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A review of introgressive hybridization in amphibians
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Abstract: There is no doubt that introgressive hybridization plays a major role in evolution. In recent years, a large
number of cases about introgressive hybridization in amphibians have been reported constantly. This article
summarized the research status at home and abroad and the methods of introgressive hybridization in amphibians. We
also discussed the various ways in which humans are affecting genetic exchange and the impacts on amphibians in the

past hundreds of years. Finally, the research prospects of introgressive hybridization in amphibians are also proposed.
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TR H) B EEHB AL (£ Do XA[REER MXTEK, HEFERX kO &g RIRZ¥%HT
ST H AT SOR B AR SRS, AR . ke & P IR Tk A RR I & I BB Pelo-
TA5| W H A G WP b, KRG R RABE A% phylax nigromaculatus F4: 2506 P plancyi ¥ 1] 22
JR PR i) o [ PO AR SIS 2 BRSO ) SRARVDN, B BRI K, 4 A D s e 2 ()

F1 MIHETERZTHEENRIIE

LYiEE FriciEFE EECINISTEAP S Z: 23k
FEH
JINER AL ST ity [ AR 2% 3 YoshikawaXst A M 5 L 119 H AR Onychodactylus japonicusiE17 [H] [45]
(Hynobiidae) AT, I ARV S AR BA R, HL R R R P SR
57E T AT )38 03 A X AETEHNB AL o
I RAPD. 4  MikulicekZs K BRI Y WE Triturus vulgaris FIVE IR B [ BRWE T montandonify: [46]
(Salamandridae) RS AR, 1P A3 A8 515 A I /A K
2RI AARTEA HauswaldtZs & 9LV ik Wi Salamandrina perspicillataFHRBEWES. terdigitatafift  [47]
AL HAL o
il 1A} ek RFE A Fitzpatrick 25 & BALE 1185 1) 52 SRR A. mavortium 5 28RN0 FI4E JE TV 24 Hs [35]
(Ambystomatidae) 1%k HIPIFN S VWA, californiense KA T WRB A4S 111 H ARSI JE AR IG
B YH I IALE, XIR AT RE T B MR R I H R
To R RRIARE Weisrock i 3 AT A it Ak L DX IR /R TEIB P, shermani 5 A iEAE AL R LK [29]
(Plethodontidae) IR A (AR P, teyahaleefF AR BB ALAL o
TREH
L IR SR, % YanchukovZ 5 ILLT G448 W& Bombina bombinaf % R4 WEB. variegata{y e 4] [48]
(Discoglossidae)  FE[K. £k YA AAS AT AEETB AR, T HAX I DR i e 22 R 0 ) 1
PRGNS PRI B ) 1) o
fausE SRS PN Chen 575 P = Jit b AR A I P At SEWESS. boulengeriy i th SIS [25]
(Megophryidae) 13 S. glandulatus . RN ZEUES. mammatus FIRE K 5EWES. tuberculatusVYA™
WIFh 2 B AH AR WA AL -
i il FEAC Sattler & BLLE BT 41 K4E 21 K Scaphiopus bombifions F1 S. multiplicatus$53.5%  [49]
(Pelobatidae) AELEWHB AL
T FiERl ngny iy Fischer&5 7 55 52 M & AR TINE Xenopul laevisF1 1 8 NWEX. muellerift H#%  [50]
(Pipidae) E{= LIV FHRFFAERRE 244
Il LR ARIE Sequeira®: & I H FEME IR Rhinella marinaFI¥% v ] WEIRR. schneideri/k V.74 [11]
(Bufonidae) 12 HEN FBEAARTEDI RS 2258 o
EHRRIEy S B Geta Pereyras & PLAER MR £E 1) 35 Odontophrynus cordobaefO. occidentalis{i 4t [51]
(Leptodactylidae) {441 WIBZAL
LORIARBEDA | Yamazaki® & B H ASUE IR NN VR Bufo_japonicus formosus i il [52]
RAPD B. torrenticolaft [FI38 7y KAFLEMNE A28, I H AR Ja AR R Al ek (0] 22
PN SRR HEIA VencesZ & I35 Inilon & (1) 4 (8 2 i Mantella aurantiaca 5 [ 1 [53]
(Dendrobatidae) %A M. crocea LA FLZ G, W REAFAE BB AAL
AR L Simdes A AL L VG V. Ly 3h 74 w348 (1) P A i B dek A llobates hodlill [54]
A. femoralisAiAEHINE F4AE
T dEE AR} oy, B, Mecham & ILFE VA 5 T8 IR FRIB 03 v R AR SR R IEEHL cinereal Mi R [26]
(Hylidae) Th H. gratiosafi {EAT B AL
2 iR LR AR IR Crottini %X} 278 Iidr &y kAT RGO AT, I U7 2 0k [55]
(mantellidae) Mantella betsileoF1 i W 2 I M. expectatan] GEAFAEHIBAYAE «
faifsfl S, 24 DriscollflIRoberts & B 2Lt 2R s Geocrinia roseatd ZRFIRERIALER R LRI AEAE  [56]
(Myobatrachidae) TAT T o
IR LERIAIEIN.  Holsbeek: R ILIG Kt HINP ridibundus 5P, bedriagae £ T T iZ #iiE  [38]
(Ranidae) TSk TAL o

A Austin5 & I B HLIK [ 9 Ak Lithobates okaloosaeMIL. clamitansFEAEZAT . [57]
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Bl $25%

TFAEHTIB I8 A8 . Zhang % B2 76 56t v [ 1) 22 B ik P
nigromaculatus JEAT 248 KA Hr i B, A E 1)
FEBEUE ] DAy Ky AR RN VY R P OK S Bl A PR
K, ORI R B e A 2R AL X R A Ak, I
PEA A IR RIS . Liu 25 P 6 BB Ponigro-
maculatus R 4x 220 P plancyi 3847 T K36 LR FE,
It F 42k A 5 DR A AZ 6 DR A i 3R 47 3 48 kA R A
GCs RIK PR AE [y s b A [ 2R X
R HEARAT, I HAX R R s KOk A A 2k
IR F. Du 2 P9 R F A T I T I S B P
nigromaculatus 14 264k P. plancyi JEAT WIS, R
LAY T AR ARS8 . NITUER] T IX A~
V)R A B b A4 KL DR FNAZ BE DR b #0547 A1 W 2 24 A8 BN
%o Chen %5 ) 75 4 & o J5l 1 & BV 9K 14 2 ifs
Scutiger boulengeri. i1k 580 S. glandulatus . Wl
W 930 S, mammatus FEPE AN M S, tuberculatus
VAN DA Z TR HAFAE A WE A « A 22,
XU PRI 222 LG I 100 J74E 1T ELRFEE 2L
EIEARTW, HIXDADNWF AT AAT, JEALE
TEWRAN A B AT a5 AL 3

2 MBEHERIMROEESE

U T HOR R, 6 P RS 24 AT IR E
ZEPEILE AT HE TR . Mecham® &
TRAE VA Z B M Fth 35 vh (1) K 2 W UEE Hyla cinerea
FIMLRN IR H. gratiosa AEAEHNB AL, EHFFALR T
X TEAS S5 7 T PR o« AHIX PR 218k = 78 I UE
P, JRPAE A BB A B B FTs A = A1,
SR IRBEIE R M G BN ARSI " BTG
IR, WIEAM:. B WV 2 TR
I T P SR R 12 24 A8 F 9T, Sattler F & FI bR G
R AR B AR AE 2 ) 42 WE Scaphiopus bombifirons
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G JT, ARSI E A FH A, H 2 R
BE#E PCR LRI R RE, 70 7AW HRAEHE 2%
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B bl D) 2 H Y H T 3B 42 A8 I,
{EANE bR IC HI A BT .
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PARICITEE I R G R A, IR R Gl Plethodon

shermani 55 213U TG i Wi P. teyahalee {7 1F 45 ¥ 5 %%
Lo ERRARIER T hrid, REHELE, HiEdk
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L4, A oM SR A2 R 174, DR it
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PmiRsY, Zy Tt nly, 28%E, GREEEE,
W5 T2 22 S o . AHAZ R B A 20 & 1k,
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IRIAE AL, R 2 H TWE 2 M 145
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REME AR IS T AR IE N AT . B35 DR AT DL i
BIRAE A BEAR RN 320 53 A — A e BT R
AR AR T IREEREN), AR OR
HHY e PEAEEN R Y Fldn, SRS
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YIRS, 53— 7 AR A] ReAT 43— Lo oot TR
(R I P 3 0, 3 AP K B T AR S HE B e
SR ARSI PR, BT NSRS S)
5N IR) B2 B2 W5 Ambystoma mavortium &4 F124 1y
HI R I 20t VR A. californiense KA T 2838 1M
HOEAMIREN, 2458 50 E A Y AT,
XAR AT B FEIMR AR FIEAR S i B,

4  ANZEEHXFIR/EIERRZ BRI

H T ANRESER, BRAYF ZFE0EIE
FE SRR B N ST B AR 5 Sh A DR RN 3 R
Wis . Nl CLdE s R e sh e 3 AR 5t
IS AZ e e 5, FAR TR Wi ik D A
SRR AAE [RS8 A A 1Rl . SR N 2R ) s B A0
A LA B W) B AR B o3 A X8, B8 B P I [R) ek 43
A BT, AT 5% AR RR R () () R R RS .
O BRI AT e i5 EE AN A8 e 77 B mT B I A AR
T NS e 38 ek AR P ol i) ) A B I 20 5 R i AR
A, T R SR R R A ETE e A BT
4.1 WIEYDHXEIE T
4.1.1  FIIE B PR Bl 4 2 A R 5 i

BRI AL ) D 15 FURAE L | 5¢
A PPN T R RS . A RIS Y
S A YR R AR A T R AR BT IR R R, T
P TRINPLIR S T ate AP b P KB oy VA B: NI NEZ
] e R B IHIE AL, RAFECUHRAY)
FloR 4t 5 348 Ja B o — AR IE IR EE 1Y, (HER AR
TR B AN AE AT H A, 2 AT AN S0 4 M Ay Rl
PRI AEPURK,  AATTAE chodk 2 a8 24 85 1) I
r 2y IL Al 5 0 92 5| Bk 2K . Holsbeek %5 B i
VG WK R e i (Pelophylax) B 28 3E AT 8 £ B & BA,
FEE I 2 )t I 0 e R M S R, IR R IR A
W3 B8 P ridibundus Y5 P. bedriagae /- T T2
IS HRAT o AATTHE DN I T D HRABE PRI T V5 28 A8
Jigp i RRIT VY R 24 M 45 P ridibundus 1F P ) 3C AL
(LAY
4.1.2 S I SRS P AR B DTS A4 AL IR 5

NN AP JEL A S5 P L5 A, 25 5% W) )49 T )
PRI B N SR AR ARSI, AR TR
AR Gl vl B2 77 AR A RN AR AR B P b A 1 2
Ao ALTEAE S R G RN b BT 10 2 R R A
BT AT Re K, X ] g BT AR AR IA S
(R AT R 3 1) B AN A 0 45 56 Y Gollmann
ats WU R 2T 3844 Bombina bombina T2 %454 B.

Juzs

variegata AFAEAA T I 1 TRIRECREE A 2 I A 42 A
PR AT I B A R 2 LRI 2 R R AT
Jii i (Nanorana yunnanensis) W /& 81, iy 7K 18 o 4%
A 5 e A 3 A AN [ DR 355 P X AT e o 1) R A2 T

s [42
2

4.1.3 S ARARAK IR B WG PR S RS 4458

NS ok SO S (R 4 s i A 4 A, X AT
REALE J5 ok S 320 AT I R4S B Al AL 2,
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W TR ARk, 2B 3 LR AR 1 DX 1) 20 350 fii
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EAE BT 4 B S YT, AN n
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5 RE
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BEIE A W] 5 AR S PR S (I 4 5T
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