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Abstract

Exploring deep phylogenetic incongruence
of the COM clade in Rosidae:
Phylogenomics approach

Miao Sun (Botany)
Directed by Prof. Zhiduan Chen

Abstract

Analysis of large data sets can help resolve difficult nodes in the tree of life and
also concomitantly reveal complex evolutionary histories, including instances of
lateral gene transfer, hybridization, or incomplete lineage sorting. The placement of
the Celastrales-Oxalidales-Malpighiales (COM) clade within the large Rosidae clade
remains one of the most difficult deep-level phylogenetic questions in angiosperms,
with previous analyses placing it with either Fabidae (suggested by chloroplast genes)
or Malvidae (suggested by mitochondrial and nuclear genes, as well as morphological
data). To elucidate the underlying cause of this phylogenetic discordance, we
assembled taxonomically comparable multi-gene matrices of chloroplast,
mitochondrial, and nuclear sequences (82 taxa for 78 chloroplast genes, 79 taxa for 4
mitochondrial genes, and 92 taxa for 5 nuclear genes), as well as large single- and
multi-copy nuclear gene data sets (8,445 single-copy ortholog sets and 3,748
multi-copy nuclear gene families). Analyses of multi-gene data sets demonstrate
incongruence between the chloroplast and both nuclear and mitochondrial data sets,
and the results are robust to various character-coding and data-exclusion treatments,
not due to systematic biases or sampling errors. Analyses of single- and multi-copy
nuclear genes indicate that most loci support the placement of COM with Malvidae,
with a notable number of genes supporting COM with Fabidae, and almost no
support for COM outside a clade of Malvidae and Fabidae. The proportion of genes
supporting each hypothesis suggests that the phylogenetic incongruence is not due to
incomplete lineage sorting, remaining ancient introgressive hybridization as a
plausible explanation for the conflict among genes.

In summary, our analyses demonstrate that the placement of COM clade with
Malvidae better reflects organismal phylogeny, the conflicting phylogenetic
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placements for COM clade might be caused by ancient hybridization and chloroplast
transmission occurred during the early and rapid radiation of Rosidae, and
consequently resulted in conflict between chloroplast and mitochondrial gene trees, as
well as a mixture of two underlying signals derived from its ancestral parents in the
nuclear genome. Although greater taxon and nuclear genome sampling are necessary
to evaluate such hypothesis fully, our study provides an example for examination of
other deep nodes of the tree of life where conflict occurs among data sets from
different subcellular compartments, and also emphasizes the importance of genomic
data sets for revealing deep incongruence and potentially complex patterns of
evolution in organismal phylogeny.

Key Words: Hybridization; introgression; incomplete lineage sorting; COM clade;

incongruence; phylogenomics
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ik RH UL ErEpon 8. B By WL 11 5D AL R (A
IR GEK B R R e BRI VOR R A W AT B 2l R RGt HHLED)
SE RN At AR O 2A R R B AR L A% O 7] # 2 — (Rokas et al. 2003; Delsuc et al. 2005;
Whitfield and Lockhart 2007; Zou and Ge 2008; Zhang et al. 2012) . F.1t 19 {2
M, Darwin (1859) miil JyHbIR b — )4 dw i A — AL F B, Y0Fh
Z A E TR EM I REE, B “the great Tree of Life”. /G, #EZ AW
K RAFEFEBAITRREE . 01 5577 1 R IR KB WA R ) 1) 55
G R AMPAHER (W Hong et al. 2008), M 4rF KRG HIEETE A AR Z
W2 BRI 2 M . U T AR, BEE PCR AN FP ORI H ik JE
BEL, Y RGKERAZNWICE T Tl ) B4 T 2R 5 PR e 21 58 K
BEEHER 2 BE 0 | s 2, PR R R4t % & 704t (U, Chase et al.
1993; Goloboff et al. 2009; Jansen et al. 2007; Moore et al. 2010, 2011; Burleigh et al.
2011; Lee et al. 2011; Smith et al. 2011; Ruhfel et al. 2014). A] W, AAILE T f@FIA
WY IEA A IR A iy B % K SEHIPR S35 22 05 TS 1 B Kt
& (APG 1998; APG 11 2003; Judd and Olmstead 2004; Soltis and Soltis 2004; Chase
et al. 2006; Frohlich and Chase 2007; APG III 2009; Soltis et al. 2005, 2007, 2008,
2009, 2010, 2011 ). 1, H-FIHAEY) 432 (Monocotyledonae, monocots; Chase et al.
2000; Jerrold et al. 2004; Graham et al. 2006; Givnish et al. 2006, 2010; Saarela et al.
2008), %5437 (Asteridae, asterids; Baldwin 1992; Olmstead et al. 2000; Albach
et al. 2001; Bremer et al. 2001, 2004; Hilu et al. 2003), #7554 % (Rosidae, rosids;
Hilu et al. 2003; Jasen et al. 2007; Soltis et al. 2007, 2011; Zhu et al. 2007; Wang et al.
2009; Moore et al. 2010; Qiu et al. 20100, 17— 71, AIFEERE A2 Mtz
B B — LE R TR R . Eetn,  BEATLHD — RREE PRI AT RE 5 i 4 2 V)
PA—% (Degnan and Rosenberg 2006; Huang and Knowles 2009); TMHE:A 2N
FEDR ) R G E 0 M X2 R A ik KL AN [R] B3k A g Sk mT e 7 A= v B S
HERIIHIN R (Mossel and Vigoda 2005; Kubatko and Degnan 2007; Matsen
and Steel 2007; Beiko et al. 2008; Penney et al. 2008; Salichos and Rokas 2013). Ul
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A, 5 HAR IG5 DR 2 B8R S BT T e AR S B S T AR R A i 2
P B @ R P b AR S ) A5 %% T E.(Dunn et al. 2008; Lee et al. 2011; Smith et
al. 2011; Simon et al. 2012; Yoder et al. 2013), /2 /RIEBIERGE K B R RMR
YEAEYERE (W, FEREEMZER gene duplication and loss. AN FE4iE A ik
incomplete lineage sorting. &K 7K-F-# %% horizontal gene transfer. &K E 4 gene
recombination. Z%%¢ hybridization) HI5&TA /JHF B (Goodman et al. 1979;
Hudson 1983; Doyle 1992; Maddison 1997; Degnan and Rosenberg 2009; Cui et al.
2013; Oliver 2013).

REHMHETFHENRGRE RRNERFTROEH L, HAEKKRE BT
BT 5% LA 0 R AR AR - S VA ik DR A Bl SR T RE ), T AE e RUBE b ok A 2 AT 1)
W5 B> (Zhu et al. 2007; Qiu et al. 20100, ZENMFHAHMEL/ FRKE
P& DL PRt AR Re k72 B (Soltis et al. 1997; Morton 2011; Zhang et al. 2012;
Zeng et al. 2014), Z 5ok BEi &M (W1, Wang et al. 2009; Soltis et al.
2011). F—ARIMF (next-generation sequencing, NGS) i ARMJHEAFIK f&, 15
I AZ F DRI CH PEA 38 0E P 2R A i AT 40 B HAh 508 B 4 ST 1) R 48 A HE SR
H A 91 28 R BN P RE (W, Duarte et al. 2010; Shulaev et al. 2010; Burleigh et al.
2011; Lee et al. 2011; Zhang et al. 2012),

A7, EEY LT R #E 2438 (introgressive hybridization) F41R
i (Rieseberg and Soltis 1991), HiEHIEH KHIN/ER (Tsitrone et al. 2003;
Linder and Rieseberg 2004; Chang et al. 2011). F-7F 20 Z4E /), M Y H
SRARFE R ETE IR FIRIE A 100 £24] (Rieseberg et al. 1996a), ki 2871t
IS [ BR ) P A ] ORISR SR A RS TR] D, R AR 28 28 B DR T2 A i 2Bk
E FRATAEHATT FREEFWZ R (Simpson 2012). AR AL 1% K]
W5 20 0 ot B SR AR SR AA (BRERIAAR ) BEDRIRE 2 [R] i i RAEAT R AP IR 2L
GRS . AR R TR N B PO AR I A AR R, AN AR RIFIE (AR deep
coalescence) [FAIFEHAN 5 KA, & RGEFIR SPF ph29¢ (Maddison 1997; Page
and Charleston 1998; Maddison and Knowles 2006). 45 5l /& 23 Ak i ] 6] B # 44 ,
A RPEEROR, A TE i Rk R AR AT REPEBK (Pamilo and Nei 1998;
Rokas and Carroll 2006; Galtier and Daubin 2008; Degnan and Rosenberg 2009). 4l
K, FEHEYRGKE R R E G N Z G 5 A% 5 R b R B 784



P

B

haf[3

TH (Soltis and Kuzoff 1995; Wendel et al. 1995; Rieseberg et al. 1995, 1996a; Tsitrone
et al. 2003; Okuyama et al. 2005; Soltis and Soltis 2009; Acosta and Premoli 2010),

RGO, ZERNEGHSAEENEZNRERKERRZLHYEH. H
W) Y COM X (Celastrales-Oxalidales-Malpighiales clade; Endress
and Matthews 2006) 12141, FINTGILRIER, B2 BRiiAk 5% 5 D8 1) 5 3K
31 COM X RGN EH S MR I et 5 RAH PR OGR 1-1; WA
1.1.2). BT AW TR B SRS 5 M 5 ik KAETE GR 1-1), #3RdA 1 AE
# COM LR G E HIh 5L LR B A B2 vh B R GER 22 o, A
FTEG mH, BERAN COM X RGA Bt NG . Bk, X
TR )X — B2 7 3L —COM LRI RGER B R R IR EERHIHT, 4 3
MREER, FFRERIL IR, AT RIE R O ] L

LAUR FRAT TR 38 COM SZ A4 FRAIR, T ZE M COM SC ARG B K A KT
FPINL, AT REIE R Gk AR R IR R DR KRS N () o B SRS AN R Ak, O
FECEEGEZ b, 4R H COM X R G Bt R HIMHRTT ZAAR R H B B X

1.1 COM X RG X SR ELR

1.1.1 COM ZHIL=

COM M4 #& H Endress fll Matthews (2006) 7fE N T RAKE
KRS ISR SCHF ML FEAL SRR AT A 7 B e th . Bl
J& » WA AR J5 SR S0 — B A (W, Zhu et al. 2007; Zhang et al. 2012; Ruhfel
et al. 2014). COM SC3RJE T # MK, WHH T H (Celastrales) . I HH

(Oxalidales) FI4:fEEH (Malpighiales), %15 48-50 £, 870 J&, 19,105 Fi,
R =02 — (& 1-1; APG 111 2009; Steven 2001 onwards). fE4; T &4t
KEWFH, COM IR R T H2R4K . Sobi AR IE R B BRS04
H—E(ZFF (Hilu et al. 2003; Soltis et al. 2005, 2011; Jansen et al. 2007; Zhu et al.
2007; Burleigh et al. 2009; Moore et al. 2011; Qiu et al. 2010; Zhang et al. 2012);
TEARTES T H, BRO (nucellus) EHAIERIEZEE (endothelium) [ H
& 3 FF COM 3 5 & M 1 0T B4R AIE (Endress and Matthews 2006; Endress et al.
2013),
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Tablel-1 Summary of the placement of the COM clade in previous phylogenetic studies

ERH Rt coM
RGHE " TR R i ¢ SRR
% B IR SCEUE
Nr Character-state weighting/— rbcL 499 — Chase et al. 1993
. Parsimony/52% JK; .
COM + Fabidae matK 374 16 Hilu et al. 2003
BI/1.0 PP
. Parsimony jackknifing/77% JK; Soltis et al. 2000;
COM + Fabidae rbcL, atpB, 18S rDNA 560 64 ]
BI/1.0 PP Soltis et al.2007
H COM + Fabidae ML/100% BS; MP/79% BS; B1/1.0 PP 81 cp 64 3 Jansen et al. 2007
ﬁ . rbcL, atpB, matK, )
COM + Fabidae ML/89% BS 567 59 Burleigh et al. 2009
18S rDNA, 26S rDNA
COM + Fabidae ML/100% BS 10 ¢cp, 2 nu 117 33 Wang et al. 2009
COM + Fabidae ML/53% BS 83 ¢p 86 5 Moore et al. 2010
COM + Fabidae ML/99% BS IR 244 14 Moore et al. 2011
COM + Fabidae ML/57% BS 11 cp, 2 nu, 4 mt 640 154 Soltis et al. 2011
. ML/81% BS, 70% BS, 82% BS, 69% BS
COM + Fabida 78 cp 360 9 Ruhfel et al. 2014
(ntAll, ntNo3rd, RY, AA)
% COM + Malvidae  ML/54% BS; MP/— matR 174 21 Zhu et al. 2007
%“L
LN COM + Malvidae  ML/99% BS atpl, matR, nad5, rps3 380 26 Qiuetal. 2010




Nr - 18S rDNA 233 / Soltis et al. 1997
Oxalidales-M ML/55% BS Xdh 247 19 Morton 2011
i SMC1, SMC2, MCMS5,
COM + Malvidae  ML/>95% BS; B1/1.0 PP 94 5 Zhang et al. 2012
3 MLH1, MSH1
o GTP-ML/18% BS (136 taxa); _
Malpighiales-M 18,896 gene trees 136 15 Burleigh et al. 2010
GTP-ML/75% BS (54 taxa)
COM + Malvidae  ML/>95% BS; MP/<65% BS nuclear genome 101 7 Lee atal. 2011

TE: a. Nr= REFf@EHk; COM + Fabidae = COM 3 5 Fabidae 2%; COM + Malvidae = COM 3£ 5 Malvidae 2%; Oxalidales-M = 3¢
% H 5 Malvidae Bilhik>% % ; Malpighiales-M = 4xJ% %2 H 5 Malvidae Sk < %

b. JK = Jackknife value; BI = Bayesian inference; BS = Bootstrap value; PP = Posterior probabilities; GTP = Gene tree parsimony, & [R5 ] £17%;

¢ 81 cp =81 ANHLRARIER (Jansen et al. 2007); 10 cp, 2 nu = 10 MHEEAAIER, FHE rbcL. atpB. matK. psbBTNH [X 15k (4 /N[ rpoC2.
ndhF. rps4 DL A MZAZHERIE R 18S rDNA 1 26S rDNA; 83 cp = 83 MNHEEAKER (Moore et al. 2010); IR = 25,000 bp HIJFif4 %
MERX; 11 cp, 2 nu, 4 mt= 11 NFEEAIER, FE rbcL. atpB. matK. psbBTNH X1 (4 N3EKD. rpoC2. ndhF. rps4. rpsl6,
DL AN AL BE AR SE TR 18S tDNA 1 26S rDNA, PUANZERi/AJER, Bl atpl. matR. nad5 Al rps3; ntAll, ntNo3rd, RY, AA = 43l %
B, %—. Z%607, RY RiGMEEERRIUFNA FIERIISHERE; 78 cp=T78 MHL{AZE[K (Ruhfel et al. 2014).
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Kl 1-1 COM STAER TR T M RS E (APG 1 2009)
Figure 1-1 Phylogenetic placement of the COM clade in Rosidae (APG III 2009)

TE LA SRAR LR E TSI T R AR GHERE T, SRk E 75
HEHE. T2 (Fabidae) MEEZE2E (Malvidae), T COM (it 2K Fabidae
A —3, 55 —B% Y (N-fixing clade) ik FR (K 1-1; APG III 2009;
Ruhfel et al. 2014). #R0M, Zekifh. ER K> T RAEFH RS R UL LILEE
HIRHF 5T 25 S — 22 COM 32 5 Malvidae 535 %% (Endress and Matthews, 2006
Zhu et al. 2007; Qiu et al. 2010; Zhang et al. 2012). £t, COM > RGiH1 BN
IR NI — R0 3 RGUK B K RAE T & 52 RIE R

1.1.2 COM XM R ¥ R ELEDIRR

FIARHE T HEY RS K B TAE, BRERREEE B & COM 3, HH
TP U R PR, COM S 15 2ITE M1 3 9% (B 1-2-1; Chase et al.
1993; Killersjo et al. 1998; APG 1998). Savolainen et al. (2000a) FJF] 589 4& 4k
B LA rbel HEURE EJL P T EX TR AR RE KGR, i
MIAEERY BRG] T COM SR IR, F136 W] COM X 5 Fabidae i1%%, {H BS

(Bootstrap) CHEFFREAE 50%. [R5, Savolainen et al. (2000b) 7E H-£EAA R K]
6
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rbcL LAl EXIN T atpB FE[A, X 357 MEEHEYIERHAT T RAKFERE, I
TR A B BRI A A R TR BIR ) COM Mg R, BS SCHRERK
AR 50%. BLJE, BEEBEYF A B AL FECH 380, Soltis et al. (2000)
B4 18S tDNA, rbeL 1 atpB J: A FH B K 21325 560 il YT T 24
REEH, EHH, COM LRI RMHENIFE] 51% JK (Jackknife) CHF, 1M
H5 Fabidae fILZ K RZBEEN T 77% JK 3 F. 5t COM LM RSB & » APG
II (2003) WS RS Lk trai Rt m R (B 1-2-2). Hiluetal. (2003)
FEFET AR L R matK fU4E T HEY) R 40K B B+, COM 3215 R 15 2] 60%
JK 3¥f, 5 Fabidae MIZEEKX RG] 52% JK 5 1.0 ) PP (Posterior
probabilities) SCHF. 4, Soltis S250 % 1) 5 AP KBRS R BIEAR.
H R ORI B N R 48 K B W 98 25 R — B FF COM 3L ER 7 Fabidae Y, H
BS LRI 89% (Soltis et al. 2007; Burleigh et al. 2009; % 1-1). fj7E APG III

(2009) 1, COM S & RBFTE I TR, & H Z Ak Rt e . Ik, COM
% 4 Fabidae P IM[E SRR R, 15 Fabidae 5 Malvidae F 2 2hik K R,
— R S AR R RIS (B 1-1). g5 35 Wang et al. (2009) FIF 12 4
R (2 ZEEEFT 10 MHEAREERD 117 DNBBER T as RIEAR M, BE#H
BS L FIEF] 100% (£ 1-1). Jansen etal. (2007) il More et al. (2010, 2011)
F SR B B A b, COM SZ AL R KA L, CRERHEA
Z; T Soltis et al. (2011) BRE SR, Rk, Z =LA 17 HEH
KA, COM 35 Fabidae T2k &) BS SCRER I B EREIL (57%: &
1-1),

Crossosomatales

e Geraniales :a.e"rta;:iales
Iw‘ l'llrl es
71556 “- COM clade
8- wn aoales e acids |
Lt " e Rosales = Fabales ids |
) W Cucurbitales 8 Rosales eurosias
1) 0,
2 '—1&;- Fagales o —Cucurbitales
o — Myrtales » L Fagales |
Brassicales : Brassicales |
- .
@ U iales eurosids |l —‘EMal\faies eurosids Il
1 W8 Sapindales _| 2 Eepindeiosyy;

K 1-2 B COM LI ARG E (1: APG 1998; 2: APG I12003)

Figure 1-2 Phylogenetic placement of COM clade in early studies (1: APG 1998; 2: APG II 2003)
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FH R AT WL, TS 35 (R 40 ) B 5 (4, Hillu et al. 2003; Moore et al. 2010
2011), EiSRZFEERERS (40, Soltis et al. 2000, 2004; Wang et al. 2009), B¢ H4%
L RRIA . R =FE AR S (Soltis et al. 2011) 43 HTERACEE T LA G4k %L
KoAE SR, —8ZE COM ¥ 5 Fabidae IR R (F 1-1), HIEHF
AfaE (R 1-1),

Zhu et al. (2007) fEFETZEkifk matR LR MFHHR KRG KB TH, AL
FFLME R COM L5 B E S IR R &R, #H COM LM M Fabidae #1435 Hi ok,
M5 Malvidae i ihtkx & (B 1-3-1), {HILZ RIS H] 54% BS 2 HF. Qiu et al.

(2010) FJFPUASLERIAILN (atpl, matR, nad5 Al rps3) 4% FHEY) RSt K
HRAREGET, #H—LINMRT Zhu et al. (2007) KM A, H BS CHrFLH T
99% (B 1-3-1). R HETETERAER, PRE LR RSGK B R,
{ERZERAAR T COM L R4 K B M B4 H 5 ILE MR V& - Endress
F1 Matthews (2006) MAETEAS 45 ¥ A FE w4 B R4 8 J& T Fabidae 17 COM
X5 Malvidae HEBEGIRIER R, ASHFIREGRITE RN, SRMIXLERLAETHY
SRR IR A K. WAk, AT AESE R F3E R IFTEURE) COM 3¢
22 MRS Malvidae 1 18 AMRH S BA — M 3 1L iR — 2k
W N JEAE ARSI LN E B R (] 1-4), i845 —EEEHELE Malvidae F14: 52 % H
Hr LB WL, AR OF B AIRER B H A, e R 2SN, £
O FEAL s DR BRI 55k A  BRp 5 BR O 2 (A B A G 7 BS 1 95 . L) 5 Endress
et al. (2013) 7E& %R H WS 7L HIRIAA COM X5 Malvidae
(R I IR A % FR AR08 T B ST R B AR N IR XM R GIK E R R

BERETHAGNERERTS ER, 2B NERENE, SR TEVRSK
B AR RBEA R Z RN . Seil, ST HEMRKRERZLKE D
it FH e 2 A AL B4R 18S rDNA AT 26S rDNA, {BAEAE M /04 0 HEAS L 5l 5
2 H I ZRARFE R & 20 M S BUZ B R 450 S A 2 (3R 1-1; Burleigh et
al. 2009; Wang et al. 2009; Soltis et al. 1997, 2000, 2007, 2011). R EUFEEA 764
i COM KM, {H Leeetal. (2011) FIHZERALEIEMM THMRERE
ST 7R T COM 35 Malvidae FIIEZ % 5 (38 1-1). Zhang etal. (2012) )
LA B DU FE R (SMC1. SMC2. MCM5. MLH1 Fl MSHL) i Fft 1k 43k
ITRGRE R ZEEN, MR T FAEK COM X RFiME, HFET BS>95%
AR (R 1-1: B 1-3-2) REBFEA L HFRAE, 5 ah— Lot 5t B4
8



Eo i
B [A] B R B COM 35 Malvidae 7A7E B NI R 41K & K & (3K 1-1; Duarte
et al. 2010; Finet et al. 2010; Shulaev et al. 2010; Burleigh et al. 2011; Morton
2011),
BAR, DS S A B PR K 2 it S 9 COM 325 Fabidae %5,
M3 T 2Rk IR R G B WU COM 325 Malvidae ®ix%k, H
(S ENIZN iR NI &SP

1 97
—C-‘ COM clade
N 5 Brassicales
Malvales )
94 Tapiscia Malvidae 2
Sapindales o
67 ——— Dipentodon g
Fagales o
87 Cucurbitales , o
60 Rosales N-fxing clade
74 Fabales
- Crossosomatales + Zygophyllales*
Myrtales
Geraniales
Vitales
2] :| Sapindales §
F— . §
—— |Brassicales|®
Malvales
Crossosomatales o
° |3
<= |a
= a
: |3
] Rosales <
=
Fabales s
Fagales . @
Cucurbitales o
:

] Myrtales
Geraniales

K 1-3 bR SR R GURE 2 COM RS &

Figure 1-3 Phylogenetic placements of the COM clade inferred from mitochondrial and nuclear

genes

1 AR RA K E M FE COM 325 Malvidae bk % & (Qiu et al. 2010); 2:
IR RGUK B M COM 325 Malvidae ik & (Zhang et al. 2012).
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Rosidae

Asteridae

Fabidae

Lamiida Campanulidaae

N-fixing clade CON clade

3 8 g ing clade

g g 8 3 5 3

" - A w n ™ = wn ]

= cpems 8 E s 2 Luny &
§§§§§e§§%%&g§§52m§mm%gﬁﬁﬁﬁg
=] [ = = 0 g Cmoaewt &dpo o DY 58g
ESfspC Ao R LA ey SRRt
ERE A3 EES58S58SFFRELS2ES 85
DOOOmOO00000000000 00 S =N E S0

g
lll]

LIy

OEricales

g 2 P
- ] vn QU
£E8839s
EEESS= g2
R EE NS
oooOooodo

K 1-4 COM 75 Malvidae 18454 F RIS ILIT B RFE (Endress and Matthews 2006)

Figure 1-4 Morphological synapomorphous shared between the COM clade and Malvidae in

floral structure (Endress and Matthews 2006)

T BRODIRAR BRI R IESAEIT LLANE R FISEATAE .

1.2 BB A B XEZ MR RELE
W% RS R B RIAR EE, MI1o% &

TR B AR5 L DA B — SRR

PEIRE RN RAKE RRTEEAS L, H2IEH 1] M % F (Wendel and Doyle
1998; Philippe et al. 2005; Salichos and Rokas 2013). [Kitb, ZIE[R . FERAH LI K

HARIREIE ) R G0 B BEZ PR GFAFANN—EHER (Delsuc et al. 2005; Lee

etal. 2011; Soltis et al. 2011; Ruhfel et al. 2014). Sit[FEE, FEE T (LT A
(11, Roche 454, Illumina Solexa, ABI SOLID) R KR UL N RSt Kk B FEIA 4H it

RIBIR, EEA ., FERH R EIR AR (Soltis et al. 2009b; Soltis and
Soltis 2013). F %tk B ik [N 4H 2% (1 7E 25 i AR dim 2 WS 8 KR IZ I RGEK

10
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BE IS

BRAEHAME ) H i S, B [F] I 0 5 BRI kiR, RIEKE R 47
HE & E T SO ) SRR AL Py s 2 TR RIS AR By A B s e . BLR S
Ja3 BR PR AR 53 B 77 925 2 1) R i SGBRRBR R HY , ORBE 38  (Rokas et al. 2003;
Rokas and Carroll 2006; Galtier and Daubin 2008). 7E—28{EF0 T, FEHE 70 1)
BCRAH AR P Z R G H T RAK B EE N, SRRSRER
EHEERIN RS KB M (Phillips et al. 2004; Delsuc et al. 2005; Penny et al. 2008;
Salichos and Rokas 2013). b, @XM 7LfEH “ANITA” (Amborellaceae,
Nymphaeaceae, llliciaceae, Trimeniaceae 1 Austrobaileyaceae [)%i 5 ) N T-1EY)
FIZEEREEE (Qiu et al. 1999; Mathews and Donoghue 1999; Soltis et al. 2004;
Stefanovic et al. 2004; Drew et al. 2014), 1M Goremykin &3 - I 2 AR 4= B K 241 7
FIFR BT ORARORERYIFD N 7 AR (Goremykin
et al. 2003, 2004, 2009, 2013), JfHiEH ANITA frE 32 Bk AL 8 5 57 5 1 ) 2 I

(Goremykin et al. 2013), 2R Soltis FIHF Stefanovic 55437l & IAE 38 im0 5 Bt
KA, ANITA HRIR &4 TAEVIR) S HEIEAE (Soltis and Soltis 2004; Stefanovic
et al. 2004), BLASIRAEIINAURE & 5 K ax ik R Gk B 2R A 2wt se,  ReAt st
P AR AL AT g R, W15 3] T I8UE (Jansen et al. 2007; Moore et al.
2007; Drew et al. 2014), 1fi Goremykin 5 [f] 25 10 1R KFERE & BT B AL DIK
R R ABHEYAE )y 87 M AR, FILLERRERIR (Gnetum) 1Y) 4K
BE, T AR TR R 5] B FEESER % (Soltis and Soltis 2004; Stefanovic et al.
2004; Drew et al. 2014),

1. 2.1 B EHFn40F05 a2

RYE R G0 B W S B 2 WA ) L SE B A ok RIE R FEAS (28) BRI
AP, AR (species tree) FIFEFM (gene tree) Z4r. FIFHE—%E
Reis TRE ARSI RAKEEEEEZMN ARG KEN, R NEFM (gene
tree), BN TIXLCHL R AL T s TR AR A SR E G R R G K
B, FRZ VIR (species tree), BEARGEK T HF/KF _EREEA 7 52 (Maddison
1997). ERIREEDRI ANGE [R] TPt (H 2 B PR 2 AT LA A 7 & DR A g
(1) “ 3850 (mosaic)”, &R MAIFR o TGl A& Jk PRI H] F i SR A0 A2 BE PR A 5 470
PR TP o, 353 BHEE DR A IR0 S ) s o TS 0 (1)t Ak 7 s xfe DL P

11
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L, BATVRAMEDRILE XS (PRI, EFATRT DR AT R8s, R % 2 [ i
RIS, SRR, AR SRR I JE B R IR B3 4 /N 2 K]
W SRR 25, EEARENRFETRR.

1.2.2 HEEE R FRRRE

HRT DA DN KGR E KR M RIER S Ik It e megis
Maddison 1997; Wendel and Doyle 1998; Delsuc et al. 2005; Zou and Ge 2008;
Degnan and Rosenberg 2009). Seelanan et al. (1997) fRIZMHRAEE S5 AEZA
NG R GER E R ZR MR RT3 3R (soft incongruence; A2
TR RN AR (hard incongruence; “E4ILFE ). Wendel and Doyle

(1998) ¥ RGKRKRZMRIAGN = BORIFH, AW e LSk PRUF 5 R 4H
HHLILFE (gene and genome-level processes). Rokas et al. (2003) A A HTIH =
(analytical factors; F3EA & BURE i Z= AR AU EEC S ) FIAEY)IA & (biological
factors; HAREFFEIERIFEZER) RERRAKERXRZMRIEH, 1M Galtier
and Daubin (2008) 38 Bl A [F] 3 R 2 [A]AF A8 i 5 (1) 32 22 I R A 48 09 N R SR TR
(artefactual reasons; FEMFR. FENLIRZ . RGREE) FAEYEK (biological
reasons; NTEANE R IG5 RIFYR paralogous FIFEKKF#H#) ., KT ke
TRAEKE RAZMRIAPA DG &AM E, RAVZGE RIS 0 R H
RE 15 77 A TR 0 B DR AR DL RS B fige ke Mg 25 7 T R 3R, W5 Seelanan et al.
(1997) (M, (B H R IS E5 B R (BuflRmh k) ARk (%
1-2)0 B I T 48 H T & Mo B EEL e vt CRnBUREAS 2D IR R T 51
I, S ECEAE N A T i RAE K E 1 BAAE K EIEFRVEAH L (homoplasy )
FRERKE “MEET MAHERP . AR B SRR R, BIE
RIZERIN . Rz, WRARWISH BT RM, (R MR A —E, 8
WA e, AR PR R e O

—. B RFEAFE: NRNERERAFIIRE.

(=) NAREK, BiFHEEA L. DR RZE . ZEPNEFEA Y. W4 RSE
(Seelanan et al. 1997; Wendel and Doyle 1998; Delsuc et al. 2005). &R, 77T &R
G0 < B B TS S R B ) — S DRI o SRAT AR A e T I s A 1 PR ) A 45 i P i
R BB BfE B E AN A ], XM R R 2 R R 22 2 R

12



e - -G o

BE IS

Hag, ™ —ARNPHEARSEEAARR SR, HEFBROKESEEEA TR
iR R o PRIk, BG0E PRUE B A7 A B B R PRI B IR B ML R 22 B &7 7% (Delsuc
et al. 2005; Wortley et al., 2005; Jian et al., 2008).

R 12 REAGRKERAMRME K S#RTT %=

Table 1-2 Causes and resolutions to phylogenetic incongruence

o . ‘
/\
i s [Eapas fRvT R
YRR 2 TR A
%\ HRE (i 22 RGURE N
: HURE R e 5 4 05 i
. <1
B | i e
% M4 2R 1 HEAL R A
= T 5 AR i 2 0 = T AR
F mma IR T A R
Sp——— RY mt
g |HEERT LR R
HEALHL RN TS
s T 4k
R S
e | ATEATHE R B /B AL B Bk
RN prem—m— ik
% | & S BR 2035
T BRMAR IR AL R 2% 43 BT 45
SEREE 5E %
P 4

TEE RIS, JR AT e AT I R G K B (5 B RHE 70 K ik
IR VE 7 735 R A Z A6 . WY& T8 PP M 8 21 235 1000 1)
KETAGE. EMZFEFERATER, ERZETY, —DNME KOS 10 83
FE/DRIR, £I1X 300 MR KJEHAE W (Dial and Marzluff 1989; Scotland and
Sanderson 2004). A, BTN BB 2)E A RRECE 1-25 I, RTEEK 1
MCERYIMRIE ;. 2 25-100 B, 2 DMIMAREE: 25 101-250 B, 3 B,

13
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PAERHE . (H A0 A SR R BN, ATARYE 2 AT 70 2R o 2 F & o ik
P o AR (B MO 7 A1) i 2t G 0 HORE

[FIRE, BEDRIH A S R R HE ARG KB RANCERA R, W
Rk AR R 2 KE, it RAeKEREENE, BLAREKE X
REABAR G R O W SR e B R A 22 KR, B A BN R A K B 1E
B X2 R ERHEFVEAME 5485, 2B (Felsenstein 1978).
RSBk, Wi A& LR B DNA H B TRGI K B R AR EE —H 2 M
HE W HA @ (de Queiroz et al. 1995; Wendel and Doyle 1998), 1354 1R {7 Hu g
e A UE BAL S LR IS4 (Rokas et al. 2003). Rokas et al. (2003) i#
i P R RSEADL o3 B i R /D R 20 ARSI B R A RE S 1T B B A 2 e S H
. AEERIRI, A ARG A B D EUR AL S I R SR B 8 R B .
— ki, HTEMMFFIRAZEE: 1), S HRECRaE IR E B RS K
BET: 2. RBKERZERF IS 1S B A7 5UR DL IRBCRE RS % - Hillis

(1996) WL FHFEREMIR I ZERIBESHERGRKEMAEMMER SR, Mg
A5 rbel AT FE () 5000 22 A% H R B AL AU AR FE AL AE LE 90% Y A 52
RUERAE R H RAE KB KRR HATEEN Y, k3G 0o &8 N A E &
B BT 7 L RES TH B N R IR 206 R R B B 520 (Rokas et al. 2003; Delsuc
et al. 2005; Wortley et al. 2005; Yang and Rannala 2012),

(=D, FPHINER, RUFAUA S A B or B A DL R sk A s 2 (R A —
M FE T HUE 5@ MBI A BRI S5 K (Jeffroy et al. 2006).
DLH P75 IR 2 2 B A0 2 I 22 (compositional bias)« AW 5] (long-branch
attraction) W IENL mi AL T Z 57 B 4 Cheterotachy ) #EALAT Cevolutionary
saturation) %5 (3K 1-2; Wendel and Doyle 1998; Delsuc et al. 2005).

B B A A 22 o AN [R] AR W) o TR A TR 2L ol e Bt s 1 5 AR 2
BAZEFN . 1 H AR g m s ER L T [ — ik, BIErA AR
T A IR R A A 7] S B 4o, 1 SRR DR R AR R A Al P B 3 R I
HE2ABL A% B BR A B B A, 2 T B T I S A A 28 v 1 Bk
UL ERAE —#E, 19t SCHr R, (HREIRIAIN KRR,

KA 5. EEZHTIg R AR R RS EA L, — bl
() SHH T ) TRAR 2= BV 22 TR B 67 s BT 4 5 46 b AH [R) 8, , Xt E
A7 AR EEARAL . AE @R R, JEFEE AL AR A ROk B T RIS 1P
14
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BE IS

PRI VE > BB B “TWR g1 7 RAE—ke, R 7 RBIR ], I8 o T SEHY
REKERR, BRI RKBINGEN .

B I A7, R A T R S I o AN (RIS R DR R B IS T AN [RT T s 45 2k P B oA
AFEIRI BT R . BEAE I (B 4HERS , e 3 5 B ik R Bl i 1 45 8 o s b R it AL
RN AR . ARTT, AT AT B S A TR AR e 7 i A L ) A
F A ] () HERS AL B L AV ORFFIEE , X APMBCA S SE R 1 70 T 3R I R IF AN 58
BV o MR o5 — S ANHH SR S LB A A 24 B9 OB E 7 s T ] RE SR AE —
i, XMIR S FEOEERE. HRGERKERR, HMHEAKRGETY B
ME] (Delsuc et al. 2005) .

Hhh, FERARE ERRZ R R AN (Rare genomic changes,
RGCs), Wik g4, I FP IR GRL . W& THRIRE S ERSE, R
XA AL RS RT3, (HREAE — e R AL it AR R AR,
(Delsuc et al. 2005; Rokas and Carroll 2006 ),

H TS Tl = p A AR R AR LSS e 7 I RIS ) e %, B 1 2 2R
BEEAh, A RATAT IR 6 =i TR ERE . RY gidik. Yol st i fi
FRIESE (G 1-2). IXEETVENT DLBR A E IR 7 41 i () B VAT L A T AT ok
S R B e o BRG], T LIS G N S A BURE AT 7 5 IR R AT
WA, MIMESLIEN RS K B (Xiang et al. 2002) . X T 4ubd 85 A 5L K,
XS T3 — AT, B T2 IR AN, BEGESE F R
DRGSR 5 =1, A IR BENE S ST IR Y R G0 B W ] A RO
[FIRY, 323 K1 Th RE AN BRI £, Bl (7] 5 A e 0 R A0 v T e, PRI L g
VUFhZ B BIRAS, V3R purines (A, G=R) AHl pyrimidines (C, T=Y) #, &
RY %ifihik, WAEWH XD BIMAS R E i R (Delsuc et al.
2003; Phillips and Penny 2003; Phillips et al. 2004; Gibson et al. 2005) . # xR iE i
AL i 2 R BR PR AL 28 R S8R B 5% Al K AR T 1 53— R AT 28 R0 U5 vk
(Brinkmann and Philippe 1999; Lopez et al. 2002; Burleigh and Mathews 2004;
Pisani 2004; Phillips et al. 2005). 1% /7 V542 Se X HBE BT A 07 s i A s 2 347 11
S HERR, R T A A PRAR R I 12 A% B DO B AL R, R R AR
MR R EEW, BERBISEHATRAEZN, WA HREMENRAKE
% % (Goremykin et al. 2010).

Ak, A RSk B ML HTik (phylogenetic networks) ME2: T 4332 M

15
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25Tk (splits networks; 3% 1-2), ER] LURBLE R . REGfBARE
S 5 — A HAR{ES (Huson and Bryant 2006). Hrr, — 4% o #rid:
(consensus networks) FL#5 i F (Holland et al. 2004, 2006; Huson and Bryant 2006;
Zou et al. 2008) . HAFUE — MER KRS G KFHAK RN TZ5 K25 KE 0
T A DR R R O G T E R, i BRI 1) 20 SR 30 55 9 2% o S ) 0 SCH )
(P28 B3 3320730 AR R BRI ERRAMEZ ISR KRG K E LR, OfF
MR I AFEE )7 372 454 (Holland and Moulton 2003; Holland et al. 2004; Huson
and Bryant 2006). HR3H 73 SCHAN T 5 B0 BE A A 2R A s H I — N X R 2 2L
YR LR LR TR 127 8 2/ R N S R i — e e Bk IR ST 4%
I A FE AR SRR 270 S SCRF F B 5 12070 SR 30— B0 25 BRI 1 EE 451
(BRI AR o — B 2% 7 M2t /U7 T8 B SR Akt 22 B R B B S 45t —
MRS G HEE RAE R, BHERRRNS 50 R SR ITa
AR R (HFEHM R R PRI R, B e ICEIE A el B AN E 11 7T 41
¥, (Holland and Moulton 2003; Holland et al. 2004). & WLf¥H-FiZ% 5 B i34
SplitsTree4 Chttp://ab.inf.uni-tuebingen.de/software/splitstree4/welcome.html)

T4, RS SRR LR, 2 E SRR RGK B 1E ST T
HR1E T o IXEEME @ W AP A BEHL AT, BT B I ik mT BLA R B
HEMEBALE . (B2, WRAEHE B S IE SIRMIE, BAEE RS
RERRZN, BEHaE T T XMW, B HERNRGERKE LR
IR R e £ DL R SRR, B E IR S @M I AL, FEXHE
HEAS TR B2 T VAR T R4k G % (Yang and Rannala 2012),

T BB OR 2 AR AN R 2 A RT e s B A R R BEAG AR, A B
f& B ak ., B F P E E S 4 fb Crapid radiation ) . A% A/ #T B
(hybridization/introgression) A5 & ik, FEVK-FER . 55 R FEHE. &
RIEE M ERFILFEHE (K 1-2; Doyle 1992; Maddison 1997; Linder and
Rieseberg 2004; Galtier and Daubin 2008). 47 7E A0 5 [ 5 T34k )] P ik
A, BRI BB RGUR B B RS BN A SCBOE H B AR BERUIR
BRI o DRI, PR A BRI N BB AR IR B RAK BRI ERZ
— (Wendel and Doyle 1998). kil x5/ A4 I [A]ER A P A a] CHRIg AR5 734k
HIZERER]D, RAEZRAZBIE RIS Sl 2B 28 A AR o B R 2k RTHTE 1Y
JEAH (Simpson 20120 XUCRIE AR HIA% HE KR 5 40 i S oR 8 4% 1 ki (Elgk
16
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BE IS

KA Jk R Z [A) h RATAT S Wb R) 2 A2 FAFIE O HIA% R Rieseberg A1 Soltis
(1991) C&da AR /Hns e R EE . ), 1Eg TP A
SRR LB LR R IE 100 261 (Rieseberg et al. 1997). i R JiiiE — MR A 1EM
S RAEAEAR LI 6] PN 28 Py SRy i o AL A O 2R e, i i, R %
WA 8 I (R Rp 22 73 A N 120 SR D B R 280, 58 IRl o AL ARl T 46
T MG BAT BE AR 2 2R R FE DR S5 Mo e 5 o R I S AT TR ) R R R
AR, AN 5E A RIHIE AT RE K4 (Pamilo and Nei 1998; Rokas and
Carroll 2006; Galtier and Daubin 2008; Degnan and Rosenberg 2009). FE:[K /KP4
& AH B LIz () Rk R) B AR M AR B I B R AR i, e 3 AR 2R E 2 1A] (Davis
and Wurdack 2004) . H R 5 5B FA AL, Fr A& L DR I ()
R 2 PR 258 PRI T S 970 B ORI B AS [T T AN ] (Galtier and Daubin 2008) . 2K4B)
My, FEPR TR B E R A T R E AP DL A R o R DR A )
KR ELR, FEA TR NG IR TR, IR I A3 P 2 A i
SRR SYM AR G B P A — B L FIR (Page and Charleston 1997) . 2 [A
A W R A AL S AR R R R R R A, TR G, %
FERHAN S EESME IR 8 (Wang et al. 2002). 1 HAEE AP ILFE
HH A ZE IR AR AN AR, AT 5 BN R R 15 2R 18 4% € o7 21 5 A B K]
M)A R AL i b, BRI BSCR i R RO 5 AN 58 4 il &R i 16 28480 (Linder and
Rieseberg 2004) . {HISRARFNZERIAR S T A% ot , BE CIAL AT
AT B R R L E 4 (Linde and Rieseberg 2004) .

IR & B R DR 25 E R AT RE I A 2 B R AR KRBk, an AR A G
RIS PR e R A T i R SR, TS H AT 2 BRI & i, A4
AT ER. EEEERIHIIRR, BEAREEMRNYF KR, FEL,
Wb o CEYd i) R E BRI E S, AR ZE M i h 51 A8k
(ELARIR, 53 b FE T BB R AR B AR s R SR 4 I L AR 5 DRI 5 W vt 2 (1] (1)
2R (Page and Charleston 1997 o fiff i 5& — i tH BILAE K H AN [F] B PR 2H 1 £ (R ]
ECH AREB IR 2 0] . FERUK-FRER LLRUE 5 %), 0 RAAE R RIAER
IR 8], JnHEE AR (7] (Davis and Wurdack 2004) . 7] 2442 FIAN5E
ATl R0 00 3 R i AR S Zy i o AR A X 2 JE I L ok, H = I R A
A FR NS5 R T AE LU DX . VIR SRR 7 an  JUR Se it o i 07k iR
Tk AR 0 18 A EAE A ST R, TR A R AAE R A S AT B 22 )5

17
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Joly et al. (2009) & T E TGt S8/ D& B (minimum genetic
distance method). EIAFEL (coalescent theory) A NI ZBYEL ) 5X Ne
A (Ne A BN UG s &7E—k, TS 2] — S E KB (Rosenberg
2003; Degnan and Rosenberg 2009; Rosenberg and Degnana 2010). Pelser et al.

(2010) fR4E SE A& FIRHE H T &% (Coalescence-based methods) . Burleigh et
al. (2011) NI AW 20358 & 1 2R M B R Si0F, 25 510,922
FEAFMZIERNAIEE DR T 136 MEVIRHAEN 18,896 FRIZIEFIR . %
FUNT T AN AP 5 L DR (R ) P R B — 2R RS HEAER . il EE R E A
FAT R MR AL SR E A — DI, R E RN AMNEAIE R SR
#%» (Posada and Crandall 2001; Zhang et al. 2002; Wall and Pritchard 2003).

168 3o 5 DRI ] 209205 AR BEAL I 28 53 #r7% (reticulation networks) 72 H Hif
FRRAE o . R A A AR R 777 (Huson and Bryant 2006; Burleigh et
al. 2011 JTARIFLIERANER A 1 BE I Aok DRI B 87 24032 AR AR i B2 KR It e ik
A AT R A B PR 31718 (Bansal et al. 2007; Wehe et al. 2008 ). 32 K ## ]
ZIER AR FEBEE R R R A FM (EREEMELR ., A RImHIE.
FER KPR EE) kA /D IR BCRHEN P78 (Goodman et al. 1979; Maddison
1997). 0, VWHAIERNEH S M E R FE PSRN RAER B RARME, #
s B AE BT JE I B vh SR — PREDREACER BT A BURE O P A3 RE 48 7= HE K] B
M E AR AR IR D B R RACE % (Page and Charleston 1997,
Slowinski and Page 1999; Page 2000). R G K B M4 7 ik A 1 —E N 4% 43tk
PRI WA 28 S0 Bris AR vl 0 Al I WDIR A IE B3R Fh &5 i e B, A
—HHRAKBIR, WERMELEEEN., EEAERE. MARELPZ )
ik B BRI AEYE R (BEA ) B0 ir, aiosss. BERUK-FEESE, KN
BT RARKRA SRR, 7 SRR R IELFAE (Linde and Rieseberg 2004;
Gusfield and Bansal 2005; Holland et al. 2006). SplitsTree4 4 1] FH T1Z% 73 #7177 7%
—HME T, RS RIMZS S5 BRI A HAb R R, FREEEEN
VR ANH 2 PEPTAAL. (Holland et al. 2004), “BXRERE/REEGDT S, (HIFAREAR
RYBpTE it AT S AARALSESEHRE (Holland et al. 2006).

BEE T P BRI H S, M7 BRAR A F#AK (Soltis et al. 2009a, 2010;
Hamilton and Buell 2012). #&4tit, M 1982 4:fE4-, 7E GenBank fI%HE 2 Hh 47
fif VI 2 145 DNA @41, IMEXEEFPAI4E 18 A H Wt = #i{% (NCBI Website:
18
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http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/genbank/statistics ). & T Wt &= M HdE, fEEEE
fr M RE, PERGKE KR SRR ph R e AT REGL ) . 4T
VIR s SR, B, AR TR SRR RASE, AR5
N TV B DT S A N TR SRR R A, BT
L OCHE I R G B AR TCVE . (Moore et al. 20100, Xl ZERILAT) iz
MHZEAYEBEE, AR T oL H AR MR AR 25 2 N, B
KIEESFEREREERN. BERBEER. BERFEFRKZER: mwH, &
DRIE A B T8I 70 R0 R A 1 HE A A R AN e 41 R . R 58 /s S5 T
%R (Zeng et al. 2014). 4h, BHFELEGTEE . WAFIESFHIEREUE. X
FRGEKE KRR MEA ] CLgE— 25 500k 5N BT T8 R DL AR R A i 2 B 5
HMERT 73 SV R HRREBERGKE RAMNRE EREDI M, R& L3t
[FEE . AHELAAE . B RRIYR R ok B @ e . AT SERY A A 2 A .

1.3 ARBWENX

DAL EFRATZRA T COM LRI T T i R SR B KRR & PR &R,
TR Rk ZEER USRS S R S FF COM X5 Malvidae %%, X
EH g AR IR S HF COM A Fabidae ITZ IS5 AR (3R 1-1), XERERTA
BEFE I IDORE S . W 70k DA IR R AR A] R (36 1-1), Bkl COM
XRGRERZBNITRATEER BB (U FPAH @M T iER R GR 2,
WA RE R PPR (ARG RIFLE . Wz asF A ). Kk, BE% COM
KIRGAE, AT AR 0]

1. COM SZARGU B I RAE B HSLAFAE? WERAFAE, IXPh P RIE R GTR
22 Y HURE (i 22 345 J PR 380 72 AR st R 3 i 1) 2

2D el R A% R A B B AR COM S RS fr B R ?

BT BB, AR ROt VAGREERA (k. LRk, &
R4 1. REFIORE R AR Y R G K B HEZE % K 2 S = AR
SR 512 FH 22 ol 1t K G AL R B0 05 5k 4] 20 B D7 R B iE COML SCHT M R IN R SR
BRAZCTHARAZNE. Wb, BATER T T H$¥E DL (single-copy) F1Z£ 8
Ul (multi-copy) IR AR, #—DHN T COM X RGMERES RiiE
B A i R TP A 58 4 TS AR I G BTSSR Ok . BARBE S 0 A
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B COM STRIRIR AGR R M RIRTT: R H IR A5

AR I 1-5,

[ COMX R Gt Tt Be Rl ir ]

Fabidae
_| SRR
e s 30 com :’ BER
—————— Malvidae

|

FREBEERE (HEE, RBE. B —

B IS R :l Rk
B TR

\r A5eil A ik

—

— B
(H. RERE)

FRGRE
EERATE &

v

T
— (R

RApdTFRERE <

LI A% 2

A EHHRFSNRENOD

L. WB AT (M5
K 1-5 COM 2 R4tk W75 Mrini i

Figure 1-5 The analytical framework in this study on COM clade

AW TE S8 H AT A dr 0 SCREMET R BRI R GER B R RN SR
I, BAEMRRIERCE — SR EME R B, NSNS RS AR
ZRBLESLAL, COM LA GAr B 3R In] K A poxt T B AR R, A BA T
ARG K E SRR W RN . AW FRADONIRIE . MERA [F) R A
BRI R SR B R A MR Rt 1TSS 55 R, M Bk T
SN A B AR 7 L X WIRJZ IR R GER B R AN 0B IR R 7
HEF X
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Lfe [ SR WO

BE IS

b4, COM E#E (tn, 7 F} Celastraceae. FEH E A} Oxalidaceae. K
i #l Euphorbiaceae 1Y) BAREMATT. 24 HMMEM EMWEANH. TF
Bp—Le KPR At FUE B N AE N PO I i &, 2ali 7 AR B 9%
W DRI )& (Catha) HEALEAEIM AT A0 1 B AE & I 55 24
FAREPIME 2 #H (Simmons et al. 2008). COM SRS T & LA
AT ZHEM, W HREESUKEY) I EEEL Podostemaceae), 477 AEHEHY)
CRAEFF} Rafflesiaceae), KR (MHIEL Salicaceae), Al ANEAIRTCH PG
Y CREEEL (Wurdack and Davis 2009) . #4575 28 COM S ZRBE RS R B R
#, WA LUNE BRS04 20 R X Lo i 1) s 1R AL B 2l
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BT MRS TR
B8 MRS

R T ITES AR COM LI RGA B, EAR T, A TH RN 1Y
COM 7. Fabidae. Malvidae 7 H/E N =ANE (ISR, RAEEBAT RS>
TREFTRRG D, COM IHIN N Fabidae (G fabids) W I—/ M43
(Cantino et al. 2007; APG III 2009) .

[FIREHL, A T 7RSI = T pe, RATHE H #TEE - COM XX =M R4
KB : —, ARRMSGAREED 3 I S HF () COM 3R T+ Fabidae N REK
% (PURHFR COM + Fabidae; B 2-1-1); —, IREBLRAMASZIENR, BEHES
PR HT S5 BTS2 FF18 COM 5 Malvidae IR R (BLURfEiFR COM +
Malvidae; P& 2-1-2); =, EiL LW =FrIag, B Malvidae 5 Fabidae Bk
KFZ, 1M COM LHETZHZ MR R (LU fEFX Fabidae + Malvidae:
Kl 2-1-3).,

—— - ahidae Fabidae —— - aDidae
— COM COM — —
COM
COM + Fabidae COM + Malvidae Fabidae + Malvidae

K 2-1 COM X =HMl fEfI4hh R A

Figure 2-1 Three hypothetical placements for the COM clade

2.1 BNAFSRBE ANFE R SR EC

DT RGUETE TR, A F R HURE S L AN [ R EURE Y [ LS e ) 3 T
AF], I ERE ARG E KRNI R 5T AW
FIEBCRESRmS . R 5% AR IR AR AR AR GR 1-1, ik, N
TS COM 32V AR GE ELAE A [R5 A A 8] b 5% ), FRATTAN T AR 3R
Bl e rh i UTARBC 1 70285 EROREA = . HACRAED B AL 1 = 4ERE: i
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B COM STRIRIR AGR R M RIRTT: R H IR A5

L4k 82 2K 78 JLKHFE (Ruhfel et al. 2014). Z&kifk 79 29 4 FHEFE (Qiu
etal. 2010) LLA A% 92 25E 5 LR HiBE (Zhang et al. 2012).

BT =N R B B LA S AR R R R X AN A RS K E R
R TAE, BOLHRE RIS A & O 2R MM 15 T A F %325 COM 3CTE N #f
THEMERKEE DS W, KHE APG I (2009) %%, Zhang et al. (2012) HY
BRI 92 DNSRRERE 75 B 46 HE W 1 T 1EY) 73% (46/63) MIH o AHFFLHH]
HURESRBEITAE % K40 SO B AR 2 AR 55 R KHE APG 1T (2009), & K4
A FRAKHE Cantino et al. (2007). EFERE AR, FRATEH IR b
B =ANEERH SR R B R — R [F]— @ e R — s [F] I R BR B2 b U it B
FEM R G R B AR, KRB BER T Rek B F—FIEH, X T COM B
HMRRRE R IE B[R — RA K E 7 b

el lU U RS A LS NG PN bUE M R S U N S R I PSS v
FE I ARTEBT AL R R, SR N 40 B o 2k R ph R R AR Be . s, K
AR FIERZZE R H N COM RGBT . BT XN, A0 7240
TAMZIEREFEE: 8,445 AN rade VUAZ LN B R [FYRAERE (orthologs sets) Al
3,748 N2 ¥ DAL N FERE . JLrh, FAPE DU BRI AR FE R B Lee et al. (2011) 1)
MFHEYE R G K B FE RN A A0 7C (BIGPLANT M3 http:/nybg.bio.nyu.edu/),
B H AT K 1 B R VAR R R A B o RS R PR HE T COM 328 )%
FEHI 7A& ORMEJE Bruguiera, KELJE Euphorbia, #5XH & Hevea, KZE &g
Manihot, #J& Populus 1 & Ricinus), ARALEIE Bor B NBEREH, HE 2
HATRERS 2 COM M R G h B o A s (B ST A% 2 R A s () e (R 28 - 2 4% D
P FE R FERE & M OrthMCL (Chen et al. 2006) i 122 FH $ZEL T 22 ANFik g 412K
FER SR HE . 22 ANFEHVEY)RAFUFE G (Selaginella moellendorffii),
/NILHEEE (Physcomitrella patens) #15341 20 M 1Aa 4 (i, E 54 Populus
trichocarpa 1% COM 3¢; Ef#%f Fragaria vesca, #5225 f5 Medicago trunculata
B K Glycine max 43 Fabidae; # 7+ Arabidopsis thaliana, 2&MEhJv
Thellungiella parvula, #%AJK Carica papaya £17] f] Theobroma cacao {{#%
Malvidae), MIIHEHAL T 3748 /> 25 VAL B AE R . R HURERR L, (H2 kA 4
B R 19 7 2 A4S AL R B AS 52 B 1) 2 Si 2H B0 B R 8 R 1 P ik 18 T PR 25 2K
E L it Ay e
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BT MRS L
2.2 FFHILERT

ST HUREAH ) =AM E Rk B CORCR IEURE, ORI B AR B EERPIR L
2RI, PrCARH RS N TR A g 5 B SO R &1 7
A% (1258 Fl MUSCLE (Edgar 2004) 347 A ahtbxt; Baitbxts, A
Geneious Chttp://www.geneious.com) #4TFFKIE.

ST BIGPLANT 3 Chttp:/nybg.bio.nyu.edu/) 3R45 () EAFE DUAZ FE R 40

(Leeetal. 2011), &3t N TAuSe. A\ G HEHFATHEA .

XK [ it Hi A ) 4 2 DRI A B0 e R 1) 22 N FE 3,748 > 245 DU BE R R

fli /]l MAFFT (Katoh et al. 2005) LAERINSEH AN 5, HFaiREMEN.

2.3 RGRXBIH

2.3.1 ZHBRFINRGAXEER

AT 5 A o BT I ) B K ABLSR T (Maximum Likelihood, ML) 2} 7 #52&
F RAXML 7.2.8 (Stamatakis 2008) #f47E GTRCAT #7 R HE4T )

S AN N AR TR /NERE, #REH 100 IREE N ELSE A RO TRIKE
A ML BEe eAh, FRATN = ANERE o &N IR R DURIRE R T VEEAT T ML
M1, G FIEN &N BEF T COM L RGuhr BB

ﬁj\

2.3.2 RY RS

RY Zm A4\ 9 AT LUAT RO FEARAZ T R P 51 o 60 5 45 A0 DA S a3 Tk 2 R
FELH RO R e B, R = K RT{S 2 (Phillips and Penny 2003; Harrison et al.
2004; Phillips et al. 2004; Delsuc et al. 2005; Gibson et al. 2005). [Ft, FATH =
ANFEFE AR T YA AL R 2R AL 40 i o R\Y PRPR Y, RIS B IR Pe 2w g R

(A,G=R), FFIAMIEHmILNY (C,T=Y), BJEX RY 4EFELL GTRCAT #5i7%
HEAT ML @8 734
34T RY Zmidny, HFHEEE nexus X SCH format 2 J5 ¥ I
“equate="G=AT=C"", HHMZEZE N nst=1.
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I COM SIIRIZ IR ARG R A M RIRDT . RGURH IR T57%

LR

#NEXUS

Begin data;

Dimensions ntax=10 nchar=1000;

Format equate="G=A T=C" datatype=dna missing=? gap=-;

2.3. 3 RIBHEUNM BRI

R BRI TR 7 5] AR () s A8 e Ao s AT DL A A W 5| RSS2 DG T B R X 2
SR B GRS (Brinkmann and Philippe 1999; Philippe et al. 2005; Zhong
et al. 2011; Goremykin et al. 2013), HHVECHCNER RGK G KRB HH H
W73 (4, Delsuc et al. 2005; Regier and Zwick 2011; Rajan 2013). Kk, AT
H— I X P AR R AL R S COM X R AN B P RA K, AT =
AN DRV AH B R B 0 iR AT DO A e A BB B2 . B 58, #R4E Goremykin et al.

(2010) 538 1 5 vFK 0 B 1 335 A4 33 S5 A4 3 W0l 4% 57:{E Cobserved variability, OV)
BEATHEFE : SRE XA A B R BEAT 5%, 10%, 20%, 30%, 40%, F 50%
PRI, RFERR . f X R PR AL SR B 2 5 AR B . GTRCAT B8 kAT
ML ZEH 7347 o

2.3. 4 FEBFIIOH

M@ BRI E L E IR P ISR, 5e % 27 Jak 8 % 7> 51 18] Bl 2 2H B 1)
F U DA A% IR e 91 P i A 57, it ) 8 R Bt oty SR R AE TR UARABL, 843 i 45
M R G K B K R FE A 5E (Loomis and Smith 1990; Hasegawa and Hashimoto 1993;
Hashimoto et al. 1995). IRATIEIEM G4k . BoRifd DL S A% 55 R A% B R 50 PR 4%
HONR I (Amino Acide, AA) 5N ] PROTCATITT #:% (Jones et al. 1992)
LA RAUSRZE AT ML 73 #7

2.3.5 BEIZEEDH

Lee et al. (2011) HRFIF 22,833 MZFEN A B & [FVEMER R E & 101
JEF TV RR R E KRR RE XN 52478 5 COM IR
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8 MRS U5E

B, e HATRE N COM S RGN B A 3 (M7 1) 48 DU L AT A
B FE B o BRATTNF bR %0 F) A5 — R DR A 0 475 PP Ay DAKG 56 E X COML 52
MRGMNELTEEREKERELR.

TG, AT Lee et al. (2011) BEMZEBRH RS FI0H 26,986 AAN A ()7
FERE, FANHMEARR AR INERFEEZERN. 2F, BOMKE ST cCoM
YRGBT EA RS K EE BT S e FIfig: X8 a0 R A
—/N COM ZHI¥Fh, —/k 1 Fabidae K10, —AN3kE Malvidae 45, Al
—A BIREREZANIF . J)E, ARG T COM RGN EA RAKERER
(1) 8,445 M/NHERE (BRI T 8,445 988 DB RFFAZEEDD, FEXRE—AN/ R
BTN RAXML v.7.2.8 LL GTRCAT AT 100 K E & 15 K ARVE (ML)
BE, IS SR COM C=Fdhdhaity (B 2-1) WZERME.  FaRExT
COM W =M RGN B SRR NG # 2l id Perl 15 5 A Newick N
7R S2ELE) (Junier and Zdobnov 2010).

2.3.6 ZENZEE S

58 COM LI RGN E, R 10 EHE DU L A B 7 A o, JRATTiE X 2
P8 DA% BE DR S IR (R B T e 1 R DRI (1 £03E a0 i e 5 IR 8% DUE R R A% 5
KI5 AR, 288 DU B B P S ) Rt K B R R AR AN ERE. W
M. Eotn, SKRE COM SCHE—Wpafit) 2 # DU R R P 21, W RE — 2% 1 SR
55 Fabidae 5835, 15— 27N FE LS Malvidae 2825, Jy 1l hix — i) @,
BAVE AR — 45 E ) COM X RGN E (B 2-1), THEH TR —JEIR 1R A1 Rk
A% (reconciliation cost). COM SChE—f7E, XM =FiAF RS EA (51
AR A —F gt ) 1), RAERDEFEL FHMH (gene
duplications) T HIZEKEME H; 2). KAEGDEKFNEGZME LG (gene
duplications + losses) T FIFEFIR FIEH 5 3) KA Fe /DA 58 43l R e 4 (deep
coalescence) FHIFERMHIZH (Maddison 1997). FA'TH I RIB & L0vdk 4 52
R — B KRN COM S =MAF RGBSR, RIA SR (E,
TR ASAS) Froes B FR N EE R, iR R S I SRR IR COM S R Gif B .
WU A A el = R g A BB SRR AR (B ERERRED CH,
M AZIE R KA COM X RFAM ERAE R -
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B COM STRIRIR AGR R M RIRTT: R H IR A5

FATA OrthMCL (Chen et al. 2006) i ik th 22 MG HIAEY) LR
R AR, AN T 3748 NP DAL R . X TR — 28 DU
FERE, ##H RAXML LA GTRCAT BB AT 100 X EE 1) ML &M 041 A5,
T BIRTTEAR R, AT AR —45E 1 COM & GifE (K] 2-1), H OptRoot
A (Andre Wehe: http://www.wehe.us/optroot.html.) 4 i+4E— 35 K 5 1 3 4]
P AE =ML A A T B R AR AR

AN, DA I BARAR KRR S b RE NS 5 B YR AL A ) PP . T HL, G
TEOUR, ST 24 DU BEAR LU R A . DA, BRATA AR AR (B4
ST ) TR 25— 22 48 DU EE R AR
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H=F COM XRGKAREZNITER

F=F COM X RAZABRXATINER

3.1 ZEEHIE

FREBATHIEUREVE B S NP7, AEAHE e 4h 5 B 3 A v
COM S5 HAS B [ RGUR B R R T  FoA Tl ik X = ANEUREAH 24 1 R4
LR AL AR R ML 23 AT I T COM SC R R G B (B 3-1-F 3-3,
Al

o, 82 K3 78 BRI SRR R RG K B /00T, 4R Sar AN T4k
PRFER TR 45 18 —50 CAPG II1 2009; Wang et al. 2009; Moore et al. 2010; Soltis
et al. 2011; Ruhfel et al. 2014; P 3-1). COM % H & L& COM ¥ 5 Fabidae 3%
KAHAZE] T 100% BS 3L HF. {H COM Z HIHER R AL B IFAHE, (L 52% BS
Y RF COM 5k Bulnesia (4Ef5KJ&, Zygophyllaceae, Zygophyllales) LCA4MT
Fabidae 288 Sk ¢ &, 1M Bulnesia Fio FiR =2 bk (B 3-1), &gk
78 ANFER B MR, 32 NN COM S RGN B IR A5 B, 46 N
Xt COM X RGh B A E B (R 3-1; B B): 36 NEF LK COM +
Fabidae FIZEER R (i, U5 MERE BS XFFHRET 60%); 5 AN SCH
COM + Malvidae, BS HFFRAAN L 50%; 5 LK+ Fabidae + Malvidae (fY
— AR BS LREFE KT 50%; Pk B)o RY Zwi%HHT 100% BS S Kf COM +

R 3-1 M oxdhk 78 LB T 45 2R
Table 3-1 Results from 78 chloroplast individual genes analysis

COM X R4 E  EHNHE E#

COM + Fabidae 36 BS > 60% 5 4~

COM + Malvidae 5 BS > 50% 0 4>
Fabidae + Malvidae 5 BS>50% 14> (81%)
TfEE 32 -

Fabidae MIRERZR (K A2-1). MIEREREFEEMN I H, COM X5k
Bulnesia PL#MT) Fabidae ZEBEI B IR 22 (BS SCRFFRALUN 47%), 1 H.LAF5 L
FrZ¥% Bulnesia B T Malvidae 1 (B A2-1). fEPEE LA SRS, B
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B COM STRIRIR AGR R M RIRTT: R H IR A5

FE AT S B S, COM + Fabidae HI3A ¢ RIRPAAT . f0, 45
P B POE AT 55 5%, 10%2E 20%, A4 COM + Fabidae HISZ R 22 M 98%
B2 48% EL & 1%, WIRBFREE 2 PR LA 55, WX COM + Fabidae f)#i$h
RARWHASCHR B2, (R SRARKERE ) Pl 3 A SR B b, A KT
fA[{= B 152 BF COM + Malvidae 5%# Fabidae + Malvidae fJ3h < & .

Bulnesia arborea
Quercus nigra
Glycine max
Cucumis melo
Ficussp

Morus indica
Pentactina rupicola
Euonymus americanus
Oxalis latifolia
Populus alba
Passiflora biflora
Jatropha curcas
Ricinus communis
Manihot esculenta

aopiqo4

Rosidae
N
100

(00}

A

100

73 Vitis vinifera
Liquidambar styraciflua
Heuchera sanguinea
Sesamum indicum
Epifagus virginiana
Oleawoodiana |
Solanum lycopersicum
omoea purpurea
offea arabica
Nerium oleander
Aucuba japonica
Lonicera japonica

2553

Rhododendron simsii
Franklinia alatamaha
— Cornus florida
10 ‘—g)_zlmdla |onl_ucrata
ilene vulgaris
100 l_():Anredera aselloides
L—Fagopyrum esculentum
Gunnera manicata
Buxus microphylla
55 —Platanus occidentalis
— Meliosma aff cuneifolia
100 10 Ranunculus macranthus
Megaleranthis saniculifolia
Nandina domestica
Ceratophyllum demersum
100y Saccharum hybrid
Sorghum bicolor
Oryzanivara
Brachypodium distachyon
Renealmia alpinia
Musa acuminata
Phoenix dactylifera
Yucca schidigera
Asparagus officinalis
Iris virginica
Lilium'superbum
Dioscorea elephantipes
100 100 —Colocasia esculenta
| —Lemna minor
Acorus americanus

98 Piper cenocladum
92 Calycanthus floridus
53 Magnolia kwangsiensis
100) Liriodendron tulipifera

Chloranthus spicatus
10 Illicium oligandrum
100 r—Nuphar advena
—Nymphaea alba
Amborella trichopoda
100 — Picea morrisonicola
—Pinus taeda .
Cycas taitungensis

K 3-1 mhgpfk 78 ZERFEREM £ 40— 3 ML & (COM X 5 Fabidae $2%)

72

100

Figure 3-1 Maximum likelihood majority-rule consensus bootstrap tree inferred from the
nucleotide matrix of 78 chloroplast genes (The COM clade is placed with Fabidae)
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H=3 COM XL RGRERRMER
T BCEREUT RIS BS SCRER BTN R H AR GER S APG I (2009) — 21
B4 FKS Cantino et al. (2007) —E CF[ED.

79 KB 4 DNERAREE R K 73 A 45 R B AR R COM 35 Malvidae K#F H il
GRIRAKERFR (K 3-2; B A3). ELRR 4 BRI BRI FE 2+, 95%
BS 3K COM 35 Malvidae K5 RHFRAE—iE, HAGEE Stachyurus T
1€J&, Stachyuraceae, Crossosomatales) #1 Oenothera ( H WL*#.J&, Onagraceae,
Myrtales) (& 3-2). b4, Guaiacum (& AJE, Zygophyllaceae, Zygophyllales)
5 Stachyurus (Stachyuraceae, Crossosomatales) ih#kkzR (K 3-2); RS
RERZE Quetal. (2010) MBFFRE R —0 1A FTNEE T -S4 B D (1) B
TR —E . ENAZRRAR BIEP M, AN matR Al rps3 §53CFF (BS < 60%)
COM + Malvidae (IR AR, AR FPZERXT COM 32, HERAEHRSHA B
A3 Mk B)o ELRAREIERIEFE I, 74% BS S(CFf COM 5Pk
Stachyurus F1 Oenothera LAZR 1K #8573 Malvidae ZRBE btk & (B A3). fE4k
Kk RY e fEsr#reh, SECRIF AR RRF SR, COM IR .
MAEPOE AT SFEER 7 A, B2 R 5% B PR A7 51, COM 32 5B Stachyurus
A1 Oenothera LA KHR 7> Malvidae ZREE I IR 24535 100% BS 3. (B4
RALIR T 2 P AL R, BRI 20 SOOC R I SRR RS, an, FBERIR
HBEAAL KUK 10%, COM SZIF) BS SCRFACRE 04 23%.

92 FHF 5 AL HER IOHERE 43 B 45 5 SRR (14 734 25 RS 3-3).COM
X5 Malvidae [ KHE 75 B Ik % R IR 100% BS SCHE, HA MK
Pelargonium (K*:%%J&, Geraniaceae, Geraniales). Oenothera (Onagraceae,
Myrtales) Fl Lagerstroemia (257J&, Lythraceae, Myrtales). 4518 5%%EH
(1) RY 4mhd LR 7 5 e —3 (B Ad-1, B A4-2). TERZHIFE I B IE A
ST, 5 AN TTEER R 43 79 32 B COM + Malvidae 5% 5, 1H BS CHFRK%
HANA (B B)o SR8 BRI BE AL /U1 5% 10%)5, 5 100% BS SCf COM
X5 Malvidae 1) KHB 70 BRI Lh 4k ¢ R3RAF S FE, (HAEHE Pelargonium,
Oenothera #1 Lagerstroemia. 4% R IEEALAL HH 20%F0 30%)5, COM +
Malvidae (1132 FERAG RN 96%F1 94%. (BREBRTE £ (AT s, St 57k
PA S COM I SCHR A RN FEAIC
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Rosidae
~N
86

61

Euphorbia
Hypericum

5
INOD appIqp4

— !
L—Guaiacum

100

r— Phytolacca

—~Polygonum

96

Vitis

ljﬁ_:Corylopsis
Cercidiphyllum
'—Paeonig Y
Lamium
Scrophularia
Syringa

Nicotiana
Ipomoea

llex

100

68

34

Garrya
Lonicera
Helianthus
Apium
Hedera
Pittosporum

100

r— Hydrangea
Cornus
Actinidia

71

—
ﬁ:Arbutus
Diospyros

100

Gunnera
r—Pachysandra

100

Buxus

59

67

45

Meliosma

Platanus

1 Ranunculus
Glaucidium
Nandina
Dicentra

r—Ceratophyllum

——_Chloranthus

Dioscorea

54

Lilium
r—Alisma

100

100

——Spathiphyllum
Laurus
Calycanthus

100 Magnolia
Liriodendron
Houttuynia

100 Thottea

Aristolochia
—Schisandra

100

—Illicium

100 Nuphar
L Brasenia

L Amborella

Pinus

Zamia

3-2 LKtk 4 B FER 25— ML # (COM % 5 Malvidae 2£2%)

Figure 3-2 Maximum likelihood majority-rule consensus bootstrap tree inferred from the
nucleotide matrix of 4 mitochondrial genes (The COM clade is placed with Malvidae)
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100

=% COM X RG KA RADHTER

Cyclobalanopsis glauca
Glycine max

Morus alba

Ulmus macrocarpa
Photinia serrulata

Rosidae
~N

Cucumis sativus
EUUHyHVUS carnosus
Hypericum chinense
Populus tricocarpa
Ricinus communis
Manihot esculenta

37

e

100

I

'Lw:Stellaria media
Phytolacca americana

96

Polygonum runcinatum
Distylium buxifolium
Cercidiphyllum japonicum
Paeonia lactiflora

100
100

63

100

Vitis vinifera

Mimulus guttatus
Callicarpa bodinieri
Jassminum nudiflorum
Solanum lycopersicum
Pharbitis nil

Ilex purpurea
Aucuba japonica

'— Lactuca sativa
Lonicera japonica

100
100

100

73 50 Hedera nepalensis

Ligusticum chuanxiong
Pittosporum tobira
Rhododendron pulchrum
Actinidia arguta
Diospyros kaki
Philadelphus incanus
Cornus officinalis
Cornus wisoniana
Gunnera manicata

100

100

100

100

— Buxus sinica

100 76

L—— pachysandra terminalis
— Platanus acerifolia

100

L—— Meliosma parviflora
Ranunculus muricatus
Aquilegia coerulea
Nandina domestica

100
100

Dicentra spectabilis

100 Sorghum bicolor

Setaria italica
Brachypodium distachyon
Oryza sativa

Canna indica

Musa basjoo
Trachycarpus fortunei

Dioscorea opposita
Yucca filamentosa
Asparagus officinalis
Iris japonica

Lilium brownii

85

— Alisma plantago-aquatica

L—— Pinellia ternata

97
63

47

Acorus calamus
Cinnamomum camphora
Chimonanthus praecox
Magnolia denudata
Liriodendron
Houttuynia cordata
Asarum heterotropoides

Aristolochia fimbriata

100

58 I: Ceratophyllum taobao
Chloranthus

— Schisandra

100

L—— lllicium henryi
— Brasenia schreber

L—— Nuphar advena

100

Amborella trichopoda
— Pinus

L——Picea
Zamia fischeri

Figure 3-3 Maximum likelihood majority-rule consensus bootstrap tree inferred from the

K 3-3 #% 5 MM 23 ML H (COM %5 Malvidae %)

INOD appIqo4

nucleotide matrix of 5 nuclear genes (These data place the COM clade with Malvidae)
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3.2 #%EEEHIRE

3.2.1 BHEINBRERETHER

SR Lee etal. (2011) BFFE I RHER 77 B8 DIAZ EL DN T COM S R Gif &
BAHER, BN COM X RS RR/A1E AL AEER (8,445) 11, 61-75%
FAPE DU BE R SCFE COM + Malvidae 4R#ME R (58 3-2; B AS-1), 25-39%H
P DU AL R 3CFE COM +Fabidae, (H# A F {2 K S+ Fabidae + Malvidae # 4
KER (F3-2; FHA51).

F 32 HT Leeetal. (2011) F F [FEH R B3 DUZ R i 45 IR

Table 3-2 Results from the single-copy nuclear gene analysis based on the ortholog alignments
from Lee et al. (2011)

% BS X HFE Fabidae Malvidae Fabidae + Malvidae
10 746 (39%) 1178 (61%) 0
20 449 (39%) 704 (61%) 0
30 283 (38%) 471 (62%) 0
40 171 (35%) 321 (65%) 0
50 115 (36%) 208 (64%) 0
60 68 (34%) 131 (66%) 0
70 49 (36%) 89 (64%) 0
80 29 (38%) 48 (62%) 0
90 15 (35%) 28 (65%) 0
100 3 (25%) 9 (75%) 0

e av RIPETFERRELE BS IR N CHF COM SO0 B R G B 1 545 TR L R4

b 5 WIE TR I REE TR 8,445 X COM S RGN B A 15 DAL 52 DA% JE
(15 4y s

c. “Fabidae” {3 COM + Fabidae $i#F % &, “Malvidae” 8% COM + Malvidae #fi < %,
“Fabidae + Malvidae”jy COM 3¢ 5 Fabidae + Malvidae ik eI 3R 2 (B 2-1)
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AR b, BEE BS RPN, SCRF COM SC=Fh REuALE 1) 48 D% L
IR FAE IR, (ERX T 328 COM + Malvidae 1 COM +Fabidae i #h 45 ¥
(1) B8 DURZ L R AR X 250 4 E 3N K . TR BRI R 1D, B BS 3¢
FERBE N, ZERTMIR IR () COM + Fabidae 1 COM + Malvidae) ff]
FLPE DL H RN (36 3-2; I AS-1); 2). 24 BS AN 10%3818 % 90%,
CFF COM + Malvidae #1Fh 5% 2 () 5045 DUE LRI EE 9 AN 61%38 021 65%, 1M S HF
COM + Fabidae #fiF57< Z 1) 548 DUEE DR (1) EE A5 AN 39% k2 2] 35% (& A5-1)53).
YRR 100%0, TEXEEFTA A 5 B RS DU R, 75% 1 4% D
AR FF COM + Malvidae #r4h K &, AT 25% K S RKF COM + Fabidae
55 % (£ 3-2; B A5-1).

Zi LRTIR, TEFTE X COM X RS B A (5 B8 DR b, 44550
P DUAZIE IR S COM + Malvidae KA KR B K &R, REME/NEs—@ ki
FLPE A% LR 3 COM + Fabidae, 1%} Fabidae + Malvidae $3h5% 2 5 A5 (F ]
X FFo

3.2.2 HHEINBREETER

Z P8 VIR EE DR 1K 23 A 45 SR 5 B0 DU A0 i 45 RARAL . K873 2 48 DA% BE A
Xf COM X RS BIRAE S, BAERLX COM XMRGAKERRZAE BN
FE R, 4 K343 52 FF COM + Malvidae R G0k B K R (3R 3-3; B AS-2-A5-4),
TEFTH =MA R A SA (SR saD T, 71-98%1) 25 NUZ L K
S HF COM + Malvidae [ R4t % &, 1 32 £F COM + Fabidae F1 Fabidae + Malvidae
()22 # DLBER 5 43 Bl oy A 1-27%1 0-6% (3R 3-3; ] AS5-2-A5-4),

ERER B AR, 91-98% 2L K S KF COM + Malvidae HI#H A &,
MV 1-6%[1 3K 57 £ COM + Fabidae (3£ 3-3; F A5-2), A& 6% H T
#f Fabidae + Malvidae. ME AS-2 IREGEH, BEE CFZHMN 10%H 2 90%,
SCFF COM + Fabidae FER Y H 43 LLF% 2 1%, 152 #F COM + Malvidae Ff) 3[R 1)
HAr IS 98%. 24 BS CHFRA 100%Ff, L EF COM + Fabidae 1 COM +
Malvidae FI3EF L BN 6%A1 94%, A EHEH Y # Fabidae +
Malvidae I3 M K R .
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R 3-3 BT 22 R HUE Y AR N 0 2 45 DU 70 B 46 R

Table 3-3 Results from the multi-copy gene tree analysis based on genome sequences of 22 land

plant taxa
=S 7o BS Fabidae Malvidae Fabidae + Malvidae
XRFER

50 38 (3%) 973 (91%) 62 (6%)
H 60 17 (2%) 723 (94%) 29 (4%)
70 12 (2%) 515 (96%) 11 (2%)
H 80 4 (1%) 308 (98%) 3 (1%)
" 90 2 (1%) 155 (98%) 1 (1%)

100 1 (6%) 15 (94%) 0 (0%)
" 50 446 (20%) 1718 (76%) 82 (4%)
60 267 (16%) 1390 (81%) 47 (3%)
% 70 149 (12%) 1049 (86%) 26 (2%)
= 80 7209%) 715 (90%) 11 (1%)
£ 90 30(8%) 371 (91%) 5 (1%)
R 100 7(11%) 54 (89%) 0 (0%)
» 50 547(27%) 1468 (71%) 40 (2%)
52 60 358 (23%) 1160 (75%) 25 (2%)
% 70 229 (20%) 884 (79%) 13 (1%)
E3 80 114 (16%) 598 (83%) 8 (1%)
g 90 58(16%) 299 (83%) 4(1%)

100 7(13%) 44 (85%) 1 2%)

TE: as WL MR R S SEx 3,784 298 IR R R 3EAT ML 70 B LAIRAS 2 95 DU AL RTRY
SRIEXTIZ LR FE =gt b i CERESE ., REEE S DZRMA T RiFL) KE

R ST T RGeS IS IR AT RA

b R TFRIRIE =50% BS CEERFM =ZMARHFEA T, SZREXTN. COM X RGN E

X122 #5 DURZ I D 4

o FET AT RS RS BT A 3,784 X COM LR GAL B A BALHI 24 DAL

PRI 20 B

d. “Fabidae” X3 COM + Fabidae #i#F5< %, “Malvidae” 4% COM + Malvidae #i{F< R,
“Fabidae + Malvidae”/ COM 3% 5 Fabidae + Malvidae B bk I3RS (B 2-1).

FEA S A RITEF IS, [FFEHEEE BS SRR, 71-85%H)
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F A H COM + Malvidae, 13-27%[12E K52 FF COM + Fabidae, MY 1-2%1
FE[X 2 FF Fabidae + Malvidae (38 3-3; K A5-4). 2, BEESCERRM 50%
G4 90%, SCFF COM + Fabidae FEEERI T 7 EL AN 27%B% 22 13%; AHELZ T,
Y FF COM + Malvidae [J3E K FT 4 EE A 71%38 28 85% . R 75 %N 50%BS
i, ANsg4rilk R0 E AR TS24 COM + Fabidae RIS H &%, B4 540
A5 BRI 27% (B A5-2-A5-4).

FERE N M ERFAEAT, BE BS SCRERMIGM, 76-91%H2H 3¢
FF COM + Malvidae, 8-20%M 2 F ¥ COM + Fabidae, i3 ¥F Fabidae +
Malvidae 2 K 115 73 LA R 4% (3R 3-3; B AS-3). 5l Bl SRR 50%
G 4 90%, SCHF COM + Fabidae HIEE R ) H 73 A 20%08 % 8%, 11 3 COM
+ Malvidae IR H LG 91%. 24 BS SCHFRAN 100%H, SZHF COM +
Fabidae A1 COM + Malvidae 2 K 19 5 73 L4358 11%F10 89%, 1 X} Fabidae +
Malvidae & G AETSCRF. FEREE M ERFHREA T, CHF COM + Malvidae 1)
BN H &2, HBEE SRR, I HAE 76% 5 91%Z [AARF) (& 3-3;
K AS5-3),

3.3 B4

I LB IR i, AT
D fERFFIE SR =N, 4 A%EE SCRF COM + Fabidae [ &4t
REXRFZ (E3-1; B A2), TERARFILER FIEHE S COM + Malvidae
RYGKFR (F3-2, E3-3; A3, KA. =DHEMERS AR S REE
R EA—E (M B), RETSIEEEX COM XM R BBEAER,
S FTE IR R SR RGN B A 200 (st B)o 7E RY il Fl s it A7 A3
R b, SRR B 52 FF COM + Fabidae (4R M5 &, TR H M 32 FF COM
+ Malvidae; REFLLRIAR RY HFEXT COM ) RGN0 E&A S, HERKR
P AL ST, FEBR S%IBRENL f S, ZRRARME PR 2 100% BS SCHF
COM + Malvidae [{J5% & LR 5 IR FE 237 LA 74% BS #1 100% BS
X HF COM + Malvidae, i 2R AR ) 2 BB FE PR 47% BS X ¥F COM + Fabidae.
20 FPE VUM 248 DURZ L R (1) 0 A 4 SRR A — 3, 33 3CRFSCHF COM . +
Malvidae (% 3-2, % 3-3). BARKIHEFXT COM XM RAMEERAEL,
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B HAL B A S BRI, 61-75%H42 DA% LK 52 FF COM + Malvidae
R FN S FR, T T1-98%1H 22 45 DA% L K75 B A [ g Ak AR B AL R 3 — B
COM + Malvidae; T34 COM + Fabidae fI3E[K B /D RE HL A 532, ks
P2 U155 22 38 DL EIE EL A X 18] 43 531l 25-39%A11 1-27%; Xt Fabidae + Malvidae
REJVTEASFE, AL 6% (BIAS).

3. 2 VUZER T, =Mk b AR A R IR 3 SCRF COM + Malvidae
RGN E (B AS-2-A5-4), Hp, BFET FHARANT COM + Malvidae 152 F
K. REEREFET FHAEAF, XSZRF COM + Fabidae 2K 1 H 75 LA
& 6%, HRTERINEAER T, SZHF COM + Fabidae 2 [K 1) 43 Lb A BT in
XEHHER Y] COM + Fabidae I R Gt K B 55 AEERES (& A5-2-A5-4).
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FHUE COM XRG4 E XA MEEFEERTT

4.1 HRFEEMEMRRIRE

ST NAEFA T S B A S AN R R R & A S R e,
AT ETESE, KA T AN E RO S . AR M 75, (HJE COM SCHY
RGN BRATE (R 1-D. FIRAEHIET COM L RG A B R 2K E &
SR ZIE S AR BTk, AW TAERMEY) = AN RN BRI
L[RFERE (82 SRR 78 FEDH MR AARME R, 79 SKHBE 4 FERI BB R AARE FEAT 92
et 5 BEIRZAERE ) DABRIRIURE W 22 OS2 s LB RY 2 A [ AT LAY
BRI PR ARAZ B IR e 1) v 1 B PR R L A T SRR 2H RSy B e o, DA
=M AT S i (Hashimoto et al. 1995; Phillips and Penny 2003; Harrison et al. 2004;
Delsuc et al. 2005; Gibson et al. 2005); &K T BRIE AL 5575 i LA DK b
W 5| AIA AL B O Fr A3 30 SR 5 A (1520 (Goremykin et al. 2010; Philippe et al.
2005). RERNH T EIRZFH RGN MR HEER TR R R RG IR ZE
SO, AHFRATH B AT g RAIEIL 7 M IR COM LR G E (K
A1), EPH-ZRAKFE A S FF COM + Fabidae (B 3-1), MiZkkifk 5% K % COM
+ Malvidae (1&]3-2, & 3-3). BE50HE— BN 1o SRR B R 5 2R A M
RERMEE R RIWE (- AL, R 1-1), MH, TR0 = ANE R A R RE 4 5k
AT POE AR S R R BRI, FRATRBLRESE PR A2 A R RSB, B A MR 4045
FIRSCRE R RS, AR PR S5/ B3, JERCA B iR as kg thall.
XU, AR AL R B S ECEERIEA L P A i, A, SRR
R ER 73 =0 COM 3Z R Gefvr B R A 15 2.

BEE bR BORE i 22 MR Gt 1 22 IR AT 70 A, FRATIA N 15 381 = A~ B2 R4
MRGEKERRGRETIER . RE LR — RIMEIRG IS “ g5 HEER 7
REARIRGRE, (BHARENARENAAL. FE L, EEDRH 2k
BRI A, COM S ARG B H I — 255 SCRFIARAL, X S et i SR AR K 4f
P DEIRZE . AN, EARBTIN R 53 R G o A g Rep, AT S
I Stachyurus, Pelargonium, Lagerstroemia 1 Oenothera B /EANS7. H .59 3 F 1
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R E b, 33 Malvidae NENHE R, HXERBFAEARV TN RGNE, 7
W 5 EATLE Qiuetal. (2010) A Zhang et al. (2012) HF7¢ % N1 &R Gifir B & —
By 1 H, FEH RIS B DL SR B DR I B R S AT A R, XY
NESAITERIRE 4 H (Myrtales). Geraniales (44-)LEH) PLAR IR TH

(Crossosomatales ) 4% £ (] 2 Gt fr B AE 3% 1k N A S 241l %€ (4, Morton 2011,
Qiu et al. 2010; Soltis et al. 2011; Zhang et al. 2012; Zhu et al. 2007). &2, =iE
BRI 3 A 5 SRATI AR I 1 AR COM SCHRFh G &R, XM 5 Fir AW 8 T4 7= R 2R
e —EUN, BHIOET COM 3 R Gl B AR MR 5 LRl A RIAZ & DR [a] (1) v 5 2 25
WAEFER o IXBEIR PR SRAAR . BRI RN A% =A™ J5 DR 20 1 2 (8] R 1) 3 o LA AE )
NI B i PL A

4.2 HERESSREFRAHIEDTH

KT COM LMARGALE, WRUFGER . 2R DL K A% JE DR 250 (] 1 v 98
& AL A SRS, A X P R S EXCEB AL . ARIES H A1
%S ZH N M EZ 3

HHSC b, 7F Leeetal. (2011) 545 U1 E &R [FEAX BE AR FE R 40 #r b, AR
Bl 61-75%[ B3 DUIE K S H COM + Malvidae [ R ZE R B % &, 1M 25-39%H) 5
6 DL R S RF COM + Fabidae I RGK B R FR (K 3-2). T =Findhgitg (E
2-1), ATH 8,445 A8 DL LR B 73 A R I, BEAE SCREFR M 10%31] 100%,
Y FE COM + Fabidae )45 41 5% 2 (LK ELIE 25-39%u Bl 9 A8 1k, 1T S COM
+ Malvidae [ R4t K E K RIEER LLGIFE 61-75% 0 HE N EN (B AS-1). =%
AR LB A B B E R . Bk, BATANEHMME IR RAKES
SHAFRI MG TR S A 58 A0l RIF IR B AR A H A8 F A O, TR
1Py COM + Fabidae 1 R G K B 55 MR R H R — AR AR (5 B HRE GF
L4375,

TE 2 P2 DRI AR B, FRATRFEIRERIL T COM ST R RS E . 7RIt
2 IR T, 20 71%0 24 DU EF S RF COM + Malvidae R4 K & %
%, MVAE 1-27%) 2 $ UIIEK 52 FF COM + Fabidae, Xf Fabidae + Malvidae 5%
RIVTFRACF (£ 3-3; K A5-2-A5-4). XFZEEEZ N COM + Malvidae #
RAEGRERAGEEFMLE R, 5 Burleighetal. (2011) A1 Gérecki et al. (2012)
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F i BRI T 29 0 Wi e 18— 2. T AR I N, FEFT A AL AR T
#SZRF COM + Malvidae )R GUK 7 K&, MBLHIE COM SCRGR R AZ RN

S, BRI 2P DR R HE -, 2806 COM S5 BAL AN
K —H 3 FF COM + Malvidae IR Gt K B K &, JUHIE A % 8 Fh 4k 3¢
FER R R, XM —B MR, mH, 7558 DU 2 48 DU LR (1) 4y
Prai R —3 IR, AE BS KRR X 8240, TS COM SC=FaT fedh
FNGE R R S AR L) AR AR E I (B AS). T3k, TERREERA S, 8%
AF 256 DR B 55 S ] B 2 1 RO SR R 2 P AR EE IR B R Stk B A5 5 1 R A
(55 R [FIUED o A% R 2 A 8 H AL & AN R EAR ) S A% T IR e 91 2L RS
“ IR, T HAZK DR 2H ) Bk R B AR AN R R A4 55 AR [RIUR R DR B AR AE L
AR . #, ERRFERTPRMEIAFNREKEE S BHRIBA TR . ZR,
ST BURE AT PR DA B 25k DR 20 0 e Bl ok R 3 Ik 7 7 Al iR B IR IR, 7 e 3 B0V AE
3k A P 51 R 8 s A R P R 5 i il TH AR . BTRL, RSB AL T SRR B A
KL IR B 5TORN 5 OR DA R 1 AR O Ak A R AE IR B LT 2 A FTRERY (Hahn 2007,
Rasmussen and Kellis 2011).

4.3 £ ESH COM X RG AL E M

WL AT, FARIE COM SR GUALE M R A1RANE T HURE AT 22 4t
RZEHISIRERE, A2 RS IR M AR SRR RIS = A~ J2 R 2 A 32 [N )
FEAR ZE R ARG R . BT COM LRGN E, Gk 5 S b A Edf it ol
RULH] ZH WS 8% EAGES, Rl BA AR 2. —BORE, W
P e AL R B A W] EIE PR LR AT I S AR AN /] (R 80 4% ) B2, ANTATRE I 1) COM 32
WIRGALE : A 5E 4l R 06 A B S AREE il 2 F . IR AFE IR
POE LRI, fE 4-5 Mya RJFIXS AR N VE B N, v 2R sib fe AN o8 4 il
A HEFIE B COM SCH) R GUR B A BAE =3 R ALIR A —Ele ?

4.3.1 FESIERFERIR

R, AR g A R R AR i 45 SR A SR AR (HEEE
I IE) A HERS , A GBI T B AR e 5 Bt A AR 5 A 3R e 58 % 3 45 3L
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A JaAG B e RIAE I L Rt R T, 1 AN AT AR TR A A R A — i, )
ATE Ak R L. B, SEETXEERKHESKRERE LR AEMNR,
7T AN [] 35 PR 328 J b SR RIS Sy AN — o SIS 110 DR ST 2 A0 B 808 o R AN 528
Al 2R 0 08 3 o ) i PR kDR 4L 1) ) 32E AL D S AN — 3 (Enard and Paabo 2004;
Pollard et al. 2006; Whitfield and Lockhart 2007; Oliver 2013), i H. 2475 2R AH
KHF, ATE4E Rk E 25 5% kA (Pamilo and Nei 1988) . RE N4 TE R i
16 e S M B AR N o A A, (BT DR R N A R T RE R AN 5B
Sk AL, AWM RGERKERZL DT BRI RAGKE RERT
fig . (Whitfield and Lockhart 2007; Murphy et al. 2007; Degnan and Rosenberg
2009, tLan, 7EMFLEIY IR E I R SR B R AR R 5 A % (MeCormack
et al. 2012; Song et al. 2012) . FH A H [ H K3 Fabidae 1 Malvidae {15
HA ] 554 108-91 Mya 5 107-83 Mya, i HAEAF] 4-5 Mya 55 %7 (1) i
[P, AR SE R T Y 0t (Wang et al. 2009), HEA A COM 3¢
R GUALE PR A W] BE S W TR AE PUIE AR S AL T AN 56 4 1 R T A
FHEA.
HATCHEMEZ W RERY], XA 58 50 A 2 5 R AP bl ik

(i, Sang and Zhong 2000; Holder et al. 2001; Buckley et al. 2006; Holland et al.
2008; Joly et al. 2009). 5, AW %Ik KIHAHE I BURERG BT . AR LLL
JGZE 5 S ALES [E] (Wang et al. 2009; Bell et al. 2010) 25X S6[A &, fHifHX
ol b3k 3 BN PRIAE . AN 58 A i 2R 0 0 AR P A B e K P i AR B AR B
K—4%5 (Comes and Abbott 2001; Xiang et al. 2005; Maddison and Knowles 2006;
Pollard et al. 2006; Zou et al. 2008; Yu et al. 2011). 1M H, FRATEI COM X5
Fabidae 1 Malvidae 2 [8] ) & 4t & B K R TN =D DRKEFA R RGK G R F
W R A TG (B 2-1), T4KHE Huson et al. (2005) MUBEAIHEIE, WREET
A TE ik RILEAE, MAENCE R =FRh g g, BRYIFR RS 2
Ab, SCRETIAN PR SR SN S5 AL B R L R BN 12 S5 B ) . RTT, RATH 0 pr 45 R
HE GBI, K55 F SCRF COM + Malvidae, X /#EEK S HF COM +
Fabidae, 1%} Fabidae + Malvidae JL- A 3R (3R 3-2, £ 3-3). MFFX=
FAT BESR AN R R FE R LU ISR, A& JR) HEAS SCHe FAS 58 4 i 2 0 306 ) AR i oK
AR EEF K RA KB RRMR. AL, &T Malvidae A1 Fabidae 7E3AT]
S o Hr iR A e RN — 32 (E 3-1-18] 3-3), A 1] B8 Huson et al. (2005)
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B “=EANRBEARNRAKERR” BRERXEIFABEEH . AT =4%
FERA TN RIFEE IS LIt E 4% (41, Rosenberg and Nordberg 2002; Degnan
and Rosenberg 2006). HiT#f Reid &5 T RIULAC ) 7B 3 B 2 RBF A 64
W R I A E TR ARG L FHIERI M (Reid et al. 2013).

4.3.2 HRXZRIR

V2 YRR LB LA T 2 kA8 80 S AR W2 4k
(Okuyama et al. 2005), T#HFAEYILE 20 ZHFRTHA 100 24284k DNA
WA RIHRIE (Rieseberg and Soltis 1991; Rieseberg et al. 1996a). ¥ [a] i 2x
A i DR Bl DR ZH B B R AE R &% 0 KB oK ¥ B A RTRe R A, JUIH 2 FER .
JEBIKN- b, W 2 58 TR B - S A 15 S A1 a2 il S A R [R5 H A R PR 1] Py
FRGRERAN—EH R HRE# (Soltis and Kuzoff 1995; Wendel et al. 1995;
Rieseberg et al. 1995, 1996a, 1996b; Raamsdonk et al. 1997; Peters et al. 2007).

Bt - SR AAR TS IR 2 28 A R 0 2t e S R e (R 1) R K B
KEMT, ET COM XM RGN E, MHEIT I RE, ML SCH COM +
Fabidae, TfiZkifhszk: COM + Malvidae, i BH %2 HEIX AN I 41 i 28 B C

(subcellular compartments) fEEfE EIFAKEL, 1 HEA % B A FEE
s, EPmSRAR RN ZHYE H Fabidae [HSETE &R, TMAREZ K H Malvidae 17H
Jeik R HRXFERSERELRESN, B, A, e bt S r 4
A 2 [R] 41 #0 s R () BF R 1A% (Birky 1995, 2001; Corriveau and Coleman 1988;
Mogensen 1996). ESR, FRATH BIARMEVEAL 35 AR S BE () AR 5 Lokl 4
RIH (R AE A2, H H AT O AN D SR 5 ki g 7y AlEE B A R SE AR
W& (U, Fauré et al. 1994; Havey et al. 1998; Testolin and Cipriani 1997; Yang
et al. 2000, 1M HIEA — L6378 A SR AR B R 20 AC R (4RIE , ok H COM
SCERE (P3P AE Turnera ulmifolia; Shore et al. 1994; Shore and Triassi 1998) #l
Fabidae 257 (25 5 %8 Medicago sativa; Schumann and Hancock 1989; Masoud et al.
1990; fiRFRIEARJE Larrea; Yang et al. 2000). H4h, &G ZIIEIER, #HY
FEH I8 A JE AR 2 AR T H 5 35 1R P R A0 a8 1T SR AR P 4% B R (IR

(Schumann and Hancock 1989; Masoud et al. 1990; Shore et al. 1994; Xu 2005).
I, I RS N I eSS A S B s Ak S Ak AR I R H B A AN TR AR
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SRV IEE H AT REN o
FEREANE R AR YT, Fabidae FUFHGTE R (BUHE#EM ) A TRAS
BEA Malvidae [ IGHE RIFAT 158 . TR AS I RE i A Bl B 2R AR S R B E
MR, RIHACA Fabidae #f M-k KI4AL 64 COM SCHIMSE (Fp. A
VI REELS COM 3 (Fy) WIM-SRAR MR A AN F G 52, 3807 COM
S (Fp) AR B PR EE DR 2 A B DR A ELvh 2, [RIAE 380 1 A% R DR 2H N DR RGR 4%
ArIE R AAAE T SR Ao (B 4-15 B A-1) . SR IR S H) 4l ) 4 A2 B
SEFAIEABERRREAL L L ALY e BB 2 R SO COM. + Malvidae R40% &
(3% 3-2, 3% 3-3), XREKYFYIRAE 7R HERIEEA Malvidae &4
T IH%E (backcrosse) i, mZAEfi COM X COM + Malvidae (4515 515
B 7B, MF COM + Fabidae 152 7 B EGH K. FTLL, XAERAIER T
COM ZRHE IR GAA 5 ORLAR BE DR (1) b 5%, DA S % DR AH AN B HARR
P SRABEE BRI RG K BE SHFAE (B 4-1D.

Fabidae ancestor 3 @ Malvidae ancestor

COM ancestor

74

Fabidae COM Malvidae

Nuclear gene tree
Chloroplast gene tree
Mitochondrial gene tree
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F0E COM XA SK B XA Ie5 FR
Bl4-1 57 P 4 54346530 Fabidae 5 Mavidae i R 56 5 53 44 20 45 COMSZ R Ut B

Figure 4-1 Hypothetical reticulation scenario for the origin of the COM clade from the ancestral
Fabidae and Malvidae lineages

e R KRR RENE R DEREAFE RIIZDNA (4 6 EKFabidaet Jeil &1
DNA, ¥ 8% Mavidaetl el ZIUEDNA): MRS R SRAZ IR (G efRFkH
Fabidaetfl st &2, KORERE R IMavidae 26t ) SEMARE LR AL gs (K
AR K H Fabidaetl 61 &, B ALK H Mavidaetl 61l R2); GO F L RRERA T FE
MERAARAL R (HERMAHE ) B ET LB RLFRE AR EAE . R4S
FEr, LRkl oNEE RiE, HCOMSZ RS (F)) ILhiik Bk B H B A Mavidae (11 56 ;
2R N R, COMSL Y (F) Irgp4ck B H AL A Fabidae %6 . IG5,
Fift 5B AMavidae £ X 158 . R, XL FE T COMSHIEARH &tk H
Fabidae, ZZKi{43K [FIMavidae, i K7 % H KK I Mavidae, /N4> (£925%) K H
Fabidae. IXFEEZMPPRIEIIFERA ST BIKH AN ERHAMMP R RAKE R R

4.4 FRERE

AT 7T ) AR A P = R A 1) = AN B 3R AT 20 A 10 B 3 i COMLS 4 5
SRR R 5 DR B3040 1o R AR AS SR DR R 2 AR D R, B 35 B SR A YA )
1L 535, FabidaefIMalvidae ¥y tH 26 1% F AT e R AL T 4% 58 A bl - A B PR 20
BB IR . WA FAT R 2T B T COM S IHEAE M SR RN B AR PN 28575
TA—HHBEE S, DUSAZ DR ZH N A E 1 DR AR PR SR A AN [F] I 8 AR 15 R

T 2 (MR A 5 58 2 9 3% ORI 22k DR 2 3009 e o 4 7 — AL S i) o 2R A
WARA B IR R E IR FHEY RS K G152 (Finet et al. 2010; Moore et
al. 2010, 2011; Burleigh et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2011). AHF 7% 1E& KT 2 PMAER]
(1) 2 R AH 3504 70 A B OB T TR R G B R R H A &2 Ry
o FEZHE TR MR e B A I s . RS e U1 K 22 B DUAR S DR RN
LR RS R HFFCOM 3. 5 Malvidae L 4 5 5, HIRASMRIRI 2B AW
4 (Endress and Matthews 2006; Endress et al. 2013), {H 5 M-SR %008 & 8 S H 0
2510 F1E (B A-1; Jansen et al. 2007; Moore et al. 2010, 2011; Ruhfel et al. 2014 ).
HE U B, 5 AR EE H SR AR B R A R s ok TR ME— I RAK B KR, 58AT
TECOM LI ZR G B € A — BR800 SRR b, I ANl & FoAth I ok K
SIRE N COMIARIRIE, XA ERERE, BAHLE L. REHATH
AL IURE, A 2 LI COMSORIEA I S LS T g i, (HA
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W T BT 1 A 3k DA AL B0 48 s e 5 R DR R IR R GE R B R R R ) L
TR ARG RIT R AR 75t 7 2% .

BERKEREFWRGERE N TEATRRaEG RBARAKERXRMRIE
T, MNMIKBIPCR—E2Z NP ROV E SR AT e 2 A 2 2 80
(Soltis et al. 2004; Pollard et al. 2006; Beiko et al. 2008; Maureira-Butler et al. 2008;
Salichos and Rokas 2013). REATEARNE Rk, 4258 & MRS FEGA A2
FEREIRIAN R KT B B BEAL B 77, AHR AT FUR W E AT P AL 2 13k
W KB REPIREIRE K. 25, Oliver (2013) FII 1 & A5 (1 77V B 45
A~ T A i 2 W BB AR IRPE L, (ERAS ANBIF8 70 RvE. # ek
W THEYEERN L2 —, RN HERER, ERIAEANF4-5 Myakd & K
[ P92 A T B RSS2 4k (Wang et al. 2009). ABFFH IREW FHEVM ARG R E
RANRZR LIRS Tl 2 I FE G R R GR T R A2 MR, 79k
TH AR E A T2 R RAZEEDEIRER N RGK B RRMN
REJHHRA —EWNSEER .

A SCHTT & B Ay SAE AT L, s AR ) A T AR W] R A v
T 2B A W BT AU I I ) R, T HLA Se SR P S E AL FA T RE
AT~ IRAL/EE . A TE AT RV & 1E T RGKE KRR MR
PIREZR R ABFFEASOS A Ay 2 EHABSEAET SRR K E R RIT
HAA —ERE SR MHIERR T RGREHERAFIEAARN ., PR35 A
LR BEA FA  BOE R R TG T RAT A R . HIkFER, 72
WER > TEIBIT B RER G RAN, RATEN HEEH -, & T s
I ZRORLAR 5 1% = AR 240 i 3 5 DR A [) R s AL BRI A0 1 55, AR
TR RIS ) 2 R AR B R G B R RA IR AT RN (W1, COM 30D,
HIE 100% S FF R K BEEF MBI A REORIIE R L. AIEERRGAK B R R, HHEE
F 2 38 W] RE s R T i AE AL A

ZETCEEIN, Bl B R S B R R TR A B AR 2R, AN IR SR IR ) B 4
HERN, A XIS REK T RANT R R SBREIE, HA
. FAIERBR B RFZMR, MR XL HE T e 5o S S b 2R R
MRGKBERFR. Hig b, REAFRZRERE. EEEOEESENRGEKE K
FOBAHAL, RS SO SRR RGEK B R R, BRI (Qiu et al. 2010).
Rltt, A RZERH R B R s, DLACRIANF B 5 R
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Figure A3 Maximum likelihood majority-rule bootstrap consensus tree inferred from the amino
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Figure A4-1 Maximum likelihood majority-rule bootstrap consensus tree inferred from the RY

coded (RY) matrix of 5 nuclear genes
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Figure A4-2 Maximum likelihood majority-rule bootstrap consensus tree inferred from the amino
acid (AA) matrix of 5 nuclear genes
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Figure A5 Diagrams show the percentage of informative genes supporting the three putative

hypotheses of the COM clade with the BS support increasing.
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Individual gene analyses of Chloroplast, Mitochondrial, and Nuclear matrices

EFH [ RGME BS XHE
accD COM + Fabidae 16%
atpA COM + Fabidae 18%
atpB COM + Fabidae 17%
atpkE COM + Fabidae 6%
atpF COM + Malvidae 3%
atpH Nr /
atpl Fabidae + Malvidae 64%
CCSA COM + Fabidae 16%
cemA COM + Fabidae 47%
clpP COM + Malvidae 21%
infA Nr /
matK COM + Fabidae 93%
ndhA COM + Fabidae 63%
ndhB COM + Fabidae 32%
Q_ ndhC Nr /
S ndhD COM + Fabidae 83%
S ndhE Nr /
2 ndhF COM + Malvidae 42%
ndhG Nr /
ndhH COM + Fabidae 9%
ndhl Nr /
ndhJ COM + Fabidae 29%
ndhK COM + Fabidae 2%
petA COM + Fabidae 35%
petB COM + Malvidae 13%
petD COM + Fabidae 8%
petG Nr /
petL Nr /
petN Nr /
psaA COM + Fabidae 19%
psaB COM + Fabidae 39%
psaC Nr /
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psal Nr /
psalJ Nr /
psbA Nr /
psbB COM + Fabidae 10%
psbC COM + Fabidae 32%
psbD COM + Fabidae 14%
psbE Nr /
psbF Nr /
psbH Nr /
psbl Nr /
psbhJ Nr /
psbK Nr /
psbL Nr /
psbM Nr /
psbN Nr /
psbT Nr /
psbZ Nr /
rbcL COM + Fabidae 14%
rpll4 Nr /
rpll6 COM + Fabidae 7%
rpl2 Fabidae + Malvidae 1%
rpl20 Nr /
rpl22 COM + Fabidae 4%
rpl23 Nr /
rpl32 COM + Fabidae 15%
rpl33 Fabidae + Malvidae 1%
rpl36 Nr /
rpoA COM + Fabidae 37%
rpoB COM + Fabidae 35%
rpoC1 COM + Fabidae 70%
rpoC2 COM + Fabidae 40%
rpsll COM + Fabidae 1%
rpsl2 Nr /
rpsl4 Fabidae + Malvidae 2%
rpsls COM + Fabidae 1%
rpsl6 Fabidae + Malvidae 8%
rpsl8 Nr /
rpsl9 COM + Fabidae 1%
rps2 COM + Fabidae 38%

rps3 COM + Malvidae 25%



btk B

rps4 COM + Fabidae 15%
rps7 Nr /
rps8 Nr /
ycf2 COM + Fabidae 91%
ycf3 COM + Fabidae 3%
ycf4 COM + Fabidae 10%
; atpl Nr /
§ nad5 Nr /
a matR COM + Malvidae 34%
5 rps3 COM + Malvidae 51%
SMC2 COM + Malvidae 24%
2 MCM5 COM + Malvidae 30%
§ MSH1 COM + Malvidae 50%
e MLH1 COM + Malvidae 50%
SMC1 COM + Malvidae 80%

TE: a. Nr ZpRh COM A T H, HEBANEHCREKABR 09
b FHNHE 7 FE R BS SRR KT 60%.
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