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A A DU — 5 AL BBy . W™
AEPIEE . Bt RFEW G I E Gk, It
My 7 B0 SR ke Wk RME A 2 RO RE T RE, A
WSt #H Z IR T EEE R ER. BEET R
TEACHE W 3 =2 > b AN ] (4% by 5 26 8, Bt =2 Ta]
BTS2 2% R AR Ry X 2. — S A ) ) FH 22 oA () ) 4%
W # (S E RERH IS, RZ N AER¥Z
(ecological generalization); AH 4] BE A FH B — Fir (I7]
— RN IIRERE) B Ry 2 R B ks, PRZ RS
22454k (ecological specialization) ™. [RlFE, k3
AIREVT IR Z MR, WOz AR R, BCE FE A
I 1] NSO SERAE ) 508, O AL BB . 4R
KBEVE AT AL Ry AR S F R R, (B R M 4 By
V22 JL[R] 0 3h A5 S5 40 AN FNREAE TS0, b 99 465 14 %
BRI, Memmott 45 A OVRE 2R T R M B 4L
2 e Rl K 2 I I 2 B AR AR AR, BERL K48 80% 1%
W& mh, BIHA IS 60% WA PP 2 420 2 1
E AL IR S5, BEPL K4 80% MMV, 5IHA
80% ML A 4. TEiIRERYE AL M M, I
VIR . AR 4R A 1 3 42 ATH TH 2 w8 U7 o] R
FIRTZ A — A8, ORUE T B V& 7678 53 1) il
RAgsmt i RaE " S Ah, RS AL R ¥ 22 TR B
B, AR T4 E 1% 83 35 X5 A8 ) A8 5 1) AR
JH, BB IR E AL AL TR ARV E S B2, X% d
HER R EENE. X R U TR AL B
KRG E KR Z MM ARBIZ AR AL 45 W 45 (AT
FEC 2 NGER R SR S A F A, R A B AL R
FE Sl BT R R, AL R I 45 1 25 4L T DL 34
$% £ (interaction neutrality) Fil i% 3% 37 FR (forbidden
link) P AL A AR ). i 2 v k48 A o 22 ) A 4N
B, SmBENL A A, XFEOL T, Bt ny
TR A Wy, A S B R . T2 R U5 )
25, DN AT AR — L X 28 254, LU Ak 22 FEE XS AR
PEWL 55—y, SRR Z BRI UEEE, VR AR AL
W ISR REALEY, 223 THEY 5% 5
B | S 3 AT BOE T A RRE S DR 2R A BR A1
G, TEAL R FFR 10 2, RS B I A
20%~30% 2= F1 T 1 F [ 119 I 25 K DC it s o fig 11170,
AN F AR SRR R R, s
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BEAR T B Y Rh Z R, B U T Y S
(e, DT I AR A0 - e o 2 I 2% P 45 7

453 I 25 BT 5% 8 TR A 30 it 0 0 208 1) A 25 2 3
SC. BN, AR TR A Rl e A9 0 A S ) A A
HARE BB 2 R, by TRETS OA I s TR], e
ZAENE LN ) 2880 A 22 5%, BIF 901X BE I 1) 245 1Y
AR A AT LA G b B S A v P IS 1) R s ] Y 22 R
TEVE B Wb 22 RE A B 2 B S o O g,
Kl by EFRAERRETR, XY Rl B A9 A F 52 0
TP 8585, TRl v 1, PR Z kT,
W2 2 T 0 A% B T 2Rt R A A e, A B R v O,
HAh, il e 12 AESe i AR R AR . R
A MR T 52 4 B 2 A L A e, DO RS Y
T RRAN TR, ] DAASEADUAS [R5 L o g O Rt J3E X v A%
BIEORem. 4OR A B, BEE R AR/, Y-S
e 53 35 5 TR) 2 122 9 9 2 O AN SR REBIL Y, RIS F g
JERF AL 1] 14322 42 A B 3% SIS ML B IR 1) 52 0
AW b 22 0] B AR R VR AL R B RO iy, LB
R =N RN T B € F o 3 T I
SRS — Mo R LA, T U i R 2 R
A BARAUHT B UE Y.

12 BB e RAE

20 HHLEE AR YA Y)2E K Stebbins™
P AL TR SR F Y M R B e AL R R
IS . MY O B AR R LA RS RRAE, 1
SUERR AL 5 20, FRZ ALK 255 KR AE (pollin-
ation syndrome). {HJ&XHE 25 G AE 1 56 IR A1 1 2
BT IS | AR R e R AL AR
1B LR B R IR I ME S AT 8, B4 AATTAT LA i A2 3
FEHE R AL Ky 5 2SS, 40, Armbruster 55 A POHR
P8 55 W 1) B 25 48 8 (Dalechampia) i) A6 SRR E 5 £ 45
FHRBMK/NZ A OC R, AWM T T 75 5 I
IX [ B ZRAE(D. bidentata) 1Lk R —FAKAE 12~
20 cm M), X B EE BLER SR T AR M LR A R IE IR
i, T IE K- 0F 5% A8 W 04 A6 3R R AIE 545 8 3 S 1
FIVCELOC R, NI UEAL By 25 & FR IR B U 45 AL 1 8 9
. fan, KAy 3 KRR 6 S B9 LT Y
ik, 7E<PRAE P AETREFAE R A 23 [ rh i A7 L, KRB
18 W 256 FRRAE IS BE AR HE A5 4 A6 BB 4R AE HHLAR Ay 33 300
JT A A5 R B 2R AT BB T A T R 1) R AL R
B, BRRMER SRR 13 S — v,
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RGN L IX. Gesnerieae JEAHY) ) 2R 45 5 & Al
AH N (AL #2251, R B W) AL SRR E 515 8 &
GeAE MRk b AR A S A ) 0 1% K 3 S IR AR
TEH DX Z ] () X5, 7T BE 2 1 i AE B 27 & R AE 1
ASUERR A SR DR A B XL 9 o S | T BEAE BV TR
ARl flan, BESEFRI, I b AR S A AN [T
v, o s R R R RS AL, DA R o o (0 ik
WA TE ARV ORIz AL by, T e V4R 02 RR AR
Py, U H A= 252 5 R RNz Ak T BE O 2 IR BLRE VR
TLWE, T AR A A SRR I RS S T R 1 R G
KFR, LAR R R I 3

1.3 FEERFFAER £

VR KT Ry AR, A RGN A
SRPL G FTRAL R RGE, AATIF 4R 5 BE 1 49 3 o A
PIACTR (I RHAE S R, 25 B AR AL M 35 16 AL TR R AIE b (1Y
TEFEAE . TERER A58 2 W0 R AL BB R IR 2 4%,
AR T B — W) Fh sl e e W), TR REAS B
i AL, AN, 8RB R AR IR 6 fe W RRE.
W RGO R MR L, KL
) 9 v L R R AR AR, AR € T ] TS K
TR 25 5, oA 1] A AN IR A AR . T ELAR
AR AR RS R B A 2E R, N T
YA 5 JE 20 ) i) 2065 22 BE BRI AR (AR B2
M B — B Sl A5 O RRAE, T RE 25 5% M 21 3% S BV 1Y
AP LRI FRME R AT S M SRR, BEE K
VRS A B, R AR FR A4 46 L 5RO R A 4R R
SRR SN, T HAR A RS N, ALk
Z R RE A i R PO X PRI U AE Z 18] 40% 1) 48 R T
ARSI IX B, SRR T AR A SRR E R
Mao £l Huang2 58 T i I HLIX 80 Fl#: 2 AEAH Y
(AL X K AP S AE TR AR E I C R, KRBk =
B W 45 A (R A8, AR R 78 K B A7 T B ) BE e
R —EHUKYE; MIRLE BA RS54, sefli F
AR B0 32 TR K 43 35 B A, AR B e K AR PR R 25
TEPE. X UL SR T A ERRA AR A D REPE RN, BB
T IREE A T 2K A A A AR T A i — A
7. IWHER K B 5T ] — X IR A7 A ) 1 4%
TR, R Tk SEAE YT 8 E A A [R] 445 H 3 2R R
SR AL R PRI, g AIF ST AL TR AR AR 14 8 ) 5 1k 42 At
T AN JiAh, KT IR A T S R e P
SRR, AR RV A5 B — A T . A

[ P R ML X R G B (Pedicularis)fE Y, B AR
e AR TR AR IR Z2 A M, 0 2 S R 0 A% 4 o S R
1€ (Bombus). #E75 IR LR S 5EE By, fim
T3 A L A AL SRR AR 25 5, WTREFRAR T Fh R A9 1
¥, MR Tk fh g dese, e 7 5eE s
R WAL TR A HE 2R AR B3 T X 32 g o A
YW L  R G298, KRB & T &&=y sp,
W53, Sk & RO R S e d T &
F R, M T A, AL R . i A
HAEHE . AEE RN py e T & R oe . X eesh
RULH, B8 E S5 ALY HOC R TR B2 AE ) AE
FEAE A9 [R] B, o 25 X6 A 400 %) 97 00 P R 11T RS 3] 326 A
4,
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FETE TP Y S Z A AE A e g L HETR L ELF
EXRFR. L F A T 0 R ) Z 18] B AH AR AT GE
HZFIA. Rathcke™ G 482 1, FEE P RIS FIEZ
) S PR A7 2 ve 4 5O B AR AR R VR, H iR
LIRS 7% B AR R | BRI
VA A AT AT Sk VKB R AE AR PSR, AT DL T iR
TEVE I AS (R A 9 22 (6] 119 S5 o 4 893 4% 338 (heterospecific
pollen transfer) {5 . & & VifEIT, 25 WA AR
SCEMEREPE DI RE. 514N, R IR AR 4 i A R 2 2E 4
SZ, R SR B AE KR S B F R T [RIR S
AR ETEDIRE, BN, CAT R R AR B AR,
B A 1A% 2 B HAB Y R A S, BT DL S A e A
358 T RE XS AE A B i 2 N A R A AN R R i O
H HTA 5 5 R A8k 42 356 19 R 38 43 IF 5% B S S X —Xof
P e D BOLRGE ZA 0, fe D AEBE TR K F
. a0, Brown F1 Mitchell® % B4 H [F]4%
W3 25 0% TR AT 5 A ) T i 58 (Lythrum salicaria) F1E:
TR (L. alatum)Z 18], HIRRES T AL 60%091
RIBENCT AR R, R M B BEE R ], EARTR
A7 b DX P 1% R 190 245 Xt Ay s X R A B T i ™), 1
A RGN T £ S0 255G R E 1
WAL N PRSI BCE, & B H SR AL I 4% 1T BE L
Vi )08 31 1 B iz Ak, R AL #n i M) A AR T
60%!*". 1 #b 2k JLHR I 7R 25 P Fh 2 6] A7 78 25 7 5 Y
FERS TP 42 TR A% 4 35 10 A6 R RO A 22931,
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I T %5 AL R A 0 45 B T R A R R 1 A A,
Alarcon'™ % B 24 FIE A B (R #5417 A9 464 I AR T
Wk, T HAEHE ek b, SRR R ) LB TR
SERh AR AL 136 1T g A8 T AR AE i AL 1 8l 2 — 1
ZFASRER, WIS Y AR SRR
B % BE R B | ARy B U R | D [l AT A A 46 8
I A AT R A A G S R AE A VR B SR,
Wi AEL 40 A0 T 0 %) R 28 AR D e mF 5 147481,

W58 S AFAE ) 22 [0) 04 A6 Ry A% 368 19 2o 7 R0 o) A B
52 MR, B 08 VR Ak X % 93 I 265 45 A4 R AR Vi A 22 1) A
P Fl e TR Y R KK (Euphorbia esula)
FEFERETE H 29 FPAEYIAE K V% B[R] Fh AL S R ALK
Fa B IF 58 FEBH, R P 9 A8 B RRAE AN A /N R A Sk
TR RE % 6l /N S P A B O 7 L LB, e T AR TR
BRI AL 5y — T T, BEE LS R
IR — 2 AL B i ROR R B AL 8 Y
T2 FNHRA B, XA R 1 AR B A A TR A S . {4,
Arceo-Gomez F1 Ashman"38@ 33 A [\] HE 491 R A 2 14
1R A A6 M X% T A6 (Mimulus - guttatus) 34T N TAZH),
T IR Bt A A Sk b SRR A B R S i, X AE ) 4 S
B 5 M 8 K. Fang 1 Huang™ i i 43 A v 1L 2 e 7
7% A B G AR AT Sk I B AR, R BATE LY
T R BE | ARSI RN L A Sk T AR R ) vz AL AR
JEE R 25 5 e SRR AR Ry B B MCRE T 1z A AE R AR
I E SRR D SRR B, R R . B
Heorr g5 L3R, 7] — B P9 A 0 A7 2L 5] 19 1% B
FAWGE, P Z A A Ty iR ik Ay, ez [F] 2 A
B X & AR 2 0], 63 I A8 5 2 B 1) T 3 0L 1] 1Y,
AR K AR BEREAR T AEM T4, X 25 SR b iR 1 [\
WY Z B AE R TR 25 DL R 2,
HE AL 4 I 45 B 5T TR A B T ek I = T, A B
T AL R R AL T AR 3.

2.2 MY SES

[F] B AE RO AR ) Z [A] A B 2 R sa G &R . X b
e E R RIMAE VT RE M E R I TH. —J7TH, 8
it TE MW G AL L BRI T X LAt il i 5 ] A
R, NP AR f b 4 (0 6 v B L foldn, Aok
VIR PR A B (Taraxacum  officinale) X T AR L4
i H AT AT, japonicum) B B Z L E &, W&
WA ISR S| 1, DT REAR 1A%k X AR
R f 7 ) o S SO A IR R DY 5 — 5, e
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PER LR AR 338, BE I R R h i AE R A %, B 1Y
0 S RhAE R B A o AT SR SR T AR A AR B 2
HES O iGN, Flanagan 55 APYR BTE 53 T
S8 i PR IS AL I R I (Mimulus ringens) 54 B &

RO FLEE SO O, FEVE A A T BB S e AR ) 1
PEIIRE. BETE a8 i 2R S I ¥ & 12
FlE] AR U L), R 4 SE s ma B s i
R B LI TEVE, R B FR B BEER /N A R
2% [R5 125 R AT B 52 el A4 4 & TR U AT R, 3617 5 e
THE T 9 0 B G 5 92 500 i HL N TR 9 A9 R TR R A,
X AN [) (R A% 4y 28 04 B2 i A DX 0. RE e 76 AN [R) 4
YA v, U IR ) PR Y AR AR B K T (Apis
mellifera)®”. XEeLE UL, A TR ROPIRR . G A
TRAY | WA AE R A R ER AT BB e A ) R
DIREM SEIE.

AMUHEPE D BE A se Fr, MEMEDIRBAFTESE S, 7E
KB4y HGAL M A v, BIMER A se 4, WA
RE] 1%H N5 B AR R FPRE L P H% 7 5 Fl
FESk B R AE Rt 2 AE A B 2 B N 43, R AR
TR R AL Ry B R AT R L AR Yl g
T8 SRR A A A6 I AN AE B AR 43 000N S B
FEL ) M D BB A P8, EL R X6 L T T G 3 DU X R
ANIO0021 S 3 BAF AR RS A s, R L%
WY VTR RS R . BB T 2B AL, kT
WD T AR B, AR MErEE A Y, gk
B, 1R B RS P IR T S AR £ K, IEERE
T AE Ay B B 4 2 AR G Ak T E R A SE R, TR
HA A hae ), e 130, i H a3
G 5 0 T e R AR R BT AR AL R A R A (R ER A
2 IR AE R 5 R

2.3 HEWmIE B

TEVFZ BV T, A BTE N 32 3 T A% K
AR 3 B AE R BRI 04, R R 5 AR, (R BsF
FERIREY) Z 18], AT REE 5 | S ALk, siE g n %
B R T 1T B A R 56 2R 1590 i, WP | (Raphanus
raphanistrum) 5 — s # Z R )[R T AR, HoUs
7] 5t 2 SR AR S At v, UG B R 2R T T R R
S B AR, I A O 2 0 B A AN R A
6T HR T %) A3 i A 07

) 22 1] 9 — ZR 9 422 B3 [] 422 04 A% 0k 52
AT R AR I 5 4 sl S SE PR T il an, i it
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XF O FhREEAL KA AN 6 RS AL Iy OIS, &
BN M NI M ], A =2 18] 56 RO A e B
HAy, DI R, EFEITEREY S 3 2
(0 £ A, 60T 48 b 4 D T AR 108 38 B A Y
Y AT BE—J7 5] T 2 AR, BN T B
087110 h N T T 3 e 1 < i D AT B
PR Ay 1 b 5 A AR ) ) BOR U7, 3 1 S R AE A B0 4%
i, ek E RN ERIER. Brid, By S
M AR, & ZEma % B 2l R,
et ys il gk | Uilal i MIAE R T AR, AT REUCITAR
WA 1) 5L PR A 18 S

3 ARG

TERAE R — I IR B A SR S5, 7 dE 5 i A=
SRGEMRENTREEZEM, BAHRMNKZE T
NI Bl ok ™ 5 T, AR RYIFN AR RN AE BE
BE P AL AR 23 e BETE WG IE DL, AR PRI AR £
VR AL R v] RE 2 e bE . ln, SRR R
BV Ry A BRI 5| 7, BEAR T AR LA T
)3k, [l k2t Ak 2R AR A Sk b, I HAE
Koy Bt A% 493 35 i 08 i+ 03 A B S 10 A R AR A T
VL 5 A 107 f A by 5 0 @A i i 4, Rl AAR
T BT AL R I Y v, R H 325N M0 A% R
U0 AN W Bl X AR W Bl AL RS AR R, AN
e grbE. Vila STV B, BRI R AE K
H O E| ) TA LR, BREEIR S I HEVE KZY 172 1)
TRy E AT, A I A I 3 AR A5 4 X 2% 1Y
ZERE . T HL AR W R A A W R s R R e
. BN, SERAY) T SERE N T2 i A I 0 A H
TR, WSl TR A IR, RS T A SR R A
SN VP 3 7k R NE s /E G ORGSO = 2
KEF, ASHMTEGALHHE; SRR 54 19
Fh A A2 Ky B BN TRTRE, BV S0 Sk 4 b 11 % AR
AN 23 B R 45 I A % A3 A 2 5270,

N R T sl B AR B B AL R e T TR AR
Fy i AR Y A Xz B A 10 FAE e R TR RV Y
WA, &I AE RO O TR RRRN %5 B2, A EL AR R[]
) T R RIS B, X AR 4 7 [R] VR BRI 445 S 4 A R
G U, AN 2 SR | U I R A SR R 114 725 i 4 Bt
HTTERETE 5 1 SRBE IR PR B A 3G i 3 K, BERH Ak
My XI5 F AR I B R B RRAR T RO AL B R SE I ER
FEMET. BT A — T 4% A 43 M7 (meta-analysis) € BH,

A B B AR SR W R AR S N RIS B, XA (6] 4% Ry
U7 ) AT AN TR) G000 ) R ). A B e R X6 A Bl )
TRy 5 WS M AR, T 0 o AR U)X e 25 LA A 1
b A B B R A U e S R S T AT
Bt N R, A ALK R G R TH AR .

BAREM R FE FE RN, —MHEY TR
LM, (LREEITREM, (UK —FEH
HAXTBEVE AR A PEAEBEAN R Fln, Bk
Ly ) v — T RE M A Ry 2, RRAIR T L ALA% A 3 D 4K
Y R IBRE (floral fidelity); BId 5 48 vh Ay B 7E A 15
H, RE—MiehEXNESRENYe A B2
Wi, FEAIC T AR I 45 5L (R TR AR 1/3)77 dE e
TR MR R, 8 — SR AT R 7
BURRAR. SRMIFoE R0, R R R w T w, B
A W RS AR R VR A ) R SR SR A B T A U
4 HistHER

JRAG TV KT AR Ry i 5% 2 3 A ok B B b A% K
A A8 2R IE 1) — A R 70 ER TR KO (8 15 B
AW E AR FE A WKL 46, = AT A ISR
Gong il Huang"®"/7E 3 [ 74 5 5 111 B4 15 37 [ 2 AR
HEE 3 FEEE T A RL A B AU 29 BT AEAE )
WV GEF, 25 RFTW], BEIRFEY 5158 & 1 N2 25
MR L ARFREY, 158 & 0907 M A7 S T
TRy B AT RRAE R 9 BB /E . Fang A1 Huang'™
XPE PG AL R L B B IR 2k 4 AR AR Y- 2 Vi n)
W28 2 SRR, TEm A ZREVER R T, AL
3 I 4 A8 AT R K i sh A A8 Ak, (HRE S T iz 4k
PR T A 4 AF () PR BFAR RS E 0, =Rl 2
FEVEIR IR B RAL R G R b, [a) b X A A
Yy -HE W) 57 Bl AR A A 2 0 F S U U B, BV Tz AR
FE ) 540 1) 18R S R A (R FE s, 2 AR TR R AR
HB P BE S MR AT Sk B 4 32 S AR ) A AR R T HLA A
AR AL Ry 5 (R, B 22 (8] R — 8 A T A 4R
By, Peng % AGE T T REWT 1L X i 1L vk 2T
T B AE L, R BB 43 A6 & AT 6 e i) 31 €8 Az Ak
HYAETRAFIE, X AT BB 5 B WAy T2 AL B G %)
AR . K ok WA B W) 288 8B I 10 A% K 0 4% (o
). PRI SRS RS, A n] EAR Yz 1k
S RRE AR AL AEA B ] 5 B S A A% S

TEVE KT AL M 25 25 58 R B A AL
TEEBRFE ZREVE R AL B ZRE M iR AR R R
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S0 1) o 1 A SRR T AR R AR L, R
HET AV 2 ) 8w R 8. (1) XTREVRAE R Y
S WL, I o 58 0 2 58 4l W A% 7 )
Fay R B () D 285 BE itk 2 1. BRARAE W) S AL Ry & Ui
[7) 5 o — g R R b AT DA R A Ry o T A A B T
BME, WIS R E VIS . kAR
VIAE B ALk BRI AL T S A AT S B2
ALY 22 57 | KIS R E RSl S AR R 1O, H
AT RE & T VR A (45 Ry W 4% 5 B SE (A W -G Ry B
YEZ BIAFAE 22 5, BT UAAT N A ) -5 43 25 7 TR) ¢
RN BML Ry X 45 S AR 2 b, sk
AN TG A% #3509 A% By %R V& K 18 99 By 2% B,
62%~73 o AH ) 1 b 1 E P B0 Rl 1 A2 B T AR Ry BRI,
AV AR R o REARRE V5 2 2 T 2Ll B A A R ATV, 13
W E T A B2 AN I, B K A A B A5 T g
WA B AR L) (1) HRECHE VR N Z A
()RR AR AR G ), DB B RERE
KFR, XFEAREIRBURRAE7E FE AL L ay & . i,
McEwen F1 Vamosi™' % i V& A4 46 € s SRR 5
Eaton %% A% I 5l 3 a8 Al 0 48 384 1F s AL A P 5
B I8 TR Z BB RGe2E &R, NN A AL TR AR AE
T FIVRRE VR ) ML F2 AL T B8 Ry 1) S ) 3

BT, XEEIFENEY Z M, miEmENsT0
T PR BRI R 25, AR BISEE K
Xif B /DKL 4 JR T ity 149 50336170721 e/ I\
WK L WEE 2 Bl ) 2 18] A A6 4 T 3l 4G K T4
XiF 45 SRR I S AR % I ST R I, 2 AR 1%
MRS AL, MY RS MR E, Gh
HW VIR ARE A Z R AE Y, Y RIAEAE A T AE

%75 ik

MR AEA T4, H 02 H i IH Sl = 1 v 9 L 5248 8
SR AR T A T2 R U) A R Y. R
TS T ERCR AL s, A RENETETR N AE D) -
ok B HAE S ALY - R AR BT S Ok, DA AR
GG R R R, AR RIS 1 1]
2k 2SS E L.

N R T B RS DR I A AR S R R T A e RN AR 25 )
REMYSEIR, K AR B AT T 2 —. e
— I B AR SRS, X AR AR A E o
R E S EAERAERRIN AL S i H A R B, B R
WG TR R HAZ My HE W b R T s i B4, A ke g gl A -
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Co-flowering plant species may share pollinators within a community, while pollinators may collect rewards from different plant
species, stimulating studies of pollination ecology at the community level. Studies of the interactions between plants and pollinators
and between plant species in communities, as opposed to studying individual plant species, could provide more evidence for
pollinator-mediated flower evolution, interspecific competition, and how communities assemble. Plant-pollinator interactions have
been incorporated into network constructions to study the influence of dynamic pollination networks on plant reproduction. Studies of
pollination networks could provide new insights into the evolution of floral traits, especially in sympatric species within natural
communities. Previous studies of pollinator-mediated interactions between plant species have generally focused on two or a few plant
species rather than numerous co-flowering species. Recent studies have emphasized factors that affect pollen fate, such as pollination
efficiency, pollen interference on stigmas, and pollen loss when a pollinator visits different plant species. The fundamental ecological
service of pollination is increasingly affected by anthropogenic forces, especially the negative consequences of biological invasions
and habitat fragmentation. These challenges highlight the importance of biodiversity conservation and ecological restoration. Studies
of pollination ecology at the community level have recently emerged in China. However, more observational and experimental studies
at multiple spatio-temporal scales are required to explore plant-pollinator and plant-plant interactions and to enhance our understanding
of community assemblages, species interactions, and floral evolution at a larger scale.
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