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Ecological study of beak mark on the wings of butterflies
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ST, BEOREACHEE, EIRE R E2RAET 5 & BREOFTOCZ AR O H#HEE
INTATHECTdH % (e 1998), EBIZED A BBRED ST H & LTE, KEESR
AR THT 5 EGEE S 1973), fHASCRBIAR - B O X A 7 Torit 5 71k
CUET 1972, Bl - =X 1978, W b 1973), ARBEEO 422 A 7T
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WZ ENBREHRIEAM L L THbDA TS 1993, A 1993, 7 &).

WER D TR E & 2 D ONEDESEIK TH Y . ARRO T TIE—RIHE
Flobhl-b, —RIEBEFETHY ., 80872 E AR 2RISR 2720
ORI~ FV . FATRELL OBWRLR RIS L TOWEH ITLES
7 535 (Dempster 1984, AAF 2000, 72 EM%), TOF TH FRBEDHH
BENE L SN TV 5 (Demprter 1984, Brakefield et al/ 1992), + ® & & i
WE OAREFHBRIZIZ L OMREOHELEZED TE, 2ERL, FOMW
BIIEHE OB EWIENEEL VDI EEXLNTEENLTHD, &
AR WS T R TR SN 5 DT TiEZe < sl & 28 #RIg 2 i 2
HZEIZEVIHEEEREL TS, =& ZIXIRRECE TN 5 H EffEE A
IZRF DR WD, ZDOHRTYH 7 V% 7 F a U(lnachis 10D X 951K E 7R
BUIHE BT BRICHRE 2D L ORICKT S L snTnbd, £720 K
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xuthus)°Y~ 7 vt a v¥E . (Argyreus hyperbius)7s EN ¥ CTIxE b5, Tz,
BEOBARICERET 22 LICL o THIEEICESE 25X TV O L FEET D,
2D & D R DEREIZ OV TEZ < OBFZED 72 S 4TV % (Ohsaki 2005 72 &
hZH), —HOBICKALR EHEKRAEIZ I > THAEENL RS2 I L
TWADHIBR, FITHEMREOBEICEZ < 7 va ) ~F 3 v(Melanitis phedima)
Rt A V¥ /) A(Mycalesis gotama), HEMiETHiiXe B4 F a v (Lethe
siceli) 72 EN Y TITED, LT, WEPAL TS & XITR % 5 EBITHIE
ERHEEICEDONE I IR S TCRICBE INTIRFRADRAEL REDH 2 &
WCEVHBEEDPD —BOREZEVIRITLE0REBD . 2L ZT
(Kaniska canace)7s &3 CILE H5(FRH 1977, ZO X5 2pli3kTH %<
O TV D (Wickler 1968), £72, —fRAVIZHEIE R AR ED K9 ITEMBH
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LD B ZFo>TWAHEZ 1999, Chai & Srygley 1990), o v, AT
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(KA 20000382 Z ENDHBHEE LTRET TR I~F L5 &
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AETITHEEOEE L LTHO O TW e — 7 ~— 7 BNEEEIZEH T
DOMBEELERL T D0 EMAE LT, A E U TR RN O A
325 4 ErEE L, 201045 A5 11 A OMICHREZIT - 72, #1DIC
ORI =7 ~— 27 O EIGITEN S DPREELIZRER. 75T =
UREZTAFa vt - v RKPEL, YVIFa v eF g
DR, BV Fa vRHIE = v = BRERNZ ER o 72(P < 0.05, T
A7 i) RICE =7 =7 RO@mW 2R L =7 v— 7 RO 3B %22
NENTN—TIZ3F, BE—7~—7 P 2 EITEEBL TV 5 EKZRGE
L7co AR CTRERE L7 BIRNITHAEH . Mi8EHEE, MigEtD 3 o2& LT,
MHARTEICEL QOIMAE LMo FELEFALEZ, 20 3 SDOHERFEE—7
~—7 ODRECHNT ZAT S TR, E— 0 ~— 2V BO@Emho e 7 NV—7(O0 57
NFauR, FTATa vRDIIHRIENE— v — 7 OFRICEEEFEI
Bz Tz, £72, ©—=7~—7 L OBRIZEICHNTE Y | fHEEN <
B =7 v = BT lENREZ DLW I R E R -72(P < 0.05,
GLMs, Y A7 4 v 7RO, £72. B—2~—20 RDOEN-T= 7L —
TVIFavR veFa v, vt ) Fa R THLRROMEIT AT 72
PAEBICHEZH X CWHERIIME EN R hoTc, TRHDOZENDL, 7
FNFavREEZTATFavRoe—r~—2F5MbH I LIZL 0 LN
HETEHZ B INT,
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BINIXHEARATEERARREDO —>Th b, O RILITEY SR DTN
AL, RAET DR 72 EMIEEE O ML A BT B 5 (Kiritani et al. 2013),
BEEUIFE O MRV ERE S Th 5 2 L b BREREFHMIIC L <FIHEN S
(B 1993, A 1993, 72 &), TOMDO ERMEREII/HEBZLONTND
(Demprter 1984, Brakefield et al. 1992), ZiLF TIZE L E# B DA TN
BfRIZZ < O EZOBELEZED TE T, ¥Rk s, BOMEBIIEAR OH
D 4,045 4% (Robbins 1981, Sargent 1981, Anne et al. 2003, Stevens 2005,
Martin et al. 2010, Chang-Ku et al 2011), [FEEERAT 71%(Chai & Srygley
1990). % L Ttk #E (Nishida 2002)72 &1 X 2 BHHIAUBERES R L TV
HEZEZONTEENLTHD, TZTHASNEZONEDNZFERE LT
Anwbhabe—r~—27Thd, E—7~—7 LIBEOMIAHT 5N ET
by, BORBELZZ T ENHEIATICRT N BRI GEDZ L TH
% (Edmunds 1974, Kassarov 1999),

FEERIZEAN T ZRET 2 L BEG LA TlENZ< b D, 2D
G0, BRHEEMICL > TELLZOTIERLS, BOKBICL>THELDZ &
WX ERIC LV EEH & TV 5 (Sargent 1976, Johki 1985a), £7=. BIC
I P —r~—20 % ~FUNRMIT D EHHMEINTWVDORA
2000), ©E V| E—7 ~v—7 3O RE b OKERBEETH D &
%5, 1de(2006)ixt— 2 ~— 7 RO E N> MO TN — 7 ~— 27 RDIK
Mo TR X0 QR OAFBIMNES R 2 L, 2ED, o
BT o=~ =27 FHRBEDHEEFEL L TFHATEL LD
(Benson 1972, Shapiro 1974, Bowers & Wiernasz 1979, Wourms &
Wasserman 1985, Brakefield & Reitsma 1991, Ohsaki 1995, 2005, Ide
2006), L72rL., fi&ENEEELZES BREZ L L 3mTHY, B TE
NEEDHDOEMNEDLN TN D a5 2 L3O THREETH S, RERIC
AT EASICEDNA TV ORHZ BB LAESNTNLDIF 41 HOAT
oo (HWR& EM 2001), ZHETHEECHEEL LTHATEEENT
Wiee =27 = —7 2 IV TEBRICES THEE & ORRZ T L2 b D53
DT BEHMFGEIX e B 7T 3 v (Lethe sicelis). 7 v & 71 /%7 (Lethe
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diana). ¥ 7 4 © 7 7 ~(Papilio polytes). =< 7 /7 /~(Pachiliopta
aristrochiae) 7z E BRI RFEEZ K > Ttz b O iIX5 Y TH % (Ohsaki
1995, Ide 2006), % Z TAMIETIE, MBEOHEE LEO L —r ~v— 7 Rz
g L, EERICEAN THOHREORE L LTHHTE 20220 THRAELZIT

>77,
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3 ik
3-1 FRAEHE OG5

B RN OBEO R AL L T D 4 i GES O ARCREE T, Fig. 1a),
— B CREETT, Fig. 1b)., 7 7 ~AEGEEHET, Fig. 1o), W& 500 #H/0R
LT, Fig. 1d) 2@ E L., FaicB W TL— b 2 &2 7572, L—
MU 2AOFMITEBEOBIATIT NI —r ~v— 7 2R AIEETH D LT
Fed 3mBN & LTz,

AL 2010 4E 5 H226 11 H O], A AHIZI VT 11 KD 14
DM T 12 [EIGEF 48 [ED1T 5 72,

IR A AFLE L, Bl —7 ~— 7 NV TW DI EMR LT, B—
7 ~— 27 OHEIZIX Johki(1985b, 2002)3 W= KikE 5ET -7, T72
bbb, =7 ~v—7 OERFHE L THRIZVFEORWVWIINIALZNH D H D,
DO —HNEHRICT YOS NTWD O, V PRI 2 H D B b
O, ETORTERERDZ O, UIIVALDORPHEN TN D TH D, fl
BEITEOBLE LRIV —F ETHRTE L bOOEZFLEk LT, ABF%E
TIHHEEZERELOME O K (Table 1) & 1~ F VU & L 72 (Dempster
1984, Brakefield et al. 1992, Kimura 2000),

Tablel B®DU Xk

Species Food habit
Hirundo rustica omnivorous
Motacilla sp. insect

Hypsipetes amaurotis  insect

Laniusbucephalus omnivorous
Cettia diphone insect
Zosterops japonicus omnivorous
Sturnus cineraceus omnivorous
Parus minor insect
Aegithalos caudatus insect
Passer montanus omnivorous
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3-2 AT

= ~v— 7RI =T v =7 DWW TR A BE I T X TD
AL TlRLzb D2V, EROBEZED b —r~v— 7 RLZF T L
DE—r~—7REFEMN L, £lo, 4 DOFEMOT -2 2 F L DFHA D
E DY EZRD Tz, BEORMICEWTE =27 ~— 7 RITENRAL SN L 0¥
ETDHEDICEEBO T AT iz BT 217 - 72,

= ~—7 OFMICEE L5 253N GLMs (generalized linear
models)iZ L2 B VAT ¢ v 7S 2 W CTHE Lo, BIIERIZITE —
=7 OFMEQO,1 7 —4%), SHERIZITIE— 7 ~— 27 DO FEW, KWl 7
N—TDOWMEHR, HEEEE, TLTCHEREL L, AIETIEIMRESL L
T.OL ALY OMBEERELZO L A Y720 OBEOEEETHE Y HH Lk,
T2, AICGRMIERERE)ZH VWA MEFT LV EEH L7 (Quinn &
Keough 2002), Z 45 OfENTIZT T R(2.15.1)% H 7=,
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A B SIS EE 5 B 42 L 1216 K Th o7, &b
RIS 3> 1= DX Y 2 F 3 URT 401 EIR@ f&E), I X T F a vk
(18, 338 flE{&), v v =2 v FH(B . 260 fE{F), E& U Fa R 6 fE, 149
@), 77 F a vRHT . 68 fll{K) & 72 5 7=(Table. 2), £7/=, £ —7 ~—
7 DTV ARSI T 88 HIECThH -7z, T/ NT a vRBRKRbE—2
~— 7 ENELQ7.9%) KIZE T AT a2 vR11.2%). ¥ 2 F 3 URH(4.7%),
g avfE.8%)., BtV F a vE(1.3%)TH - 7= (Fig. 2),
TIONTFauvRoe—7~v—7RIZOMOR LY LERICE NS T2(F
A7 U, P<0.0D), 27 nFauvBobr—r~v—0RIIFa vl v
nFavf, B Fa v AERICED-T(T 4T iE, P<0.01),
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Table 2 HEDFEEL Y —r ~—7 OEE

Number of Number of
Family Species individuals individuals with
observed beak marks
Papilionidae  Graphium sarpedon 6 0
Papilio xuthus 36 11
Papilio machaon 5 3
Papilio memnon 10 1
Papilio helenus 5 2
Papilio protenor 4 2
Papilio dehaanii 2 0
Total 68 19
Nymphalidae Parantica sita 1 0
Vanessa cardui 2 0
Vanessa indica 4 0
Kaniska canace 2 0
Polygonia c-aureum 105 4
Damora sagana 10 3
Argynnis paphia 6 0
Argyreus hyperbius 88 14
Ladoga glorifica 5 2
Neptis sappho 35 9
Neptis pryeri 1 0
Hestina persimilis 1 0
Ypthima argus 8 1
Minois dryas 3 0
Lethe sicelis 17 0
Neope goschkevitschii 39 2
Mpycalesis gotama 10 3
Melanitis phedima 1 0
Total 338 38
Lycaenidae Curetis acuta 16 2
Taraka hamada 1 0
Lycaena phlaeas 77 2
Narathura japonica 52 0
Lampides boeticus 15 1
Zizeeria maha 196 10
FEveres argiades 37 3
Celastrina argiolus 7 1
Total 401 19
Pieridae FEurema hecabe 205 6
Colias erate 15 1
Pieris rapae 40 3
Total 260 10
Hesperiidae = Daimio tethys 3 0
Thoressa varia 1 0
Potanthus flavus 2 0
Polytremis pellucida 3 0
Pelopidas mathias 61 1
Parnara guttata 79 1
Total 149 2
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4-2 ©— 7 ~—7 LHiRE

B = ROEGEN ST 2RO N—=F (T FFa ok, FTFav
kBT = ~—7 OFBIIROEELZEZ TV ERITHRE L 2
o7, £/, AIC IZBITH5XA MET AV THHBIEDOAHOET LNEL S
72(Table 3), B —2 ~— 27 RKDEMN->1= 3RO I NV—F (P IFa vF, &
aFa v, B Fa v TREDERLIEH SN -7, EHAHER
JEE KRV — T O BIEIXATREA OFEEIMEE Az,

Table 3 b—27 <w—2 LERED GLMs #Hr(* < 0.05) & AIC DikEE

Factors AIC
Predation pressure 324.7 *
Predation pressure + density of predator 326.3
Density of predators 326.8
Predation pressure + density of predators
330.4
+ month
Month 331.6
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5 %

E— 7~ — 7 3R E I NNT I TH 5 & T & 7= H T(Johki
1985a, Ohsaki 1995), AHFZEIL —EEOBEDO R D v — 7 ~— 7 OBEE BN
CEEDOEBETHL ZLEMENI LI, =7 ~—27 ROGGWEHNIE 1 {87
CRTLMBEBROEEGICL > THHELZHBEN LV &S W L5 ho
oo DEVE = ~— 0 RIPFWIILPIHEIELZHOHHEEEL VI D,
1de(2006)i% 2 7> H O HiEZ AW T2 vt b 5 (Lethe diana) D#1%5%
EATOTRER, B— 0 ~— 7 LY EFHIM & OBICADHENS - 72 &
WHEL WD, LD EnbE—7 ~v—7 REIHIMZEB N THIHABIED
fRIEE L CHIHAIRE TH D,

BEOROMTE =/ ~v— 7 RICAERENRLONT, 2612, AIC 12Xk %
N2 METVOBRRTITHEE OREAEE TIER <, KRR TORMEIED A2
BRINTZ, =7 =T BORDPS RO TN —7 TILEDER BRI
Nignole, TNHORRK LY, HIBHITE—7 ~—7 ROED o TR O
FVbbE—0r =0 ROENPSTROBEELBRL TR-TNDHEEX LD,
Ohsaki(1995) I3 L 7oL L Zn oo —r v~ — 7 R L D FHET L
BT, MRBREOHEBELHE L, TOMEBIOHREIZLD EHBIFAR
VB AZDOHAZLVERL TR, F—r~v— 27 ROGWERT LD E
BINTWDHELTWD, RFRETIE, BIMNIBWTHEAREOMELZ HET S
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¥
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Table 1. FAEHMOBPE

study site route length(km) Forest Type land use
Kawabe Park 1.87 Secondary forest Park
Rokuha Park 1.99 Plantation Park
Ryukoku Forest 2.45 Secondary forest Satoyama
Ichiriyama 2.36 Plantation Housing estate
3-2  fEMT

A HL ] CHE D RO B FE A LT o720 RS & iR B
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F A CEIEE LM OFE & 8 {R%5% Table 2 1278 Lo, WEEO )5
IZOWTCHEMICEERZIRON > 72(U ME P> 0.05 Fig.la),
FEHBEBEDL L) L ICHEMBICBW TARRETIRA LN o1z
(U #& P>0.05, Fig. 1b), BAZERIIETORBEMBE CHELREN RO (t
BE P<0.01, Fig. 1c), 72, FPFEMOHZERO AR & g LIofER, T
RCOFEMCTHERODHANERDLENIERE R oT2(ks RE P <
0.05, Fig. 2), BEADAR AW E H DD RRIZEHZZR D 30% A5 D 723
3 LA EAFETE L(Fig. 2a, 2¢), —HILIEBAZEE 60% LA ETh 2 AN RY% 5
B, 77 ANARIZEZEER 10% R0 OHSEMF L A LR, TRUMIB L2
B A7 AE L T 7= (Fig. 2b, 2d),
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Table 2. FREM TOREKEL ZOEBEEY X b

Family Species Number of individuals observed
Kawabe Rokuha Ryukoku Ichiriyama
Park Park Forest
Papilionidae Graphium sarpedon 1 3 2
Papilio xuthus 1 10 25
Papilio machaon 1 4
Papilio memnon 5 2 3
Papilio helenus 2 1 2
Papilio protenor 1 2 1
Papilio dehaanii 2
Nymphalidae Parantica sita 1
Vanessa cardui 2
Vanessa indica 1 2 1
Kaniska canace 1 1
Polygonia c-aureum 5 19 81
Damora sagana 7 3
Argynnis paphia 2 4
Argyreus hyperbius 1 5 18 64
Ladoga glorifica 2 1 1 1
Neptis sappho 24 5 5 1
Neptis pryeri 1
Hestina persimilis 1
Ypthima argus 5 3
Minois dryas 3
Lethe sicelis 16 1
Neope goschkevitschii 37 2
Mpycalesis gotama 8 2
Melanitis phedima 1
Lycaenidae  Curetis acuta 8 4 4
Taraka hamada 1
Lycaena phlaeas 13 8 18 38
Narathura japonica 39 6 7
Lampides boeticus 1 4 10
Zizeeria maha 38 61 27 70
FEveres argiades 1 9 15 12
Celastrina argiolus 2 2 2 1
Pieridae Furema hecabe 37 54 80 34
Colias erate 5 6 4
Pieris rapae 6 5 29
Hesperiidae Daimio tethys 2 1
Thoressa varia 1
Potanthus flavus 1 1
Polytremis pellucida 3
Pelopidas mathias 7 13 16 25
Parnara guttata 1 13 12 53
Total 264 219 282 451
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KB TIIRBAMAE LG OE NP R- R EBERICED X D ITHET 50 MEEL
7o AEHIIHER CHIEROHRLEZENARTH D 27 AR TITo 72,
FRAEMICB O CTHMEE ORI L L CRHZER AN LB LREZHE LT,
T, BWOBMBEORTHA HikE LTEZONLRBRHGFTOX A 7L L
TRIERL, RN R BRZERRL D 4 X A S TR 21T o T2, %
DFEFR., EAOHRTITHAZERNELS 0D & LB LENMES 25 & 05 AD
RN 572 (P <0.05), #2127 AR TIZIEDRILRA R 572 (P < 0.05),
WIZFAZE RO EAR, MR RS LRO SR T L, BfiEEEZ 4 207
— NGy T T, MG D 4 7V — TR COBEORAREEEC, R L
FERBERORITEL LTV, B 7 AT 2 >TOICBEN T,
17 NREO 2 FEICBW TR RER TG 2 A 7O v — 7 ~— 7 LA iR
L7z R, MAROBEO B — 2 v — 7 FIZEN A O, 2 BRI TR 28
M IHRAN LB LETHD Z D, AL LR & OB Tkl
OEIIHEF ICEBDODNLTWD EE X T, Lo T, RN RE LR RN DI
CHBEFHEOHE-HERRICEEL X TND ZEWNRBINT,
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2000, 7¢ S0, Fio. BEITZAR PTG (BERE . ARCREC, RRRETREAN) &
FFO L O OMBIRIRIIHZ TR WO BEN L ORBEEZZ TV, =+
RHERELLTHETONL2ONETHY, HARTHEHZOBIEHIID RN
DOV ONORENE L HLNTHODHEMK - EH 2001), WA SIcEbh
EICHE SN TRTIEOREoO BT T o EBE e —r~—27 L)
(Edmunds 1974, Kassarov 1999), Z DOt —27 v— 7 3B IFEDORE L i
THRY., B/ THRHAEEZ2 5 C&H 5 (Ohsaki 1995, Ide 2006, Ota et alin
press), B — 2 v — 7 LD BTG O FRITHE BRI E T <7D
LT % (Robbins 1981, Sargent 1981, fiZ4%), LU, HBEREFH O ERIZF]
AT 2B & & Vo R IBFTORBEBEDOE LRI & A 72
W, T2 L, DAL O B0 IR W TR AR O A 7R E O O E
WA EITENC B EZ 5 2 2 & ) F5E(FTES 2005, B 2012, 72 Sl
e AT
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BIENEI > TWD EEZ BN 5(0ta et alin press), L2 L. WEOFEA LA
UL TBYVMBgECOEN RNV TE—Y~—27 DD
T O TW R 2N B2 > T2 (0Ota et al HFFET), AR THNITHEE
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BEROR) & EETMEETOEET L2 7 ~NARELT, a7 ~NARE)D 2 2 FT
(=& 125~155m) & L 7= (Fig. 1),

FEROBRIIEBKREZNTATIHMCTH S, FITEILKE L TRIAERES
NTWEGFT TH ST 50 FIZERINOEENMTONATE LT, Bl LT
DEFEIFE L TWD b DODFEE EREKRE > T D, BIETITFEDFEH
RFROFHEME L THHIN TS, o, AERRECREHE., TR
ZMOBUEENCHET 25 E L EA LTV aOLl - =i, 2007, 2009),
FEROBRIZH T MO o 2 LiEEE(2006) % 25124 1,100m O /L— k
EREEL TITo72, B A b— MIBEAKRFWH S v o X A S K
FETH AT T AMGE 2, RETEITNOZRECRE, 72O, HIMO M D
HE SN AEEERIDVWEZIEY . BUOEROZRICAD 200miF Edb~HHN %
AT ZAIZHLANA T MM Vi £ TE LT,

07 NANREIT BTN ONETH Y FHEE I TARMHEANERET 2 2
=T 4 FEMPERTNLERREZZTITo TS, BREZEN LICHREAR
Thbh, RAUERR ERNEEICERE IS BRASECHT KM, 74 %% v
TR ENDH D, T, BERICERA TV LR EN TV E ) —HE 48
LCHRIAERITZ W, ZOAEOHICESE R ERNE L Th IR EET 5,
HOBIZIT e 7 ~n(FRi ) 236 0 B SBIE/NEZR EbRE SN TS, B
A — MIFEAREA D B EFKUM, 2 BRSO OB %2 A, RN O iE
HBEERT, BBELEAENEZ —JHT 5% 1,400mD/v— F &R E LT,
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Fig. 1 #H&EH

3-2 FRESIE

WIHOE AT 20124FD 5 HvD 10 HETIZEADOFHRTIEL, 77
KNET 9 BEOEF 18 BT 7,

FAEITEDO D72 WIER E7IXHED H 2RO, AAEREIXH, B, 40 3
DO HIZ T, —H 9:00~11: 00, 12:00~14:00, 15:00~17:00 @ 3 [A]
ITole . AT ZHPH & LTAHA993)ITE A L— NIV AL ETF bm %
RELTBY, FLEAMETITHOREITHE L2 bOERRET D7D,
) 5m OHIFATHBEINBE AR E Lz, i LIy —2r ~—
I OFE T, WEOETNAH T NEESTEOICHE LT TR T
—X U I L AR A LT, ~—F SIE TR LT, v —
XU NHHRER PRI EOERY A X THLT AT a vk 2T T3 vF
wxtg L L= (Fig.2),

BEEKROFEIZE Y 2 ETo 70— b LICK 40m OXE 2R E L., %
O KB N O RIS 2 JIE Uiz, BSOS L CHZEREMRNALEL
Fhe AWz, BIZERIIXENO 3 ATicBW AR L X(SIGMA EX DG
FISHEYE)# W C EZE 2 i L. gLt Y 7 ~(CanopOn2) & AV THH
L7z, MINRE LRIF EZE2IRE LTS — s O#EIT F iz m - T
AT bm BN AT T/U— b EEATIC 2m X 2m O HD > —Y &R, —
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kDR S R 21T - 72 (Canon KissX2, EF100mm /2.8 MACRO USM),
RN L Efg L Y 7 K (Pixel Counter)Z W TEH L7, 1 XH
BRI OFEIE, BAZERTIL 3 DDFHfE, HRNAE LR TIIEL 3 2 pr
T OGEF 6 2281 O HE Z KD FENTIZ T2 (Fig.3), 7eds, ARUFSE T3t
EEHRE-HEZHKT O LZHMNE LTV DDA OHRLT R 7 A
BEHCRE L7 /b— h N TTEECE AR & AN THED D H 0 5 XEITE W T
AT 24T > T2

5m
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| 2

E
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O |om || 2
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BrZE =

Fig. 2 ~—F% v 7R A b Fig. 3 BfR@ERE

3-3  fEMT

FERORR L 1 7 A OBAZEHE & AR RIS LR OSELE O RIS thE .
JESAR DRI A LTI 0T « A0 TRECLT., ks Z v
oo WOV — 7 ~— 7 RO UBIIIXRE/L NS ELKLD T A4 T iEw W
7o THNHORETMNT Y 7 FRQ.15.1DEHWTITo 72, F72. WO AL
DFELLE & Hle 9 5 72 1 ZMorisita(1959) DAL E R C , Z VW TF v K
77 LEER LT, C, DFREAXIZLLTOLEEY TH D,

\

C,=2Xnia*ni/(1 a+ 1 B)NaANB
Na=2nia. Ng=2nis. 2 a=2nia(mia-1)/ Na(Na-1). A s=2nis(nisg-1)/
Ns(Np-1) (K1)

7272 L. Na, Znia HIBADOKREAE  nia: kA O 125 B O FE O 8 K%
NB, Zn;: HIEBORMEAEE nip: HIEBO 1% B OO #{F %5
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3-4 MEOWREFI MG ET & A 7

BT A E ICEDbN D ERBERA L WO ITENCH 5, FDOITEIO TS AR
IZHETHA LR/ E X A RN TWD, AIFETIE(ESR 199942 5% L
U KsBER] AT RC 2 4 DD X A 23T 7,

AN R

o
N
[

PR

WE IR 7 AR WER AR L TV L8, RIS
WEIND EMANZRCHEENCRT 5747, AbF5E

1% 7 v 7 4~ (Papilio protenor). & 2 %7 7/~ (Papj]jo
helenus). F Y%7 7 /\(Papilio memnon), 7+ 57 7/
(Papilio macilentus) . 7 v =/ ~ F a v (Melanitis
phedima) Z TS T 5,

R ICHBE SN D & RUST A & 2 TR BRI kg

HEA T K TIXT Y~ A FF P (Limenitis glorifica) .
R I AV (Neptis pryer)), = X AV (Neptis sappho), /v
% 7 /~(Kaniska canace). 7 7'F a v (Libythea celtis). *
A7 vt avE(Damora sagana)i’ ZIZi%E4 T 5,

CHHEFICEDND EEE LRV EICRTIARETZ

2 2B H AT, REGETIE e 7 F a v (Lethe sicelis), t
AV x ) A (Mycalesis gotama). ¥ % / * F a v (Minois
dryas). ¥ ¥ ~% Z v 7 (Neope goschkevitschil). X K
U & a v % (Argynnis paphia)/® Z 1VIZi%4 9 5

CHEHEICEDND LEMEE R 2O TR HLOTR

RN OB THEENORT D547, KRR TIET 5T

a v (Papilio xuthus). 7 4 A Y7 %7 /~(Graphium sarpedon).
& 7 % s~ (Papilio machaon). © * 7 751 % 7 /~(Cynthia
cardun) . % % 7 /~(Polygonia c-aureum). 7 J X% T />

(Vanessa indica), >V~ 7 v t a 7 & . (Argyreus hyperbius)
MRS T D,
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4-1  BERRAE IE O HL

KR OB ZE R & AR ROl LR OSEE S A & bk Lz, £ OfER, FH)
E D bk & FARIZBRZE R OBE N MITITFHEA DO L 0 7 ~AE & ORITE
MBI T (ks BE, P<0.01, Fig.4)7%, AR L L 30 5 5347 TILE WA
R oo i-(k-s &, P>0.05, Fig.5),

25 TR O RS ORI A LD T2 D /N Kl 2k D BRZE SR & AKN AL
D BAR & HAT I 3% L 72 (Fig.6), % DOfEH, FER DR CTIZBIZER L AN R
LRICADOBBRA A5 7=(P<0.01, Fig.6a), 21 7 AR TIEBZEHR LA
NGB L RO TIZED R & 72 - 72(P<0.01, Fig.6b),

20 4 (a)
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Pz

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
kS

Fig.4 BZEROHEESH (a) BEADOZE, b) v 7 AR FAEHEIC
BWTEBRARENR b7z (k-s test P<0.05)
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4-2  FIRREIE & W o> FERE AR

HAAH 9 D P R EITo oG R, BEAOKRTIL 25 F 75 k., =2
AT 34 T 92 EATEER U7, BIMKEIE 2 NORBOIC R 9~ 2 2 IS /AR &
D R BHZE R & BRAR A BE D D FLT RN LB U SR A& L2 A G A b A R AR
EORRD 4 SDOBREEICH T2, Fig. TI2BWTE ~RRITHZER, HNA
BUENE BITEWVEREE, & Rz RMME < AN B UERE VR
B, 0 S RIBIIBIZER, RN LR & BICWERBE, &% ICHIUSRRIX
PAZERE <. MR RE LERPMEWERE TH 5, BIHREEOEWNI L > T 4
DOOBEN T TR, FERORITE LR & BIGIRIC O A X E B FE L
koik\nﬁnﬁﬁ@%&@ﬁ@@%é%@@4o@ﬁﬁ¢&fmz@ﬁ
fFAE L= (Fig. 7). 20 4 DOBREZ L IO 2 Rk, FEEUEE%C,
EEH LR, EAOROE LR EFNGER, v 7 AROFE G R E

THR, SRR EFURRD 3 oD 7 N—T 2y T (Fig.8a), IKIZ4H
BEOE—7~—7 BN bR TR AHEUERERC, #HH Lz
fEd. FEROROE “RIREFHNSERITHEMER DO L & L0 HBL TN D &
WORER E oo, B AR TITFEMROBEEE & Ftklce—r v — 27 R
T BN ED 7 V—T% 2 D12y 0hiz, LasL, BEUERKE
FEAR AR OfE X © 455> 72 (Fig.8b),

[F] CAAA N TR & B — 7 ~— 7 (MFE A & BIZEBIL T &
WORERERoTen I NAREOE—RIBEE LR, FHRRLFENUREE
ZTNEN—21F L, BORMFIMG 2 A4 7 Z & OERBEEKE L v —7
N REWBR LT, TORE, B FHRRLF = FHURRE DM T
MRFEREICETR SN 72 tE, P>0.05), RIZH — « 5 _RIRTIE
MR DD Y — ) ~— 7 RBLERMOWEDOE— 7 ~— 7 FILED AR LN
(74 7 ik, P<0.05, Fig.9a), 7=, Mi~%@%@ﬁ?i%ﬁﬂ%%ﬁ&
A 7HIZBNTE— 7 v — 7 FITETR L2 h - 72 (Fig.9b), &I -5
THBREF = HIURRANIC %wf%ﬁ@&&ﬁ@@t~77~7$%mﬁ
L7eER, B— - B RIROMKNEOBED ©— 7 ~— 7 LR @0 o T2 (2 E,
P<0.05),
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LorL, RINARE LRIITFHBHEESMICOETRON R o7, Z0h
DZEMOLEERDHERE R 7 ARETIH, MNORBLIZIZEALFR LT THD
PREIEOBNEY FIZEWRSH D EEX DD, EEEICHZEREMRNALEL
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AR THNIBBEOEALTERTIHMEARL THEAR LTINS LR NTEDAEEF
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HEERIICH D W2, BERBELNL TS EINHIRETH > THIEAR
ERBFOHEBHEONTWDE EEX NS, £o, BIMEEDENZEL > T4
DOBEFINZ TR LA OBROFEXENLE “RIREFBUGIRITIE > 72
DKL, a7 A "NAREOXEX 4 SDORET X THRFELTWZZ b,
FERDOHRIL Y bBMEEDRRIBEENLZAFMLELTVND E VR D,

i D FEAR BRI EEF R A SR O TG . BER ORRITEE 4R & B USRS
FRIL, v 7  "REITFE-RREE ZRIR, B L HEURRAN BV
PlLCWiz, a7 AR 2 71— 7ROHEPERKIIES DK E DR X
DbH@EMNole, TNHOI MDA T & IS IT 4RO Rl L
RIELT I NV—FIThhhilzeEZxonb, £z, a7 N AREOFH— 5§
TRIBEE = - FEIURRIT DAL DIEARN RiE X o THEMRICE
MWELTLEZEZDBND,
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HHIL, TOZENOBENT ZRT I AN—OFREZRI-ZLTEBYV A XU Y
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WRERERET AENFE LD Z LN LTV A (Savino & Stein 1982,
o 2004), CNHDOZEEHEZIDEMRNOREBEL ORI N HES O
HEWEBERICEEL X TWDELEBEXL LIRS THDLEVRD,
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