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Abstract; Taxonomic identification of algae is widely used in algal genetics, physiology, ecology, applied phycology, and particu-
larly bioassessment. Errors in identification have been caused by the inherent problems of atypical or absent taxonomic features, re-
search-grade microscopes, and inadequate taxonomic expertise. In recent years, as longer, cheaper, and faster DNA sequencing
technologies have become more accessible, molecular markers have increasingly become universal tools in algae identification. The
selection of molecular markers is critical for the molecular identification of algae because there are obvious differences among vari-
ous phyla. We reviewed the progress in selecting and applying molecular markers in Cyanophyta, Bacillariophyta, Chlorophyta,

Pyrrophyta, Euglenophyta, Cryptophyta, Chrysophyta, Xanthophyta, Rhodophyta, and Phaeophyta, and examined the principles
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governing selection, common molecular markers, improvements in the sequence database, and the advantages and disadvantages of
the application in different phyla. Identifying species using nucleic, mitochondrial, and chloroplast DNA has become commonplace
in recent years. To date, it has been considered that combining multiple markers of ribosomal DNA (rDNA) , internal transcribed
spacers (ITS), and conserved protein coding genes is much more effective than using a single marker for algae molecular identifi-
cation. In addition, the mitochondrial, chloroplast, and nuclear genome, transcriptome, and metagenome contain large amounts of
phylogenetic information, and their use is becoming significant for phylogenetic analysis as well as in the classification of algae. Po-
tentially, they represent giant molecular markers for use in future research into algae systematics. Phylogenetic analysis on the basis
of molecular markers, together with morphological features, is insufficient for exact identification. A polyphasic approach-combining
features from molecular biology, morphology, physiology, and biochemistry-has been applied in algae classification and will become
the strategy of choice for accurate and systematic algae classification and identification. Databases are essential for the application of
algae molecular identification, and much work needs to be done to perfect the databases for the molecular marker for each alga. The
rapid identification approach on the basis of molecular markers will be widely applied in future.
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Fig.1 Workflow of algae identification based on DNA
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Tab.1 Universal molecular markers for algae identification

NES N EE R il W GFhRd 27 3Lk

WEE] 16S tDNA; ITS; ¢peBA-IGS; rbel; hetR; moCl; 165 tDNA; ITS; ¢peBA-1GS [12,18-22]
nifH; cpeB; psbA; rbeS; gyrB; rpoD1

BEETT 185 tDNA; ITS; rbeL; 28S tDNA; COL; UPA; ps- 185 tDNA; ITS; rbeL; COI [23-25]
bA; psbBj; psbC

L] 18S rDNA; ITS; 5.8S rDNA; 28S rDNA; rbeL;  18S tDNA; ITS; twfA; rbel [26-28]
tuwfA; atpA; COI

[EEb A | 18S rDNA; ITS; 28S rDNA; cob; 23S rfDNA; COI;  ITS; 28S rDNA; 18S rDNA; COI [29-32]
5.8S rDNA

B 18S tDNA; COI; 16S rDNA; 23S rDNA 18S rDNA; COI [33-36]

Bl ] 18S rDNA; 5.8S rDNA; 28S rRNA; ITS 18S rDNA; ITS [37-38]

S 18S rDNA; ITS; rbeL 18S rDNA; ITS [39-41]

] 18S tDNA; rbcL 18S rDNA ; rbeL [42]

2] 18S tDNA; rbeL; COI; psbA 18S rDNA; rbeL; COI [43-45]

WET] 18S tDNA; ITS; rub; COI; rbeS; cox3; misp; rbel. 185 rDNA; COI [46-49]
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1) GenBank ( https://www.nchi.nlm.nih.gov/genbank/) . H1 3% [ [ 37 A= ¥4 A A5 2 .0 (NCBI) ZE 57 fngk
0 BEE EHSRIE TIN5 TAEE -2 0T 51 LA K 3B Bs HLA B A S B0 i >k, B e & 7
C AR P 51 R 1 B 91, LA S TR DG Y SCRRSE VR RIZE )27 TR 5381, Genbank 45 KA 2 5 B
I3 T S % (EMBL) PR  H (9 DNA %8l 2 ( DDBY) S8 it , sk 3 1 Eices 7 52 B Im] 20 53

2) RDP $(Ji)% : 4K “ Ribosomal Database Project” , 1% 45 FE $ L i 45 L e EBEAY 4R 1 L5 7 16S
rRNA LR AT BB 28S rRNA JLH 5. Hui H A S A< RDP Release 11.5,F 2016 429 A 30 H &
B TR BRI AL 3356809 4% b BRI AZ 16S rRNA FE[F P31 H1 125525 4 HL1H 28S rRNA JL[F
JF51.

3) GreenGene : 1258 R 2 B XS AN AR TR 16S vRNA JE PR A4 B dis 128, 12 8030 P S e, I iR AR Ay
2013 4 8 TR gg 13 8 WA W TR A TR, HEff 4w 0 2R 29CR LR AT TH B RHE R, I8
PR ANBY L, H AW AR 2R TAEE 1L #%.

4) Silva R 2 — ML E ZWBUEY (I B B ) (RNA BT 9 19 255 5008 e . OB 1R T
a6 T TR AZ A B U W Y /NI L xRNA JE 751 (SSU, Bl 16S F1 18S rRNA ) FIFK AL rRNA FEH 351 (LSU,
B 23S 71 285 rRNA) , BB ¢, (H HC e s fB P P .

5) Cyanotype : 2 XJ NCBI H8 F v EA AR M 00 B8 i 5 R 2045 5L 19 B 91, A0 466 43 28 R AL M7 5 5
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6) CyanoHub (¥ : T° 2019 4FA4 %, HATIE 245 8 1Y 16S rRNA FE[H 541, Holk ¥ 458 i A T
B IERIEEAERR P, DR T Bt /N B A 2R R G, SR KRR 100% , S 3 38 3Rl 45 5 T 16S e
ST ERAS R T 42 1A AR . [RIE AR Algae-Hub $Hi PR 1) 58 24 BB 43, #3840 1508 I ) A IR 3k
A I EE .

7) PR2(Protist Ribosomal Reference database) %45 7 ; /& &1 % B A% il 4= 9 /N W3 SSU rRNA (Rl 18S
rRNA ) JE PR 38 2. 285000 g 2 i A 2 1 S AE A e R 1, AEL D D7 5 43 B 18 1 vl 0 o 5
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8) UNITE $efi 4 24T % HIE ITS Jy 8 EE A, BTC 2 88 2 A 7.1, BRI [E] 2 2016 48 11 A
20 H 435 8180 ki Bt ITS 2% 741, 534k, UNITE w1 nf X 5 5% ITS 3547 #EF T 7E L % 5E (htps://
unite.ut.ee/analysis.php) .

9) BOLD %ds e et T3k IR T 3h ¥ AWy . B A i Az 2k ) FL I 4H 1Y) eytochrome c-oxidase subunit 1
(COT, cox 1) B[ , G4 226184 MYy 4099776 4751 , I HARME T HEL)F 51 L Xt Dy fe.

10) Rsyst: : diatom $4f5 22 : A B BE DR ELAE R E RN rbel F 18S vRNA PRSHEIA , 23 3 5 BRAY ik i Fn
AL, B Wit 1813 5 im B Rt ik el JEH 351,

11) FunGene( functional gene ) $(#5 4 : 3X J& RDP FEfH (1) — N5 XF 1o A= 9y Ty i 25 TR 0 371 (9 B3040 2. 4
R IRE 4> R Pit LA (antibiotic resistances) FHYBURFELA (plant pathogenicity ) | A= #)HiBR AL 274G #4 ( biogeo-
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Tab.2 Information of universal molecular makers for algae
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2014 4F: Komarek S MRIFAIYIr 44 RGP IEG T IR R 45650 T FIE 55 2 AHRHE B 3 353 25500 45 Ry
TN SR, R T A (A 0 5 R OSSR R B B 6 2 R R Y IR R R W iy
HEN FREERR DS TALTHI ARG BN S.

168 rDNA J& H i H )12 B85 30 iR i, 33 72 76 T IR A b, & e (T AR IRl IR v v st A%
R R BRI TR R N 8 S DL A R BT i G R, 168 V4 X V3~ V4 [X |
V5~V6 [X VO X LA R 168 4K 531 (18] 2) 115 167025 56 58 w3 BT | X6 ARiC Y51 938 A E 4, PCR
PRI R . AR Y ITS $5 165-23S tDNA [a]Ff X 781, H 458 (B 3) Akt TEZFE,
TE WS BERS AN 2P R0 T REF 2 . E, 168 hDNA T ITS [ 20 43 B 28080 5 38 52 2k 3 R oK - 1
EEH TR EMRIL.

27F 357F — 5I5F 968F 1177F
’_:/1 V2 V3 V4 Vs ’_:/6 V7 r V38 V9
338RJ 533RJ 806R J 926R J 1492RJ

P 2 165 rDNA — & 2ty 2 el )
Fig.2 Schematic diagram of primary structure of 16S rDNAL
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Fig.3 Schematic diagram of structure of ITS for prokaryote

P (phycocyanin, PC) 2 i 3 1 i —Fh i G (LR B 11, opeBA-IGS J2& PC JE K ¥ 51 b (1 — 4~ [8] [f
XX T WA Y X 3 BR AR . TR SCAR SR I peBA-1GS W] LK 25 [ S e HE ( Microcystis wesenbergii )
AR R R AT Y . E AR T cpeBA-1GS XF K 0 89 /K 42 K F 35 ( Dolichospermum flos-aquae ) i3k
117 RG LG0T, G5 R HAT LXK 7 S A 200K 05 9608 7. Choi 250650 [ T L4%- M A 10 Bkl £
JFHWE B Arthrospira FRRFET 16S tDNA I epeBA-1GS 47 T R G gk M HI 8, & B Arthrospira g B 22 258,
cpcBA-IGS [, 16S rDNA T REIAIIFD 22 5k . cpeBA-1GS TR 4k 16S rDNA FiI ITS J5 BEIE 1 1k 432
IR 25 5 F AR

AR SRR WA W R AR R G , 45 BB S GBS A B LR o A R S A T B
ZRERYAEE N ER X B, 200 FhC A S AR ER S T EE MW ER. Cellamare 43R
W43 B 3% 0 7 2O AR Bk LU TR R B SR AR W 2 R R IEAT 0T, A1 4 e SR A 16S 1DNA (168~
238 ITS Fl epeBA-1GS Z5hRiE, 1R T M 1 TP BAE H 1 2 ANHTJ8 Al 4 IS8Rk Nelson 25 I 25 BEH /4 5 35
Frr B REE] 4 BREE S, 16S tDNA KRB T (Hild &3 HA G BB /R T 4 bRisZ 25 It
LA HE I 2 AT 3R A T — RS S onf' ™. Gonzdlez-Resendiz 2575 X6 I YD 43 B A543 1 B 8 11 985 Pk
TTIRE T AHARFZMEWEE T, RIET 168 rDNA FIITS {45 5 AL 25 RAEEA B2 VLR
I Pietrasiak %76 J0AR K AR 26 L VBT 5 /0 B AR E 42 bR B, IR SR> T2 WA T IR,
RIT 2 AHRN ™ KA S 502 % T8 C Y I 2 — , Casero Z5fi ] 16S rDNA FiI &2 4~ 7= & 3 [K]
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(meyE (anaF sxil) YER5FHRi, 5041 7K A F a2, R R 28 i s N ICE B YFh, R AT
W (7 H A B A R W A R A B XS R K U Y B IR R A B — M A e
AR 165 tDNA B2 UL B Microcystis sp. YEM1, JERFSY 1 = 8k ™. SEFIR B0 F o5
TR TR B PRI 0025 A L AR — T 4 AR R ) (o B e A P AT I Bk 4, 345 ELBR A Bt
I IR 5 1) SRR R, M ] 7R FHAH L 1) 26 252 T g, TR K AR A 28 R G v o 4l R A 257 K
TR AR FH B D 2 A0 2 R R 2 2 ) T B3 AR A 002 0 10 BB 0 A T T 3 B DI R 2 40 SRR A R e
R ISR G 1 TS T S A T M B ALl S TARICE A R T S A %
FER A AN 5 K IR

2.2 #EEl

TR — R EOR A E M AN B AR A ). SR AR, Tl T80 A P00 o 200 6 abt 3 22 e AR %
PRV FPIR SRR RN A LA TG REEA 2R RS H T A 3 . Hustedt (1930) R 48  Krammer &
Lange-Bertalot( 1988) Z 4t #1 Round 45 (1990) £ 4t , H:f Round 45 (1990) & 4t 2 [ by LG FH I — 1 &
Gt FRE WA R A AERE e (1978) MRARAT M AL S A RRTEKE RE B A A0 TP AR A0, N i
9 H LRI TAATREBUR AR SR G . SR, ITAFK Lee MR H-4% 2 1A 22 50 5 Ak SOf ek 6 090 o S5
BT AR AR TR S S BT T, RESE T A LT R 1) R B AR I A2 40 26 R R 47
TFHERKBRY R Z BN, FESHSE LSBT, M8 T R GE BV W REB 2R3 T 2 T
W e TR R RGBT ™ 52) BARFESE T KK R M A58, (HIH 18S tDNA JF51{% B 44
I, 36T 18S rDNA V4 XY 34 FAYRE B L REVERTIT B4 I IR, 1M rbel 25 H A TARiCH fFik— 2 L',
AT 322 P X S 2B R R R G T P BB AEE ™ 5 3) MBI G 4 5 B ARG — , — &
JE 1B T RS FhRic N PG & R, An7E Silva S8 P2 i 09 EAZ BE IS M43 259000 14 o2 17 4E 0 1R
WANFAFERAFR, TR A E R B R (R THEEER) .

185 rDNA ,28S tDNA ITS rbcL pshA L) Jz COT 2% FH (1 ik 95 55 2 A0 7). 18S tDNA {57 X 35 J By
FhIRI RS R , AT 28 X M AR IR EIR Fh ] (1 25 57, 36 TRl L B 40 2B e i 88 52 18S rDNA 2544 7R 28 3 1L
4. 18S xDNA V4 X PHIER FEAR B 4 5 | Wil HI g 9 34 s e i gl fee T2 (. B R Tk dar 28
RRBVETT FISE B0 W AERE 2 SR AT, Stepanek %5 5R HI—2H PUAR I ( SSU \LSU ,rbel \psbC) J5 15 % 36
B H A1 U A0 A B AL M AT OK BRUREK SRR T Amphora J& Y 31 AN 25 FLITHT Halamphora JE 1 77 4~43
R TTHITHF RE R BN, SR BT IS H S H R TR e — A2 22 X, Rk, 7 2
SN S TE AR 2243 FERRAE , B A3 — A 1T 55 4 P9 T 28 2 8 8 K, AT 7~ 4 3 b 2 4 a0 Ak I i A Y
AT Gargas 453643 B 1SR 0 BER  B6RHZE W S A B R L) 2 GenBank %icdfi 5 v 209 Nl W BFFE X 4,
FT3ETF % SSU RN LA rbeL psbC psbA Fl psaB FePH W 23K R G KB 50T, W€ T REFEH Orthoseira 1) F
G RFALE , NI HUK H 4% B ( Orthoseirales ) %% 7% 3] £ 76 331 44 ( Chaetocerotophycidae ) " . Gaonkar %5 )\
443 BRGS0 N B BERL ( Chaetocerotaceae ) 1 3k UL AR A5 5] 413 4~ 28S rDNA J1 Bt ¥ 411 216 4~
18S rDNA J741], JE M5 2% P 5 SR 8 R G b, 5 2 DN IER A FARiC Z [ 0 LA, MBI RR 4 T %
S SRR T S MR N RESE 2B T B TARC R R S

86F 263F 547F 838F
Vi V2 V3 r V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 \E
315RJ400RJ 952R J 1188R<J 1415RJ

&l 4 18S rDNA Z5 #4782 K
Fig.4 Schematic diagram of 18S rDNA structure

TEBLAZ A Wy, 18S tDNA Fi15.8S rDNA J AL [ ] X ITS1,5.8S rDNA 7l 285 rDNA J A3 [ ] [X. ITS2.
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HAZ TS S5H 7R R TR LA 5. 1TS JZgb Ak 2 v iy b BE R ST DXl , Ao ) 22 S (B — RO T 149% , AR RIS
BEJE TP K —> 3 TARIE. rbeL( RuBis-Co) St G /E HI P2 #ERI 4% CO, 18] 5E iYW , BA 1k CO,iE 5t
1, 5- Z BERAL IR A A R DB, ) IZAAAE TOLE M B E SEAE ) T, GenBank B rbel J¥ 35
B2 B AR FARCHAET 591 5 W R Rl 28858 45T DNA S FhRic $ORfE ki
AR, 37 ) 2 F AR ic 4 & 4 rbel-3P . 5.8S tDNA FI ITS2, Xt F Sellaphora . Pinnularia , Eunotia |
Tabularia “6 g () 5 W BT COL™ . COLARLRR AN (2 3 C SUILRSE — WAL, R & F HRZ ™
R B R G , AR, 4R ZHCEREY COL ¥ SN AR i 73 FhRic R B, 26 & MRD oy 2 Fh i) A
[FKFR RGBS, ol LA HER R SR A R Bk 28 COL JE P 5" R 32y 658 bp B9 F- B Wil e 41 4F
HWORSE, 2 TRt B m a8 DUEUEASH PCR 473 {87 50 H AT 4. COL 7E GenBank H i) B 5 /0 B H 55
ZE X JF 31 ] [X 435 R BT P RE SR | JLAE M I | 2038 R Tl 6 A R R 387 S % 188
rDNA [ITS \UPA [ COL Fl rbeL Y ik 353 THRMC A RCPEHEAT T IFAh, BIFSE K I 18S tDNA Fil rbel X fik e fif
AT 73 ICHY X 43 R B R AF , ITS Fl COT $2 AL 57 2 (i KL A 22 S MR 8, i) UPA 3 TR sy AN I Tk
BRI AP AN I T AR BRI R A T, COT Al AR FH F— 6 J@ Py APk 426
TERE BERCLE R b BOME D 3 A . £ b, DNA 73 b5 10 BE % X ik 88 R 70 b 28 TE 0 26, Herp L 188
rDNA ITS COL Fl rbel i il A1z , B ZARICH G O 2 N SRV #F.

ITS2F ITS2R

ITSIF  ITSIR
& 5 EL# ITS 45k R =K
Fig.5 Schematic diagram of ITS structure for eukaryocyte

2.3 &

RN L WK T R LR ISR SR N T RIS TR M F AR e BB AL
188 rDNA [ITS \rbel iufA 5. ufA B PRAESEIS 10 3 A7 AE , tfA FES% BEFNAE B T g SRR S , 76 A 3 1126
ARG FER Gl LR A P HVEE TLF 3R & &, 93 T 3R 8 s AR 4R T LSU (rbeL \UPA Tl 54 5 55 1Y
PEALTE R, S HE SR B, 15 YK P, SRR ] 23 2 AR /> TARIC™ 5 ewfd 7E GenBank rhAy KT 3
B FIME B, I TF % TARC RS H A & . Sauvage S5 8 7418 4057 METUAITFHIN ayfA Bods %
T 51 58 B & A= YRR Ostreobium spp. (R G R B WHIEE, #F— P 5836 T wfd fEG8E ST L E i
EFHLMJ .

SR AT S TR R R A B SR AT SR B 2 A T AR ICER A AT Muggia ZEHE 3 i TG
PRRG FRARATleFh 0SB A SR IS AR5 B S 2L RS 8, T A B AR e mT s 1 2L Bk & ( Trebouia)
ORAR Z VB . B R I %8 B R R I 1600 NEEAS KRB A5 B, 3 S8 FE B A5 B 32 5k AT
WA KRB R FRIRR AT EWNREAR, 5 200575 EHE (TS rbel . cox2) {5 B, E3h
T IS A ST . Martins 45 DA B SR 48 (9 BE i b 43 B8 Al AL 8 9315 51— SRR R, 22 T 188
rDNA 4K FFHIME . & IR SE A EI Oy i — 2, IF 454 ITS 40 4 # 55 EiA b g™ 5
FIRESARIR] , 4 FARic FEdE b o6 5 Lm0 B o3 AL S ORI ) v IR A T 32

WAl | AT LT I S (AR B PR 20 119 4328 2 T Bt i e SRR N FH. Cremen 35 1] FH O 1) P (AR B DX 2 199
Bl S EB AL T 4R B TR 3E H (Bryopsidales) (RS L E 8 i X 32 AH A SR AR B AR TI0 e, I3
TNT Ay BT R B T BB A 3207 B, REAR AT I S R H RS R (1 H MR 28R ikl
A3 RS A P A S WA T M R P R W e 43 B A5 B £ Trentepohlia odorata , fifi i 18S rDNA il
rbeL FHZHIFIAT T RGEKE ST, I 56 BT A0 i SR SE R AL T, 3845 43 MO Gkt SR SE
b 31 ANGASEE IR 9 5 BT 45 5L, R 1 2640 ( Ulvophyceae ) 88 (1 304k 43 AT SR UL T B BS54 S0 % 36
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TSRS 21 X ks T B % H ( Chaetophorales ) 1 HEfE G 22 HEATE A , DA [ 45 b SR A2 4% b vh 43 B8 B 3%
BT H ARG 12 BREERR, IUSE 18S rDNA [ITS(4L & #4) 28S rDNA JF51)) L S -k FE R 4, [w] A
W T 7 ALY SRR SE R LR 5 AN A4 g BESE DR AL, [ 3 0047 SR A (K 2 454 0BT SRR T
TEsh i & T SR TR HAM R G LT /0T, A T ifie 7B B MR 288X, Fet &
I, BT AR R 2 B A3 T 45 S S5 R T 18S tDNA I ITS F B 25 S HoA 22 7Y — 8 8 3 I, gk o
P4 S — Al S i, LB P A B i i i A hRid R A A TE RME R &, & B+
FRICR FH A HE AR R 4 . TH ZREAR M R G R T T s 9, 7 L AR 7 A 35 DR 2 50 , LA e I A 2k R 4
I — A5 B, B4 23 38 1) I S A R A A T A R T SR SR A T R RS B R 1
2.4 B

MR IR SR BIT , 76 2014 4F 2 FT B 22280 H T H 38 0943 F AR 0 35 1TS ,28S rDNA [ COL il cob,
oAb ITS Fi128S tDNA /i B A A3 RS T PP O (R 5 B0 600 T W B AR O o e b A7 A 3
LA, LAY e B A AR M i K A S R A, B N M R 2. 32 B Sk N 4 N 2 S MR R B2 i, TTS
08 P 7 B HA ) TARIC AR BN 5 cob FPIE/T HERANBIAR , HL5 | 903 7 2 B0 1 A i 4 CO1 BARHK cob
FETH H O 1 ol ) 25 S, (U G0 S R TR AL R A IX 43

ZRK S B, TSR O R AT FRf v, Il Janouskovece 58Sy T S SRR EIRAE LT R G 7
A0 7R PR A F2 B AR BRI M R A B R R, B P R B T ARG S AR B d, 5RiH T
K-35 PR B A A A% 25 R VR P VR 4R R T — S T 2R, TR 9 Y SRR AR 1 A0 A o (R
YU FAARTEAR) 3 Ay R 2 A 2 7 T IRV B0 TS il cob To¥k IX 43 Apocalathium J& FHE 45
IR B 3 AP 2R 10183, Annenkova 25 JE T 2 G0 L K 41 27 (0 0 M7 05X, 10 P s L 0 /R 0 e 42, 1l
AT 3ADFRMARGE R T RR ™. HestABR 6 & — R0 [ U5 S gn b9 3L N, B AT A 4 4 3 A
LR AT B ME B R A S 2/, R e FE B 00T 25 8 R IR R AFAE R BB G AU 5. BT 5k £
ARV P AI AN IR 22K, I ERFE R F RSN TS B kR, BILE & 591
INTNGER: Yk Y EPSNOEY o TR L b Al ey et - A AT I8
2.5 B ITMEET

BRTET TRIBRTE 128 R 1 2 AR F AL TRt SR 2 Fhmic ik it g S DA L4 2 B e LA 45
TP, R B0 M FLAZ AR W — A B R LR AE 2 B R 3R AE i 4K, Ciugulea 555R F 43
TR A GEH AR I AEIE AL 2 N8 Strombomonas I Trachelomonas WFH ZREVEIEST T 4007, 18 1
T BRI OK ST 50 TS SR Al BT A A R4 B, 4R B i Fe 0 I T 28 2R R A SR VT Jic 43 45 58 1 9
B, A BE ST E AN R AU IX 43 2010 4B, Kim 255 F 4% 18S tDNA 444 16S tDNA FllH-%¢4 23S rDNA 43#F
T 108 FR#E AR SRR, TR 45 A B K o S R AR TE AR A H L 22 5 DO R
Fl ( Euglenaceae ) H143 85t —/~#1#l Phacaceae, £ Phacaceae 1% Phacus . Lepocinlis 11 Discoplastis 3 /> J&
2013 4E, Kim 253 T BAS 2 46 434k XF Euglenaceae T f{) Monomorphina J&#E47 TR AR 34T, & PLi%
J& T R LA T2 B3 B R, O A B 4 18S tDNA (1 % S5 FAVE S AN b X 43 11 8 BEAR R
Z— " BHJEAE 2014 4F | Kim 25 T 240 FAZ A/ NIE 2 (188 tDNA Fil 28S tDNA) LI K iS4 A% B 4
KN IEFPH , G55 TE A FRIEXS Phacaceae T Phacus J& N RFER B R FRIAT T 00T, H—KFER THEDN
KN4 FHiMEH 165 rDNA [18S rDNA il 238 rDNA = FpL[H 531 %t 8 FlR [FIIE A AR A 8 A7
ARG R RFRIHT, KB LR HE R 5 9 R s R fE B 5 R R . 2020 4, Fukomska-Kowalczyk 45
FIFHTZ A2 SSU xDNA B3 %ot > FIE 558 PR 1) 85 780 288 i R 5 U AT T 488 R R AT 9T, % F A i)
19 ARl RAUETT T /02 4RAE, T HLA5 5 T F 75 (epitypes) . 2021 4F, Guminiska 457 Ff| 188 rDNA
V2 5 AR X B REER T 0 o F AR B A 2 07 AT 1 X LU 5%, & BULT- 90% (¥ )3 51 AT DL % i 31 Ffk
-, RIS BTAK SO NI TECBE T JLT- 348 KB, S6E T 4045 (A RO RT S . Ak, gt
SRR R 1 00T SR HE B TR N R S, AR AE 5 PR HER LA KL N & T 2Rk, ] SR B KL R 4
A TCHRAE AT b T 58 35 BRIE A0 R & B 400

Fb R B AR A AN AL AR R, RO IR T N AR B 20 TE AU P AR 4 ST 3R
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G % AR RN A A ) . B TARIC B BE B R A3 18S xDNA ITS rbel %5, BTN L
{9 18S rDNA. B 3& 7 X Bl A 40 JEBE T8 46 S 0 FARIC I R G & B2 TR T Bl S 20 2 1) 2%
VMRS R, A T RS R BTG R ST AFEMEENBRET TR RSER U EAT EH—
B ERAE R AT KOF A3 B0 F R 505 B /W T AR I IX 20 25 B o & A0 B i S8 P o ™ il
LA NEE G 188 1DNA 20T R G0 & & /W MGG 4 T A Ak ik 36 i 2 2 A% . Majaneva %) J] 18S rDNA
FITS 5 FARICTE M T RAERE S B4R T R AL B Kim ZE05E T 4 M 5 B0 e i A st
B2 S5 R C A BURE ST L T, T S8 AN EAMWERE R EWN , R0 T BB IRFE
JRE A5 BT A AR A R A A ) B RS L X T R R, Kim 2[RI RE X Bt 7 AN AR Y
LRI ALHEAT T 00T , S B b A 35 PR 2L B 1 G A% A W v SR R EG) JL S BT A L TR i DR R 2 0
B2, i EAT 15 45 £ 5 (Jakoba ) 1157 24 36 Ht ( Reclinomonas ) M1 {BLEY 56 R 11 , 43 53] 3 T - A 1 2%
S DR 2 A B 10 2R 6 T W R A T s, B 5 A A AR B A3 A TR A sl T
TR AL IR , 2 T J2 1T (9 2R 55 % 75 407 X 3 b 1) 3 25 RV A s R 9 LA TSR 1) 4 AR, 44K
LA A R 21 A0 5 B A3 B S i PR RS B A 2R M e I T S 4
2.6 £EINMEE

GBI ] E B TARIC PR LH 18S tDNA ITS psad rbel F1 COL 4. 4715 X 4 B3 40 2
Oy T RGEAT 7RG, N5 T T 8 UL 09 FL 45 S5 80 6 9 I (Tsochrysis) 3 4% 36 J& ( Phaeocystis ) 1 1 K 3 &
(Pavlova) TEN Y 8 B4 FEY 18S tDNA JEP R, 3 X AR X8 Rl AT T R 58 & X R, R psad Fi
psbA FEDFEFIF RNA 2285 ¥ i ] T4 MR R IR 40 20T . /NS 7 4 T T S8 SERHIF E vh
K H 18S rDNA [ITS1.,5.8S rDNA £ ITS2 Z54rFhric, Al Bt 25 & TE B AU E L T 5 Fh Dinobryon taiyuanen-
sis' ™. Daniel 4543 85 15 51 4 3 40 WS8R, W02 943 M 18S xDNA Fl rbel, 3 DR 51 B Ho e AR AR o i)
B ST TACEIRTIEIERTRA, R T A E R W B RS R B 2 2, Beisser 25520 T 18 th 4
B SR LH T R BE MY, A 00 2R 58 B R 9 S b 22 RV 0 B4 T T 07 B R 07 10 Brate 45
SEIR T AW Hydrurus faetidus (495 PR 55 PR B 6t S5 4L PRI | 356 246 397 A0 B A B0 SO PR A 4 986 0 0 AL A2
AAERT, LA BAE BRI 2R 45 2 T MR L i ke A R o

T T R G R R ST 4 e 1 155 , Rybalka %575 [X 53 8588 1] i 556 4% 56 22 B0 9 A 1 R 5%
Fh i 5 AR PR psbA/rbel [8] G IX FEBI AN rbel 43 THRIC , N BHET 1 25 22 38} ( Tribonemataceae ) 4 i X 432
T REAE R, Negrisolo 23T 18S rDNA Fl rbel (43 HT48 /7% T H0E T T3 AL B o (9 90 25 e RV AE L &
B 2 A TARICLL A T LIAR G Ml X 43— e T 2% ()RR B, X T8 36 T TR AT S22 AR ™. T4 45
O B Y R TE R0 0 A7 TR A B bk et 2 /0 e 06 T T 0 — 00 4 1 9 9 S T 45 ) . 2009
4F Maistro %2 T P58 85 B (97325 245, $E 1] 18S xDNA rbel il psaA 3 o FARiCxT 31 A SEpkaE AT 5 , 4%
£ O B AR RS THRC A 8 0 B3 T ARI0 BOR R 4r TARIC LA (SSU \psad el rbeL+psaA ,SSU+
psaA SSU+rbcL ,SSU+rbcL+psaA) AT R S8 & B 00T, Wi T BOMEER v 9 R B BEIIHE AL R
2.7 LIEITMEEN

ST JEFIAE SRV E T A L W OB e K 28 22 Sk HLB 78 £k, T 28 24 40 S M. W5
FHF LB FARICALHE COLLUPA 28S rDNA rbel tufA psbA ZEFEIH . Zuccarello 2543 | Fe T rbel P44y T
FRiC LA B 18S rDNA  psbA (tufA K1 rbeL 18]G 31 4 Fh4rFhRic 4G XT A% ] Stylonematales 1 RGE K F X
BHATAIHT AR T T4 HORE T i AL U 27 06 2R BRI 4 ek R AR AL T S5 5041, Lin 256
A rbeL FEBI 34T T 65 15 FEN BEPEHLIX £T 3 Yonagunia J& 336 R} ( Halymeniaceae ) () 245 % & , 1R 47
M P T Yonagunia J& WK 245 % 75 IRV, T T I WA 0 ol s 5L 0 Rtk R/ 0 MU TR 55 , 400 T 43 85

BV 2 ASHIEN) . Gomes 2517 43 T HIE 252 AHZS 45 9 )7 20k [ ELPG 22 AR IR SRR 7 45 1 68 bk 3%

[ )& ( Ceramieae) YE4F rbel .cox1 rbeL+cox] rbeL+cox1+1SU 4 Fh4r FHRICL & 10 R 4R & 4T, KB T 1%
JEEY 4 ASFRP . 2014 4RSS FIAELEIR T 403 DNA 43 TARICHE ST UE R, %% A4 454 COT,UPA 288
rDNA Hl rbel AR5 HEAT T 4845 , COL A rbel Bl R EOE S AF ML B4y THRiC, 9 E N AL 35 Thric
WRFE s T 2% 1.
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W F REF W5 EZE T F rDNA  COL, rbeL Fil rbeS 557 5. BELL LA FH FWBE S FEER
COIITS F1 28S rDNA 47 T PPli , 255 & L COI (4 M3 v T I 2 A FER , 255 BB ) J5 T, COT B A
A SRR B R COTRIXET rbel TGwk A8 1 A ) 28 G5 EAk 56 28, 4T3 T FH b P9 i 0 ol 2 52
FRLL 2 A EERIAHSE & A BEHER) % 2 %R IF S BT 1Y R GE AL K &, Montecinos %535 COI-5P Al ITS1
PRI FARCAHEIE 1Y Ectocarpus J&HEAT R4 K & 0T, RIILE A7 15 A Kafe ™. Ng %51 4
ITS2 B ARic Al COT Lo ABRIC X PG AL AT (NWP) 4347 715 1] P 2R 2 1) 4 98 A0 T 378 38 A R 2R e B 25 A 1Y
AL MBEET T B, iR 1 IS I R RE B0 ). Bruno 45 # 1] COL,23S rDNA FI 23S-(RNAVal
intergenic spacer ( mt-spacer)3 N FHFRICHT T Cystoseira RS LT RZR , BHZ AR A4 3 4
EAAE ot B A i 2 R R AR Ak A DA B St Ay P A i EL A R S Ortega 550
BBl A RIS F RN T, N IR A v TR R S PRI AR ) 1 3 SR A T 2 T DNA 2
ZREE , T IR DT A e DNA AR i KA, I8 rbel \matK .trnL ITS2 COI il 18S tDNA %543
TARICHY 18 X554, X it i LLRPBRFIIEG PR s (300E0 ] VLD BE T ) A L) B AT T 97 385 204, AR T 4
FARIC AR KRS W g R

Saunders % M4 T ALFEAR B (LU HE SR EEAE N 19 RN BRI REBE S 19 DNA 23 FARicBiss i, 4840 T 4
XA R BERFAR 103 FARic A1 : LSU D2/D3 /5 JLIEBER 205 Fhnic , JH TR ) K19 5328, 4331
BeE 0 TR N K- 53214 COL-5P (rbel tufA VE 4B BERIZL B8 ik o ZR 1Y — G000 T3 , BEIA B LA 1 43
FHCR. BRTFEERAE T A DNA B Jr FARiC e T 2051 9 503t B 3 90 4 850 7 i A B R O 58, i ok
IR T RAR R BB T AT Z A ST EE" . AR — Bt 1] P, o 5 2 B B B e SRR 221
ST ARCHE G RRER B IR EARES R R BTN EENE.

IRE

31 MERKARNERE

TP AR AW 2 AR AR 3 T 43 FAmic A S 4 e S 1932 . 2020 41, Hatfield 55 27 Y FH 44K
FLI FF $2 AR (Oxford Nanopore technologies ) [t #8 52 K 3, {5 B MinlON {il] % 3 4 ( MinlON sequencing
platform) DL EAZ B BFFERT 42, BARY 1S XA & T L4984~ 18S rDNA SE4& 11 ITS1,5.8S rDNA ITS2 L)
F2 285 rDNA ) D1l D2, G550 58 1 T F 3G K AR A i S 58 . 3 Ah e AR AR, TP 324 4 Gl 20
kb) 1 ELBE A R BUIME 3541, Bl b 2 A i e BF A1 s Sy Fh DR EAG T A A T R R
A, DU A HE— 20 R, AP B T iU, A5 B2 M i Wb AL SRR BE R 4 Sk
BEDRI 2 A DR 20 B i 2L R 7 e DR 20 A5 L 5 W J A 2 AR G AR 93208 S 1R T A . U R 2t A
R4 A, 2 KR 3 A5 45 L AR PR B D BU AN S TARIC IS, MR RS R A 4R 4 T 8 2 T A BT i A,
o HE FH T LA S S B SR A sl A SR AL R ZERE L A R AR B R S B S A W A L R R
KHALE T 4 FARIC I TAE. S H BRI BT 04 2 bR RS Bt f s 7 (L 78 4
BRI AF DI B R, A 2 — BRI TRl N2 00 AR IR 1Y AT 45 B — 3 ThRic © 2R MEE B
SEIH AT, ZARic A TR R
32 YiREMREMTE

HE T4 THRIC 0 M2 5 5 B R T LB o XM 2 R 5 3% , e R AE POk P i et SR, 382
R MERIVEYRR , BEEZERE Y S Z A BE MRk 1, TR AL 2R O AR ok TR R Pk . H5cdfa J 1w
I ¥ = PR AR AR ST T 2 I RE B, USSR T B A M RS BR U (R . B R B 43 s 4
FeoreE, AN AN B B R TR R R, LA B AR W15 B 2 S HOR (1 R SR 52 WA BN P A e i L )y
Tf. AlgaeBase 4 % (www.algaebase.org) & —ANTEEBR 72 i M0 25 & M e 2R 8008 1, st R -G =
DNA FFAIJ5 2. SEAER N TG BB A2 DNA Jr i f1E 8., 7E B N SR R %% 1R, Algae-
Hub 348 2 (www.algaehub.on) /A8 T — & 19 & . (HAFEERE MR, — N UERR 4 1HDRUA 20 B0 PEAE TR 7R 22
B AR S FEYFFENENR . RN, T 28 A BRI RS 7 ) 853 KA
BHRS E A DI R B LR b, TR N R Ge e AR, A BEAR B CHE E  Ef M: TPER R St
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3.3 BEREMNIT %

FUA, #R50RHIFA BT, JUH 2 — S 2 W 0 1 % T PR s A 7y vk BAT AR R B oK. K 20 7Aic
SR AR SRR AR A SRR e g R AR Wt A BT R R A 1 11
e AEL S VRS P ARG E M — R AR UL RS, X SE R S A T AR T H AR A4 54 DNA 757
R 1 , (H 1 T A DNA FR8) 2o A AR 2 0, ELAL S5 40 52 R 2 SCBOR , BORR S DNA J 81l i —
fBe/NT 200 bp , #E— BRI T AR AR B RIS L. B SRR P R AN BT SE 3 U T AR
PR O AT ST R AL, LA B o S R R A 30 B P B AR R TR B R 1 M
A g RGN A e B A — o S T ik
34 ZHEFHRRLEET X

TP ARSI RERS TR L N OK - SO R 58 % 15 AL, T T4 . TR 252 A — Fh 8 L e e T
5 ARFEE AN 5 IFJEANE . SR, % TR, 7 TARCIE AL 2 C 2R PR AR I R B 1E 4 7.
PRI, G5 IS 2 PEFRAAR A TR R E S 1 22 M i, 2 il 4 T o 8 i o AT R
i AR I S Dk EAE W M )2 e T R R R SR R
Tz B AN S

4 gk

JHE S FARICC N YR S 1 — i T B, E i TR AR 2 HL 22 AR, 7 A i i
FESORRME. EAL, 73T hric B e to ol 5 e 10 B BN R 22— BRI, OB IA DNA i PR AR o
SFL W TR 2T, 0 ) M2 5 1TS 8 AR 0 850/0n , 1t A s BE PR, T LA By 7 7 SRR 0 26 B
T, QR R R 5 X T —Se 3 GBS T8, AT LR T R A RR R A DX Ay AN TEREZE R T R IR B rhel
MR ROR B 1050 T HRC , COT X A% BT R I e OR 0 fA AR SR B T IR 7 26 h By
—ERIPEREE, UPA W RIREIE & TR MBS, (BT R B TARiCAE 2 R E T A F R ) 20
Hrep BAT —E L3 AER XS T —SEARIREHEAETEAME LS SE . NI, 73T Fn i B 4L I DA RS X R R Y
FEEJr TARCHR B — Rl SR FE. BEAh , BT 00 TR IC I BESE M2 B AN TT SE Al B0 dls P ) A T 5 3,
ROy Es IR U AP B2 S RO AN W SR T th R 2 RO P A Bty B O B
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