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Abstract

Several species of the genus Dioscorea (Dioscoreaceae) are commercially important cultivated
plants.We used DNA sequences of the chloroplast genes rbcL and matK to conduct phylogenetic analysis
of 16 species of Dioscorea from Taiwan with 8 species of China, Thailand and Madagascar retrieved
from GenBank asthe referent species. The phylogenetic trees were constructed with the neighbor joining,
maximum parsimony, maximum likelihood, and Bayesian methods. The phylogenetic tree reconstructed
revealed that Taiwan’s Dioscorea were divided into two clades; clade A is the section Stenophora and
clade B iscomposited of the sections Combilium, Opsophyton, Botryosicyos, Lasiophyton and Enantiophyllum.
The phylogenetetic relationship of the Dioscorea in Taiwan based on the cpDNA sequences agreed with
that derived from the morphological characters. The datasets also supported the infrageneric structure.
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% 767} (Dioscoreaceae) f7 i 6% #1H BN H
FRAS 2 B SEREY)  ARME R IR JER I B
3-20 & » #y 650 fifi (Huber 1998) - 2003 4E #} T
HE#) APG |1 (Angiosperm Phylogeny Group) 4y
HHVE % Taccaceae fl] Trichopodaceae — B} A
ETER} - 278 (Dioscorea) fy AR} i il fH i %
Hor Bz 18 » 2Bk 600 1 » K% 4y
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e » SHAEFRE E IR ~ B 225 ke R (R
(] Py S5 5 i EL B (3815 1999; 1 2005,
2 2008; Xie et al. 2009; Zhang et al. 2010) -
RBHEYIECER RS > &7 AE
FI| 1861 F » Swinhoefii#:1) Dioscorea doryphora
Hance & 4 (Hance 1866) - Henry (1896) 4|51t &
AR BEY A STk LRAIE 5 2% %
i H A2 2 51l 51 2 B i Y) ) H Matsumura
and Hayata (1906)) 6 & 1 #fF ; Kawakami
(1910) 6 ff 1 ##fd : Hayata (1921) 10 ffi :
Yamamoto (1927) 9 fi 2 %8 Jx Masamune (1954)
FEFRAY 137 5 84 - 58 5L E Liu and Huang
(1962)%1] 1 14 #& 4 81 5 55—k (& EEY)
LY HyllH 13 f& 4 %8 f# (Liu and Huang 1978) ;
CEEEYEE) 5 _MtadH 14 1 4 S
(Huang and Hsiao 2000) - 37 & 2K &t 5 B {2 45



B4 Y2 ERFZE(TW J. of Biodivers.) 12(3): 291-302, 2010 293

(2000) ~ 7 il (2001) ~ [ 55 45 (2003) Jz a5 0
(2008) £+ 15 1 /e & T8 B HE W) 1 o B E 2 > {H
(RN GIlORTR

EHEB N BRH - Knuth (1924) #1230
$% 603 1 » L) S Bl AR & sl B S I RERE A 8
475 Helmia (Knuth) Benth. ~ Eudioscora Pax. ~
Stenophora (Uline) R. Knuth J; Testudinaria
(Salisb.) Uline % 4 1 J& (subgenus) f 58 i (sec-
tion) : %23k Huber (1998)}% A& B/ 25 i -
Ding and Gilbert (2000){f R4/ 84 € ~ f&E ~
Hit T BRI RE R BELAEEE » i i v [t [t ) A T
&7 B 8 i o #{4d Ding and Gilbert (2000) )
YRR - 51 S E B T o) £ 6 Ef
HRARZE AT (Stenophora Uline) ~ T2 € i (Com-
bilium Prain & Burkill) ~ 4 #1§i (Opsophyton
Uline) ~ #5 i (Botryosicyos (Hochstetter) Uline)
~ H ZHBfi (Lasiophyton Uline) k¢ i A= 2 i (En-
antiophyllum Uline) o

A BRIy oy FERE RIS AL R UMD >
TERHAS LA A AR - H D AE ~ Reoh M3
KENNALCES » SEHEE 72 BARE o JEF2K » DNA
Fe 9B FF S 15 B LATE SEDMER A » 31t K b g
{5 FH A 22 58 £ 5 HiE ) 1Y) 8 ik B £ (Soltis and
Soltis 1995) » {if A TE#%HE DNA BL#E H 5,2 JF
%% DNA (noncoding region of chloroplast
DNA) » HIf Hs AR ik > H EHT A BN
T[] 2 A5 BH R PR (Wolfeet al. 1987) - Caddick
et al. (2002) % FI[H rbel e 91l £E5Et 2 rERHEY)
Z %% » Wilkinet al. (2005) L) matK Ei rbcL 7
SRR A B R BR 1% - A 723 DL matK Eil
rbcL — PR IERK S DNA {F 8 EIEGE - PRt 5
188 7 S TE B R O R A B £ <

MR 77 %
AT G M8 B Bt HR A 16 10 9

JBIHY)(R 1) - AifE NCBI GenBank Tk 8 i
ZHBHYIFP IR LA 2% (£ 2) s Bt

32 F 5 IRl (Stemonaceae) 1 5 & (Stemona) iy
ETAR(S tuberose) ke 2 F Y8 11> 555 3} (Taccacese)
55 % 8 (Tacca) W HEY) « 35 % (T. leontopetal oi-
des) ~ i fR Z (T. chantieri) 54+ #E#18L - DNA
ZEMURA IR #r e ZE s LARY B HEA T PR HZ J%
ZMEE BERL R LAERE ETE > {K Doyle and
Doyle (1987) CTAB #yZ<HY /7 20K DNA Z5HY
i S E & o Y51 2% Wilkin et al.
(2005)fit %€ i+ .2 Dioscorea ~ Tacca B Burmannia
) matK Eiirbcl [7-51] » L\ Bioedit#k # HE 7 1%
o ERET R 24 KR 2 5| matK-F (5'AC-
CCCATCCCATCCATCTGGAAAT 3) ~ 24 % 1F
5+ matK-R (5 TATCCAAATACCAAATGC-
GTCCTG 3) ~ 27 #1115 | F rbcL-F (5 GTTGG-
ATTCAAAGCTGGTGTTAAAGAT 3" 20 %
5|+ rbcL-R (5 CGTCCCTCATTACGA-
GCTTG 3') o Mt &g i 8 [ (PCR) Y 5 14 3%
TEFS  94°C 5 min FIEH - (T 94°C B 1
min ~ 50°C%L& 45 sec ~ 72°C/E{Hx JlE 1 min »
HAE A0 (8 EER - FRi% 72°CHETT 5¢ A HUAE (A
# 10 min o 25 ul [ JERSFEH A 0.5 ng il &
# DNA > 2.5 ul # 10x buffer » 2.5ul MgCl, (25
mM) > 2.5 ul dNTP mix (8 mM) » 0.1 uM #y
primer Jz 0.7 U ) Tag polymerase (Promega, Ma-
dison, USA) = L 1% IG5 » ME Rk ZIE
ot gy (ethidium bromide, 0.5 mg/ml) » HY 5
ul PCR S N | 1 ul 6 55 e AR (6x
loadingdye) » 1T Lk 73 # < {5 H] Tag DyeDi-
deoxy Terminator Cycle Sequencing Kit (Applied
biosystems),2 /51 » iifi LL EH @ E%EE 53 H7 # (ABI
3730 DNA Sequencer)#E{TEF ©

HLLEY DNA 241 L)L BioEdit fiigd 7.0.5.3
i ClustalW (Hall 19993 {F 4T » A A T.
W 1E > A #EE MEGA 4.0 fili(Tamura et al.
2007)E 4L qhd o il B IR TR B 70 ELAHL AR
T 8 S B B S BRE » iin E ( R A AR e
¥ Kimura two-parameter f& = { & (Kimura
1980) » Lk gap i Fr 51 HE 1T Wl W9 L - GF
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SELFe 51 ] 38 A ol R A B EL A > DUEE A5
ANTA] 0 LAy 558 (E BEEE o {5 F PAUP V. 4.0 b10
(Swofford 1998) & 447 ILD test » P{ 5 0.15 »
AL 81 o0 F A LA AR TR 2R -\l matK
B rbel F4ll& B i » LA 38 #5212 (neighbor
joining, NJ) (Saitou and Nei 1987) ~ #x A&y
12 (maximum parsimony, MP) ~ fxz KALIZA 1 (maxi-
mum likelihood, ML)35 3 f 75 i A R ok fet o
Ll Bayesian 3.1.2 (Huelsenbeck and Ronquist
2001) & 2 s H FCBT#% S (Bayesian tree) © 5

% 1. EHBHYR R

0 18 7 S TH B PR B

K EALBRIE - Il Modeltest 3.7 2 X 152
RIERA 28 (FR Al 2% K&
hLRTs test Zi& i (£ 0 TVM + G o [R5
H R — 18 73 3 o ATAE B I FH k7% 93 125 (boot-
strap) » 1T 1,000 KA REREHURHIES - DIGHE
R 5 IR [ Yy 7 {5 2 (Fel senstein 1985) -
[] B th 21 2 — 2 35 #(consistency index, CI)
(Kluge and Farris 1969) il {5 24 ¥5 % (retention
index, RI) (Farris 1989) FJ LA fit i #5 3 172 5 B
BB R SR -

Table 1. Sampling locations of the Dioscorea plants used in this study

Chinese

Species names Locations Longitudes Latitudes
Section Stenophora FRIK & Hfi
D. collettii Hook. f. I ETE Dongpu, Nantou 120°55'50"E ~ 23°33'40"N

D. futschauensisUlineex R. Knuth #5274
Section Combilium T EHfi

D. esculenta var. spinosa R. Knuth il %34
Section Opsophyton 3 4E 1

D. bulbifera L. gt
Section Botryosicyos {5 I £
D. cumingii Prain & Burkill o L e =22

Section Lasiophyton [ ZZHRAf

D. hispida Dennst. KiEHE Sun Moon Lake, Nantou

Section Enantiophyllum & 4= 388

D.alatal. K=
D. batatas Decne. EQIIE
D. benthamii Prain & Burk. RKEE

D. cirrhosa Lour.

D. doryphora Hance R
D. formosana Knuth BT
D. japonica Thunb. HAETE
D. persimilis Prain & Burk. Rl EE=
D. polystachya Turcz. HELL

D. sp.

Mazu Nangan, Lienchiang

Lanyu Yeyin, Taitung

Lanyu Hongtou, Taitung

Datong, Nantou
Yangmingshan, Taipei
Saikung, Hong Kong
HEESEHS  Caoling, Yunlin
Bagua Mountains, Changhua  120°36'50"E =~ 23°53'10"N
Manyueyuan, Taipei
Tengzhi, Kaohsiung
Shilin, Taipei

Mazu Nangan, Lienchiang

Dahu, Miaoli

119°54'20"E  26°09'40"N

121°33'10"E  22°02'14"N

Baiguo Mountain, Changhua  120°36'24"E =~ 23°56'58"N

121°34'05"E  22°01'00"N

120°54'37"E  23°51'58"N

121°09'35"E = 24°03'54"N
121°32'37"E  25°09'28"N
114°16'01"E =~ 22022'29"N
120°43'10"E ~ 23°36'50"N

121°26'36"E =~ 24°49'11"N
120°44'20"E =~ 23°03'35"N
121°32'42"E =~ 25°06'12"N
119°54'20"E 26°09'40"N

120°51'11"E 24°25'40"N
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7 2. {i& GenBank T il B AT 5% HHBH KA A 2 TE ok 8 B ] matK il rbel DNA 55153 & F
Table 2. Chloroplast genome matK and rbcL DNA sequences of the Dioscorea speciesretrieved from GenBank

Accession No. of NCBI

No Taxon Country
rbcL
Section Senophora
1 D. tokoro DQ974186 DQ408180 China
Section Combilium
2 D. esculenta AY 956497 AY 904794 Thailand
Section Opsophyton
3 D. bulbifera AY 956488 AY 904791 Madagascar
Section Botryosicyos
D. melanophyma EF614210 DQ408176 China
5 D. pentaphylla AY 972483 AF307470 Thailand
Section Lasiophyton
6 D. hispida AY 957589 AF307463 Thailand
Section Enantiophyllum
7 D. polystachya EF028331 DQ408181 China
Section Opsophyton
8 D. sansibarensis AY 972489 AY 939883 Madagascar
SR dnstah Ml RS (0 —/ D ER(6 (iR JE) 7E

5 E KT 5% .2 DNA Fe3il 2 75 BL{E B 5
RHERIRTARAZZ B » BT ANR] R S (R Y
Bt - SEIRFR 73R AL R R L
8 AW R A matK e 91| B L (e 22 2
HERFARE Z T S RSP e 2 B > 0 P B ik
HEFEIR 91l 2 it 7e e DU — (R & RHE R U
%o

AW9E.2 16 MG E Y - HmatK
FRAIl R A1 1> 895-901 fig £ 2 H] » PREER E 78
% 901 fifi Bk - HER S 895 1R 5 1 rbeL f¢
Bl B 155 1097 ikt - B Bk e AL
K Fr 21 matK g rbcl iy 5B » 8 & KR B £
—E - EMiEEE G + CHE T - matK 7
Hl RS 31.4-32.0%;2 ] » rbeL 231 Fr E% G
+ CH R E 7 LRIl & 0 B 44.2-44.6% o matK
B rbel 38 "Bz IR RS REUT - AR

matK 41 Fr B BTk 2 B4 A - FLBR A A 5L
% F g A U (substitutions) Z 5 1 - 18 —BJ7
B i 5 95 H9A (transiti on) il g 1 S5 HE #44 (trans-
version) ELfE 5 2.025 (35 3) » BLAEF & K
£1H 0.5 » B ILEZ DNA 8 fi s (L »
f& < B A1 (Graur and Li 2000) - {f 5 Kimuratwo-
parameter & = {5 2 & (HpR (3R 3) » G 16
T ETEBHEY) < B E TR 0-0.042 - &
{5 PR A KR S 3 i 9 B K 8 (0.042) K [ i
HH#(0.042) » Hix e "B HE 81 &
(E R R R/ A RS 2R L S B (L) > PR (e B A T
Wt B H B 0 o G SURRRC B0 5% 111 4
1 £ 2 E B & D. batatas Decne. » #X[fij Ding
and Gilbert (2000)% D. batatas Decne. iz ¥ i
D. polystachya Turcz. /9 [RI#) 4 5 FE& 5% (1] 488
HE L A5 R [R] — R B A 2 5 MRS a2 s
Kooy Fe 9l 2 it F2 it 2R (5% L 45 B i 1] .2 matK
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Bl rbel T BRI 5E = tHIA]) - A SRR A
Ding and Gilbert (2000),2 4y RE R FH » 15 5¢ |11 4%
B | 145055 [F] — A B A 5 JRBE(E 5 1 s S 7E )8
fEYI R - EE R A A A ECOR K E B L
G5 O TEERE S ETE - HAS L ZEB R
L5 (Rt 1) 55 34H » HodEE PR £ 0.001 »
e R EH A A LR -

{# 3 Ding and Gilbert (2000) () 43 % g B -
B S B EY) IR BRI I 2 T A R
6 (R 1) : BUIRKKH 278 ~ TFIZEH L
LA A LA ~ AETER LA~ AR 1A K
JAI A O M o fBRaE i A BN RO kB
% > Y4 GenBank T 8 1 2 A /B HEY) 75|
TERELEI 22 > I B &S 16 1 E TE B IEY)
Je STEIMEEREY) » LA 27 {1873 K5 B2 T (operational
taxonomic units, OTUs)— &1 THEFPEE » 15
It/ 7,.2 NI~ MP ~ ML J Bayesian i #5 B %
EhiRIE 5 Fp S IR E = 5K (DB
7> XA bootstrap i {Kf> 50%ifi A fr 7= 52 » #§
% NJ~MP~ ML J Bayesian .z sk [&E % &
& » ETEBEY) 2 BB 1% L Bayesiantaf iRk &
ZH(E 1) - thEHREHE B RATER 4 Bl s
matK Ed rbcl —EgFedll & 0F & HER - EL & gaps
K& £ 2005 characters » 2745 342 (& %8 2 {3 B
(variablesites) 5z 209 {6 %A S (72 (parsimony
informativesites) » R=1.9 » £ & 457 » C1=0.84 »
RI=0.88 - matK [ 41|Hf > 1% 7% 907 el £ & &
W 129 {EFA S GLBL AT HEEs - rbel P 4I(E 1098
il 5L R e Al I E 80 {EEAE ARG 5 mhEEkk
HEEE A PR fE A B EE AR S > AF5ELL
matK fe 41l e i pE FHA S i % -

k@ 1A > MRS NI ~ MP ~ ML 5% Bay-
esian Pk B REHRE > 2R EHEBEY S
—HUREE - BLOME Tacca J&HHP) R I IR
(sister group) - Z FEB VIR 0 5 — K
7y 3 (clade-A Jy clade-B) » It — K73 SCHY SCHF
& 15 #H & 15 (bootstrap value > 99%) ; clade-A
FANGIRECH » clade-B @15« T FIZEH ~ 5

AR ~ EEERD ~ B AREN K A AT - 1
oy TRk TR clade-A MR SCHf £ B TE
JB Y i S SR —RF > B clade-B H At ¥
YA B RE ) SR WA P s b > b o - 38 45 B
Wilkin etal. (2005)f i SRAHV) & - giE{E 1L
(I HE S FEEE T S 0 clade-B (192 8B 15 )
Aot IR B P B TR I RO BR AR ISORGE 5 8 SR
QL > clade-B H 2% Eifi Fi J& 9 A V)RR R AR ]
Ja EER LR —RE > JERGET % M7 3 (subclade) »
H bootstrapfE 73 Bl F5 T I EHiHY) 96-100%
(node 4) ~ 34 W HTE 99-100% (node 13) ~ #
FEHTE 95-100% (node 11) ~ [ ZARAETE 100%
(node 10) J J& 4 A i 55 97-100% (node 15) » 4y
SRS FEERAR & o

EICRED M | T FIE B R
KIehE » % T FIRE - HEEA HE(D. esculenta
var. esculenta) — i 5 i S H 5 i il 2 75 (D. es-
culenta var. spinosa) » £ IR E 1 > 1ty
SCHY bootstrap {id & = fi> 96% - #3 5 ffi Bl (1 &
HRER1E clade-B Hh i 45 £ 16 I BR AR 1B 45k ) —
fE(node9) » HIPRERH IS HEYE 5 155(1985)
)y R P - JSASI 1 E AR Y B PR R AL E
HIEATA - $&2K Ding and Gilbert (2000) ;% # 5%
FUR 3/ INIE R 1 2 R A B 463 T 5 R 3
INEERREBERS oy B AR [EIRDER o 18
(AR TR > P 0B e 1 TE A B g A A
BRI B BOL A%  (HAh AT E oy BASK -

ABIFZE NS v SRR AR LR B e PREE 2 1
T CE 1 18 ) SR A 6 B a4 it 1 2 7 T8 i
Y HICRER A es ~ 215 ~ AT FRK
B HILBERERER R > iR Di-
oscorea sp. o fLERAHKE DNA & fFLb 1% » 3
BRI 70 P 9 sECEESH BRI RE - £ B A 7D
BRI 32 I /55 (Madagascar) 1) D. sansibarensis
SE ML o Knuth (1924)15 A & fE P 15 77 £ 58
#fi » Hrfiy section Opsophyton (34 5 §fi) 3
Al #4TRL : subsectionsMacrourae ~ Euopsophyton
¢ Isocantha 55 3 {[ nf g (subsection) » {&Z% 57



298 4187 O AR
Node
NJ/MP/ML/BI
numberi
1 [100/100/100/1.0
2 (100/100/99/1.0
3 (99/100/99/1.0
4  196/98/96/1.0 D. japonica
5 159/50/%/0.6 18 [ D. polystachya
6 [99/100/99/1.0 17 || D- polystachya (China)
7 |56/4/%10.95 Dl
D. doryphora .

8 [100/100/99/1.0 i Enantiophyllum

15 ﬁ[’ D. alata
9 |81/71/67/1.0 D. persimilis
10 [100/100/100/1.0 14 {D_ cirrhosa

7

11 [98/95/95/1.0 1 D. formosana
12 [+/79/69/0.99 —D.banthamé

13 ED_ bulbifera I Gpsphvioh
13 [100/95/59/1.0 D. bulbifera (Madagascar) PSop
14 [60/58/62/0.99 12 D. cumingii
15 (100/99/97/1.0 6 D. pentaphyila (Thailand) Botryosicyos
16 199/99/99/1.0 D. Melanophma (China)
17 |55/61/62/0.95 D. hispice I Lasiophyton

D. hispida (Thailand)
18 161/58/57/0.98 D
s Opsophyton
D. sansibarensis (Madagascar)
4 D. escuienta var. spinosa .
_[— D. esculenta (Thailand) I Cembii
2 D. collettii
4ED. tokoro (China) Stenophora
D. futschauensis
1 _[T. leontopetaloides
T. chantieri
S. tuberosa
0.01

1 & OFEERRAS R IR P B (matK + rbcL ) it 3 37 & 7 J8 JE T .2 Bayesian ik BR (R SHIRIE < 73 3 F#Y
IR (NIMP/ML/BI) bootstrap value Bl » {#5H 50%LL 2B » ()R FR M ITEANEZ D
3¢ o FE N5 bar fARSHRER] DNA F 41 & i bL2s -

Fig. 1. Phylogenetic tree of the Dioscorea species reconstructed from the Bayesian method with combined
chloroplast genome matK and rbcL DNA sequences ( the upper left corner table, bootstrap values of NJ,
MP, ML and BI for each node (node numbers on the branches of the tree); *, bootstrap value < 50%,
indicating the collapse of the nodes in the phylogenetic tree.
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# 4. TERRREE R IR B 3 T & A
Table 4. Tree statistics for analyses of the chloroplast genome
matK rbcL Combined dataset

Total alignment lehgth (bp) (including gaps) 907 1098 2005
Variable sites (bp) 220 122 342
Parsimony informative sites (bp) 129 80 209

A% 30.2 26.9 28.4

T% 37.9 28.8 329

C% 155 194 17.7

G% 16.3 24.9 211
Transitions (ts) 23 17 40
Transversions (tv) 15 6 21
Transition/transversion (R) 153 2.83 1.90

Tree length 287 173 457
Consistency index (Cl) 0.87 0.69 0.84
Retention index (RI) 0.89 0.84 0.88

¥ = R » D. sansibarensis J&f» Macrourae
i ffT > 24 (D. bulbifera) J& 2 Euopsophyton £f
(R A LA (HAE 7 FBHIRIE R » B
B0 h2 AN HY 73 3 (node 8 & 13) » L IR
EEAIERE T SE M ] 5 5 18 70 1R
BRHAF] > 38 3 {184 [R] ar i 75 KR e - ]
DRI BIANFIEERS G o %888 Ry Dioscorea
sp.JE 25 B D. sansibarensis &6 —ff 0 &
RS e B JHE A > FE— DR -
bl % BT RN S FEAE ) T RE 2 B A e
Ko 1R A AR ETER A L s A4 AE
FEMEEE S o 2L EE 120 f#(Ding
and Gilbert 2000) » ;2 ffii & FE/Y 7> JEIE > K
ALK —ERH LT T EMEERE
SRR R EUEE o HE S > i
0 BRI P It 1 ) MR 1% - i K B (D
benthamii) i) & XA A LR E R T U > Bl R
HIEREEFC $% B 1906 1 » H Matsumurakil Hayata
Frac#k » &I € 7 D. oppositifolia L. »
1921 F 5 G a8 3L o B E EH A
% 5 [A]I - Hayata (1921) 2 1t 58 K & R R PRHY
— {3 HEA > B$F% 5 fE D. tarokoensis Hayata »

2 1927 4 Yamamoto & it 7y BEEEOF A K
Erh s —EITHES - (FEREHBHEMIEL
B B2 4L (B 7 B SRR K BB > B
HI% 69613) 1)K 5 BAE AL - FELG S AT AE
MR E BRERSR (AT > PREEABRATIE AR
(TAIF) » ff%E 75368 ~ 91577 ; [ 17 [ SA R £ 1d
VIREREYIMEAEE(TNM) - Fi5% S12984 ~ S12085 ~
S53619 5 B 37 5 8 KB HE YR A BE(TAL) > #f
A% 31200 : [5] 37 A B K B AR Ay BHER R AE AR A
fH(TCB) » TC147 ~ TC196) - MLPIfEAESE b
HIFL MEAT  ABRER D I ER R 3EE
1B > SB—E 5 Bl B H ARG » D&
R IE SRR - #E LU o W FR AR G
RPFFIMRERIRE BEA - (EH 2 HAE
FARE AR H G TR 3E 7 B 0 B B R H
B FEEL s (HE 0 F oI bL 1% - 38 E S LhkE
PEAAI AT E : REAEELAKRE
FR oA o EF P RE -

I FHZE ek i 5k (] B (matK + rbel ) i 37
EEE BT BB R IRIE o MESR R R
BN 73 SRR =) 34 (bootstrap e 97-100%) 5
SRIMAT L 53 S N 25 RERFIRII 38 [ EE A S 3 52
AR/ > BIATK BRI TT 8% 8 H &
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FEEW - BEREERIE AR IRILEEE - HiE
{EPERER) 0.001 » #Z TR R BH th A 1 {1
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JE R TENER T WA PR d A (rapid speciation)
) —REFHBRTE » Wilkinet al. (2005) th & 1 /& £
SRERHY oy FERE PR AR AE o
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S S
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