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BUMASH T ERE, Xt E. EERENIBLET AENA, A BT RAANN I FIECERNEAMRE, #
RRFAE, AN EEMRELT MR A RBET RN SE

KR ASKA, MEER, REN, ERAHHIERR, EL

AL S PRl 4 M E) AL (evolution), J& &
(PRBE S RTE) 25 DR B0 PRI 938 2, AR 3 ) AR 16 ¥ (nat-
ural selection)I45 5, HEZEFRFRESE R (1) 48
tk; WrElE Ak (coevolution) & TEAL I T-4E, T EIKEN )
K H T EAEH R 2 18], RIS Bk # (reciprocal
selection) 45 .
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BT MEEACBE SR IR X SR TR

k.

HAE18594F, TA/RICAE (WFkda) H LAPh A&
i (co-adaptation) H) f FE IR [ A8 5 A& 4 3 2 TR 1)
HEAERY, EIEE b R AR S i Ehrlich 1
RavenfE 19644F IERIRLH ), A0ATE VokiE B 54
YR BB AR M. TR RS, #
Wity i DUfE FAEY &, TAE EREA T A A BRI R
ARV RE R el R B AT D, B i)y HOG 254
PR D St Sk s M A A 1 1k s Ak AR X —
Ehrlich flRavenit #2128 it -4 5 713 [F] 356 4K (escape-
radiate coevolution)i# %Y, R[4k FAE )t ik 8 52 %5 ™ &
MM Er, — EAEY RSP A B IR G A =4 5 Wi A
T RAMECE, W kA TG NARS, FR, HaE RS
RRAZ M PrEErE, WG RS R A L i B
U ELR A, Tt AT A A

IR SCR B R 2 S, 4 W R A0 AR RR 2
TEDIF 5 W Fh 2 18], 385 B FRAE BOM P [F] 3 4 (pair-
wise coevolution)” /5% %4k [ 1k (obligate coevolu-
tion)"*. 76 F 4R A, WA ) LA A R e R
R R, FE B2 X2 0 EERAE R L,
W—MAE Y ] e T L R R 2 A R E I R, B
i 2 B o ARy Ky dor -, T —Mah Pt i
ATLURZ PR IR S5, DAL & 2 P A R 484,
AT, PREED [El AL (diffuse coevolution) Bl 4144 By [6] 75
fh(guild coevolution)fs LLHR B>, SRk b 7 38 f1. v
RAGRERE — A8 MDA RFAE 52 1] 22 A~ HoAt ARy
fE By SZ IR = AR AR EIHAG I &, BRI 52 2 Fh s
HEEHCRT AR B A SR B AL, DA R R R
A Hh BE B A 2 PR BRI e 46

2 PR R X

P RIEAL OB R SO TR ML ] DR A T3
7 11 7 4 AR S AL e PR R4k RE L 2 A4
R ERE. O E, B RIEAL AT DR SRR A O
etk AT, e L, RN A BRI b RS [R]
(O FLASREAES B R A B 2 A 2 I 3 e PR A L,
T S0 % 1 B8 AL

ST B TR A MR 2 8 F 452 X 2 A 3 —
ST BRI FAE, B A HAEE &rh, U
— P RAEBUE, T — 77 LA B LA 2 K
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AT, AR EAERRERS T A
BALR R, XL 38 AR G R G VME (cooperation)
H #H(mutualism). B |4 (symbiosis). P [F] & B
(coadaptation)Z. 141, % 5 1R 2 FF LM 2 H A (1)
HBRR, BIFARPERSIXEIFICEY N F—Fh
HORA T A, =R IR R Tk, 5E4
ZEG W FEEA R A AR L, X R
A B R YR 2 “coevolution”iX — B ] J5 A g 4 Bl 5 o
()R AR I L. R, AR i S B e It
AU AT FARBE I A R A A4k, HAR G 346
ARV JE BRI T AR PEIR, LIS )R A LA RE 22 Ry
A,

21 AYSEEYZE. FEMSAEEY 2 HZ
iy IR A 2

() N5 B —J5iH, /8K fET, B8
WHAEH T, NSRS HAR S SR A8
KA B, B RT MO BR IR 7 A T IE R, )
—IJ7iH, NFREGAEERPEARIAE? BRE Tk
LK, ANSREIZEF J) AR KT S BRI R 3 K
K HBERT T T IR N, AR T — R4 ER
SRR . BEUZ A L KM TG e A R SR )
SR, HBRIREEAS B I A5 2 0E BN SRS B 77
A2,

(2) LVl 5 F A . EHBERTE R, b
RS, KA AR F ARl = v s
ERE L BiE R BHEGVD A, KIS T i ERR
(RT3, A ARG S & B AR, YR AN,
LI A TR R, T R R 55 A
IR ARt ofe ok 7/) - RR (VA oot VAR T S M 8 3 S
SR A EAE L ATLLE A B, B AR
AR RS AER, MU R AR, A
RAATLERE, FREAEL. BRERIAE T
e, TR AR LB 2 R A SR, el
8] AN A 2 O R AL I 6 &, TR R A T+
HAEH.

() A E R, BRI LR,
HARMERZE., BRS5BFEZEE57EM, £
eSS Aiiibun e P A TR 3l A0 S U )
R, FEHAP DR ARERMEE, HESOF
AN R R A A S S PR R A,
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22 ZFROFEIEAL AL

F AT, 030 b RIS 9T 75 AOAIEE 28 /0, 3 2500
(K1):

(1) seHhUlsRm e S EAERR. REBEIE—
MEKRERE, WAENMICETLURYE iz KM
SR 5T IS ELAE B 2 )2 AR AE S P [F) ELAR )
KA.

(ii) SEEGUFHE A I A e FE . &R 2
PIFEACELZ, kR, JE A SRR I S 6 2 R A e
LA E Tk, [FIRE, TR FEIAEM Rad, 72w
S USRI € BAE B S L IR AE X ] R R .

(iil) RGEKAEEEHEHFERGRKE. REHEN
W AR I AT 2o A U BT B, iRk
AHAERRBEM), KRG R AEMTINE R
— 0, RIRT RS PSS HEIR] R AR W (B8 A4 A RAE AR

3 CERTHE AR
3.1 iR AR R e g )

FEV RS AL B & A R e . &2 I AR o,
AP ST 5 WL BT T S il R R E R A
(1) R s A A ] 1 A A A 1~ s A
ff; (ii) R ACRE & e SO, NS OL2E
FE.

3.2 SCEEA NI

N T RPN R, ASCR A SCER T &5 T B
DA ME 2245 Bk 25 A PR A 7] (Clarivate Analytics, 5
AR AU BHEFOER) I Web of Science(&
ST 6 AT L Web of SciencetZ v & 81 N E IR,

TR L), AT KR ATS=(“coevolu-
tion*” OR “co-evolution”) OR TI=(“coevolution” OR
“co-evolution” ) & 1964~201 78] T 5 [FiEAL G
KISk, LASCERZE AL # (Article) HHTAE M, AR5
PLEERF < HE 0 4 2% (Evolutionary  Biology) i AT
Kk, R CIR28210, LLAFREERIHER b AR
(Evolutionary Biology) " #EAT K& ¥k, SR1FCHR113715.

o F (), B, BAMRIERT AL, s
T 6N G PRI E SO M EAEH
(interaction). AHH.5ZWi(interplay). H Z (mutual-
ism). HF|3L/E (symbiosis). #ME(cooperation). [

0-0-0
C —

=

HEIE R

thEIEK

B 1 EARSEHEE P R AR R SR, 3AN RS T
FRK E 2% BRI R 2 BATIES, P Tk BRRAT 2
FAFL UESEBRR. A E KR AL SRS KRS T
A

Figure 1 Conditions for estimating the coevolutionary relationship
between interacting groups. Gray bars represent conditions satisfied and
evidence present, while white bars represent conditions unsatisfied and
evidence absent. Different combinations of bars represent different
ecological evolutionary relationships, and are listed to the right

18 Vi (coadaptation). HH, <HH FL A FI“HH ELEZ M 1)
RSO IR, # 2 48 PIAN BUCE 22 32 AR R 3 s
178, <HE RIS TN, R E S B T
TR R FR; “HANFEA I O R A B SC
R, AP EREEER. KENGEME “PERE
PRI 1 M S — AT R R, “PhRIE RN
PIANEE 2 AR DL —5F sl — BRI TR 2, R AR R B
R, WS 2, HEY, CHRFLAE AP E
AR EHEAER . MERmWRIER, A%
e8] R A2 P p F)id BN A2, A AT g SEELe B[R]
o RE, BATHEBARERERRA: (1) TS=
(“coadapt*” OR “coadapt*”’) OR TI=(“co-adapt* OR
co-adapt*”); (i1 ) TS=(“cooperat*” OR “co-operat*”’) OR
TI=(“cooperat*” OR “co-operat*”); (iii) TS=(“inter-
act*”) OR TI=(“interact*”); (iv) TS=(“interplay*”) OR
TI=(“interplay*”); (v ) TS=(“mutualis*”’) OR TI=(“mu-
tualis*”); (vi) TS=(“symbio*”) OR TI=(“symbio*”). i
ZK1964~20174F 8] [ FTAT SCHR,  LASCHRISAY 3L & (Arti-
cle) Ml B2« #EAL 2E )¢ (Evolutionary  Biology)”
HATHE )%, 15 Hcoadaptationy2314%, cooperation’y
1585%%, interaction’Ay10182%%, interplay 45555, mutu-
alism>N 114355, symbiosis H173453.

33 Xt ESHEIREEY
(1) Dl TR A M 2 ] 1) AR R A 1 2 U
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. AR R AL A S B 19644 5t L IE 203, 12
BERI19914F, P R840 N2 7 SC 2 A 1 S A PR30 e
AR Rk sh: b EY2EAR, SE B
19904 (1] 65 BR A N 19914 /192275 ; T E AR AL AE D)
SEAT, AR SCEE B 19904E (1) 165 BT N 1991 4E 1
78%. MI19904EF20174, TEdHLA ) 4ilsk, 48k
ESPRBEAE S ERRIEN R IEKE191
T, PRI R N6 35S /4E, T AE ARk AR 2 A, 42
BRABFAE 5 W RV A AT DRI S0 38 R R AR N1 64 13 R 3
KE10075, PR EIA34.45E/4F. 196445
20174, SHERBELEMEESFERILRT AL
A, ME&IMA R4 RHMEH, S5“coevolution”#t&H
KRR E, EARI AP = A 3G K 2R
e T U (R ). X5, — B
P R A S 7R LA 3 IEAE AN K, 5 —
FHABRE, EREABS O 2R IR
e s, BRI R R I B
JRA BT ARk R R EL. EE R LA, P RIE A
L K, BB 2RI SRR AR Y .
TR AL P 2 Ak P (R A 2, P
Z MBS THAL R A O, KRR R O P R
MRS IR R TARZE.

(2) VR SRR 456 B . 72 BT A RE 4
RCEIGK ML A, 5% R HUH L, e R 2
BREE R ARHERERGEED, EMmEARSH, FHER
BOEE S TP ARE R RGO, TEATE AR SR
H B R A & 3 SR AR TE S, “interaction” X — AR

T R i T R e A AR, H 2 i “coevolution”.
“interaction” AR 4RI KT (B M 19914F:  19904F 1% A E
ROCRN23FE, M99 —ERAE N 1075 19904
F20174F, EFLAED AR, 5 interaction” I8¢ 3L
BN RER SN2 K 868, KR
152820 /4, HARK R E A0 & it 2 G K At iz vy T
B A SCER T IR 1E (R 1). 52481, “coevolution”
(P38 K B A 2P 2%, M19904F If6ks Fab it K 2
19153, MK R N6.35 /4. “cooperation”, “mutual-
ism”Hl“symbiosis” V-2, 46 tH I B3GR A 47y
PIR19914E, PGB R N: 3.2, 3.5H15. 7h /4.
A, “interplay”Fl“coadaptation” I3 K R AR, 7051 A
L8AN0. /4. BEAL AW 48 “interaction™ M 22 F) A
Pz FAAE &, SR IATEREAL AP ek, A AT TR Rk
FVEAS FIWFh 8] )« H A (interaction)”, T ANF 24 H Y
) S S/ B IVAS REZ AT e =X i 2 = 2 N ]
DLBE R AR 257 W A BE SRR b AL, “Interaction” [ #4
12 E L 5 T“coevolution”, tHii8H T HEAEFTE 4T H
TRV R A 7, # T 2 7 ke P [EE AL AT ER
R, “Coevolution Wi 4 FH g T oA ™ et
JEME, UB AATX 1 dn“coadaptation”, “cooperation”,
“interplay”, “mutualism”F1*“symbiosis” = & IR, 175
Kb TP (B AR A s N, WS is FH v R B

4 WhIFEBEALR R G S IR

v TR s A SRAH LA RO fE AR S AN AL

F1 PRI HITAIATE, FA T B R SCEE (v) B 1) (o) 14 K 1 il 2630 5 40

Table 1 Parameters of curve fitting of publications per year (y) against time (x) of similar terminologies of “coevolution™

)

RIS

FRER A&

Rifi PN U S
AR AR AR A AR i i

Coevolution (HEfbA4%%) 3=0.04x"% 0.679 1.18 =038 0.937 0.52 0.13
Coevolution (AEHHLAEWS)  1=0.02x>° 0.773 1.22 3=0.42¢™1% 0.956 0.54 0.16
Coadaptation 3=0.19x"% 0.626 0.62 3=0.59¢"%%* 0.861 0.39 0.06
Cooperation $=0.05x"% 0.633 1.16 y=0.33¢""" 0.911 0.57 0.12
Interaction 3=0.02x"% 0.778 1.17 3=0.50¢""> 0.945 0.58 0.15
Interplay 3=0.09x"*' 0.505 1.08 3=0.32¢"" 0.845 0.61 0.09
Mutualism =0.06x" 0.632 1.06 3=0.37e™™ 0.912 0.52 0.10
Symbiosis 3=0.05x"% 0.626 1.18 3=0.35¢""* 0.910 0.57 0.12

a) FrA LG P/ T0.001; b) B REUT TR KR B (=ae ™ AT L LS (L (Iny=b+Ina) &, 22 (042D,
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H ARG, AR IR 5 5245 B L, i RIS AL T 5
ARG, U EBREAERELT, A& e T EE
A7, Wrka). HEGUT k). M
B, T2 BT EBRE S — T, 73k
i) A (— R S — 7, 5k, fEHAR
RETF, EAEMFRRIFAR—, 1E—L 25
ARG, BAEXT ] R A7 B SRR,

41 H#iE

(1) fiEHE-Hmas. MedRFEwItFELHE
— AR, T RS, R At T R
M. HRRKH R HIRIN ). SRR S ).
AT A BRI @R ITHALRE T XTSI
VAL RE SR RE ), TRk R AL T kR
Ji. BiRe . BRI GBAM) A — R S B R
H]%[lﬂ.

Wie-pHaH B R AT, B, BN s
T 50— B ARAF 524 FO W J8 (Borealopelta  markmitch-
el RIIX T B A AT 7 A 1)1 o 25 FH A
JEE b B AR (SR TR, T
ME R OB R R, RIJRAEPAEN, Bl g
FHWRE T HEE R

il 60 5 (%) e M AR A7 B 5 ) B A A 8 L 1
[FVEE A0 OC 2, G E I EE e JE w3 v () 1 22X (Gastropo-
da) BAR B Ll H A 7 7K A BRS04 BRI R 7,
UG, CUEAT Y s b A b X ) K B A
EHDLHA RS e F S R W
PUERVE AT RE 2 P R A 0 5 R, A6 36N I 5 A e
(garter snake, Thammnophis sirtalis)A—FPEIE (toxic
newt, Taricha) N, IXFREUE n] fEAARZR = AR A 1w
%8 2 (tetrodotoxin, TTX)LAHKPUIHi &€&, AFEMHX T
5y g D A S b Y A S X R R AN RIRR B )P, AR
T S L TR & 1
5 [ Jon R ke R DX, A R R e DL R B
(Sciuridae: Xerinae) V&, Hufa 5L i 40 HAH B
HIPTEE 2R DA Ui &, A R X s 5, s bt
BERMIPUE R R, T X e R e B R KPR R
AR i T s,

() HEY-HEEE. SHEESTHHEENLRE
oL, M B HAE. R — 5 Bl A4 21, MidE
WisE Ak H 7 AL 1) DA HE B B AR LA B 3 1 AN R

HEEMNZASEREY ZHEER S, HEEH
TERE T 2 BEAL iy 7 B A a2,

MY S EHE N EAERRBERCOA. i, f£aHe
PO 7 #As 1 DX AR AR b, F 7N SAHE 4> £ 5800 7 4
R FIA AT P P B B e ™ S A R Y, AR
8 2R AL ER B iz L 7 (Araripe Basin), fF 78 A\ G i@
IATHCARRA, RIE A R L RR A B A R
i A AR R

ESHEEEWEAEY, MY T 52 (tolerance)
BB (resistance) L LA FEACH & # 10 /a 5. ity 32
MR H AL, MY RIES 5208 & & 10 F WA PR
B RS R, IXEEE I A A R, f
BT RS T AT DA OR A B ) B A
BP0 B [ B A bR 2 DL S B A (over-
compensation)””), BT HEHUL A HIHLH], R AT BRAK
MR E PR, Ak b, Kok &2 pOpLE €5 i
& PP, AP . (1) B 2
TEYDAIER) . B Z AU 18 B 8 R A, DU R
A REE Y, e R Bl (R (),
AR e L) R () MR AT T
YRR R ITA W Z . Bl R BELM,
— e A AL ZE R, DABH L R 3 i T
(iil) fZ=piE s 2y A I E KR
R0 T/ IR BARUR W), B M. AVEE,
PRy RIS 2. A, SR 5
B RIRE b i E R

£ 3 (RIS A A 1) B A e A R i .. CEAEA)
HEEHENEAEY, Fpm e B2 2 EY
B T, — R R R T AR
BRI B, 2+ RbE A
TR A7 %67 0 7/ 22 9T 7 B (glucosinolate/myrosinase) B
FEHLA, BT B A A R 26 0 A A B ) e T
FIRNE, (AR & 5 H B R Pieris rapae NIk
A M ] DAR S K SO 9] 35 AR UG R A S AT
A7 B SRR (isothiocyanate) ) 7 ) HEAT0Y, KU R}
(] Palilio polyxenesi& N T 1E4 B 11E FAEY) L it &,
IR HL 40 ff €6, X P4 50 H 4 B (monooxygenase) 1] 2 5
£ 1191k 75 7 2% (furanocoumarins) 1 i 2 14 F2°).

42 HHE
() HESERE. E0E NEYSRAEN RS,
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ek MAEZ AR Bk b, SE e PEAE T, T
NI ERPEACE . Bk SR .

HEFMRE b, ALY S50 E Z RN A2
PR, N, AR E AR A 21
LAY RER ST, FERE R SRR 3 S,
T EAF A2 3 B0 S [ R R T 1 240 - ).

MRGRAERIAERE, BT YR ERFA
HAERfE Ry R . Tk 7 Fl(Schisandraceae) & 71
VIR ANITA i KR, — THOAEES B2 I A 72
TRUE 72180 Tuik 1 BHE Y 5 BCRH(Cecidomyiidae,
Diptera) B HU K [RIE A0 OC &, FL A B AL H 1) R ACHS
SRFEAELE T, %) H DLAE B 20 WA £, T 431 23 B 6
AR, TR RHMEY) 5 7 ORISR Hh ot R COT
HRE AR

AR ARFAE ) 48 7 TR A4 3L B X AR 5 A% 0 25 Bl
K DI RERF I IE N, 55 1 RIS, A 5 A6k & st A0 A
IERFAE LLIE SAERHIE R A R e .

(1) fEAMREEH. A e i B R, AN
s KR # & . i, fEJEvR, —FEm R
FZ(Roscoea purpurea)ft5 AN A X 1) J& #EH A
PIAETRE G, T A8 b X AT AN [E] W P K e S A%y
FU AR — R KW 2R AL K 3 Prosoeca  gang-
Ibaueri (Nemestrinidae), HWJKA[iA20~50 mm, LL—
% S RHEY) Zaluzianskya  microsiphon® 35 A ()% AN
', EAFEERE, Z microsiphonI B KEX R, M
BRI SRR, AR S Rt K4 T3k i
A RLI30MC R ) 2= ALY R TR R I, 125 7R 3C
T IE ZHh & 2 22 (Angraecum  sesquipedale) ik
33 om B 2 5 B AT A A FE W K R R i R Y
B JE NATIFE 2 2 22 BRI R I B30 em W I
K, BN G A bR E B2 T
H I A ) gk A 2 22 48 AR PR it 74k
S PRI 41 5 2 DT R, #59R9750 348 22 A7),

(ii) fe . ANFRYIAE R EBI ) 5 % 255
WAL IO 5 2 (A7 AR R, A5 16 M s
1ot 2 M 2RI B DL S AN TR A A 7, A A 7
RIS B [ R 34 P TRt i, ek
RO RS, WERAME . W EOASOREBIR
RS, TS KR VYIS RS, T A
OO ghAh, VRS TR B 9K )
I EER, AT RBOCRITPE, AU A iU
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o, TG RITESE, fEREXT R R AR 3 0 R R g
s 51 57,

(iil) FEk. MEHITE T LA O EOR RS
LA 51 A 2 5 R R B R AN R R R 5
ANFIRB LA, —LeRAERESLIG R, TE0%k
) 5 AR T DL SR B R R RO Y, IR
PEA TR B, — B O B SR T 5 R 13X
SRR A 2R AT R Ay 1 T — BRSO
W BRI 2%+ Rk s H R Y, — iy
HUR ATy B O PN AR I SO R R O - 51 4%
WIS 2 A S B WA 5 R LR
EWI(VOCs)H miL87% M E R, H o &R &I
LR 55| (e kD,

(Av) BRI, HEEE AL 2 Fh 2 R AR D
FasE M- 2 R R 2R, nde ™. 1em O Fk
1% 88 0 R AR BB CRI AR . SR A
BECER, oo RERE BT &7 ELA 8 B R A R AR A 0]
AR s RO, e AR AR, A
FERE B RIBE RS, AR TN R S ViR RE E T FE,
T A Ky (1) 48, AR R o 58 5 B3R, B
AR it P S92 SR A Ry R, L
EPEERTER S, X5 EEER T EL
BRIV R R N, RS R d
IR EAE R, FEERR T 0T AR S IER & . 3
REAL W T 2 A, IR RS LSRR B duAT R
B, %3k(Aconitum spp.)Ae % AP B AR DL
T I B BRI AR R 2 (U el A e, {8 L w R R {
WEE EINME LA SZ, 1505 i) 5 5 5 oAk 1
R 28w R R AT DR TR 2 T )
I R AZ, TR B ek a7, H2
FEREIRE T, Rl EEGERD R emb
R EENIRM, b E S EORAER, HEER
516 5 PR 2 A9 32 B R AL R 2 R,

TEARKY ETTIH, AR N 1 3R B BRI AL
TENXSFER O, sk H p) R AN K REE
BRI ERecE N Vi T A LA R i 0L/ A & ST 1%
WEEIE R T AL BB B . TER RIS gs ™. BmA
R[22 EY)BEA LA BRI 2 1) 45
¥, fEiek A Re b AR n] DUAT R S B0k 11 R BT IR
/U B RS IRR RS I 0 B AR RS AR 20
R, AR, AP — RPVRHE, 8258 IRt
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FRNFLRTC 25, DU SR Aek fa th, B e fe it &=
FEAE I AR — e B R T REAE SRR,
o TR FRI AR, Blan, —FRigSR(Rediviva
longimanus) A H A (1) HT J LAIR B 2= fE(Diascia
whiteheadii)1E5E H G,

(2) BHAFLA. BRSLAERFEONER .. KW, 1f£
PRFHAS R Fh 2 TRl B DG &R,

S8 79 B AR SR IS B (Pseudomvimex  sp )WKHi T 5
b G W& (Acacia) 4, VA K Hh 2 iR E A Ja
B, FELAREA 73 WA I AE AN AE BAE N B, 46 WO A
WO HTHRE B3 . R8I T B 0 AT BEL L B B S A
NEHAHAN, 5 e AWML, AIEIEM K LI
KB, TEIGER(Vachellia erioloba) R % F& K1
W, BB S g

/NH fa (B2, Amphiprioninaeil &) 5 i 252
2 HE R, I /N H AR g E ARy /N1
B RR A R SRR, ] S i 2
MR, SRR DR g fa; /N H B IR R
MEMESEIREL, ok g2, e eh — 3ty
L1000/ 2E, Hp (U 10M 526 My /N H i &
PEILA, SRR 5 g e v B R R L & p A
e, BAHERX RN HAE E SR 2 Rl
DL A i A %,

Y5 BB A+ Bk, RSt AR ERY
80% M) 4t & HE W) B} v ER A FE 4 5 T AR 3 1 (arbuscular
mycorrhizal, AM)FEAE™], 364 205 B IR
TIERRBE. B, BEMEITER, MEY IR
KA EMAEADE FZY . Y S mAa e, 5
N LR SR B A, RUR R O hE it
A, MEARBERERIOCEER Y. SRHEY S
LA NSRRI BEE Tk, R T DL I B A
T o 5 R TR f S ™Y, T AR ) AR e BRAE A R B
Tt RAERCE, RRERATEEES. Fin, 4+
HER & B I, SRME Pt AR TR T B, B
SRR R AR AL, A SRR B ) [ SR ) AR 1S
ZB‘?,{EE [86,87].

(3) Fetp-TA. —Ee AR R RIEAZ T LR
By B, T HAE XU 7R B B [E N e B s, A3 —
ERREFH. sl Y- B RANE,
FER - 25 A2 Ok ZRIE Y B O AR )08 A B A 3

(1) Z2>25-22250. 222 B (Yucca) N2 = 1%,

(22 2=kl Prodoxidae) e {1k K i 11 7= G Hb DL b 435 76
fr, [l 22 22 0 A 22 22 4R P A A 0 1 0 i 251,
22 = WRCER TR, FRRAER 01T D 3R R I B |,
TE MO FE A A Sk e 52 40K . 22 22y i 22 2= IR 7K, FF
ELER)F 5 = oy, Bk E AR LR & M+
HE.

(i) FER-FE /NI, AEWE (Ficus spp.) S HAER B /1N
WA BRI ELAE R BE AR TS00 JT4E AT A C T, 2Bl
W) B B A I P R AL 5% R — T W A R
By, MRS Y RE NS O AR & )5 AKX
B, ERRCREMEIREEY). Mg S NFESER N
RN NG /N, ALK /N IR RS W 2 i A
#E (pollen pocket), I E A il (pollen comb), It
235 K 5 /N 5 S U RO E K (4T 9 LB AR 50,
B BN ALy /N — A X R R A5 ), A B
B FIRACM AT RN, — e N AN R R P
BUPESRG, AR, TSR D38 5 22 5 A% 4 /)
I HOE S, e H SR TR, Il s
PR EANH NS ARRE, RIETTHEE R NI
PEAEHS /N, X7 % BRIk P i),

(iii) M- FER-k. k4 Epicephala spp.) N T B
(Glochidion spp. ) &ML IR S5, HIHA)h B —#B
SR ERBIMT. M N ER B Y S S An R 1 BAE O
RIEHAEAR O ZAEE, REKESIERA, 6t
NERE YA 7 SCHR S S E R ) S Ani e B
A R,

4) ER-FhFEUL. — B LIEY BRI EY),
BRE THEYA G, (HIX LI E 2 N E Y
HUE AT, XSHEPA R

P AR R 2 R P [EE AL K 8 T 478000
R ERRE, R EIELE T 2 RS
Bt o IR M, TR 2 SR O EEN T AR
SHEREY). ZRRLERZHE FEDBIHRE, &
RE R EBWAERZ KSR I, 72281 C 50
kA SRR, - Eas T2 WAL
[P, 01354 O AR b 5 28R 1136%, LA 1074
T 20 1) it A v AR I FLE R 20%,  #RELE T84
Bl 52 4 B SR A,

T 5 Fh B0 Z TRAAAERHE R O E. #iln,
SKIOBEALE R T FLsh ", T b S 2 R
Y, HASLEE AN 2%, MR AL ECh R
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TR, RSl S R BN S
TR K% 2 95 (gape width) 2 WA — &R, 1Y
KHEUEF TR, WHEAHE KR, BEEnE
FEFRORNFTEERR T, DURia SR B
BARTEE T, AN, LRSI T
B O S DA R BAN SR 701 Tk
SRR T BORE Y, TR SRS A R S
R BRI AR RS — B, IR AT DA R AL F T
HAR, 38 AT DAIBET R 7wy g g U0,

43 w4

AR YT E R — B AT AR AL E IR,
ABNHES, AT s KRR ERFLRT, &
ANYFh ) H AT 2 R AR R B G . SR AL
bS5 5+ BT IE G LIPS, Hh— 7 2 d A S
Az, BRI AR R ALLT- M CLSE B i 5 3647 AN, B
B M AINA, FEE SR E T, P ENEA S R — =2
RA R AR,

JE =R KR A 2 T (Alliaria petiolata), TE£1150
ERTIINALSE, XA AR A A AR B (al-
lelochemical), BARZY R (F BT Fi\(sinigrin))7E
JER 7 b IV K i o 24 AR ) R 52 00 AN KR, HL AT 40
SEIN A 3 R A K0T R R, AR A
ot 7N Sz X R B R TR 1, HAEGTARE
75 () 38, AR A T PR Rg ik,

FE 5 J BHAE LI DX R b, Sl S04 1) i A
1 (Gasterosteus aculeatus) & FEENATER L AIEFRH
Eiiz A BN, R E S S i R (R (R,
A JEFRE AL IR K R, TR R R AN
e

Ji = oy BT B T B ) AR (R (B (Anolis sa-
greD/E N GINFEE, FEIRRELAL NS F, 7
N FE R H A g A 5 W (Anolis  carolinensis)
SEFMEEY. BN RN LIRS G )N
B b, kM EE20R)E, S5 R05 EEEAE
FIH X AH L, AR gk A B e FE R B S AL B B FE AL
BEBEET, HE#({oepad) W ZBHF K, LIRS
KEAS Sk e A,

44 FH4
ERERRY, FEERB T EAA FEE W
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S RIS, 1 0 B 68 kO Bl 77 A AR PR P
HEFEFERNEELEZIEFETR. ANXNAERE, F
HEFRE E AR —E PR R, A, EU
RN TF A NAZIE AT 28T k> 518 ke, B
LI EF A AR R G D EEA O E F AR A
112]

B AR AE £ B B P RNE A AR A RAER
AR B, BTN GG FH A o R K AR ) A
ShWARIEATR) B2 4135 A Hi (ectoparasite) B3 R G M, K
I Z A B R G TR AR R — 2, AR
A EAE T Z 8 MR RO AR =2 R 3 A R
E/‘J[113].

A 51 £ B R B RNE A AT DL SR PR
F&. RN ) B 1E 19 284748 5 NIRRT, T 3R]
Wk = T RE, DX S G FIROE S5 . A A+
T 2112 F 1, BE09 B (myxoma virus) B 5] A
RN DA ] S5 1A R A, S 2 o 2 25, LT
IR T ) TR R D30T, B, R EE A
FZ B T EREA, R EE R T T T E AR
K3 7, PSR EERCE, LRy 11E
FIELF B A B B B R R 2w, ARG 1
FERE EAO T R BB AR T IbL . BARZJEVF
ZRTVIRICT G, K2 HOZ IR G MEAF I I 8]
HoRIER

— U 9, SO G A A S S B, 4 AA E
FAE M RIEE, K9 HL AL (brood parasite) . 2
ARG 2 B T, AR AETE 90 W (egg
stage), R4 7E4E S W (chick/nestling stage). N T ik
BT S H ORARG R AN TE LYK, mEY
KB PEHEARR S E, FHFHTHIMNIERT), MM
Hh, SEOCE AR SR H — RN, OREASTE
B, k. HEEREN wA kR
F YRR EREIE. B, ANFETE SR FHFE
BENEFEEAR, MAEEAREEE SRS 0,
FAE ISR (Cuculus  canorus) ) ERSFEE N
it AN, RUE A SRR AT A 1 2K
M, 16 F SREMIPABRTT AR, <58 H A
FAESEMIN, B SEINZ IR, a4
BRI, 0, KALRS11E = S2YFh, iR
Al EFFESEIRE SR, AR [E) R 5 AN
7] 1% 55 g 3 S B AN 2 REE e,



P EBNE: ARl 2019 4F 49 % A 4 00

4.5 P

— LeRAE )y U AT LR A ) B ) R B
VI AF LR, 18 B S AR AERZ, PRI R AT 1% ) g
A 2R G, 0 47 £ 1 T Lo R AL, 1R e
BRIy 58 (model),  HAth 2 [y mge DLt 4 tH 28
A B B 5K, DU DL TS 6 S 0 P T, <A
A (mimic) ", SR AELE, X AR AT, BN
— HAURARAR 435 W, D) SR a1 s A2
AT, e BT RBaE R, RE R
RUTSIRARAME N, (HRIE Al b 22— T, Hafd
WREEAT H AR A AT, PRk, S AT HES) P R AL,
BV [v) 2 o 2R (B R A A, T 2R DU [
16 B AU A R Uk AR T AL

VR E IS 73 B RIS IS, 18
2 AL (Miillerian mimicry)H, JR Z 4 Ff AL 4 Fil
X T & R MR B BRI, DR U7 B e A
XA L2 B, BN, 725w HAE
AT I Heliconius B F, H. eratofH. melpo-
mene e Wt FLAF BOATEA I PIAN YRR, BEEILT, H
melpomenefAUH. erato’J5; EIFE. WP [H) 215
KA EE, — B2 RS T 11 AR5 B R
PRI R I e, 3 — TR SR 17 3 Y A
I RGER AT HAEA S PP oA IR E DL S i 55 b 3 2
PSR, B PR B 2 ) AR A7 AE T A% 1 0 [
S

7E 1[G A& (Batesian  mimicry) T, Y@ 440
ARER W ER ORI . i, I (Fa-
mily: Elapidae)s&—38] 1z 7040 T Bt S AN H 1 54 55
WHGRR, BAVZ LRSS Mkl wt
FUN DU Gk BBt A X e SR o3 AT
A REKELIE, ARG R AESTNHES, Ei#TE
BRGNS (VR AR e A 2, RN TC R
I EFE AR FEAR, 5 T e A A P 2P R 2 ) A
54000 77 4F [ AR 1] R e e el

5 PhIEEAL Y PR R

TR AW b (63 2 SR 1) B P [ Ak, R A HLAR
MIBEA BT IR AL i, e 2 (8] (1 0 A b BAT 5
JRAE, TERCBER LR se ik, DR A IR B Sk

Ji b2 S E R AR RIS, YRR P R E A
T7 R AN R RS Eak B A P
TEAL B 3 iR B 18 (geographic mosaic theory of coe-
volution, GMTC)FJ#&HH IE2 % TIXAER3AFTiE: W
TR JEREEAL A E . BAREY) A & A AR B iR X
RO WP R AR R RARYE AR A B A
|EJ[125,]30,131].

A& 258 14 P [R] 30 A BEARAR B M A - T 1) 5% R AE 5[]
3 AT B ERAS B, TP [EEE A AR R B AR, P
[ AL A S AR 5, HDSASSE R N R EE IRk )
(1) PrENEAG SRR R = A o a) B £ 2 &
SRR 2R 2R, BAEPRYIRRE SN 1 ik R

. ARV RS2 2/ B SR IE S, 7EA R A5 A % A HH
7). (iii) FRAE PR A I RAE . BRI, BEALEE
AZ L ORATEEREA L SRR 0 T S I R S BUR LR
) 2% P (mismatch) B8 )3 74 F#4E (maladaptation). X3/
RS, FFEEANMMR AT B2 WA SR
Z AR R R 4y AR5

b3 H L X LA R (Tamiascirus  hudsoni-
cus)s A% Y (Lixia curvirostra complex)5 3€ [F AR
(Pinus contorta ssp. latifolia) HAF Z 4t & P [R5 A0 Hh 2
IR I 2 USRI 75K 22 X3, FARK 1B A8 BN
G SR, FARTE A B B AR
B % DA RS BRI ECEE, T AR L vE £ R
FRAVRFAE, 7 A X3 ) A8 W 1 b R L s AL R T
HUEAA SERFAE, 2R XS B A A 558 5 & (1) B ]
A S RS/ NI RR B X, S5
FAREE— BB 2, AR ER A R R R R S
()88 DAAIRARIZZ W 5 (R R, (] okt DX 1) 58 W % 7
TR TR TR B BRSO T iy, I e [X 4 R
RAR 5505 & B W R A A S X, AT, [l —H
1ERGAE 2% (A AL A 2 30 1 b 2 A8 o X e B ot

pegl134:135]
)%, .

6 ZiiE
P EEABE S RRIE S 65, O — a2 ERNT
s, HN VG R 2P T BRI, TR

A R, BAR AR H YK EER ] “coe-
volution B I TulE, 7 DA3SRILAKHIE e, BRI
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HAE. ZHIEFMBFRRGKE, MR IO ez
AR ANPSS

AL, IX— AR By P Bl A 500 20 A A T JR . AL
A ATRERT GG, EARMIEFRLE I 1 KT 48 e 16l
H— N Tt A0 7 PR R R AL, W2k &gt
BRI S NAE A (A A i o 35T PN 7 A B 24 4
I AR B NI BB PR, 4 K I [R1 A2 A
e 2 18] A AL IR T B AR IE B 10— > BT A ik
. 20120004 AR AR 1A B 7] 368 o ) 3t T 4 1 2
WX — B RARREL. ARG REAE T 55
ARG DRI, b e V5 A0 1 S PR P S I 2
BT SR AR St AEAS R AL R BLI 4
ol e RREAE AN (A XA AR LA, AN TR DX A3 1 R e 45
SR TZE S, WG A i R P DX

MR T FAE YRR PRI ELAE,  SOSE T WA a] Bt
IS TRV AEHE 1M 2 1) i [ 3 Ak

BRIV ZREARR, MATREE T U R
L. FERZAESRAT, LERRZRS K
P EEAE. KRR, EEZAMIRR, A E. 5
Fo WAL WA, WREEOOE T TN —TT
EHEENBE, BLRAEINsY, RGN, HIE
XTI 2R, Hor— 5 fE 38 K A A B s i
TO M HERR, WA 2B RGN TR, 28R,
R Wb 55 0 s 22 18] R 9% 2 T R O B ) 9 AR B L A
FE. VP2 MRl TR AR, BEA2 FLRI), SO FAH (.
TN FR. IERIXBEIRMESRR, RATHT
FRERI DA 2 RE AL, B R AT ER A 2 AL
1% 5.
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The development, misuse and evidence of the concept “coevolution”

TONG ZeYu & HUANG ShuangQuan

Institute of Ecology and Evolution, School of Life Sciences, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079

Natural selection is one of the most important components of organic evolution, while the concept of coevolution proposes that
reciprocal selection generated by interacting species could also drive their organic evolution. Formally raised in 1964, the concept of
coevolution has extensively developed, but been misused or even abused. Although continuously emerging studies have verified that
some ecological interactions are indeed coevolution, queries of whether it is an acceptable concept remain. To clarify the precise use
of the concept, we list and re-induce mistakes in using or misunderstanding of coevolution. Here a concise principle for correct usage
is suggested, i.e. confirming three aspects: species interaction, reciprocal selection as well as co-phylogenesis. Bibliometric methods
are applied to quantify the development of the coevolution concept, showing the bursting expansion of the term “coevolution” into
study fields beyond evolutionary biology, and revealing that current usage of “coevolution” still remains within a reasonable range.
Currently, studies of ecological interactions are commonly considered as in the coevolution field. Differences and commonsense of
the other six related terms, namely coadaptation, cooperation, interaction, interplay, mutualism and symbiosis, are briefly discussed.
Finally, case studies of frontier topics of coevolution, geographic mosaic theory of coevolution, are introduced. A better
understanding of the coevolution concept could be achieved if misuse or abuse is avoided. This paper may provide references for
future coevolution studies.
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