC 0.38 114 1.00 0.76 0.71 114 1.07 1.00 0.20
Pro CCA 1.90 0.57 2.00 1.52 118 0.57 133 1.00 1.20
Pro CCG 133 143 0.60 0.76 0.94 1.43 1.07 1.25 1.40
His CAU 0.91 1.08 111 1.25 0.91 0.91 1.00 0.89 1.17
His CAC 1.09 0.92 0.89 0.75 1.09 1.09 1.00 111 0.83
GIn CAA 0.75 0.94 0.80 0.82 0.59 0.89 0.75 0.88 0.87
Gln CAG 125 1.06 1.20 118 141 111 126 112 113
Arg CGU 0.86 1.00 0.51 1.33 0.88 1.00 112 0.97 2.18
Arg CGC 0.69 0.67 1.20 0.17 124 0.67 112 1.35 0.36
Arg CGA 0.51 0.50 0.51 0.33 0.00 0.50 0.19 0.19 0.55
Arg CGG 0.51 0.67 0.86 0.50 141 0.67 1.31 1.55 0.91
Arg AGA 1.20 117 154 1.67 1.06 1.33 0.94 0.77 1.64
Arg AGG 2.23 2.00 137 2.00 141 183 131 116 0.36
lle AUU 191 1.00 0.69 1.07 1.09 1.00 1.36 1.36 0.82
lle AUC 0.82 1.25 1.85 0.43 1.36 1.50 1.09 1.09 1.09
lle AUA 0.27 0.75 0.46 1.50 0.55 0.50 0.55 0.55 1.09
Thr ACU 1.09 0.80 0.36 0.92 0.62 0.80 1.25 1.25 0.42
Thr ACC 1.45 1.87 0.73 0.92 1.54 1.87 1.00 1.00 0.63
Thr ACA 0.36 0.27 0.73 0.92 0.31 0.27 0.25 0.50 0.84
Thr ACG 1.09 1.07 218 123 154 1.07 150 125 211
Asn AAU 1.08 114 0.43 0.77 0.71 1.14 0.80 0.67 0.50
Asn AAC 0.92 0.86 157 1.23 1.29 0.86 1.20 1.33 1.50
Lys AAA 0.55 0.48 0.27 0.32 0.36 0.40 0.38 0.52 0.80
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ik 2
Continuing table 2

HAER  EWT e Bk ke TR EAE [ikey YR PR I
Amino Codon Citrus Prunus Vitis Mangifera  Eriobotrya  Prunus Malus Pyrus Arabidopsis
sinensis  persica vinifera indica japonica dulcis pyrifolia  thaliana
Lys AAG 145 152 173 1.68 1.64 1.60 162 148 1.20
Ser AGU 0.75 0.30 0.63 0.35 0.32 0.30 0.33 0.00 1.36
Ser AGC 1.50 2.10 2.21 1.76 1.58 2.10 1.07 2.00 0.55
Val GUU 0.89 0.67 0.76 1.19 0.86 0.64 0.91 0.91 1.71
Val GUC 0.44 0.67 0.57 0.15 0.86 0.64 0.91 0.91 0.57
Val GUA 0.15 0.17 0.76 0.15 0.29 0.32 0.00 0.18 0.38
Val GUG 2.52 2.50 1.90 2.52 2.00 2.40 218  2.00 1.33
Ala GCU 1.36 0.78 1.04 1.37 0.72 0.73 0.70 0.70 1.89
Ala GCC 0.77 1.48 111 0.59 1.33 1.64 1.30 1.22 0.33
Ala GCA 0.94 1.13 1.26 1.07 0.82 1.09 0.96 1.04 0.44
Ala GCG 0.94 0.61 0.59 0.98 1.13 0.55 1.04 1.04 1.33
Asp GAU 124 0.71 1.00 1.36 0.88 0.77 1.15 1.20 0.80
Asp GAC 0.76 1.29 1.00 0.64 1.12 1.23 0.85 0.80 1.20
Glu GAA 0.63 0.36 0.46 0.72 0.32 0.40 0.26 0.26 1.03
Glu GAG 1.37 1.64 1.54 1.28 1.68 1.60 1.74 1.74 0.97
Gly GGU 1.33 0.88 1.38 1.33 0.98 0.98 0.76 0.76 1.65
Gly GGC 0.85 1.07 0.00 0.74 0.59 1.07 0.95 0.86 0.96
Gly GGA 0.61 0.39 1.50 0.74 0.59 0.39 0.86 0.86 0.87
Gly GGG 1.21 1.66 1.12 1.19 1.85 1.56 1.43 1.52 0.52
T BUEA T RIZER R RSCU KT L (K R5 1 Jh HH R SR LFY (i i 21
Note: The data underline means the RSCU value is more than 1
3 WK IGHE B R BRI AL AHOCHE LR LFY [ AF X 2 AL T AH X A0 A%
Table 3 Codon usage bias between samples of LFY genes evaluating by Squared Euclidean distance
fiigicA Bk k] TR A A R A U IF
Citrus Prunus Vitis Mangifera  Eriobotrya  Prunus Malus Pyrus Arabidopsis
sinensis  persica vinifera indica japonica dulcis pyrifolia  thaliana
T 0.000
Citrus sinensis
Bk 3213  0.000
Prunus persica
% 3.918  4.024  0.000
Vitis vinifera
TR 2.652 3.695 4.295 0.000
Mangifera indica
HEAE 3.187 2573  3.327  3.560 0.000
Eriobotrya japonica
A 3.035 1.240  3.747 3.622 2.237 0.000
Prunus dulcis
RES 3.089 2947  3.614 3.525 1.776 2.668  0.000
Malus
fibAe 3.410 2.924  3.663 3.681 1.780 2619 1313 0.000
Pyrus pyrifolia
NP 4500  4.992 4625  4.257 4.409 4981 4452 4.784 0.000

Arabidopsis thaliana
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1.3 LFY 2R %E 7 HME R ER

MR R 3 35 W b 3 it 1 (100 A X i AR
(RSCU), FIH] SPSS 73 HT kA4 Hp (1 Rk FG B 29 5%,
Sof JURH SR SR TR0 LFY 5 BT () 25 B i - 32F
1T TUHEGR A)FIRIE M (B 1) &P a] i) 25
REGES AR A SIS A B AU, h®
4 TR, BERIEAT R B /N, Ol 1.240; SESFIRD
RN B BN, b 1.313; MR T 5 T R
(EE AR, X4 5 1 g AT, LT
LFY BT IIMEN RAERE WIS L8RS
1 & A —30 B RS T  E 2E 5 S Rl
PISREG R RATAE— B IAHCNE, SRR RBIR, %
T Qi 22 SN o
% 48 FIRM IR0 LFY JEP)7 50 6

Table 4 The accession number of LFY genes of fruit tree and
Arabidopsis thaliana

45 FRESRT wwh
No. Accession number Species
1 AAR01229.1 Likicx
Citrus sinensis
2 ABY78032.1 Bk
Prunus persica
3 AF378126.1 Gk
Vitis vinifera
4 HQ585993.1 TR
Mangifera indica
5 AY551183.2 HEAE
Eriobotrya japonica
6 AY947465.1 Loy
Prunus dulcis
7 BAB83097.1 R
Malus
8 BAD10956.1 AL
Pyrus pyrifolia
9 DQ447103.1 PR

Arabidopsis thaliana

2 e

SR A% R P 7 A ) AR A 2 A H T IE AN
KIGHE, KT IS B — A F 1 H
%, Kanaya %5(2001)i@ 1) 5 4 EAZ AW (BB, 2R,
S0, AR YOS FI ) 1 2 55 1458 AR kAT % L
RO, ER A mT AL R 41 A () isochore 45
PR GC RIS A A G EfEy
BT R 23 AT A B T SRR &5 18 (Murray et
al., 1989); zhang Fl Li (2004)i\ K3k K% 5A 1 7K
T YR B A e () E R 2R

Bk
Prunus persica
flty -

Prunus dulcis
£

Malus

(T -
Pyrus pyrifolia

HEAE —
Eriobotrya japonica
Citrus sinensis

R

Mangifera indica
Vitis vinifera

R IT

Arabidopsis thaliana

Bl 1 JET LPY e PRS8BT XA G AT A S 2
Figure 1 Analysis dendrogram of RSCU for LFY genes by
cluster

TE53HT GC S MBI, L 60%K—A~7 7t
R, BT 60%I0 kR GC S, KT 60% 1K GC
£ F(Wang and Hickey, 2007). ASCxF JLAN SR T 4E
FEDRL LY 35001 REAT I 20 A, ) LA SR 1)
LFY ZEPH) GC & &M T 60%, A f+—iL)E
T% GC & &I (Wang and Hickey, 2007). LFY &
Rl R 5 7 RSCU AT 1, [RIRHMRdr — S0t 2 2k
P BT 0SB (R 355 A a0 R LR gmfid s 2R Phe 1)
AT UUC. ga i 2 JE IR Leu 2465 F UUG/CUU,
L HEIR Tyr (%5657 UAC. 4t % L1 Gin (1)
i1 CAG. Zitdz LM Arg 15+ AGG. ZWtd
MR Thr (35191 ACG 4 il Lys %65 1 AAG.
it LR Val (%65 T GUG. % MR Glu 1)
T GAG. JmhLZ MR Gly M#5T GGG (&
2), SAUFE IS LR AS R (A T LFY
R 2l LL AU 45 R 3505 1) o

HE DR 58 B 2 1 1) v (1) % S - RV AE AR 5t
JTRALE, T — R EEI S . HS T
st DNA SBALAE R RS /N, B D1 I 1
(RARFAIE #1255 R DA 555 DR 3 e ) b A0 O R AT
HEW, AN [R5 Ao [7] — A A ) AN (] 25 R XS 85 i1 1)
A R AR BV 2500 7 A AN R], 3K 22 S 5
SRGRBAIEEYIRR, FERRBIT, 05T
PEZERR, SRR R ZE 5/ (REPEWSE, 2007,
BPRAE, 2010) 0 AEAS LA S 2 B 1 i 2 1)
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FIR/NGR 3 B 1) IR R (K 2)iia AT,
TR ARG R AT R, R T
Fe DA TRl P Fof 2 ) 1) 5% 38 9l el 3 1 s R IR
1 Ko 3 1) 2R G BE AL A 71 1) 5 ) o ) P AR A0 B
— &, UWIERE DI RERISE R — B 561 1, ik
FORGIRARBOL IR, EE T AR AR AL o
HEl, BT TRollRgka b, & 148
PSSV 20 e &l R mT M55 A0 1) S Bk R 48k 1
RIRWHE LIS HEGEL, (N SMRGEE T
RN TE .

A

Pyrus pyrifolia
Bl g

100 Malus

FHEAL

100 ggiobatrya Japonica

100 Prunus persica
— i

50
Prunus dulcis

— il

Citrus sinensis
e
Mangifera indica
Gk
Vitis vinifera
R AT
Arabidopsis thaliana
Kl 2 BT LRY 2R )FAIM R g0 K E
Figure 2 A dendrogram of protein sequences encoding by LFY
amino acid

3 MRS
3.1 FFBIRIE

ASHIEFCITARH 1) 8 BB S AU RS T+ 1K) LFY kK]
JP 51K 5T GenBank (% 4).

3.2 HFERMRNEF

BT a4 Codon W (http://mww.molbiol.
ox.ac.uk) F1 J¥ 41 Lt %} # 4  Invitrogen Vector NTI
Advance 11 7 ClustalW progress; Wil 4> 1-E4)%%
TF At 298 EMBOSS H 1) CHIPS Fil CUSP #7427,
R E AT MEGA 5.0,

3.2.1 HW T3 Rfiets

(1) %% 15 1 % (effective number of codons,
ENC) (Wright, 1990);

(2) GC3s: T GC & F A 7 rh A [F {7
B GC &,

98

(3) % fh ¥ 3 )W 48 %% (codon adaptation index,
CAl), -tk 25 KA, BIE 2RI
S, CAEA 1; i CALEN, #h5
T L P R AG ,  AH E

(4) [F) S % i~ AH R FH 43 2% (relative synony-
mous codon usage, RSCU), F&XTFkE e %465 176 4
fEh o 1 28 SE R AR [R] B AD T RI M, B T4
Gy, %% 1) RSCU 1% T 1; RSCU i
KT, RIZE AT AR, AT A
BRI (Sharp and Li, 1986; XIJ{X 4%, 2010).

3.2.2 REEEFEAMERES

I SPSS 13.0 X} 9 4% LFY LR T T o3
R P D PR (R SRS o A0 1 R DR 85 s A FH AR
(RSCU) 7 HiT iy, ARFANFEDIE I — A5, RH
59 AN]SR - (LBl A # S 1A 3 AN L
T RSCU fH. KL [P 2553 B R FH 2505 7
FH R [ W~ J7 1 25 (Das et al., 2006), #4% i 2 %
BOERE, JEHHTIE T R B R .

(==

SR B AT FT ) S50 BV R SR F ST N 55
Ko TEARAR, INIEAESE IR ST, SRR S 1 2RI,
FKAKRES SR vt IR EE R T KIS TH R S
FRATIN, fRFER BT, o, w5 ES B
ARA B B BT (R R R 2 IR 3OS

Bost

A5t AR A Ml P M A R B 31 4 (o,
CARS-30-yz-1) el . 1 2 P 7175 44 10 AT 44 AL 10
RIS

S 3R
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