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Abstract: The resources allocation and reproductive success were compared between Liriodendron chinense and

L. tulipifera based on mating design trial and floral characteristics. Six adult trees, 3 from L. chinense and 3 from

L. tulpifera, were chosen as mating parents. By comparing the floral characteristics between Liriodendron

chinense and L. tulipifera, we found that there was a significant interspecies difference existing in both

reproductive strategy and reproductive success. To ensure their reproductive success, L. chinense seems to

pursue the strategy of augment to the number of reproductive organ, while L. fulipifera takes the way of

improvement for the reproductive efficiency. Overall, the male reproductive success of L. chinense was higher

than that of L. tulipifera, while its female reproductive success was lower than L. tulipifera.
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REEMA TR LB R EEE RS EKE
1 AR B
1.1 FXREERBEHEEAEARFEHENE

SR ET RSB R B UL7R A1 A S ARl R
BIIMG B EMM IR, RBEKREEE
12 N E WK (Liriodendron chinense Sarg )Fh IR FN 5
AILERSERK(L. tulipifera Linn )FPIE,1993 4£ 3 A
AR, B A BB Y, 785 AR P RE L
¥ 3 HRBAERSEMK (S A0k B B ER R WYS. #i
YLEFH FY FIVL TG I LS)FI 3 MR RAE L B RS E MK
Gy Bk BB R Bk 44 NK, 2555 B MSL F18% 5 7
I LYSWE N FEAR,

2007 4 4 A T A, REBA KA [F e &8
PERFFHEIIEE 10 ~20 2, K35 2 d 5L B
B, BB S E EERKE A KE,
HEE EHPE HLHE BERE AKX
KESFHR MTBEEAKESBEERE L ALK
KESHEKE L. PIOFER/IEEE H) K A~ 15
KAERNERSHE., SRER3 MER, WEHE
KESHWAKEIFBEHE, 81 RGN
20 mg, 75T 2 mL K, B S0 FFRLBBRE,
LS pL 72 B T WA THE, B0 FE R A 3
W, 2RI WE, BOF Y EE R EENER
&,

1.2 EMEANE

2007 4E 5 B LA), RE A FA M B R
PEARTFFHIAEE 5~ 8 2k, /K% 2 d JFikEE#, H
10% FEEME +50 mg L' GRS + 1% BB RE R i 4555 76
# 2.5 b, BROREILM B RRA . SHERE A
3, BRMEE 4 OREF, BOF 85 K BRAIE M AEH
HHo
1.3 TEFHRFRES

2007 4 5 A bA), R Ak N e B RS E KL AL
EREEME 4 BR(EF LR 6 1~3E4 WYS, FY, LS,
MSL, NK, LYS)#E477 0] 2¢38 FdL B RS MR P 38
BLi%it. [F4F 10 ARERER, XRKB{ 47146
FF. Wit Bl 6 AMFMSEA N B AR AL
FPRIZZACAH B & 18 N(HPHERALHS 12 1,
AEGEAL G 24 ), LA E & SR A0 M L B
EHERE, ARIECREEN —3, 5 WYS.FY
1 LS AZRCHYJLEREE MR AAE R, 5§ NK.MSL #

LYS AR RS EMEARBHN, PL 12 NIEERsE
WFF AR BCLH S AT BR . 2008 4E 3 F #%Fb, [F4E 6
A&t & mAEFRMHEE,

1.4 HEEEESENIE

AN A I G HE X AL B B AT H B R
E,BEEENHE 100 KT, EE 4K, U4
KEEHTFHEEASHA B EE,

BIEASHEH HE BB ERLK 2 FPEEE
BEMREEESE, RRBDHENESEAE
FEHREERAE M) M. BEEEHES
FE R —FEARGEYAOME RS B RER
B SR AR (B B 1 B R LB

1.5 ZGitaHAE

HTAREE N ERERE L, RARF2
Wi, BFati REEANEEEAN
DEIANEFR—R G2t 7k, B RS E
FREBHEAFRBRERENNNESL, BFarn
FHSFESRTERIN T E,

KA SASv8.1 M HATGIH 04T, HESPR
i GLM.ANOVA )%, H ¥ 20t fl & 718 53 734
¥ F FACTOR.PRINT £,

2 GRS

2.1 HEMEEERSE

REE AL A LB 58 100.6 4, B EH
135 4, %0 62 A R KK B8 1.70 cm,
BK24cm BEE 1.3 c; MEKEYXH N
2.89 cm,FHEEK 36 cm, BB 2.5 cm, AR EKE S
W BKER 59% o

JLRREEMAE A LB 58 73.68 1, & &
B 107 A, & 34 M LR KBRS
1.71 cm, Bk 25 om, 550 1.2 em; BESK B3N
337 cm, K 44 cm, B2 2.6 cm, HkXEKE S
MERBERKEN 51%,

Tt RN, RER S LR E M L3
FME R B 22 AR B K (P <0.001,%% 2), 1B
HAXKEZRAEE, XEVAKEMEYSHE
KX, BEEM LI EREHRH L BEEE X,

2.2 BMEHERESE

FEENAL S HOTI58 4855 ML, BB H 58 ML,
BAH 34 BGIEZFIKEDN 154 om, &K 2.2 om,
B 1] o ST EFE N 2.57 cm, B 3.1 cm,
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F1 BEWMSIEEBEMEDSE
Table 1 The flora characteristics of L. chinense and L. tulipifera

FEA Parents
LS WYS FY MSL LYS NK

FE3L B Number of stigma

LXK Stigma area length (cm)

MRS Pistil length (cm)

FEK XK /BB K Stigma area length/pistil length
HERS S Number of stamens

AEZ5KE Anther length (cm)

MK E Stamen kength (cm)

LR F /MR KE Anther length/stamen length
B E R Pollen weight (mg)

BATEMEE Pollen number per unit ( x 1000 mg™?)
MR Number of pollen ( x 1000)

AEHHE H Pollen vitality (% )

BN IEM E R Pollen weight per stamen (mg)
P/O (x10°%)

108.65 10005 932 78.09 7362 6933
1.81 1.72 1.58 1.76 1.49 1.88
2.85 296 286 342 307 361
0.64  0.58 0.55 0.51 049 052

4855 51.05 369 4157 30.15 3424
1.47 1.51 1.65 224 1.95 2.05
246 255 269 351 32 337

0.6 059 0.1 064 061 0.61
68.25 66 514 12909 5381 9771
70 53 4833 11033 8433 138
4777 3498 2484 14242 4537 13484
89 75 95 96 83 89
14 1.29 14 3.11 1.79 284
2232 1733 1385 92.18 3122 10.19

®2 BERSEZBEMREEEERFTESTR
Table 2 Variance analysis of female reproductive traits between L. chinense and L. tulipifera

4R Characters DF F P
BEW L. chinense FE3k#L Number of stigma 2 266 0.081
LXK JE Length of stigma area 2 3.40 0.0423
MK E Length of pistil 2 078 04637
JLREREERK L. tilpifera FE3L ¥ Number of stigma 2 211 0.1288
FER KK B Length of stigma area 2 19.87  <0.001
WK E Length of pistil 2 2284  <0.001
FhiE)FE3L %L Number of stigma of interspecies 1 8892 <0.001
FhIE]AESK X K Length of stigma area of interspecies 1 045 0.5041
FhIRIMERS K B Pistil kength of interspecies 1 5589  <0.001

B 19 cm, HWAKE HHERSKER 60%, £
KE RN 61.88 mg, BK 133 mg, £/ 26 mg;
SEHH 3.59 x 10°RiIE K, IEMTE 10 86.33% . B
MBI ER N 1.36 mg, B KK 2.66 mg, F/h
# 0.70 mg,

JLEREEMALRE R BT 35.32 i, & &
) 48 1, B/DHY 24 BGAEAKE T35 2.08 em,
BK26cm RE 1.4 cm; BEEKEEY N
336 cm, K 43 om, ;%4 2.7 ecm, EZHKE i
BKER 62% ., EHERTH N 93.54 mg, HK
# 184 mg, H/M 30 mg; FHH 10.75 x 10K 4E
7, FEMTE SR 89.33% . RN ERTY
A 2.58 mg, B K 420 mg, /) 1.03 mg,

FEAMEREN , REEME LR E A
B EAKE BEKE ENEE XA EER

MEEFHR EZRBEGR3), MAKRKESH
MEHERABE . BRILKBERBERRE
DT REEM EHRE SRR S TREMK,
BAILRREE A FE R EH TR RN BRA LERT
REEM MWBAIEREE A, JLRRE LR/
MAERBES

2.3 M ST T R 5 B SRS

K Cruden HYFRE, REE M5 JL R REZ A
BFEHRRT, BERESHEELBHELT
JLEREWN, BAEREESHER D TILERE
ik, EmRSEMA P/O /N TFILERSEMEE 1),
B L SERE E M BT IR LRI E A AT 73K

F]H SASv8.1FACTOR & Xt iR H H (X))
HERRE CG) SR E (X,) R K B (X, ) FE
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®3 BERSIEEBEMEEEEERTESN
Table 3 Variance analysis of female reproductive traits of L. chinense and L. tulipifera

4R Characters DF F P

BEMWK L. chinense

LRIBERK L. tulipifera

FhiE)EEES Z Number of stamens of interspecies
FHAEZ5KE Anther length of interspecies
FhEIHEF KB Stamen length of interspecies
FhiEFE ¥ i & Pollen weight of interspecies
FhiE L ¥ %R Number of pollen of interspecies
FhIRIFE#YE 7 Pollen vitality of interspecies

P BELBR ] BT HERS 7B K5 R B Pollen weight of a single stamen of interspecies

HEFHL Number of stamens

FEZ5KJE Anther length

#E# F Stamen length

LB B Pollen weight

B EERIEk TR Pollen weight of a single stamen
HEFHL Number of stamens

FEZ5KJE Anther length

#E# F Stamen length

LB B Pollen weight

B EERIEk TR Pollen weight of a single stamen

2 66.39 <0.001
2 509 0.0102
2 452 0.0163

2 1895 <0.001
2 7987 <0.001
2 9533 <0.001
2 1679 <0.001
2 978 0.002

2 54.07 <0.001
2 30.28 <0.001
1 12079 <0.001
1 24168 <0.001
1 3038  <0.001
1 1895 <0.001
1 1020 0.0331

1 021 0.6724
1 7987 <0.001

HEX,) HPE ) BN ESEEHERX).
EHTE J1(X,)P/O (Xo)5F 9 MERBEATHE F 4017,
M EFREREED 96.46%, F—1EHF
(Factor DWAEMERKE BEKE EHER EHE
2 . BNEEhER JEME N P/O % 7 TR
FABRHEBE(FR4), TRENHFREEHESF
BIRHAEF, 8 A HF (Factor 2)7EEEHE
L E 2 Tighs LA, TRE-ANHF
EEEAEHER T, FIFH SASV8.1PRINT &7
HATE TR 5T KR 3 HRESEMKTE Factor 1 1
31853 4-0.58 , 7 Factor 2 HJF-39718 534 0.68;
L ERE MK FE Factor 1 B FHE 40 0.57, &

Factor 2 B 31543 5-0.68, H L] I, RS AHGE
TN B A B SRR R B B A, ML =S
EROE o R B AR B R SIROR R IE 25 B

2.4 FREEE=E

REMENG AN FREEEN 11.61% ,1E
AR A 14.24% 5] 12.92% , JLEREEMKAE
AR TR E RN 17.78% , FE XA
11.61% , 3 14.70% ,

STHEH, NK MSL 1 LYS H&Am 7R M
R 15.99% METFFPERRAE, RHABEREE
B B R = AR FRHER R

x4 BAFAHER
Table 4 The results of factor analysis

AR Characters Factor 1 Factor 2
MBS H Number of stamen (X;) -0.07045 097717
HERKJE Stamen length (X,) 0.70929 -0.67334
FE3k % H Number of stigmas (X;) -0.49820 0.85293
WEES K B Pistil length (X,) 0.84056 -0.48204
B E R Pollen weight (X;) 0.98867 0.00099
LB EE The number of pollen (X4) 0.80997 -0.50174
BT EM E B Pollen weight per stamen (X;) 0.90955 -0.41050
AEHHE H Pollen vitality (Xg) 0.45952 -0.12737
P/O (X,) 091543 -0.38037
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18.18% , mi TR EIZRBLA A, WL EREEME E
B B R R

2.5 EHEGES

6 A, FY Wit B RS A B, MSL
BB A 0.51(3R 5), MEHEEFHESERERNA
LYS,FY BRI N 007, LYS KB EHESE
B, 1 MSL f ik, FH SASv8.1ANOVA ¥ i#
THEST,ERER 6 NEAWBELBHEERE
B 28 0.028, B /N FHMEEEESE
(0.106) , & F A BHEE A BN Z 53/ T H
HEHEERE., LRBERELHEEESEE RS
ERE 0.82, REEMM MM BHEE /B RILERE
KA 0.65 ; REZAK PR B M B8 B R T AL 388
S, MEE R B T L ERE E M

®5 BEWRSLEEBERNEAESTE
Table 5 The reproductive fitness of L. chinense and L. tulpifera

37 Parents  HEME Male W% Female  M{AK Total
LS 0.86 0.59 072
WYS 0.90 051 068
FY 1.00 0.07 041
MSL 051 021 033
LYS 0.85 1.00 1.00
NK 0.89 0.8 072
L. tulipifera 0.82 1.00 1.00
L. chinense 1.00 0.65 0.87

3 i1

3.1 BEEMR M BT IR 40 B B SRR
BXEFR 3 M RSEM B ARRHRR BT RM,
TEMRRAL B3 T RS SRR AL MR /) , 764
WEARR N A RS LE I ; I i iR
BRBHT, AR IR M G R B ) JL 2R )
INFZAE 2o ALK 2R R R AR IR
REREEIMEEGE L, KT BEERIESR; Fi
ERRFNFIEREIE R, R T EEEAEY,
BABIZ S, LSRRG EHI LT BN B, Wik
B A DN B R BT R AL T REE M, BB
ST Gk E A E R LR &R, B4R
R/ SRR AR R AR K
W o X ULHHIEINAEER Y BT S AE R
AEETHEIFARETH, B4 KRB Rt
xR REER. WL, AR ERAER TR
BRESR BB T, BEMATBREH MR, H

WEPE ZAETE A R BT RBRE D B LSRG 24K, 3
AR B LA —E IR R AHE SR .

AR AYFRRA WS R ILRREEMEET
RE BRI S CH SR, H hna &MER S
RSk EFRRE BB , (i A SR B A M 7 B3
REEIRRAE TS 1. BAFEYRIRA R R
BT T A BB LSRR T B, RRiEk
STEE, FiemE R TN A RER LT LRY,
(e ek PR ARG 1 B o e SR B AE e 7 B LA OR AR o S o
X TP 7 B 5 W 7 S A RS b AR B g BT R BR A
ARIILRIGE MRS T E R EEE S, B
B BB AR IEERE D T BT 2
% 88

3.2 BEMRHNEERS
oA 2y X BRI A RORE T B AR B Mr, R
RRAGREBETEHFR, LRBWEMK P/O &
FREFEMK, RIA LS RE A 38 58 B9 7 S i, X
SN BRERAEFT AR EHEAE
IR AE R BRI AR AF T REATHY , BRI
SZAER BRE , T AR B R Mk & SL R T g
SACBIRB, T LAHE I 7E & M R B SRR RS
T, HAEREDNE BER-BERRILRRE
M EEEEE S ETRER. MEREKER
BEMEREM T RPIREEM G LR LEBS
BCHERIARY 6o R OO7E S S RS S AR B R
FEFARD 7 Bl B, O VE X b R RS A TIR
FEREEMRIR 00 X 5| R LSRRG MK, H S REEAK
RARHRHBEB AR TILRBEE MBI BRI
BE

BeAh, ARSI A S AT L
EMBAEMTE R RN E N EHE SR
FE—ELER , XRWENFIER RS B o6
RS St AMRERERS P SA LS

3.3 S E IS EM A FE R
AREH 6 NREZMGRATEME A B R B
IR RIZ R, I MSL A S5 AR5, &
PETE A BN 0.51;FY FMEM: B0 U MG, B8
AER0.07, XTI, FEE T REEMIH T
A, B RN EBEAEES BERNAERER,
WEL RN B, A KRB R0 E
2 Hh B T A e AN R S - I B 2
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