MW 4y 2K % iR 45 (4):551-560(2007) doi:10.1360/aps07025
Acta Phytotaxonomica Sinica http://www.plantsystematics.com

FREMEESETN: s =R 1 Z5E i
HR U R 14 2 S e (R 5
Py EOPE O# 5 oy ‘LeEg VIR
(G L RHEM R BRI 0 I 518114)
R G I X S S, T EBE BT JEsT 100093)
SO TR SRS HAR R X. TS 533209)

SERMOR AR BH 500251)
SR BEBRIIFER L5 100049)

Pollination syndromes predict brood-site deceptive
pollination by female hoverflies in Paphiopedilum
dianthum (Orchidaceae)
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Abstract In order to explore the relationship between the pollinator and pollination
syndromes, and to evaluate the possibility of predicting likely pollinators based on pollination
syndromes, the pollination biology of Paphiopedilum dianthum was examined. This species
shares a close phylogenetic relationship, similar habit, and a recognizable syndrome of floral
features (including helmet-shaped labellum, big dorsal sepal, and black warts or hairs on
petals) with other brood-site deceptive Paphiopedilum species. According to the pollination
syndrome concept, P. dianthum would be pollinated by hoverflies and attract pollinators with
brood-site deception. Results were consistent with this prediction. Paphiopedilum dianthum
was mainly pollinated by female hoverflies (Episyrphus balteatus), and these flies were
indeed lured by the false brood-site on the orchid flower. It is suggested that the pollination
syndrome may be correlated with pollination selective pressure, but not simply with pollinator
species, and that accurate prediction requires consideration of all factors influencing floral
characters, including habit and evolutionary history.

Key words pollination syndrome, Paphiopedilum, selection pressure, pollinator, phylogeny,
habit, conservation.
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= B — RYVRFE, ) HAR AR 52 5 S TE b 0k O B 0o A4 () JE = R AR L, S (I 2R B I, oK
) R 2 DA R AR I PR SR IR T, T ELAC I 22 ) S S 1R I 2 400 R R AR ALL R A
Bio MR M 25 G RS, KR TE 22 N0 th B iAoy, B I BB ORI SR A . O T AR IX
ST, AT IR S 22T T A AR IR0 2202 BAS AT SR AR, AAELE B3 A H M
G, UMK B HERy A Reatsk, 45 R0, MEE A WA W Episyrphus balteatus 7&Kl ¥ = i E 2L
FER e, JF FLIXFP 0 22 S ik A0 A b SR i £ W AR 1 o AR ARSI 25 IR, BATA AL SR A AT
ST TN (] (8 A 38 s T A 2 17 B 0T B T A 3 P i, T A AR R £ A T ] I 75 22 2% &
AR S RTE A 7 S S R TR A R R R, IXRE A R REAF 207G 2L 45 2

KEIR ALREZRGIE; TR TR, R, RAKE,; A8 R

F Darwin (1862)JF 4/ 7T *2 FlOrchidaceackid) 5 HAL Ky # L R UK, AMp W) KK
M EEU) TG R e TS KA R4, IR B s 3 2 R R KOG &
(van der Pijl, 1961; Faegri & van der Pijl, 1971). Z8 4L (R LR} B2 BRI ALK EHEE T
e 4L (Grant & Grant, 1965; Faegri & van der Pijl, 1971), & i R IUAE A48
R AR E MR (BRI  TBAR S AURAE ) AR A ARIEFERIVER], AT I S e i
e . BN, MR e —Bor st siE , A &K, i e ptier siie &;
1M SRR A — RO 2000, R, FUNARK # S AL B A A 4R X LE AR R PR
20 B R ALK 255 1iE (pollination syndrome)(Vogel, 1954; van der Pijl, 1961). JT 168 45
BAEFIAL R 25 T B B T) 6 2R, FATTA] LA AR I PR PR R AL B 2 (R R AT O (Faegri
& van der Pijl, 1971). & ML f)45] 152, Darwin (1862) K5 HEHB T 7 —Fh ik hndbrhn % &}
t¥) Angraecum sesquipedale Thou. i H— MK IHATAL K (1) o IRABFFUL Ry 5 GAL,
AU T IRAVEAR AT S FAL D B 2 B A B R, DAL & ) R G A R
HI1F FH (Grant, 1994; Fenster et al., 2004).

E “fEidt bz e p 3 157 X—2 W T, FUERSEA IR K2 2
FA PRI PR HE B AN TGN (van der Pijl, 1961; Faegri & van der Pijl, 1971). FEITHIEN, A
&R BITEBREAE IR S PR FaR 2 B Ry, FEDEB UL R AR e s 2
PR 520 (Schemske & Bradshaw, 1999; Armbruster, 2002; Bradshaw & Schemske, 2003;
Gomez & Zamora, 2006), JXLE K ZR A2 P EBUEIBTE A 125 55 A0 7 (1) 1] BT R, A3
AR ERE AR S S . 5 M A T (R P00 A 22, - & ] Re S S o a4 25
GAETIN, 55 B2 Rl Asclepiadaceaefi ) Microloma sagittatum R. Br.V. >4 B /NS B AL,
M0 5 B8 A2 B S 2L K ) (Ollerton, 1998). AR T 11— L8 TAEENZREH, 440k 1ol #Fh
SR A B RN B 23 A5 DX, R FH AR 25 B A PR SR A 2K o 520 T[] 438 43
A [FHHFAE I B R 1SR 22 RHEA AL e aFh 422 fIpomoea sp AT ALK AW UL )5,
1EF AT BRI 4518, BPRAR R 25610 v] LURS A 00 A% K 2 A2 (Pauw, 2006; Wolfe &
Sowell, 2006). K, fERZRGAE SAEK B BRI U TEAE A BRERI B DIOC R, AR AT
DAFH A8 S 00 I 2 288, AL AR B8 A SR ot ) b i A R 4 FH AT 8RR AL AR AN RS 4 1)
i

Y022 J& Paphiopedilum Pfitz Fi ¥ 21 664 Fh, FE 4045+ v [ P r 58, 0 X AR
W, AE ALK “RaBE” BB IRV I 1) A% K 000 A A 8 A 40 (1) F R A (Drressler,
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1993; Cribb, 1998). A4 JE MR FF =2 1 R TEAS, T LUK S22 (146 73 A A8 22 SRR o 22 2
PRI, A 2E R (it iy %2 % Paphiopedilum micranthum T. Tang & F. T. Wang) 5 K%
k2% & Cypripedium LAHD)RIACAREL, ©ATR 2 0N, e Ee—Moh 14 m 14 i
BRE BT BRI IR SE, X PP A6 32 2 %2R A% K3 (Shi et al., unpublished). 1M 8 = 841
(A B2 >4 P villosum (Lindl.) Stein. 547 52 % P, parishii (Rchb. £.) Stein)(¥) 722 F K i B
H, JEM— M Ry i 2 EAT 3 R 3E, X i 1) 48— Mot B I A% 4 1) (Atwood,
1985; Binziger, 1994, 1996, 2002). i = 2RAE TGS AR AE A AT R, e8]
FERY B IR A e 22 o IR SGR A SE 5 0 6 AR T S8 MR (U B 025 L /M
Yi22P barbigerum T. Tang & F. T. Wang) it i B0 £ Ik 1K 9 A% K # (Bénziger, 1994,
1996; Shi et al., unpublished). TfA8LE A4 EURIIESS, 7EALIREEIN A7 Lt 58l ak
FHIFHENP rothschildianum (Rehb. ) Stein. P. callosum (Rchb. £.) Stein), WK SEAL
PRI 5 %8 1) (Atwood, 1985; Binziger, 2002).

K I FE 2% Paphiopedilum dianthum T. Tang & F. T. Wang H A7 #1902 7Y h=E 5
BKMEEH, BRARZR, S5 b i op 1 5 2R gE B ye s, rbgees,
P, rothschildianum- P. callosum“5)F1{LL(Atwood, 1985; Binziger, 1994, 1996, 2002; Shi et al.,
unpublished). [, %R AL MESS Ay ik ek ta, TRIEEHA KR R assil, f5Logid R
B HA BARCRE, X8 N 5 KGER SO R I 0 5 L2 (WP, rothschildianum
P, callosum)J$Bl(Atwood, 1985; Binziger, 2002). [A] I3 58 2% 22 A& T-AR G mlii bk e 1)
PEFElCA RE L, 5 A Yo 22 SRR R (R Y22 . KRB YL, P callosum) )AL
(Cribb, 1998; Chen et al., 1999) J& T KIS0 2= ik Lotk FeATTar LA LR Fll: /b
IR AT fE i AR, I FLUR I AL BT MR S I A4 1 A9 0 =22 H a2
TSR I TR SR A AE I TN S ARG W TR BUESE, W nTgE— PR 10)
FI Ak £ AEHEDI A Ky 2 1 F Y

1 MRFTTE

K2 A TR EVUE N 2/ P SO = M A AR I, —
ANFERR I e B 3 R T LA IR 15 o KO YR 22 AR 7 H 229 H,  BUIRAR T s v TRl 4 H
M RA2-4% 00 = /oy B, I Rak A, JEIE RSt A R A 4L
FEJE I P R R 22 9350 LA S AR SR K 1 mm /e A3 IR (2 B(F1: A; Cribb, 1998;
Chen et al., 1999).

B A ULEE AN S50 A B A UG AR ORI X A I R AR B /N X o aZ AR XA T
JTPEPEIRR, ZR£42106°08'-100°23, Jb£E24°37'-25°00", #4Kk400-1930 m, 473K
163 C, F-FIBE M 51058 mm. FRMAE BE A B 5 o i Ak, 32 2Rl G 7 X
Cyclobalanopsis glaucoides SchottFl|& AL A Platycarya longipes Wu, #K N E AL A F)
RN 0 PO I B vt B 2004 B 45 8 o 5 K S =2 [ S A6 1A i DUBE 2
Coelogyne fimbriata Lindl. F14g H- 2= Cymbidium lancifolium Hook.. W4k, 7E[R—X I IF1E
(RIAEY)IEA 1 B4 e At Anemone hupehensis Lem. .
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Fig. 1. Flowers and pollmators 01‘ Paphiopedilum dianthum. A, Flower of P. dianthum. ds, dorsal sepal; ML, the
entrance diameter of the labellum; 1, labellum. B, Longitudinal section of flower of P. dianthum. a, anther; AL, the distance
between the anther and the bottom of the labellum; DP, the labellum depth from the entrance to the bottom; SL, the
distance between the stigma and bottom of the labellum; st, stigma. C, Episyrphus balteatus with pollinium on thorax. pl,
pollen. D, Episyrphus balteatus laying eggs on the flower of Paphiopedilum dianthum. E, Hoverfly eggs (e) on the flower
of P. dianthum. ¥, Episyrphus balteatus flying toward staminode. G, Episyrphus balteatus leaving flower of P. dianthum.
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F 1 UiE R RVERIR L= LIS S oL
Table 1 The activity of different visitors to the flower of Paphiopedilum dianthum

i ESI FERR A BENJE T i ek
Species Approaching  Touching staminode  Entering Removing pollen
SR Rl 47 7 4 3
Episyrphus balteatus (DeGeer) (female)
Bets DU Erighbd 1 1 1 1
Betasyrphus serarius (Wiedemann) (female)
R Drosophila spp. (Dorsophilidae) >100 0 0 0

BATI{E20054F F120065F-8-9 H A e J =2 [ BEAE H, X ARG LT T 8. IS
(] A Bk H 198:30-17:00, S TH AN [H] 225 ho FEMLEEH, FRATLI AR Vs fE B A
Yo B RS RAT A ANE SN TR, FEEAT ISR . it Uik BT Sh A A 2
Nilsson (1979)[1)J7v%, WHE%ELT (approaching). FZfilE LSS (touching staminode) #EA
JE ¥ (entering) 717 H AE K (removing pollen)VY I, k%5 5@ NI 5 L, AT R F 2
Tyt R, BERH 1R SRR EHI R A . B AR A ORAE A v R Bt b it 5
Fit 240 5 A Y 27 I 5 sE 0 =, S AR i AR MR 2 AR IR B IR e . &8
SIS, AT RN B b e i —nT LAl HAER R . O 7B SE 22 2 ANl
b RO BT S | bp e, FRAT AN A T R LA Wi B oy, il T 'y
AR 7 [0 2 P P ) T O e e A A SR 0 5 Y, A S ep e 1 B2 AR 2 5 1 (Trvin
etal, 1999), T EwFME—Mos it Bigah—Bemnral, B CLERATT AT LUAI B e AT i v ) o

H TR ARG B ORISR P, FRATTR bR ROGH R 16 15 K B i e br A
AT, IR ARTERII o FRATIEIE I T 235 IEAE AR R S = A Tl &, 3
TR RS MR (DP) JEIEA I HAAML) FE 3k B S 5 2 (SL) LUK e 55 31 S
J I BE(AL) (K1 A, B)o Her SLRIAL 74K 5 AV J5 D451 o

A ET RERB T, AT T DL 34k (R 122548): (1) BE# R
(self-pollination), Kl HAZ A& 525 F1; (2) T ALK (cross-pollination), e KJ&THEES m
ZANHIRERR, AR 2 AT SR (3) H K H A6 K (autogamy), {EAEFTTBRT ERAT D,
Tl & 5 5 B AL F A ek . (R MG — N H, AT &I GEvh N TR AR 1) 45 52
LS ARAINX AR S 2 1 F AR A S

2 MEER

2.1 fEMEMERITA

7£2005-20064F 35225 hif %, FURBL3Rl B IRAE L 248 At Br—FioR
WEAR, FLAR P MPAR A Er i A I SR SR A BRI, JREA SR .
PR e S B T KO SR == ek, IF ELITA (R B p b g7 ) 2 20 A MR o Bt DL R er i
Betasyrphus serarius (Wiedemann){\H LR V5 1R, Haw thAE# 1R, S5 U Wi Episyrphus
balteatus (DeGeer)£E47 Y i) Hpais ALK 3R (K 1: C)
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FEVT RIS AT, Rl o] VR AE B AL R, G = s feil . JBsh R
MR MESS . AEFRVE S, e — e RIIES), EReA &AL S N (Kl1: D). RAI7E14
SeAE EARERE TR dOO, — e fE B AATMURINCR2; K1 ). AT R fE
ACIRMHESS B (B F), N4 SiE NS e RSB 30 s3110
min, XHAEATRIE fA DT I BBk o 7EIXE855 ) RIS, BTSN USR5 8
FERG IR AR T, SEHTRE ALk, i —UERESE T A Hh CRE B, XA SR A AR R
iR T (K1 G)e A PR HYS, Sl RO C DR, 98 P s ] B o
POFHEE LIAEREN, mteofs IR EE KA R AEAE Sk b, BB R R A

2 TIPS e B AR DL
Table 2 The distribution of eggs of hoverflies on the flowers of Paphiopedilum dianthum.
i Position

/TRy

Flower eI 3t A0 8 AEIR A JE AR J R P 8 TS
number Tip of the Middle of the Base of the Outside of the Inner side of the Staminode
petals petals petals labellum labellum
1 1
2 2 2 2 1
3 1 1
4 1
5 1 1
6 1 2
7 1 1
8 1
9 1
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 2
13 1 1
14 1
St Total 8 8 7 4 1 1

2.2 INREMEFETS

FERI L 2248 A w DIOh (i W bR U B 454 o 380 bl S ip i A I S 22 1)
DIRetEIEAGER3), TS HEL IS5 (DA i 444 (9.8£1.0 mm, »=14; 10 mm,
n=1)i/NFDP (20.4+2.0 mm, n=23), FrLAEIEFEAGEMNSN CEH . (2) 4k B2 4H5 iy
WERTBE s D1 Er i (6 11 5 (2.240.2 mm, n=14; 2.5 mm, n=1)#E/N T KI5 22 (AL (3.7+0.7
mm, n=23)FISL (3.5+0.6 mm, n=23), {HZELEJEMNRIN mmZc A IR AT LRSS
PEEUFRRRAE ], A4S Erlh b ] AR A SKORRRESE o XRE S dep i gk ] LAWGURI 38 o A%y 1
I AR, AR .
23 EEHER%

KIS 2220054 1) H AR EE 528 H65% (n=46), 20064FE K51% (n=137). N1 AZHH
5 SR BER H 45 SE R B k8 1% (n=12)H199% (n=12). FTIR RIS RIRRE BB AT 45 5K
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(n=12), IXLELERAE, KIMETE AL A AR SRA IR, AL H 3 BAER B, 20
e B HUf kA eSS 5

3 ACRIE LA A H D RETE B A B *

Table 3 Size measurement of floral functional morphology of Paphiopedilum dianthum and body size of hoverflies*

IEA KN P e g ey DUErif i i
Floral traits Size (mm) Episyrphus Betasyrphus Hoverflies
balteatus serarius
EIA DP 20.4+2.0 9.8+1.0 10.0 A1 Body length (mm)
JEMANEZ ML 26.243.9 2.2+0.2 25 75 Thorax height (mm)
FESk F S MR i SL 3.5+0.6
HESE RS A AL 3.7+0.7

AL, the distance between the anther and the bottom of the labellum; DP, the labellum depth from the entrance to the bottom;
ML, the entrance diameter of the labellum. SL, the distance between the stigma and bottom of the labellum.

* WL 2350, R EITEE SRR (EIEEIRAEDP. BN HAML, Sk 2SR & SL. HESE B SR =
FEAL), W T 144 SEA Elspii . 1ANPRATs UL Sl e as 30 A1 7 R 3 o

* The results of floral traits size, including DP, ML, SL and AL, are obtained from 23 individuals; the results of Episyrphus
balteatus are obtained from 14 individuals, that of Betasyrphus serarius is from one individual.

3 itig

AT S 245 I 53 TR RS AR T — 35, KRS 2 ok 3 e frif i . Ui
PETE AT LLAR W, Baa £ W M ROpe s DL i i 0 LA 38 A IR LD, AT BAAR HE K e
AR IR L R Ak b, AT DO KIS S AU Ry . BRI DI i A E A K
IS8 2= AL M AR, AHZ A ) U7 Il AR I AR (I 1IR), (EAS SIS EE X N J& T35 ALk
Ho SEAT R R U I B T B U I BRI 98%0(43/44), i tH AR I IRE Y
T HHAERD S RELRI75% (3/4), BT AFRATIIA A 3K A S 1y Il F) S ol e e o 22
TEASSZIG A EZIX PN (1) A2 BEAE A

TERHEE 2 Ae B3 o] DOk frisp b b e My i 450, e R ACRE R O B I R AL B 1
CLRIE B S0 2 R RS AR 2 th frief ALk, JF HAAS A ARk 2 PRI, (2 A AT T
SR G5 A S EIAEAE ] 15 2 57 (Atwood, 1985; Bénziger, 1994, 1996, 2002; Shi et
al., unpublished). HKFERAULETIEAIR AL A IR (UIEEBTL 2 L /NS5 B B A1
B A S, 38 A0 B B AR R A R A ok W 5] B F W (Bénziger, 1996; Shi et al,
unpublished). 11 EAKSERATL SETE K 5 4K 2 AR (WIP. rothschildianum P. callosum)
H, AC RS I L R S ) B T I R e e g AR S e, RS I A
Rl R = 0N, AR 208 1 H 1(Atwood, 1985; Bénziger, 2002). FRATIEME LI, K
RS2 FIT A () B M U 1) 2 3 R M [RIES, AT T W 4% B iep i e A R e 22 A L
URAT R, FELE LA AE AN R H 20 e i o, b —2848 B RN 2R 7M. B, K
RS2 SR 8 5 AT DS B ULe HhO0 o5 O T e R A o IR gt B, Kol gt
22 SR MREER B R 5 | (T WM R 1, 53 AR SR S AE R T AR VI 45

I A AT GBI R B A S AL Ry, WaserS5(1996)42 Hh 2 KW (1) A K5y
RGN, VA GER AR LR A R TRy & o AR, W% & 2 Waser
FE(1996)FEZ ALK 1R i Tl ALk & I FP S o Sz b, FETEAS IEAS A ] 5onf B T
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5 5E ML K0 5 (Fenster et al., 2004). 47 4 MUE A AME RN A [F] ALK AL B A
it P 6 5 i g wT e SR AH )1, 95 B0 [F) 19 4% #2545 iE (Darwin, 1862; Wilson &
Thomson, 1996; Fenster et al., 2004). [Xlt, Fenster25(2004)KiAL 4y Z AR P L A FAT A X 43
AN R A8 T BE 2 (pollination functional group), £E 5B X Waser5:(1996) i F i) £ diz it
1T 25, RIALR SR G AR SR € AL R Th e A REAR L bW & o AR AT IR 4, ANIR]
TR U 22 S A I Erigf e A0 2 AR 447 0 J LT A TR (Atwood, 1985; Béinziger, 1996,
2002). AL, XFTFE2E SRR UL, AN B b ARy S B b A AR B R D). T
Y 22 AL ) (R AR 100 B T Rl B i i Ak 5 A (Rl B 6 R g o I 8T B IRAT)
AT AR R AL Ry £ G AR RSSO H -5 B0 AR 40060 . PRt A [0 12 36 s ) 1) — LA K 5 o
TR AR 2P 2 BB NN, ARk SR A E R AEAS [ PR A 2 MO A I S5 e
AL Koy 2 A S IR A SR PR 2H A (Faegri & van der Pijl, 1971; Proctor et al., 1996). iX4&f
i T ORI Ry E X AETR AR RAE R, 2R T 32065 T8 A (1) HAR R 3 (Fenster et
al., 2004) . XHE A AU ARy 27 G AR TO0IN, 550 25 450 Y0l &5 SR = 2B 22, S RevERff
Bt A% K 3 1 3 SE A DU (Fenster et al., 2004), 140, M4E 25 G A0 Tl 2 EE R Y
Microloma sagittatum)¥. 4 & th /N B ALK 1), i SE B B e 02 1 55 2845853 1) (Ollerton,
1998). FRATTIA N, LERIFH AR Z56 1 T0 1 i ik 75 ZELR 5 5 18 R AR 35 15, et
AR £5-5 AR [0 P b R RO A7) P A2 B 23 A1 X ) AR BE AR [R] ) 90 Bl (Pauw, 2006; Wolfe &
Sowell, 2006). IXJERY, U G IYHEERRR T A fE 4 A M B 415 R
A BT AP AL T AR R A58, A4 AT RE IR UEAE Ry £7 A Ak 1R 22 e >Rl T A5 R 35 IR IR 95 s
J1(Gomez & Zamora, 2006) . 53T [ P4 N AL By £ G A D) PINAE Ky 2 1) 400 08 o Bk 1
T M 380235 DX R AR 358 B A T AR LH AT 28 F000 (Pauw, 2006; Wolfe & Sowell, 2006). &A1
A, REAER PO S0 22 ) AL Ry o, IR E R — N PR F ot e AR YR 2 2R AT
T2 () A= B AHBA(Cribb, 1998). BRAEEGAL, M ILEIHG AR ALk £R SRR, 3875 2% 18
TR P 5 o DR AN [RIRE A RO TS A I S o A A B U AT 0 25 2 ) PR %
R E Ik, ZHUGOUT LR IR £ ) AN AT SEBR AL R A & O ME S AL
{E K 255 1E (Fenster et al., 2004). —J71fl, fEHfLIRES, MR RES R —LLREhS
FHAL Ky 255 AEIAEAE (Schluter, 1996; Fenster & Dudash, 2001); 3—J7 1, A LR
Cyclamen persicum) A H0 R BRI R 22 R AR A6 2, AEATS EAT 0 BT IR af A M 7 (R AR B P
JR(Schwartz-Tzachor et al., 2006), X458 )J; 2 K 22 H ALK SR A 1E . BbAh, fEiBPHRIE
A RS2 BN AR BNy 5 R 2 K 52 o 41 40 35 4% 4% J8 Dalechampia L., fe45 Fy (L5 2
IR BRI AL ) =4, BEARAL T AR HEA 53 3 b AP 2R B F8 60 v B A7 e BRI 28 5+,
HIX BEAR AN [F] (R A S HT AT LA R0 5 | TR — A1 [F] (1) 4487 & (Armbruster, 2002).
WERAMIAE & IR 2=, A0 H (12 & FE A R A Ry SRG Ak, L Foull AR af  mlt 25 FEAIC
(Fenster et al., 2004) ., 2 F7 LK 98 == (R A Ry 2 PP RIG 5 4% 40 28 R s o 5 3 45 0 25
AL A A, AR AT REE BT A F0 A A R A K 275 AR KU T 90 22 W JB Fh 2
WAFEL A P callosum), IXEEFPSEH AT 5K SE AN A2 58 (Cribb, 1998), Jf HEAlT
R =50 T RGN B HIE— 232 b H BRI E AL D) 2 (Cox et al., 1997). £
RTIE, TRATA ALK £ A0 N T AN [R] RAR Ry ade £ Hs g, T AN JU f5 Bo6) B A% K
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BRI AR AR S A AL TR I 3 7 5% R AR BN AL D7 S AR IR AR IS, IX R
A AT REAR B I AR

LERGREFREZR L, 1% JEsubgen. Paphiopedilum(B1HAG F1 2 RIAL TR 2 —AS
FLARIME(Cox et al., 1997), FF HAZM SR A3 ML s AL HAiy st X O AT A
BAFR A 356 (Crribb, 1998)« T ALK JE HEAT oh =5 [ i BB A ZR5 Ak, FRATIA ) JE == W J& 1)
K2R AR AT e tH B R LR 1 o K2 Bt e i 0 PR T (1) AR A A LU BB, AR 358
IS BEWDRYR R8> DA K A 24 1 A FH R 2 it Bl B 07 e 200 1 1 % (Sommaggio, 1999). iX
T T B2 T i 25 RO W S 22 R0 P S0, T A SR Al A S e o i DL, B4R
Y8 22 R R ANAFAEA IR T2 ) L U (B BAE, 2003), A7 EAR 0y 8 B I B
)R UM o RN T i i by 50 22 AN A A ) 2 TR R SC AR, DR B R ) A 5, ) 13T
BT AR S0 220X — B P I LA E R X

BUf R B R K FIRIRERAS R T RATAR, R A RAVIF o0 SRR B 64 )
#H . ARRE. FRE. RRA. FIEFHERKAARYS R IAEAR.

2 % X M

Armbruster W S. 2002. Can indirect selection and genetic context contribute to trait diversification? A
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