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L 4 T2 (phylogeography) = 7 cnd g Sz R R P h sy aw2g 22 7
il % (Avise, 2000) » B S TR T P KHRAEHE A AR SR TP G0
#F v TR AR T R 2 B e B fi(Gifford et al., 2004) o 5B & B F BTN
APEREENE L F AL 0 MG LR ET U RPREAEN FRB R SRR 2
H g A2 (e, Avise, 2000; Avise et al., 1987; Emerson, 2002; Schneider et al., 1998;
Gifford et al., 2004) - = % #E B F - jFit 2 HpF 2 4 L ¥R - BELL PmpEE
(Salzburger et al., 2003) o 4= & id -k g ags 4 2 T s 5 R B G oo &R REE R kD
fad 4 TR EA AR RS s RE G T § sy chgf B RN (Salzburger et al.,
2003) > FlUH R A G 0 K §F - B R ATE FALE L gl %
HECR g B~ A 3R G 40 % hif 42 (Bermingham and Martin, 1998; Durand et al.,
1999) o o »rpt gt 5 Ar B R R e B A F G ¥ NI F ahds e 12 R (Meffe
and Vrijenhoek, 1988) » F1u J§ F B {347 B ik g B eORLG  IL 0 W rLF B S B iRt

bRk GBS BRI E R o
i % - B¢ (Puntiussemifasciolatus) » &%+t B>t @A, P (Cypriniformes)

fmft (Cyprinidae) ~ # 34 (Barbinae) g #f - - # b (Puntius) £ A3 {o iy
BFAKERE O LR FALPIERZ o RkEE APAFLELA G FTREF RS
kg BESHETABRE - S RS (Puntiussnyderi) - A48 A 1919 # 4 <
1% (Oshima) #4 » 5 o@E 1/ LEAGN S8 ME T ¥ - fis iz
& (Puntiussemifasciolatus) » A fEztdf /> L& 4 G309 3 L L2 97 Madt, &
PRAE S GAAREAL AT s DA e § R K SR A G L LR d o i oRIE
M R Rk o PERZ e b oA BT RIE R k0 B MRS L AT &
G I NI LA Sy BRI oF - NSRS Y SEA RN IR Seb: S R E
AEBE A AALNALST O BL A R AR A A AR S NS TR
Aok g R PG R0 B W Ao S gk (Spinibarbushollandi ) £ % £ 4E4E
& (Varicorhinusalticorpus) 2§34 3 f80 © % i & 1% 5 AZRBISAT 7 4831 > Flt o

AR R R R R ARG o s o e IR AR E Y R MR



o] ERER RGP R EOM G AR RAFEREP RO SR TR
g e Bk AR R kRS Ed 2§ 1% (Oshima 1923) # ) > s A5k 5
AR AN R BEAF A AP 0 3 I R EIRIILET AP
R LB ¥ > Tzeng (1986) R4 Sk A EERA F > 2 B A L A 8
et ~ P IME=Z BhbBE - WpEd e TR 28 fo? RS RmFkir &
Tad =/ TG TR @ G E A AP o A AR RERER AR R o 2 F T 0
B ERC- B B LB A TG LY RauBAY > BR RS S
b ot il Sk - AR

Fost DNA W *0 2 4 2 S @~ 2 & &~ i 3 9 DNA B4 510 & % #44
(Futuyma, 1998) » ¥ A * 5 EF B A MG E B oy » A 7 1% k34 DNA
wmied A D RO SHE R ERC B RN BRSNE SRR N G
B34 > ¥ 41* Nested clade analysis 4 473+ L% B IR 48 i 0 = fip 3 @ S M

- . \ig 3

B MR X TR AT g

o

g =2

AET LAER- a2 A HigE g4 i0e k2 SHLBEE SR k0 X
FP 1l BEHEE 68 B B R TAIAT  EwFTHRE L f RBded - o

TEobgR AR A OBO0IFH i T R R F 1S 0 PINA IR ﬁ?‘« » 4t~ DNA
Extraction Kit :& 7 DNA % B~ o 24 i 2 114724 (5°-GACTTGAAAAACCACCGTTG-3) 4+
H15915 (5’-CTCCGATCTCCGGATTACAAGAC-3’) (Xiao et al. 2001).1F 5 51+ » & {7
PCR * &3 tg =448 DNA & 7| - & 100uLPCR F J& ¢ » & 35 10 ng stk 2 DNA ~ 10ul
10 & F 2 fime ~ 10ul 22 ANTP(8mM) ~ 10uL 2 % 4% (25mM) - 10 pmole 2
L14724 ¢z H15915 51 4 &2 4U of DNA % & fi¥ % ( Taq polymerase, Promega, Madison, WI,
USA) > 12 MJThermal Cycleri& i PCR & & » e Hy e 1 BCHEF4LE%E
Fle 201 OACH M A5F) ~46Cie 746 F 1A 154 » 72C w7t £ 7 s 14 30

B ERF Rt 30 BAR RS F - ABT2CH LR 5o 2 4CH 5 PCRA



P78 A 0 1.0% A 9t IXTAE & @7 i 7 7 4 > B 15 12 gel purification kit
(QIAGEN, Vdencia, CA, USA)it 7 % i+ » #7178 & 4 12 ABI 377XL automated sequencer
(Applied Biosystem, Foster City, CA, USA)i& 7 & 7| 2_FK o

DNA 4~ 3+ B 7|12 CLUSTAL X 181 (Thompson et al., 1997) i& {7 # & +* %
(adignment) > #7i{8 %% £ {7 4 5 3B & - neighbor-joining (NJ) tree ## * Kimura 2-
parameter distance j# 3 %-# (Kimura, 1980) > ™~ MEGA 2 (Kumar et al., 2001) & % # %8 i&
TG B g > £ 01 bootstrap i i {7 1000 =X £ £ 0 PR AGHM G2V R
(Felsenstein, 1985) - ik 4% B % (network) 12 MINSPNET (Excoffier and Smouse, 1994)
=2 = > 2 Templeton et al. (1987) 2 Templeton and Sing (1993) #+#% . 4 & i Nested claded
analysis » # & 12 GeoDis 2.0 (Posada et al., 2000):& {7 & clade & = 32 i} (% 4 47 > #7182 %
iy Templetonet al. (2004)*r4k 2.t % > &£ {7 & Clade S fE ¥ 24 if o

EHER 7| S A% 2 4% DnaSP vs. 3.95 (Rozas and Rozas, 1999) £ % #ic #8138 (7 &

15 P % & & (nucleotide diversity (0) (Jukes and Cantor, 1969), nucleotide diversity
(m) (Nei, 1987)) £2 5 7] 5 # 1+ ( haplotype diversity (h) (Nel and Tajima, 1983)) # if >
FEBFAFILmE (Fsr) 7#41* DnaSP vs. 3.95 (Rozas and Rozas, 1999):& {7 4 47 » B3
FEEF AR R EFRERELR 0 B * Arlequin Ver. 2000 (Excoffier et al., 2000) % %
k8 AMOVA = 38247 B9 yor 2 B RF A VR - yer 2 B EHT s (Y 42
Boysc s #EENEHEF NS AR - 51 BER-Fr e B FeY o L35
FrEFE Ly > A3 1 DnaSP vs. 3.95 #c % 0 i {7 Tajima’s D 5% ¥ mismatch

distribution (Rogers and Harpending, 1992) 4 47 -

5%

it

A3 1% PCR# tgt-4 48 DNA = & wm?e ¢ % b (cytochromeb) 5 £ > 2 it
FE RS 1140bp > A APk A G2 @ o A fribt b5 3L1% 0 T k% 29.8% 0 C ik
9 249% > G ik ¥ 143%  F IR A-Trich, pt e 2 8 44777 3 3F H(Wang et al., 2000;

Perdices et al., 2004; Wang et al., 2004) -



AP AiER - Fe 68 B T3 31 BEA (haplotype) > T A 5
(h) % 0960 Mrife - fp wEERaFRFod B 5 HE PRt eE (0,
) MALeE LEE (YS) 5 & ™ (0=0.0007, n=0.0005) - 4 #/T v ) %
(BA) %5 3% (0=0.0158, 1=0.0158) - % *%%f 02 m T i A % 5 0.0132 27 0.0110
(%-) - 41* DNAsp fz & %3/ 4~ it dpdic (Fer) » = fgip A inengn bl %3
Hw e %2 A tdgiid (016-090) - dEimen i %L 67 2 HE L I 4p
i (0.00-045) > EHE A T ioE i 0538 A REFLF AL (2
- ) o

f1* MEGA4 2 Neighbor-joining /= €2 i % = Hi G M %B (B- ) > B*° ¥
WFEA e E s Au G AF D LBEEDT BkRE (WG) B # e Biinag ik
# (FZ) ~spxeni i %# (DP) &4 vz %¥ (LC) "4 B4 C ¥ 1 ik
Leied %E (SN) ~ 4 Fin s (LC) s By Lz h V% (HG) 30
L RS 13 DA FTnane % E (BA) A B s A Y EE (HG) Re
B~ Az ends 3 (LS) i iaanipi % (SU) -

EHPFEF LRI Y > 1 Tajima’s D test e p] 0 B EHT EHAD EERE Eih
FAMFLE A BEE T ER B o SRFEEEHRRE (42 ) > mismach
distribution A 45+ > #rp BREE ~ER 5 ER - R EFLTRIBELY > East bR

430 H L - R (Bl )

BEL
2 Neighbor-joining i #f#& e e H R > FR - i %R ET F A 5 B
monophyletic group > # # L B %7 E-k%E (WG) (A¥) )= H (¥ > 1B
HEEH L REE G RE SRR BB R AL .
aEEg .féé:—ﬁ/w\ o MR- HHEEATHEA S (h) 5096 &7 iF
RoBpEEEL RGO B 5 R LB S AP4E4R 4 (Varicorhinus barbatulus, h
=1.0-0.70, Wang et al., 2004) #fiz » & ter sk B & (0rmig) 1+ » B T30 A5
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0.013£20.011 (% - ) > E& H & g ft dapp e £ i< &4 o Leuciscus souffia (6

= 0.056) (Sazburger et al., 2003) > & ¥ F £ LA H s d8g4pt > Pl B A ApiT s 4o 5
4 % § Acrossocheilus paradoxus (0 = 0.0103) (Wang €t al., 2000) ¢ Varicorhinus barbatulus
(6 = 0.01033) (Wang et al., 2004) - % & e ehp H st B4 A PF R )% 5
BF (0=00158) > p kT i AT S AT EEH FIL G RETEEE S T
AP R E o A POF RS R BRI REE L L (0 =00005) 0 37 R ACE
B kE Y EEER) 0 FRELE FRC R R REE ERK T
WA E ¥ % Pl e oc ik (bottleneck ) (Frank et al.,1998) » & § B it
(habitat fragment) P25 > 4] 5 fedi(h) frPi RSB E@ag R B > 70t ki
$TEEE L T2 R ¥ 2 F R 45Grant and Bowen (1998) #1312 § A 0 F EHEHE
% % erhfe i dm (e, h > 0.5, 1 < 0.5%) » 7 PN S HES T o SR EIF L 0 2
PRI E R R T & A

fI* DNAspfz & &3 F 4~ i dpdic (Fer) " @M FER - gy i B 2R - 2
BIRIER Z Hp REF L 1 Bl 2E 50538 & EHERE gL I 4n £ IR TRANEE h
(DP) #24 35z 33 %3 (LC) 4pgdi ™ (Fgr = 0.000) » 14 ixh L3 (YS) &
A MEFE (SU) g (Fsr=090) > Erigk=- fip LT LR
(22) - a 3 AR AT P el ¥ § 2 F R @ r
(Ward et al., 1994) - if = = B s (v a‘%ﬁx (Fsr) g H -k afgTivE (Fgr =
0.22; Ward et al., 1994) - ez 28 H & 4 -k 4. #5 (Varicorhinus barbatulus, Fsr = 0.791,
Wang et al., 2004) 4t - pt BAARG 0 BT RS fip TG R R kIR L OEHE
FEl3 B APEDLL -

Tajima’s Dip| 5% £2 mismatch analysis® 12§ 2* A PR 2% H R £ F S ESHB® T
% (population expansion) - Tajima’s D& a 2L FA | » FREIRE BEF BFF > B

LEE R NS EESEE 0 mmismatch anadysist c F AP HBEER A RIS

A AR T RFAY LG EEEHE O FER - e AL EEPN STajima’s DAL R
fE2 8% (4w ) > tmismatch andlysist » =R 5% 4] (Rl= ) » Erigx= 5
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BOEHEL TIEHBEOE > SR RS IS T 2 M sk b8 EE i eh
( Acrossocheilus paradoxus,Wang et al., 2000; Varicorhinus barbatulus, Wang et al.,
2004) - oA SRS B FUEAIE 0 A FR kP ET FaE ok T A Sk A

KEH TP PRI R F] o
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Table 1. Materias of Puntius semifasciolatus used for mtDNA analyses and nucleotide and

hapl otype diversities in each population.

Region Populations Sample Haplotype  Haplotype Nucleotide Nucleotide
subregion (Abbreviation) size numbers  Diversity (h)  diversity (m)  diversity (0)
Mainland China 49 28 0.963 0.01149 0.01282
JiuLong River 7 5 0.905 0.00995 0.01111
LianCheng (LC) 4 2 0.667 0.00351 0.00287
BaiSha (BA) 3 3 1.000 0.01580 0.01580
Han River

DaPu (DP) 3 2 0.667 0.01462 0.01462
MoY ang River 4 4 1.000 0.00366 0.00383
ShaoAn (SN) 3 3 1.000 0.00293 0.00293

ChihShih (ZS) 1 -- -- -- --
Rong River FongShun (FZ) 11 6 0.836 0.00278 0.00479
Pear| River 24 14 0.931 0.01302 0.01010
Dong River 12 8 0.894 0.01259 0.00959
HuiZhou (HG) 7 4 0.810 0.01337 0.01038
LongChuan (LS) 5 5 1.000 0.01088 0.01053
Bel River 12 7 0.833 0.01295 0.00988
YangShan (YS) 7 3 0.524 0.00050 0.00072
ShaoGuan (SU) 5 4 0.900 0.00368 0.00379

Taiwan

DongGang River
WuGouShui
(WG)

7 4 0.810 0.00267 0.00215

Total 68 31 0.960 0.01102 0.01321
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Table 2. Matrix of pairwise nucleotide diversity (%; above diagonal) and Fsr (below diagonal)

between 9 populations of Puntius semifasciolatus based on mtDNA.

LC BA DP SN FZ HG LS YS SU
BA 017
DP 0.00 0.22
SN 0.003 0.14 0.009
FZ 034 021 0.05 047
HG 028 010 012 026 0.38
LS 056 001 001 058 056 0.03
YS 05 001 016 067 036 045 0.63
SU 084 043 045 085 08 042 016 090
WG 048 028 014 058 034 043 059 025 0.86
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Table 3. Puntius semifasciolatus. Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals for joint

estimates of © and migration (Nm) in lingcod from MIGRATE.

Populatio © M (m/mu) [+=receiving population
n[x] [x Ne mu] 1+ 2,+ 3+ 4.+ 5+ 6,+ 7+
JR 0.0156 - 1.04e+ 9.36e- 9.36e 9.36e 9.36e 9.36e
003 014 014 014 014 014
DP 0.0021 7.83e - 1.72e+ 7.83e 7.83e 7.83e 7.83e
013 003 013 013 013 013
MR 0.0094 9.62e- 9.62e- - 90.62e- 9.62e- 246e- 9.62¢e-
014 014 014 014 013 014
Fz 1.07e+013 9.93e- 9.93e- 192et+ - 9.93e- 9.93e 9.93e
013 013 003 013 013 013
ER 3.03et011 1.07e- 1.07e- 347e+ 107e - 1.07e- 1.07e
013 013 003 013 013 013
NR 2.78et008 1.35e+ 3.04e- 4.05e+ 3.04e- 3.04e - 3.04e-
003 010 003 010 010 010
WG 0.0033 108 108 108 108 67067 108e -
013 013 013 013 013
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Table 4. Tests of neutrality statisticsin 11 populations of Puntius semifasciolatusin

Taiwan.
Area Population Tajima’sD  FuandLi'sD FuandLi'sF Fu'sFs
Mainland
. -0.36410 -1.78974 -1.51205 -4.045*
China
JiuLong
] -0.59571 -0.47489 -0.55470 1.928
River
LianCheng (LC) 2.15629 2.15629* 2.07262 3.526*
BaiSha (BA) e e
Han River
DaPu (DP) W ol e e e
MoYang
. -0.44637 -0.44637 -0.43935 -0.769
River
ShavAn (SN) g™ .
ChihsShih (ZS). eemeeoemm 0 e e e
Rong River FongShun (FZ) -1.87589* -2.27768* -2.46367* -0.403*
Pear| River
Dong River 1.41463 0.66298 0.97998 1.699
HuiZhou (HG) 1.63764 1.17229 1.41033 4.638*
LongChuan (LS) 0.24809 0.24809 0.26673 -0.060
Bel River 1.40617 0.69185 1.00183 3.080
YangShan (YS) -1.23716 -1.29591 -1.37408 -0.922
ShaoGuan (SU) -0.19740 -0.19740 -0.20752 0.212
Taiwan
DongGang  mmmmeme o mmmemeem meeeee e
River
WuGouShui
1.24188 0.95066 1.10677 0.690
(WG)
Total -0.57406 -1.87362 -1.65461 -5.385*

*P<0.05, ** P<0.01, ***P < 0.001
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Fig. 1. Neighbor-Joining tree based on mtDNA Cyt-b gene in Puntius semifasciolatus.
Numbers at the nodes indicate bootstrap values (expressed as percentage) with
1,000 replicates
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Fig. 2. Mismatch-distribution analysis of Puntius semifasciolatus mtDNA haplotype
sequences from Taiwan and Mainland China. A simulated Poisson distribution
isindicated by a dotted line.
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Fig. 3. Mismatch-distribution analysis of Puntius semifasciolatus mtDNA haplotype
sequences from Mainland China. A simulated Poisson distribution isindicated
by a dotted line.
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Fig. 4. Mismatch-distribution analysis of Puntius semifasciolatus mtDNA haplotype
sequences from Taiwan. A simulated Poisson distribution isindicated by a
dotted line.

17



