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TRIE (Cycas) VEN —Z BB FAEY) . & 07 T8 KA e D7 &, e TR AT OB SRR 5 S 85
FORE LG F A B R T AR B S M . AR SO T VI SURR 40 AN R I T b A ) Bl R B R BR R 27 AR gk
B R ARIE R SIS RN ES I BRI SHERELTNRR ., SR EWH . (DFRY%E N
FE IR PR AE » B — 58 (9 43 28 2 0 S AR 3% M Aty K SCFL A R IR R 43 1 I b i 3% 2
il B

— T RALS AR A IR R 22 5 B3 LR RALIEBE R N AR S RE AT A L BRI B B E 1R
[+ M 12 18 32 7 16 9 A 201

A S R LA A )
LA IS E SRS L (2) DUF I 3R K RS R TR IR SRR A SRR 0 i R IR B — e PR R B L. (3) [

GREBESH HRSASEH AR EFRELKETRS . AMREREWIASEHIEE LN KR CO, WER, T
KEW BRE MR S

I RE I R 406 R AR I 3R R 1A B8 A LR AR R I AL S HCE KRR CO, 43 R A D606 & AE F 7] Y 57

Ao kBREY WHE W CO, WE

3R B R AIE 52 B4 355 g A [ 2 Y

TR\

M) , &t
P S KPR (Stace, 1965,1984) . ILAh. i 32 7

gy
JE I 3R KR AR AT A B0 AR AR ) B A 0 o 2 4
SR 5 A B IR B B A Y AR AL AR (R Y

R NE IR S, ] H T A sl BT 0 R R A
(Hill,1998; Axsmith and Jacobs, 2005) ; 4 g 3 J&
% A i AR P FE N o A B AR A BE (Dunn et al. ,2015a,

b) s KI5 FL S B AL FE (Stomatal density, SD)
PRI v R B AN [R] 1 3 1 AR AIE . R S e A B X AR )

B2 i (4% 5 A 45, 2012 Krober et al. ,2015), H

5 LR H(Stomatal index, SD) 5 kR CO, 43 &
U oA TP R B Z B SALR ALY 5 5 AT R

(pCO,) W HH KA (Woodward, 1987 ; Woodward and
Bazzaz,1988;Royer,2001) , 1] ¥ & 5 @& KX CO,
WRE DRI VR AT R 3026 A S 1) i 3R e e
FLRFAIE 5 BB 0] 56 R B B3, AT R it Ak A o 2
SRR T PR BT Mt R SR R R 2
AR 52 0 1) 200 1 L A o AL W) Ak A FROA B R R
{5 B (PN FA 4E 45, 2009 ; McElwain and Chaloner,

AL HE R B AT B b B R CO,
1996) . DA i A A B 3 T2 B B e g o2 Bz K%

RALERIEE B E M 5 o A S Al R EE A&
{48 Fr (Wagner-Cremer et al. , 2010; Jordan et
al., 2014; Bush

et al., 2017; McElwain and
Steinthorsdottir, 2017; Steinthorsdottir

WL e Ry w7 1 22— 32 2 T AR AR D

SENAIIN

CRP AR A o ) B A e 3 56 2 R 19 SD/ST- pCO, ]
et al.,

[E PNV ERY i 0 T S el Ll DR R @D R L <X

A SRR CO, WE . )L HER.ZTED

BRI K H A R M BT R CO, MR AR AL Y

= B (McElwain et al. ,1999; Wagner et al. s1999;

2018) i MR ZRE RAL PR RILER S K FL Royer et al. ,2001;Royer,2003;Quan et al. ,2009;
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Bai et al. ,2015; Wang et al., 2015, 2018; Liu et
al. +2016) ,40 Van der Burgh %5 (1993) | Al TCAE 1E
Bk (Quercus petraea) B FLIE R E & T — T 14U
Skt KR CO, ¥ EFEA 4k s Retallack (2001 M &5 & T
4 APV 2R G 19 AL S HON 3 AR R
RCO, MPEHEAT T H 5 Hu 25 (2015) Fl e 48 /4 4%
(2016) F I E 45 (Q. guyavi folia) BT FLIE BT
N T W BT = R R CO, R 2
AR, F A AALEE W R CO, W
f19 25 5 15 LA R B 98 7 4% S 3 01 4 (Beerling and
Royer,2011) ,3X 4 tA iR M i B 3 KRR CO, He B AR
o s g it TR E S,

RUEIZTTEC W) 2 8 AR A AT A7 i
Tk — R ALS O CO, Mk BE iy ma i 5 A
[E] 47 5 £ (Royer, 2001 ; Jordan, 2011) , 3X 2= S 2 U
ARG RS EBUE R, B RAR
IR . £ Royer(2001) 3R (9 176 Fi C3 f ¥, K
B4 FE Y SD/SI- pCO, K F 2 FAH K A H 45
EIEMK ABWA — Y X CO, He B 22 4k T8
N BRE[E] — @ 9 9 F s £7 7E 45 SD/ST- pCO,
K F ) A ) e 5 M, G0 A & (Pinus) (Penuelas,
1990 ; Stewart and Hoddinott,1993) . #1)& (Calli-
tris) (Haworth ez al. ,2010) .#¢ K J& (Betula) (Eide
and Brirks, 2006; Finsinger and Wagner-Cremer,
2009) FIARJE (Quercus) (B F 8 45, 1998) 4. H
FHOCHLAE 1 ANTE A i <AL Z 4 e SD/ST- pCO, X%
RAEFE R E R R S5 RG KR R IE S SRR
A OCEE ) R R TR AR K m B ST /9 61 R
Z DB R X R — POK T TR Z R
SALS B SD/SI- pCO, M )i K £ AT 42 10 R 5¢
BRI D . Rt T8 2 W) Fh iy AL 2 80k
SD/SI- pCO, KR 1EJE N 28 AL KL i — 28 AR
TASBENASE R AR EE L.

IR = A R 2 R R SRR 2
— HOB 704 M B8 03 A B A2 W) 22 ke S A R AR AR
KB SRR 2 B A TR ) AT A AR
T 28 7 3 55 o AR 38 70 382 2B (B K 45, 2017 5
Magallon et al. ,2013), BAEH LMY I 2 Bl 10
J& » Bl 952k Bl (Cycadaceae) 75 8k J& (Cycas) K 8k
Bl (Zamiaceae) T B9 9 J& (Calonje et al., 2013 -
2019). gk e — R IR (4 2 170230
Ma) (Nagalingum et al. ,2011) 53 4i) HFpZKRE L
RIS R T A 117 B, 32 250 A0 78 W 2R DL SR
A S S RV U B T LI 0 L AR W AR 8 B S 3K i 34 fin £

PAHT IV BGHT L X (A% 7k &, 2017 5 Calonje et al. ,2013
-20193) . HBARIEWIN S 7 R R B AF
BRAE YRR ) (11, 6—5. 3 Ma) A 5 0 4k i ok 19
(Nagalingum et al. ,2011) , B HAE 72 W O IE &
AR B A A S S A 9 ot 2 1k (HLLL 2004 Griffith
etal. ,2014) . FREREALA A & 40 W W 25 A X
B4 32 4> 45 (Hollick, 19325 Krassilov,
1978; Yokoyama, 1979; Su et al., 2014; Erdei et
al.,2018) . FRERFAEY) th T 1 28 3 8 K 0 Ml 52 1)
WAL B HA BN TR r g sk R =
WA AT BE R — R AASLAFE 5 KR CO, MR
AHH G R M SRR,

SINERAE ) 0 3 K O3 BT e ) 2 1 AR 4k
A 1% E F(Worsdell, 1898 ; Thomas and Bancroft,
1913;Pant and Nautiyal,1963) , i J5 #% ) = W T
it DA% 2 A AR W 1 43 2 B G T AL A D TE 1Y (7]
R, AR Z2 T AT 2 B 0K T Al ) W 2 B PR R A
J& T RRBEROR AT AT — R AV PR AR 72 R 2 ] 2
H—E MR L CE R BRE S 1995; FRig S
&5 .1996; Pant and Nautiyal, 1963 ; Greguss, 1968;
Hill and Stanberg, 1999; Mickle et al. ,2011; Grif
fith et al. ,2014) . {HEE & I3 BRISAE W) (9 36 S 4
TEGET HARAL 5 KA CO, #e BE G & J7 1 B WF 52 45
Aok 3 R B B R IR kA A (Crenis) (1S
FL B X 07 B AR A L 8 o A T P A2 AR R R
CO, ¥ = T 477 /K F (McElwain et al. ,1998),
M J& McElwain 4 (1999) i€ H LS %5 pCO,
HA ARG ZR IR H N B R AL ik
T EE ARSI KR CO, MBS SR
5300k B AN TR & 1Y 6 i B A O BRAE B 1 SAL S
FLON T4 ) S8 20X CO, e 3 722 Ak T i i
(Haworth et al. ,2011),

g bk RALSBOE R G R T8 — UKF ik
FAE— AR BA AT KRR CO, R EE A7 R
W AE G G R AR 36 B 5 AR 555 9 A 8L A ) i 2
AL AL S H ] SD/SI- pCO, 56 7 45 0] &
RSS2

ARSCE A o W IR — R PR IR R N
ASR) Ay b [R] (g I 3 2 SRR AE K AL S B = 5 40 B
RS KRR RSN RS RE
[B] 1 G 28 o HLLOZSEAE Y ), itE— 2D R0 B iR R
[ 50, DT A TR A AL S Bk e & il RS
CO, WP A RIS
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2.1 XA
543 B R H P XURR 4 3 A 4 1R ek
(XTBG,21°55'N,101°16" E, i 4k 570 m) FIIEII
1A e ] R A5 ik VR B R 0 (FBG, 22°34
N.114°10'E, ##k 60—180 m) MjHh, XTBG fi T =
A4 P BB b AR B b 2% L R b G R XU
ARSI 21,8 “C i ARERER AL 1 513 mm, 3Z P4 R 2R KL
SMEEREWARAY AN RN ERAL H—
WAE 4 A AW 2 (5 A—10 A) Z 4. i 80%—
85 Y0 I B W & A 7E T 2% AR B A IR 82, T
(1981—2010, zMA XL WE g B A% u) . XT-
BG 1 758k [l XA F Ml 4 48 58 57k 00 o 4 Bl X
SRR AR RS L TG i K T AR B A A K
TR AR R B B ER BE . FBG i T b [l )3 28 LA
B o A EE T 2R XU, i AR R 23, 0°C 5 4R
PR mi 1 944 mm, A4 86 V0 1Y B &t B AE 4—
9 A Gy s AR AH XTI BE 74, 9% (1981—2005, " R4
I KRR . FBG 075 BR A1) 3 Bk Fh T 16 B
IR T B R AR A G, A RIS R Oy v A B 1) 5
VUL PR 24 120 mo, XHARAE T I 49 95 Bk A
BT R HEK I R AR R AR

XTBG H1 FBG REE &S B ki35, H i F
TR A Y B A T 5T 2 R L AR ) el TR e K
it B B B A N A B X AR D, DL AR
AR FE . RRAEAE WX HAT 7 U AR PR
1T E B IR  TERKAC BT X A A b A7 —fe B Y,
DUORFERE AR 1 T 4508 A BT . L, Al — SRR A 4%
INREM Y R A 5 N B — By . Mok
K AR BTSSR T 5 KPR B 1l /)N S A 85
S JoT T T 3 ) T P ) R A SAL S Y 25 5, T
BUFH LR G R T KRR YRR LS50 71

S

2.2 MIRMBIEXRE

ARSCHCRAE R TR B AR Y 27 Fh L ALFE 7E AR
Bk 4 5% (Calonje et al. ,2013-2019) H1 43 25 b fi7 75 5]
AN 24 FhAD 3 A 4, Hoh XTBG R4 15
i FBG R4 25 Fh, i AL A R o 13 F (R 1),
27T MR ERA Y B AN A B A — M E R, E
BRIAE G BERUK 3 25 b R ZALHE DL T DU F 2%
B (DO MTT R T R0 A KA B (2O

B2 A iR RN (U R EW/ =t BN LT e 7 N N
TN AR B 5 (3) 28y JEE B 0 ) 114 BT BT Ry T bR
WE AR A2 85 5 (4) T ¥ 5 3t IXC L LB 22 Dy T3 A
T R 5 BT A, PR 7 AR | A I A AR B A
W D,

ST KRS, B W b 4 B 3 AN RE AR B L T
PR ) FH A A AR 20 00 SR A 3 R Pt rp R Ry 1
MR R CRP A Rl At 9 #E 0D o SEER BT R AR B M RHEY
SR R R DR Ab SR A TR i FAA B E T
(90 ml {9 50 Y0345 +5 ml KEEER +5 ml 1Y 38 Y0 4%
IR RIS WO PEAT B B R AF
2.3 MREXR
F 5 2R3 30 V0 W TRRS VS W E AT AR TN B L T
e F A B BT HLZY 0.5 X 1 em® By — /NEe A4 R
TR BT SRS IR Stace(1965) , 44 57 I
- B A RHR AN VKSR 5 30 26 MU 7K 45 L B8R
B AE 60—80 C R /KW Mk 4—6 /N =
MR B ICEE L T K R 2 WO S g ) A
W bR R o B B R ARCE B T R
I P2 S R T TR L 00 0 T LK T
0, 10 s34 A2 A5 Ja 50 20 W RS B0 €, 35 I o K B
BTEM A b B T R AR A
T R 2 BE PE OBURR 4 3T R 9 B A A F
P
2.4 MHEEBEHNURESIIERSEHITE
il T % 1 AR AL (PR R DMC4500) Fil i
i 1A% & Be 1Y 06 o7 U (PR R DM1000) 78 20 4%
Yye T WG R JOE S FRE il iR R 1E 2 ] Pant 1
Nautiyal(1963) & Rudall 28 (2013) Ff- 38 I i Jik X 3%
PEEUI ALK 622 X467 pm” (£ 0. 290 mm®) A4 #L 1F
AT IR T RALSEN . RIS HW
52 M Poole Ml Kiirschner (1999): S fLE N
B TR AR Cmom) AL G AL T8 EOo AL R
L5 2% B 4 i S 889 A 23 b ST=SD/(SD+ED) X
100% ,ED(Epidermal density) iy 8 {37 i £ ) % 5%
YA E . BERE S BRI 3 S BRI PR, B
AL AR o i AT 1 27 W E (3 AR X
3P X3 B =27) KR A TSR S 8. <AL
T B (SPL: stomatal pore length) .= L 1 % &
(SPW :stomatal pore width) .4L 1 K % bk (R: Ratio
of stomatal pore length and width) #1 X L [ 1fj 2
(SPA :stomatal pore area) NI & 4 fh 23 5 Bt HL 2F 47
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The collection information of Cycas for epidermal analysis in this study
75 Y J5 7= 3 JE A A= 4 2 Y
No. Species Original place Native habitat
XTBG
1 Cycas balansae Warb. i CM
2 C. changjiangensis N. Liu( 44 F) lsallEs| M
3 * C. diannanensis Z. T. Guan & G. D. Tao [ CM
4 * C. fairylakea D. Yue Wang FiE, &K CM
5 * C. guizhouensis K. M. Lan & R. F. Zou [ M
6 % C. hainanensis C.]J. Chen lsallEs| CM
7 * C. hongheensis S. Y. Yang & S. L. Yang [ P RN OD
8 % C. micholitzii Dyer A CM
9 * C. panzhihuaensis 1.. Zhou .S, Y. Yang 1 [ OD
10 * C. parvula S. L. Yang(F£F) TE, = CM
11 * C. pectinata Buch-Ham. [ CM
12 * C. segmentifida D. Yue Wang & C.Y. Deng [ CM
13 * C. sexseminifera F. N. Wei FAEa OD
14 * C. siamensis Miq. TR OD
15 * C. szechuanensis Cheng et L. K. Hu [ CM
FBG
1 C. debaoensis Y. C. Zhong &. C. J. Chen FE L P M
2 * C. diannanensis Z. T. Guan & G. D. Tao sallEs| CM
3 C. elongata (Leandri)D. Yue Wang g M
4 * C. fairylakea D. Yue Wang HE, AR CM
5 C. ferruginea F. N. Wei L OD
6 * C. guizhouensis K. M. Lan & R. F. Zou i E M
7 % C. hainanensis C.J. Chen 2] CM
8 * C. hongheensis S. Y. Yang & S. L. Yang I, 7Y R 44 OD
9 * C. media R. Br. R A NC
10 * C. micholitzii Dyer R CM
11 C. multipinnata C. J. Chen & S. Y. Yang R CM
12 * C. panzhihuaensis L. Zhou &. S. Y. Yang lsllEs| OD
13 * C. parvula S. L. Yang(F4Fh) HE, 7R CM
14 * C. pectinata Buch-Ham. h CM
15 C. revoluta Thunb. i OD
16 C. rumphii Miq. EEE J2 v . NC
17 C. seemannii A. Braun ER 2 v E. NC
18 * C. segmentifida D. Yue Wang & C. Y. Deng LRES| CM
17 C. seemannii A. Braun B[ ) J2 v 3 NC
18 * C. segmentifida D. Yue Wang &. C. Y. Deng lsllEs| CM
19 * C. sexseminifera F. N. Wei R OD
20 C. shiwandashanica Hung T. Chang &. Y. C. Zhong(F £ Fl) Wi, P CM
21 * C. siamensis Miq. TR 2% OD
22 C. simplicipinna (Smitinand) K. D. Hill T E, ~H CM
23 * C. szechuanensis Cheng et L. K. Hu i E CM
24 C. taitungensis C. F. Shen, K. D. Hill, C. H. Tsou & C. J. Chen HE, G OD
25 C. thouarsii R. Br. ex Gaudich. FHED By NC

T W) iy 44 2 I The Word List of Cycads(Calonje et al. ,2013-2019) , J5 A= A= 8545 B K U5 . 0 B Hi 4 i& (http: //www. efloras. org/) . PlantNet
(The Plant Information Network System of the Botanic Gardens Trust, http://plantnet. rbgsyd. nsw. gov. au/) K& Hill(2008) [ 5T 45 K. OD
(Open and dry habitat) {2 /9 2 1 & T 5 i I A= 28 55 s CM(Closed and moist habitat) /X2 19 52 B i 1% 118 %) 51 A= 4 5% s M(Mesophytic habitat)
Fe B A 55 s NC(Near-coastal) R 32 i 2 0 52 b X R TR WV A= 58 . 22 LABR B 5 i Fh R T b 364

The plant names according to The Word List of Cycads (Calonje ez al. , 2013-2019) and the native habitat information comes from The Flora of
China C(http://www. efloras. org/) , PlantNet (The Plant Information Network System of the Botanic Gardens Trust, http://plantnet. rbgsyd.
nsw. gov. au/) and Hill (2008). OD stands for the open-dry habitat; CM stands for the closed-moist habitat; M stands for Mesophytic of which
habitat is both open-dry and closed-moist; NC represents a warm and humid habitat that located in the coastal areas. Species marked with * re-
presents it common to both study sites.
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T 36 MRS EL B R B E S bR DR T A tools B ¢ (L 1Y phylosig O 7 R B AT 115 (Revell,
S0 B 1938 33 Image] 1. 42q Chttp://rsb. info. 2012),
nih. gov/ip) 5. A T HG e HEY 27 Fh oo R JE A
PO RALT AT BT LR T R AT TRALIER 3 4 R
ZHOTH
3.1 MREESHAE

2.5 REEABRESKHEN PR AL SEUAH (5] 4 b 1 2 B O 285 R L 556 45 2R

AR H] ] Blomberg’s K {H ¥ (Blomberg ez —3. ST AOUEE G5 AR, 75 Bk JE A ) 2R
al. ,2003) X% 95 Bk J@ AR W) 19 AL S 8O AL IR 2 FRAETEJE B DR SF  BAT — R 90 1 i 3% 1 (] 95 7
Bz A R) 26 2 OC & Y 52w B N W 3 M AT B AR K A LA F BE B I R AL AL
. 4 K=1 0, RUIHIRBE R 58 & & B0 50 4 £F AL LT B B AT e R AL A 9 O T4 B
BB K BB 1 SR T LRI RS WEST RNl % i 514 A2 W e i &l 1
KB AT T e B IR 8 A 5 PR ST 5 3T 2 ) b 0 M F8C B8 A0 i B B G A R O T A A 1
R AH L (Blomberg et al. ,2003) . #0332 BT 75 1) SALEFHEFNIE 2 3431 Bl (Stephanocytic) (F E
BB AR LT WS Liv 55 Q01O IME TH BRZ S, 1995 PRIFTE 45, 1996 ¥ £ Ui, 2001; Pant

LR B BRI SR 5L TR R 91 4B R A5 1 D0 S A and Nautiyal,1963; Griffith er al. ,2014) (3FE 1),
T A [R B A8 SC & B0 70 0 A0 B i LR LR 4
2.6 HIEHZIT MEGER D.RILEREHWELZ N EEMHEMSIIL

AL B LARALNR S A W N R AR % A% B, P AL i 04 ) T 40 g 2 i
ol 7 26 A )Y L R AT B K R 7 22 43 BT (One RHARR R A (Tang er al. ,2002) . Bi B3R RPAE
way ANOVA)Y, If X 22 5 B % 09 N A48 & R A Sb Rl LA H AR AE 14 47 7 — 2L 22 5 R I D)
Scheffe 3 b 47 Z2 H W . I R J7 22 0 A 48 AR SCHKH 3% B2 MR K 98 B I 5 1 o o)
SPSS 20. 0(IBM SPSS Inc. USA) shalf A7, IR AT 3URE @l 1AM 280 AL T BE R B2 55 AR A 76 ] 119
Sigmaplot 12.5 2, REKFRESHWE KE 2257 A 27 FOREE R a9 3R B KRB0 20 8 LT
B8 25 PEAS 50 R AT R version 3.5. 0 B fF Phy-  PURRSEAY G 1, R IR 11D -
L. T 2 B 20 M HE 910 R 4 30 5 i ) 22 300 % AR 5 P2, 0 A8%) , 3 JET B P 1L+ AL A LA ML 22 (1016 ) A7
ML IS .
2. 3204 T 19 4 g 40 MO 255 T AL ALL 5 L 25 99 40 T 40 M R T A0 DR T B MU T B U ﬁ/bkm?LD&/J\E’JmA

2. 3G TAT 2 K2 200 F 50 30 Al TR 240 PR R A R B S BE A A IBOCIR 2 it 5 AL AR DR TN T B AR T R LE‘L?%?(THﬂ

L. TR TE 5 223K B2 AR 52 AT HE S L 3 2 Bl P T P B AN i B A SE OB (IR BE L 2. 0—3. 0 f%) . ﬁﬂﬂ*ﬂ%ﬁ/}"ﬁt%
IR B 5 AL A B T AN S B b, 2 510
3. R IE Z NI EREA T AOB S T 5 BERS A SRS s <SLRI DA A8 6—10 MAER . BERERZ . RLT

Wt R AR S L S e K 3
3. AT 30l T R B A M KA T (A K SE L 3. 7—8. 7 A5, T KR - 4 B L, SR RE JROIR A il s S FL R T 40 A 5
H_//I\ ﬁg 8/\ZEE \}LTKH&X(}% %]&{U\ }Lﬁ;’éfﬁ;% L P ceee ceee R ;E;Flj 4

3.2 SIASHERSIAMRSBERANEZL ARG AEBER WAE] B AL S B ALHEIR S B

FARUAR B AT 27 MR Bk B A AN UAEE 3 7E22 5 . 47 Scheffé post hoc ZH AL (T %4t
BB EA BT 22 5, 0F B AALS B ALER TSR E S R SOh —— 31 ) B 45 R R BT, AR
ZHBEAN T —ENERCRIL.AUMISEIE 2UF Z RS EOTER S I 7 B3
RN BRI ZSHERERGEID: W 225 H WA DERS YR 225 A R MU IZL
AR A 13 PR LS B(SDLSD ALt RokE R BER B —LE DA i LT
RS (SPL,SPW. R Fl SPA) 70 i 35 22 5 5 7] — A Wb BE i 2 K 2R R > A BTN )
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FEE L S WU T IR RS DA 3R R S R R R AN (I L il
Four epidermis types of Cycas species from both adaxial and abaxial surface views
SCEMSAHE .- HBHE, OOOQEHTTE . QDO @i ; DO H £k (C. revoluta) IREMN FLEM 1; QDL EHE(C. rumpidfCFEMNFE K
K 2; Q@AM IR (C. hongheensis)fRFM R AT 3; Q@ XM IR (C. micholitzid) fRFM FE AT 4, HEHIR =100 pm,
SC indicates stomatal cluster; H indicates hair base cells. D@ ® @ Adaxial surface view; @@ © ® Abaxial surface view; DQ@C. revolute (epi-
dermal type 1); @@C. rumpii (epidermal type 2); @ ®C. hongheensis (epidermal type 3); @D®C. micholitzii (epidermal type 4). Scale

bars=100 pm.
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S pun c edg pun 14 oxey voyCanf
i 8—¢ — 79 °61X62 92| . ; 87 "LTX¥9 "00T ;
5 Yk o Bl 7 >t 3 Yty Il S Y e B 7 > 7% I Yo e
S pun Jicl ua(] pun A edg vIPIU0]D )
v 8—¢ — 6T "22X8F 08 66 "TTXT0 7L
Sl R N ke B 117 1 1% HE HH & Yk fike B 17 <1 % gty N I R B
m ﬁCD ﬁm w‘:wMH TCD _m ».ww.&\wiﬁ&iﬁwwu u
i 8—9 — L9 02X €7 "€ ~ i 32 °61X9L°98| . — o
5 Y)Yk i B 7 > 3 Uy Il & YK o Bl 17 >} % Yl B L
m TED ﬁm Ox:wm TED ﬁm A.Nntwbﬁw\m\u Q
i 8—¢ — S0 6T X L6 0L 86 "LT>XTT 00T —
5 Yk il B 117 1 3 Lndy HH S Yk il B 107 > % Yl
m ﬁ:D ﬁm ﬂ:D ﬁm zNz~\hNN~3N,\.‘%~N3~\,V \u
il 8—9 — VS 22X L9 1L i — 1€ 6T 65 "6 - —
=N Y)Yk it B 7 >} 3% HH &2 Yk i Bl W7 > YA sl By
w TED ﬁm @\:wm TCD ﬁm LG::QNGQ .Mv
i 8—¢ — 6L 61X 6S 2L ; 9Z 81X 22 "6 ; — -
2Nl NG ke Bf{ 17 1 7% Uy (A fike Bf{ 107 1 7% YE s
S—IN pun ! (] pun—s [d—1od ua(] sisuowuvIs )
¢ 8—9 + 96 72X 88 IS ~ s 60 "SZX66 "G e
=N IR Y)Yk il B 7 > 3% HE HHl & F HTE T HHE Yl 5 E
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Pl 22 5 TR BT AL S80S M 3R B R B AR OGPk 6.11;SI: p=0.001,F=7.58,0ne way ANOVA),
£ FBG RAE AL AF R R R LS8 ZHEIK (Scheffe O R B/R . R EHKA 11 SD
SALPE R Z B0 7 25 5 b 45 AR B8R . SPL, SPW, WESTRERMW 4 AR AT BRI 3
SPA K RAEDUFPR KA Y R LW E 2% (p WSIREFES THAMEISIAKF-M 1.2 5 4 KA
0. 05,0ne way ANOVA);{H SD &5 SI 7& U fi 3= (i 2) . H T XTBG RERHE LT #8  # H 26
B A YW ot [B) A7 A — 22 19 25 5 (SD: p=0. 004, F = T4 SRR T AR S H AT 5 254047

£l SASHEFHR AEYHEIRRELDEANFTESTER(FEREEENY)

F values resulting from one-way ANOVA on stomatal parameters

DF SD SI SPL SPW SPA R
Hb 45 Site (XTBG &. FBG) 1 1.85 0.10 1.11 0.55 0.06 0.17
Wy fh XTBG (15 species) 14 17. 48% 37. 267 15. 94 % 36. 25 26. 48+ 23. 29 %
Species FBG (25 species) 24 42,437 41, 307 49, 467 3. 627 20. 107 26. 897
% Fz M Epidermal type (FBG) 3 6. 117 7.58% 1.52 1.47 1.12 2.12

WEHAKF T FRARE S p<<0.05, * p<C0.01, ** p<C0.001;DF K720y Hdi . SD B L% R . SI M FLIE%. SPL <
FLO KB, SPW S L 1 588 , SPA S L 1AL R AL K B A5 JE L

If * absent means not significant, * p<Z0. 05, ™ p<C0.01, ™ p<C0.001; DF is the freedom in ANOVA analysis. SD (stomatal density). SI (stomatal in-
dex), SPL (stomatal pore length), SPW (stomatal pore width), SPA (stomatal pore area), R (the ratio of stomatal pore length and width).

W 2 AR 3R S B ) <AL % BE (SD) 5 AL L (SD iy LA
Comparisons of stomatal density (SD) and stomatal index (SI) among four epidermal type species
BRI £ FRfE 2 KRR 4 H R £ 8 LR (Scheffée 30 85 A p<<0. 05 K2R B,
Values represent mean & standard deviation, different letters indicate the results of multiple comparisons (Scheffé method) are significantly dif-

ferent at p<C0. 05 level.

3.3 SASHRSIURSBENESZLEEE 4 e
FBG SREE £ 10 25 R4k 8 19 10 L 5 50 %
SAMRBHMASE EETEERMNER DR (E 41 HERSEMHEZEX

V): SD.SPL.SPW.SPA &k R ALK E 55K 3R B R AEAE 75 8K B PRSP — R B RY 3E
.0 S AKX TR R EK=0.91,p= TRPEIR R W SR — A A AR A B R SR s LR 90

0.03), RIIGFERBAY 0 AR R (SD B T HAL k@A 38 Bz B A A9 A 0 e e s R & B+ 4F 1
ZHZEN TR AZKELW BEARELEMR  RBHREM A AW . R HEA M nkeE
SEPE L BICEGOCRBART R STARL. BT S0, A A X 95k B M B i - 3% B T R 5 R A0 B
Bloomberg’s K {5 & XF # f 5 i9 Bk o N>20 53, FEHITHESRKEW AL L FWEL, T E
(Blomberg et al. ,2003) , Ff AA SR ¥ XTBG fI#E SRR R B (1995) & B AL RRAE AR 2 K9 <
i (N=15) AT R G AT F 5K . FLAFFRAE CRI .40 i K/ A B R <AL At 35 1 A
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Means and standard errors for each stomatal trait of Cycas
Py il AL SFLAE B SALEK AL E KAPKTEE AL O mE R
Species SD (/mm?) SI (%) SPL (pm) SPW (pm) R SPA (pum?)

XTBG
Cycas balansae 6742 5.7740.09 33.0740.91 18.57+0. 46 1.8040. 05 491.26+22. 30
C. changjiangensis 5542 5.384+0.12 36.0640. 54 16.08+0. 32 2.27+0.06 464.51+10.17
C. diannanensis 72+2 5.8240.12 30.3140.59 17.5040. 38 1.7740.06 417.08+£10. 23
C. fairylakea 70+3 5.96+0.13 31.1340.51 19.9140. 23 1.574+0.03 491.30+8.70
C. guizhouensis 5042 4,97+0.08 30.3140. 44 18.26+0. 32 1.6840.03 453.75+10.51
C. hainanensis 6241 5.49+0.08 34,9840.53 18.82+0. 32 1. 8740.04 521.81412.06
C. hongheensis 7541 5.5440.10 34,3240, 47 17.62+0. 40 1.9940. 06 484, 44+13.83
C. micholitzii 69+3 6.15+0. 14 30.53£0.52 18.79+0. 40 1.66+0.05 439.06£9.19
C. panzhihuaensis 76+2 4.99+0. 09 34.7640. 85 24.8240.65 1.4340.05 653.81429. 02
C. parvula 68+2 5.724+0.07 28.7440.48 16.22+0. 36 1.8140.06 371.78+8.74
C. pectinata 69+2 6.18+0.12 33.8440. 39 18.55+0.52 1. 8840. 06 510.79415. 37
C. segmentifida 68+2 6.37+0.08 30. 8040, 47 17.95+0. 29 1.7440.04 429.56+8. 24
C. sexseminifera 6543 5.46+0.16 35.2840.54 22.4340.35 1.5940. 04 633.05413. 21
C. siamensis 8242 7.764+0.15 36.6841.08 16.19+0. 46 2.24+0.10 507.894+19.9
C. szechuanensis 5442 5.88+0.1 33.4240.47 21.0840. 35 1.6040.03 554.99+1.19
FBG
Cycas debaoensis 6443 5.71+0.13 28.23740.70 18.22+0.53 1.5840.05 405, 88+18. 47
C. diannanensis 5241 5.45+0.11 28.9540. 46 17.95+0. 40 1.64+0. 04 403.09+9. 14
C. elongata 80+2 6.14+0.09 37.74=£0.63 17.64+0. 38 2.17+0.05 515.33411. 37
C. fairylakea 5841 6.064+0.11 31.10+0.63 19.1940. 25 1.63+0.04 429.90+9. 32
C. ferruginea 9442 6.9940.08 27.2640. 46 17.24+0. 41 1.6140.05 360.03+8. 85
C. guizhouensis 6642 4.86+0.07 32.3540. 96 23.2540.69 1.4440.07 584. 844 20. 69
C. hainanensis 69+1 5.71+0.06 36.3740.59 20.7840.53 1.8040. 06 561.52414. 45
C. hongheensis 67+4 5.434+0.16 32.70£0.63 19. 35+0. 60 1.76+0.07 484.71416.05
C. media 81+2 5.31+0.11 33.6540.61 17.60+0. 66 2.00+£0.08 503.57420. 61
C. micholitzii 4743 5.84+0.11 32.5440.59 20.5040. 47 1.6240.06 524. 09414, 21
C. multipinnata 61+2 5.414+0.12 37.0940.74 21.4340.39 1.754+0.05 625.99415.17
C. panzhihuaensis 69+2 4.96+0.06 33.45+0.92 21.60£0. 70 1.6040.06 544.00+22. 03
C. parvula 68+3 5.66+0.13 29.5540.57 18.88+0. 39 1.5940. 05 409. 37+59. 94
C. pectinata 63+1 5.62+0.10 37.2640. 64 17.60+0. 60 2.17+0.06 533.81422.85
C. revoluta 8742 4.9240.09 34.11+1.70 24.4844.97 1.8440. 14 531.75459. 53
C. rumphii 70+1 5.0840.07 44,5640, 97 22.2840. 46 2.02+0.05 729.71419.69
C. seemannii 81+2 4.697+0.08 27.70=£0. 64 16.96+0. 31 1.6540.05 363.39410. 39
C. segmentifida 4742 5.84+0. 14 33.8040.67 18.37+0. 32 1.86+0.05 491.19410. 74
C. sexseminifera 49+2 5.2940.08 38.1940.59 21.8340. 40 1.7740.04 628.914+14.63
C. shiwandashanica 5042 5.324+0. 10 33.5640.52 20.5740. 45 1. 6640. 04 512.364+11.78
C. siamensis 7943 7.66+0.17 39.0440.74 16.49+1.00 2.57+0.13 495, 53+15.63
C. simplicipinna 50+2 5.76+0.10 30.96+0. 66 19.49+0. 28 1.6040. 04 459.264+12.02
C. szechuanensis 70+3 6.59+0.15 35.15411.45 20.7040.55 1.7140. 30 535.9840. 04
C. taitungensis 95+2 5.324+0.07 25.3440.73 17.19+0. 64 1.5240.06 334.35418. 65
C. thouarsii 57+2 5.1140.10 48.6940.92 19.8040. 47 2.514£0.08 701.87419. 86

SD. stomatal density; SI: stomatal index; SPL: stomatal pore length; SPW. stomatal pore width; R: the ratio of stomatal pore length and

width; SPA . stomatal pore area.

TOO G 13 B IRk E R R o Sk WG R R S
(1996) F= SR h T80 N B2 )2 J5 B 4 L RRAE | b ik
fiff AV RRAE SR ALFL S 556 18 Fh o5 Bk AR ) X 43 A
=25 Griffith 4 (2014) 3= ZAK Y% 2% Bz 41 M 4 4iE
GEAR RIS B 3 J RE SRR ) K 48 il 5 4k i A 4 3l
HER IR RE KRG RELEH —E MR
P, LR R )t T EFIEE S R R
SRR AN [ o JT LAAR ] A b G it 3% fe i T 28 A 28
PN 5 o AR SCHE 2 BT NS 25 R 36l . A
T Z 00 R AR RS T E IR

FAAURRAE IF o A T AL ERAE AR D ¥
27 Ffr o5 Bk A A ) o 1) D ol v 2 28 R
ASCAES I HIll(2008) By 20 25 JEAb 1, 4 DU Fif
2 K B AR B B Liv & 201 T 2m 2
KAEFTAY R IR KAL) R B R BW b R 3R
KM E RG KB AR — & W AH M, (H 3R e 28
IEARRE T 2 MREE T %7 X RGO & (i A
3), AXLERE Griffith 45 (2014) 25 J A7 0], H 5
F Nagalingum 45 (201D i MW R G K B M. &
PRI BRJE ) b ik 79 R E AN RE i RE BB 3 R B84 3R
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Phylogenetic signal of stomatal parameters of 25 Cycas species
under the same cultivated condition in FBG

SILSH i::Rv) Blomberg’s K
Stomatal parameter Units K-values pvalues
SD No. / mm? 0.53 0. 54
SI % 0.91 0.03
SPL pm 0.23 0. 96
SPW pm 0.61 0. 37
R1 — 0. 38 0.76
SPA pm? 0.27 0.95

KAfHAE p<<0. 05 /KB . SD NS FL% ST < FLIE 4. SPL K
ALK L SPW A AL O 98B, SPA IR FL O WAL R AL O K
JEFNGEL T

K-value is significantly at p<Z0. 05 level. SD (stomatal density), SI
(stomatal index) . SPL (stomatal pore length) , SPW (stomatal pore
width) , SPA (stomatal pore area), R (the ratio of stomatal pore
length and width).

R, HEARSCE R A, Kb 7Y (Sect. Asiorien—
tales) SEER AL TR 2 4H (Sect. Panzhihuaenses) B A
AHTR] Y 2 B2 28 A0 1, J9F H LA AL AR I — P 3% B 40 il
g, 58 T 3R AR MR L BN RAL B 78
SALFRAE R I WA ) T 00 ke P A ) Rl ) — >
BURRAE X B T RGN U 25 B ) A WL SR 1) A
ROEE L RS S 1995 BRIEVE 25,1996 5 3 £ I
2001; Hill, 2008), Bk M 75 £k 2 ( Sect.
oides) KR53 ) Fp B A AH ] 0 i 2 25 A0 4 B85 6
MR (C. ferruginea) IR N R LKA 3, HR K
A A IR AR RN B e S RE S M AR B AR TS AL L
M4 Za, 8% 584 (Sect. Indonesienses) | 4
AR B TR R R A 3 A 45 FE R Bk A
(Set. Cycas) T 4 Y% B4R B AH [R] 17 3 fz 25 1
2 AE R AR SOR R B 5 Bk A RN 2 i R R A B AT Y
TR B Xk 3 F2 28 AU AE 3K 5 S 21 1Y 40 A 1 O
PR IE A fr ik — B F 9. 28 LTk, R k@ M)
TR J R A S R G R B AFAE — € BAH G E 3T
AR JRFIE S R G B R R MR A 1
— LY R B & H AT BRITREG S
5% .

Stageri-

4.2 MREEXBERELEEHXER
AR S S 4 DU e i 2 R 2 R 5 H K 0 A Y i
AR R AE AR G B R A BURRAE B R B 2R A0 1 3
Wy Fofr of o R 2R EL A BT R B9 D AR AR L T R A
RURFAEAS B Jab 119 3 e 2 Y 4 Wy Ao T 7 ) 2 T i 24
A AR T HRT BT 3D . 3X 5 7 B RITFR 5 i (1995)
N 5 B Y I 3R B R A 5 2R A P O AR 4 D) R L
A —2.

AL B9 W 3 B2 R A N T R 5 A BRBE L

2RI JE 1 A B B BT (PMIA AR AR, 2009) (FR K
A M AR /N B 3 J&) BE SF B (Watson, 1942 ; Kiirschner,
1997) . EL K L% (Tang et al. . 2002; Gan et al. »
2010) R AL T B M FLERES (Jordan et al. ,2008) 4%
FRAE X BERRAE A9 A 5] 2H & I A B 1 52 A BUAR W 1
LR R TEARSCR R A 1A 3 Wy Rk R B Y
FL AR A 2% 1 AN B 5 /)N LS A BE ST L AL T B
Wi HEAALRE, R 2 BT A0
FRAEARALABSAL T PR EEA a2 8 1 B 2, l 2
LR B I RF AR 2R 5 95 Bk 2 N R R AL IR Bk 20 70 2K
BT BYRRA R 5 PR B TG OC s HOR L AL IR B R
FIEAL R By S — T FE & L 2R A 1 Ry =AW Fh
IR VBEBUAE TR AN 5 AR U5 Bk J2 6 [ 70 A fe A 5t
(IR AR ) (B R U8, 2001) L T 2880 2 B Ah 24 00 A T
T T i b DO R IR T . AL HOA
H SHEY BT A G, BRI S Y X CO, By
W AR K 23 HB 2R DT 482 o AL D 470 7 BT 3 BT TS 22
5468 J1 (Tang et al. ,2002;Gan et al. ,2010; Pa-
panatsiou et al. ,2017) , Jn &2 B2 %5 (2003) W R iE T
WAL PR K 2R i AL L4 IR HOE X+ 5 iy i&
I AR SCH R B 2R Y 1.2 M 3 W) B A7 A Il AL
FEIG X B A B T R A L. HXF T 5
A A B O B i b X ) 2R A 2 W e, AR B AT R
TN B ) — Ao A BT RRVIE N . R TR e e
4 Rl H 2 A KT DG IR 55 I B2 15 14 FRHT TR PR
A AR 2T PR, 3R B0 L T A 3 B AR A
Yy e B2 FRAE - % K A U IR M K AR S ALFE A
B ELEE SR BE LT = A S A Y Rt 2
IR TR R R R RRAE 5 A AR B AR G,
WL R RN TR 3 Wy Rh AR ZE A 4 Wy A B SE T
FBURE RO RE 09 PR BT L B, O R B R R 2
AR A% R B S e 5 A AR IR B AR B .

R R R R AE 5 AR B Y R N OC FR R B iR
B FRFAEAE — o R BN A B — 2 R R AE
FH 0 T 95 BR A8 W W 3% Bz A /)N L e ] E S
BRI AL SE A A FRAE R B — AT
5L R BT I 09 P55 5 7 2R e A0 A < T ) R R AR
ol JCARAL T B ST AR SR A A R AE R BRI, 7T
FIE 2 it 1 2 A B BT G L T Y PR . (R T AR
L A Sl (1 S O N T = Bl L U TN A I (= P S
(Haworth and McElwain, 2008) , 3 #b 4 1F i A] i
FE LAY HTT R FE A R AR CIMIA AR 55, 2009) , BRIt
Xof I B A AR — 1 AR S A R B B — i R
B R AE 48 8 vl BB I A SO R



5 43 BEIRYE SF  IRER R ALY I 3R B R AT S L 28 2 Ry A 252 i X 537

R 3 27T FRKB Y R R KT KR MR EOEE R AR A5 E L
Phylogenetic relationships, leaf epidermal morphology and ecological information across 27 Cycas species
BRAT 7 A BRAREE DUAZSE P R BE AN 3 A I S A Ik PR 1) B X7 40 4 2 1) DL b 34 51 1 Liu 45 (2018) . 45 43 3¢ 1 A9 85008 43 5o A% 28 DLk 3r 43 7 /)
Ji B 4B 2% (PP 15 KRR 125 1) kAt 1 (BP) , PP<C0. 95 il BP<<70 K AE & LR,

Phylogram is cited from Liu ezal. (2018) by using seven low-copy nuclear genes and four chloroplast intergenic spacers based on Bayesian Infer-

ence. The numbers on the branches represent Bayesian Posterior Probability (PP)/Maximum Likelihood bootstrap values (BP). The support

values of PP<C0. 95 and BP<C70 are not indicated in the cladogram.

4.3 SAZHERAHNZEARENEHEKXS CO, &K
EEZHET

TRATEI T FE SR R B B R B IR BT 2T

A RIS R AR B © e R R EE s/ T i

PRI S B P 3 AL S B R ) 22 53 (Zhang et
al. ,2012) AHSER 7R - R 4% ] 75 A [R] 2R 58 (7
XTBG 5 FBG R4t 50 AL S BT WA R B
BEMMRE 2R R ;SD 5 SIERE NN AL S
3 B AT —5E W O AR GRIID » i H Ay AU AL
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SO 58 &

PERZ B (SPL,SPW . R I SPA) ¥ 5 i 3¢ jz 2 #1
TR ST Z ARG LT BEFW, M SD 5 H Al
SRS EZ R KB MBI,

XFF SD, R AL 4 Yrhic el 1 B W 0
A ME . B AT SCRT IR AT, 38 He 25 4 #5280 1 1)
o B3 N F 1 T T ) AR BE L X5 AT NI O 4 SR A
— 3, BUAE Wy 7E 3 9] (Gerardin et al. ,2018) 5K 43
52 (Clifford et al. ,1995) 3 4% K E A %K i SD
{H. XFF SI,Fp IR 3 A oAb 2 A () g F B LAY
2 B WA B SE R W ] ST KT H A 22
He . HAE P 58 (C. siamensis) 5% F I5 8k (C.
Serruginea) B A7 B i = F & 4K K S (5. 6424 =
0.30%) 9 SIAE . HI{H 43 5 6. 99% 0. 08% .
7.66%40.17%, fEAH,SD Y5 SI 76 )& N 1) 48
BRI SR EMAR —EN KR, A
— R G AL S BRI B R )RR
P B EAT AHAL 3R B A A, R AL S BOR
AEAL . 1T AH [ BR8N L SL 2 80T T8 N A7 AE B ) 22
SRR E L SD/SI 5 KR CO, #e B A8 1k 1 A
KX R WMAETERP ] 22 5% . Haworth 45 (2010) 8 X 6
FAARL(Cupressaceae) ¥ ¥t 4714 SI 5 CO, ¥ E
KRR R LA ) R A SR B MBS
AEAL R ST X CO, ¥ B A5 Ak iy i i 5C R A A —
., BRI AERHEEE —BOKE TR A R
B AR RUMA L AL S sk SD/SI- pCO, & R B Fil
] 25 S AE7E . L, KILS Bk E Y CO,
P B AN B AN ST AR A 14 2B B 5 2R B O A5 A BT
T HAE A b A X o A A AR B e, O 4 ) <AL
SR SD/SI-CO, & R AHAL, 75 W 45 5 mT e 4 th
FL R 2%
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Abstract

Cycas is a group of gymnosperms with a long
evolutionary history. This study is to investigate
the relationship between the leaf epidermal
morphology of Cycas and the environment to
provide fundamental evidences for palaeo-
environmental reconstructions. In this study, we
compared the epidermal characters and stomatal
parameters of 27 Cycas species in the garden
culturing environment and then analyzed the
phylogenetic signals of stomatal parameters. The
present study mainly found that: 1) the epidermal
characters of Cycas were generally conservative
within species and it has taxonomic significance.
These 27 Cycas species could be classified into four
types according to their epidermal cells pattern and
other characters of stomata apparatus. The above
result indicated that leaf epidermal characters can

be used for identifying extant or fossil Cycas

species; 2) Four leaf epidermal types were related

to their natural Thabitats; therefore, the
combination of different leaf epidermal characters
may be a good indicator for palacoenvironment; 3)
Species included in this study varied in stomatal
parameters despite they grew under the same
cultivating environment. The variation of Stomatal
Index (SI) within Cycas was associated with
phylogeny: the SI presented with significant
phylogenetic signal, whereas the phylogenetic
signals of other stomatal parameters were weak.
This study indicated that, when using the stomatal
method to

reconstruct palaeo-

should be

cautiously considered to choose nearest living

density/index

atmospheric CQO, concentration, it

species as proxies, especially these with similar

morphology, habitat and close phylogenetic
relationship. In addition, the relationship between
stomatal parameters and CO, partial pressure
(pCO,) should be clarified within a genus so as to

improve the effectiveness of this method.



