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Abstract

The resolution of phylogenetic relationship among animals is still one of the most challenging problems in systematic zoology. 
Insect wing is a highly valued morphological character in the systematics, but few studies have been conducted to quantify wing 
shape variations for phylogenetic reconstruction. In this study, with Cantharinae as the subject, we conducted the GM analyses from 
hindwings of 16 representative genera. Further, we conducted the UPGMA based on Procrustes distance and Euclidean similarity 
measure of Mahalanobis distance, respectively, and NJ analysis of the Mahalanobis distance, as well as MP analysis using merged 
landmark dataset. In the meantime, we constructed the phylogenetic relationships among these genera based on the mitochondrial 
genomes, with a total of 41 sequences novel to Cantharinae, by BI and ML analyses. As a result, the CVA analysis demonstrated 
that the hindwing shapes of the cantharid genera are significantly different from one another. All the topologies produced by the GM 
data partially correspond with that of mitogenomic data. The close relationships of some genera are frequently recovered, including 
Cyrebion + Themus, Cantharis + Taiwanocantharis + Taocantharis, Stenothemus + Falsopodabrus + Habronychus. These results 
prove the importance and potential application of the hindwing shapes in recovering the relationships among the sibling genera. 
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1.	 Introduction

Knowledge of how living (and extinct) taxa are related 
to one another underpins much of evolutionary biology 
(Kapli et al. 2020). The resolution of phylogenetic rela-
tionship among animals is one of the most challenging 
problems in systematic zoology (Field et al. 1988). In the 
premolecular age, organismal phylogenies were generally 

created based on morphological character states. Howev-
er, there are very few homologous morphological charac-
ters that can be compared among all organisms. With the 
arrival of DNA sequencing, molecular phylogenetic has 
become the standard for inferring evolutionary relation-
ships (Ziemert and Jensen 2012). Since that a number of 
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genes with fundamental biochemical functions are found 
in all species and they can be sequenced, aligned, and an-
alyzed to study phylogenetic relationships at the deepest 
part of the tree of life (Hillis and Dixon 1991). Moreover, 
based on the analyses of ribosomal gene sequences, this 
relationship appeared to be robust to tree-building meth-
ods. In recent years, mitochondrial genome has become 
the most popular molecular marker in inferring the phy-
logenetic relationships among the animals, especially for 
various groups of insects (Bajpai and Tewari 2010).

Although many advantages of molecular over mor-
phological phylogenetic have been recognized, morpho-
logical analysis still cannot be replaced or neglected in 
the construction of phylogenetic relationships. For many 
groups of poorly known organisms, the only known spec-
imens of many species are represented merely by the ho-
lotype or type series. Collecting additional material can 
be prohibitive because of rarity of the species, inacces-
sibility of the habitat, destruction of known collection 
localities, legal protection of the habitat or species, or 
high costs of procurement. A high percentage of recent-
ly extant species have been exterminated in this century 
by human activities, especially through the destruction of 
tropical rainforests (Myers 1986). Because of this high 
extinction rate, a majority (or at least a large fraction) of 
described species may never be collected again and will 
remain known only from traditionally preserved speci-
mens. So this is the reason why paleontology always has 
been primarily a morphological endeavor, and the fossils 
at least represent a set of taxa that provide potential infor-
mation about evolution (e.g. Patterson and Rosen 1977; 
Schaeffer et al. 1972), which is nearly limited to morpho-
logical analysis. Moreover, an understanding of morpho-
logical variation in fossils requires an understanding of 
the morphology of living species.

It is well-known that wing shape of insects exhibits 
a high heritability in nature (Bitner-Mathé and Klaczko 
1999; Moraes et al. 2004), and wing morphology is of 
a primary importance to entomologists interested in sys-
tematics (Su et al. 2015). It was Comstock (1893) who first 
popularized the use of insect wing venation for traditional 
classification (Kunkel 2004). Wing veins and their inter-
sections are unambiguously homologous (Ross 1936), 
so since the 1970’s, several authors have begun to use 
the insect wings of morphometrical studies in systemat-
ics and phylogeny (Plowright and Stephen 1973; Rohlf 
1993; Klingenberg 2003; Gumiel et al. 2003). Geometric 
morphometrics (GM) utilizes powerful and comprehen-
sive statistical procedures to analyze shape differences 
of a morphological feature, using either homologous 
landmarks or outlines of the structure (Rohlf and Marcus 
1993; Marcus and Corti 1996; Adam et al. 2004), and it is 
considered to be the most rigorous morphometric meth-
od (Gilchrist et al. 2000; Debat et al. 2003). Compared 
with other organs, the wing venation is unique and the 
examination of wing venation pattern shows many meth-
odological advantages, because they are basically 2-di-
mensional and the venation provides many well-defined 
morphological landmarks (Gumiel et al. 2003), the inter-
actions of the veins, which are easy for identification and 

able to capture the general shape of the wing (Bookstein 
1991), as well as their rigidity and good conservation in 
either living or fossil specimens (Pavlinov 2001). Among 
insects, the use of GM analysis to study wing venation 
has been useful in identification at the individual level 
(Baylac et al. 2003; Dujardin et al. 2003; Sadeghi et al. 
2009), in distinguishing sibling species (Matias et al. 
2001; De la Riva et al. 2001; Villegas et al. 2002; Rog-
gero and Dentrèves 2005; Aytekin et al. 2007; Francuski 
et al. 2009; Tüzün 2009) and in delimitation among the 
genera (Baracchi et al. 2011; Su et al. 2015) and high-
er taxonomic category (Bai et al. 2012, 2013). However, 
few studies have been conducted to quantify such wing 
variations for phylogenetic reconstruction. Thanks to the 
advent of the phylogenetic morphometric (PM) analysis 
method (Díaz-Cruz et al. 2021), it makes possibility to 
explore the relationships among the organisms based on 
the morphometric data.

The beetle family Cantharidae, commonly known sol-
ider beetles, is a large group with approximately 6,000 
species in the world (Delkeskamp 1977; Kazantsev and 
Brancucci 2007). It is divided into five subfamilies (Bran-
cucci 1980), based on a comprehensive comparative mor-
phological study. In this classification, hindwing venation 
is one of the highly valued characters in the subfamil-
ial level, and different from one another in the number 
of vein, cells and their length. In comparison, within 
each subfamily, the venation is stable and only exhibits 
quantitative variations among genera (Lanham 1951). 
Therefore, it is an ideal material to explore the relation-
ships among the genera based on the hindwing variation 
through PM analysis.

In the present study, taking the cantharid beetles as the 
subject, we are going to apply GM to analyze the hind-
wing shapes of 16 representative genera of Cantharinae, 
based on which to explore their relationships by the PM 
analysis. Meanwhile, we shall reconstruct the phyloge-
ny among these genera based on the (nearly) complete 
mitochondrial genomes by both Maximum-likelihood 
(ML) and Bayesian inference (BI) analyses. Finally, we 
will examine the accuracy of PM of hind wing shapes, by 
comparison with the produced topology of mitogenomes. 
Based on the results, we are able to evaluate the reliability 
of the hindwing shapes in inferring phylogenetic relation-
ships among the generic taxa, also shed new lights on re-
construction of phylogenetic relationships, especially for 
those taxa rare, inaccessible or extinct organism relying 
on the morphology.

2.	 Materials and methods

2.1.	 Studied material

Hind wings of the following Cantharinae species (Ta-
ble  1) are used in this study. Prior to geometric mor-
phometric analysis, identification of specimens was per-
formed using other morphological characters of adults 
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Table 1. The species of subfamily Cantharinae used in the GM analysis and information for the representative species’ mitogenomes 
used for phylogenetic analysis.

Genus Species for GM analysis Number Species for phylogenetic 
analysis 

GenBank 
Accession

Voucher 
number

Locality of molecular 
material

Asiopodabrus
Asiopodabrus cheni 3 Asiopodabrus cheni OQ221889 2CA132 China: Zhejiang, Feng-

yang Mts

Asiopodabrus satoi OQ221851 2CA39 China: Guangxi, Mao’er 
Mts 

Cantharis

Cantharis rufa 3 Cantharis jindrai OQ221852 2CA70 China: Beijing, Xiao-
longmen

Cantharis brunneipennis 3 Cantharis brunneipennis OQ221875 CAN197 China: Shaanxi, Foping
Cantharis (Cyrtomoptila) 
plagiata 3 Cantharis (Cyrtomoptila) 

plagiata MT364421 CAN74 China: Shaanxi, Yangxian

Cyrebion
Cyrebion subrufolineatus 3 Cyrebion subrufolineatus OQ221853 2CA65 China: Xizang, Mangkang

Cyrebion gracilicornis 3 Cyrebion gracilicornis OQ221870 CAN24 China: Hubei, Shen-
nongjia

Falsopodabrus
Falsopodabrus tridentatus 3 Falsopodabrus tridentatus OQ221854 2CA161 China: Xizang, Cona
Falsopodabrus rolciki 3 Falsopodabrus rolciki OQ221876 2CA81 China: Xizang, Bomê

Cephalomalthinus
Cephalomalthinus sp.1 3 Cephalomalthinus sp.1 OQ221871 CAN182 China: Hainan, Jianfeng-

ling

Cephalomalthinus sp.2 3 Cephalomalthinus sp.2 OQ221877 2CA24 China: Guangxi, Daming 
Mts

Habronychus

Habronychus (s. str.) sp.1 3 Habronychus (s. str.) sp.1 OQ221855 CAN27 China: Hubei, Shen-
nongjia

Habronychus (s. str.) sp.2 3 Habronychus (s. str.) sp.2 OQ221878 CAN210 China: Hubei, Huang-
baoping

Habronychus (Monohab-
ronychus) sp.1 3 Habronychus (Macrohab-

ronychus) sp. OQ221884 2CA3 China: Xizang, Medog

Habronychus (Monohab-
ronychus) sp.2 3 Habronychus (Macrohab-

ronychus) chaoi OQ221859 2CA162 China: Xizang, Cona

Habronychus (Macrohab-
ronychus) chaoi 3

Habronychus (Monohab-
ronychus) sp. OQ221873 CAN98 China: Hubei, Yi’en

Habronychus (Monohab-
ronychus) sp. 3 OQ221880 CAN83 China: Shaanxi, Yangxian

Lycocerus

Lycocerus bilineatus 3 Lycocerus inopaciceps OQ221874 CAN198 China: Shaanxi, Foping

Lycocerus inopaciceps 3 Lycocerus curvatus OQ221857 CAN36 China: Hubei, Shen-
nongjia

Lycocerus orientalis 3 Lycocerus hubeiensis OQ221858 CAN123 China: Hubei, Yichang

Lycocerus limbatus 3 Lycocerus orientalis OQ221882 2CA44 China: Jiangxi, Jinggang 
Mts

Lycocerus limbatus OQ221883 CAN16 China: Hubei, Shen-
nongjia

Micropodabrus Micropodabrus coleatus 3 Micropodabrus oudai OQ221860 CAN201 China: Shaanxi, Fouping
Podabrus Podabrus annulatus 3 Podabrus annulatus OQ221861 2CA47 China: Beijing, Yanqing

Pseudopodabrus Pseudopodabrus atripes 3 Pseudopodabrus atripes OQ221885 2CA27 China: Guangxi, Daming 
Mts

Prothemus
Prothemus kiukianganus 3 Prothemus semimetallicus OQ221862 CAN102 China: Hunan, Wu-

lingyuan
Prothemus sanguineus 3 Prothemus sanguineus OQ221872 CAN96 China: Hubei, Yi’en

Rhagonycha

Rhagonycha nigroim-
pressa 3 Rhagonycha nigroim-

pressa OQ221863 CAN100 China: Hunan, Yongshun

Rhagonycha prewalskii 3 Rhagonycha prewalskii OQ221886 CAN108 China: Hebei, Xiaowutai 
Mts

Stenothemus
Stenothemus grahami 3 Stenothemus fukienensis OQ221864 2CA137 China: Zhejiang, Feng-

yang Mountain
Stenothemus biimpres-
siceps 3 Stenothemus biimpres-

siceps OQ221887 2CA99 China: Zhejiang, Tianmu 
Mts

Taiwanocantharis

Taiwanocantharis para-
satoi 3 Taiwanocantharis para-

satoi OQ221865 2CA28 China: Guangxi, Daming 
Mts 

Taiwanocantharis chum-
biensis 3 Taiwanocantharis sp. OQ221881 2CA150 China: Yunnan

Taocantharis Taocantharis businskae 3 Taocantharis businskae OQ221888 CAN206 China: Hubei, Huang-
baoping

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221889
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221852
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221875
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/MT364421
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221870
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221854
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221877
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221855
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221878
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221884
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221859
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221873
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221880
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221874
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221858
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221882
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221883
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221860
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221861
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221885
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221862
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221872
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221863
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221886
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221864
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221887
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221865
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221881
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221888


Zhao et al.: Phylogenetic significance of wing shapes306

(Yang 2010). The materials of the representative spe-
cies are deposited in the Museum of Hebei University, 
Baoding, China (MHBU) and the Institute of Zoology, 
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China (IZAS) re-
spectively. The left hind wing of each specimen (a total 
of 111 wings, see Supplemental material) was removed 
from the body and mounted in neutral balsam between a 
microscope slide and a cover slip.

2.2.	 Landmark acquisition and 
digitalization

The structure analyzed was the shape of hind wings, 
which was directly photographed by a stereomicroscope 
Nikon SMZ1500 and attached video camera Canon 450D 
connected to a HP computer. For the hind wings, a total of 
13 landmarks of type II (Fig. 1) were placed. Digital pho-
tographs or scanned images were input to tps-UTIL 1.43 
software (Rohlf 2008a). Cartesian coordinates of land-
marks were digitized with tps-DIG 2.12 software (Rohlf 
2008b). Landmark configurations were scaled, translat-
ed and rotated against the consensus configuration using 
the GLS Procrustes superimposition method (Bookstein 

1991). The coordinates were analyzed using tps-RELW 
1.44 (Rohlf 2006) to calculate eigenvalues for each prin-
cipal warp. The digitalization procedure was repeated 
three by the same observer on different days to evaluate 
landmark measurement error.

2.3.	 Geometric morphometric (GM) 
analyses

The GM method based on landmark data in inferring phy-
logenetic relationships among the generic taxa consider-
ing UPGMA, Maximum Parsimony and Neighbor-Join-
ing as the optimality criterion (Champakaew et al. 2021; 
Goloboff and Catalano 2016). In applying the GM meth-
od, we selected the cantharid beetles as the experimental 
subject.

The tps files produced in tps-DIG was used to per-
form GM analysis. To examine the shape variation, the 
digitized landmark data is analyzed using MorphoJ soft-
ware (Klingenberg 2011). Principal component analysis 
(PCA) was employed to test how well the genera can be 
distinguished by the shape of hind wings. Frequently the 
characters with high loading value in PCAs correspond 

Genus Species for GM analysis Number Species for phylogenetic 
analysis 

GenBank 
Accession

Voucher 
number

Locality of molecular 
material

Themus

Themus (Telephorops) 
coelestis 3 Themus (Telephorops) 

coelestis OQ221866 CAN1 China: Hubei, Shen-
nongjia

Themus (Telephorops) 
cavipennis 3 Themus (Telephorops) 

cavipennis OQ221867 2CA73 China: Xizang, Medog

Themus (Themus) stigma
ticus 3 Themus (Themus) stigma

ticus OQ221868 CAN104 China: Hebei, Xiaowutai 
Mts

Themus (Themus) luteipes 3 Themus (Themus) luteipes OQ221869 CAN69 China
Themus (Haplothemus) 
hedini 3 Themus (Haplothemus) 

hedini OQ221879 CAN148 China: Qinghai, Menyuan

Themus (Haplothemus) 
bimaculicollis 3 Themus (Haplothemus) 

bimaculicollis OQ221856 2CA110 China: Sichuan, Liziping

Figure 1. Position of the 13 landmarks (recorded from the 1st to the 13th respectively) on a Cantharis brunneipennis Heyden, 1889 
hindwing.

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221866
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221868
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221869
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221879
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/nuccore/OQ221856
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to the observed variation patterns among genera. The rel-
ative similarity and discrimination of the test groups is 
analyzed using Canonical Variates Analysis (CVA). CVA 
finds shape values that maximize group means relative to 
variation within groups, by assuming that covariate matri-
ces are identical (Klingenberg 2010). Procrustes distanc-
es and Mahalanobis distances (the square root of the sum 
of squared differences between corresponding points) 
between each of the genera were computed and the ma-
trix was produced by the MorphoJ software (Klingenberg 
2011). Procrustes distance matrix was subjected to UPG-
MA (unweighted pair group method using arithmetic av-
erages) and cluster analyses to determine the phonetic re-
lationships among genera. The most important advantage 
of using Procrustes distances to capture shape variation 
was that these distances were considered the best method 
for measuring shape differences among taxa (Chapman 
1990; Goodall 1991; Goodall and Bose 1987; Marcus et 
al. 1993; Pretorius and Scholtz 2001; Rohlf 1990). This is 
an effective method for detecting differences among taxa. 
The Mahalanobis distance score matrix was posteriorly 
loaded in PAST 2.17 (Hammer et al. 2001) to determine 
the phonetic relationships among genera using Euclidean 
similarity measure.

2.4.	 Phylogenetic morphometric (PM) 
analysis

The tps files produced in tps-DIG was also used to per-
form MP analysis in TNT 1.5 (Goloboff and Catalano 
2016). The search strategy followed a heuristic (tradition-
al search), using random addition sequences, tree bisec-
tion reconnection (TBR) as branch swapping algorithm, 
holding one tree per replicate and 1000 runs (mult = ras 
tbr hold 1 rep 1000) (Díaz-Cruz et al. 2021). In addition 
to, the Neighbor-Joining (NJ) trees (Sneath and Sokal 
1973) were constructed to display the Mahalanobis dis-
tances between populations using PAST 2.17 with 1000 
bootstrap replicates. Geometric morphometrics can be 
used to determine shape differences, and the resulting 
phenograms can effectively indicate phenetic relation-
ships between the samples, summarizing overall patterns 
of similarity (Pretorius and Scholtz 2001).

2.5.	 Phylogenetic analysis based on 
mitogenomes

Meanwhile, both Maximum-likelihood and Bayesian in
ference analyses of mitochondrial genomes to examine 
the accuracy of phylogenetic morphometrics of hind wing 
shapes, we newly sequenced 41 species mitochondrial ge-
nomes and the detailed information was provided in Table 
1. Specimens were store at ‒80°C in anhydrous alcohol. 
The DNA was extracted from a single individual of each 
species, using the Qiagen DNAeasyTM extraction kit. Li-
brary (150-bp insert size) was prepared and sequenced on 
the Illumina Novaseq 6000 platform (Illumina, Alameda, 
CA, USA). About 6 Gb of clean data were obtained and 

assembly was conducted through IDBA-UD, with k-mer 
length of 40 and 160 bp. The partial sequences of gene 
cox1 for each species were amplified via polymerase 
chain reaction and used as ‘reference sequences’ to tar-
get the assemble scaffolds and acquire the best-fit, which 
achieves at least 98% similarity (Peng et al. 2012).

The individual genes were aligned and concatenat-
ed using PhyloSuite version 1.2.2 (Zhang et al. 2020). 
ModelFinder (Kalyaanamoorthy et al. 2017) was used to 
select the best-fit partition model. ML analyses were con-
ducted using IQ-TREE version 1.6.8 (Nguyen et al. 2015) 
with 1000 SH-aLRT replicates. BI analyses were carried 
out using MrBayes 3.2.6 (Ronquist et al. 2012) with two 
independent Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) chain 
runs of 2 × 106 generations, in which the initial 25% of 
sampled data were discarded as burn-in. The phylogenet-
ic tree was visualized and edited using Interactive Tree of 
Life (Letunic and Bork 2019; iTOL, https://itol.embl.de).

3.	 Results

3.1.	 Geometric morphometric analysis

The first three principal components of the shape of hind 
wings explain 76.847% of the micromesh variation, 
which were 56.097%, 13.314% and 7.436%, respective-
ly (see Supplementary material: Table S1). They were 
plotted to indicate variation along the first two relative 
warp two axes, which were shown as deformations of the 
least squares reference using thin-plate splines (Fig. 2). 
The statistical test performed by TpsSmall showed that 
the correlation (uncentred) between the tangent space, Y, 
regressed onto Procrustes distance (geodesic distances in 
radians) were 0.999999, which suggested that the data is 
acceptable for further geometric morphometricl analysis 
(Pretorius and Scholtz 2001). Further, the CVA analysis 
of the hind wing shapes demonstrated that all genera of 
Cantharinae are significantly different in both Mahalano-
bis distances (p < 0.0001) and Procrustes distances (p < 
0.0001) (Table 2).

3.2.	 Phylogenetic analyses of 
mitogenomes

The phylogenies of Cantharinae based on the mitochon-
drial genome data by both ML and BI analyses produced 
highly congruent topologies (Fig. 3). In general, it was 
divided into two large branches with high supporting val-
ues. One was composed of Asiopodabrus and Podabrus 
(PP = 1, BS = 100), and the other consisted of the re-
maining ones (PP = 1, BS = 100). Within the latter, it was 
subdivided into two clades, one of which was recovered 
as (Cyrebion + Themus) + (Prothemus + (Falsopodabrus 
+ (Habronychus + Stenothemus))) (PP = 1, BS = 83), the 
other was (Lycocerus + (Cantharis + (Taiwanocantharis 
+ Taocantharis))) + (Rhagonycha + (Micropodabrus  + 

https://itol.embl.de
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(Cephalomalthinus + Pseudopodabrus))) (PP = 0.99, 
BS = 77). This result would be used as the standard ref-
erence to make comparisons with the phylogenetic mor-
phometric analysis below.

3.3.	 Phylogenetic morphometric 
analysis

In comparison with the above mitophylogenetic topolo-
gies (Fig. 3), the phonograms based on both Procrustes 

distance (Fig. 4A) and Euclidean similarity metrics of 
Mahalanobis distance (Fig. 4B) showed that some genera 
were consistently grouped together, including Falsopo-
dabrus + Habronychus + Stenothemus (clade I), Cantharis 
+ Taocantharis + Taiwanocantharis (clade II), and Cyre-
bion + Themus (clade III), whose average shapes were dis-
played near the clades respectively (Figs 4A–C). Unlikely, 
another two pairs of genera, including Cephalomalthinus 
+ Podabrus, and Lycocerus + Prothemus, were grouped 
into separate clades respectively by using both two meth-
ods, but were not recovered in the mitophylogeny.
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Furthermore, the phylogeny of Cantharinae was re-
constructed by MP analysis based on the two landmark 
configurations shown in Fig. 4C. Similar to the mito-
phylogenetic tree (Fig. 3), Podabrus (but not coupled 
with Asiopodabrus) was the first to be separated into 
a single branch, and the remaining ones were grouped 
together into a large branch. Within the latter, only the 
sister relationships of Cantharis + (Taiwanocantharis + 
Taocantharis) (clade II) was recovered.

Moreover, the tree under NJ analysis based on Ma-
halanobis distance (Fig. 4D) showed that the sister 
groups of Stenothemus + (Falsopodabrus + Habrony-
chus) (clade I), Taocantharis + (Cantharis + Taiwan-
ocantharis) (clade II), and Cyrebion + Themus (clade 
III) were all recovered as those of mitophylogenetic 
analyses. Besides, like those phenograms of Fig. 4A, B, 
Lycocerus + Prothemus, and Micropodabrus + (Rhag-
onycha + (Pseudopodabrus + Asiopodabrus)) (only of 
Fig. 4B) were shown in separate clades respectively, al-
though some differences exhibited among the four gen-
era within the latter clade, which however was never 
recovered in the mitophylogeny.

4.	 Discussion

In the present study, the statistical test performed by 
TpsSmall suggested that our obtained data of hind 
wings (3 specimens were collected from each of 37 
species amount to 111 samples, 13 landmarks for each 
sample) is acceptable for the geometric morphometric 
analysis. Further the CVA analysis suggested that all 
representative genera (a total of 16 genera) of Can-
tharinae can be distinguished from one another by the 
hind wing shapes, which is consistent with the previous 
study (Su et al. 2015).

In insects, the wing shapes of geometric morpho-
metric analyses are usually applied in distinguishing 
the sibling species or uncovering the cryptic species 
(Baylac et al. 2003; Pizzo et al. 2006; Gurgel-Gon-
calves et al. 2011; Muñoz-Muñoz et al. 2011; Mi
trovski-Bogdanović et al. 2013), since that wing GM 
analysis represents a reliable and rapid alternative that 
yields satisfactory results when discriminating between 
morphologically analogous species (Champakaew et 
al. 2021). Although the geometric morphometric data 
remains controversial in inferring the relationships 
among the organisms (Palci and Lee 2019), it has been 
applied in estimating the evolutionary relationships 
of some animals (Bogan and Roe 2008; Klingenberg 
2015; Siriwut et al. 2015; Püschel and Sellers 2016; 
Hart et al. 2020; Goharimanesh et al. 2022), especially 
in the higher grades (tribes or subfamilies or families) 
of some insect groups, based on the shapes of pronotum 
and elytra (Acevedo 2015; Eldred et al. 2016; Zhang 
et al. 2019; Tong et al. 2021), as well as hind wings 
(Abou-Shaara and Al-Ghamdi 2012; Su et al. 2015; Ba-
rour and Baylac 2016). However, none was addressed Ta
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on the phylogenetic relationships in the generic level. 
Herein, taking the Cantharinae as an example, we are the 
first to construct the phylogeny among the genera based 
on the geometric morphometric data of hind wings using 
different methods.

Prior to estimate the values of hindwing shape in in-
ferring the phylogenetic relationships among the genera 
of Cantharinae, a phylogenetic analysis of mitochondrial 
genomes was constructed to make a standard reference. 
Mitochondrial genomes has been widely used in the 
phylogenetic studies in various insect groups, not only 
in higher grades (Negrisolo et al. 2011; Cameron 2014a, 
b; Li et al. 2015), but also in generic taxa (Coeur d’acier 
et al. 2007; Su et al. 2018). The mitophylogenetic trees 
(Fig.  3) showed that Cantharinae was divided into two 
large clades, which are corresponding to the morpholog-
ically defined Podabrini (Podabrus + Asiopodabrus) and 
Cantharini (the other genera) (Kazantsev and Brancucci 
2007). Within Cantharini, the close relationships of sev-
eral genera complex were recovered respectively, includ-
ing Cyrebion and Themus (Yang and Yang 2010; Kopetz 
2016), Falsopodabrus, Habronychus and Stenothemus 
(Wittmer 1974; Okushima and Satô 1999; Švihla 2004; 

Li et al. 2016), Cantharis, Taiwanocantharis and Taoc-
antharis (Švihla 2011), Micropodabrus, Cephalomalthi-
nus and Pseudopodabrus (Wittmer 1983, 1997; Yang et 
al. 2009, 2012). These genera have similar morphologi-
cal characters probably resulted from close affinities re-
spectively. Here their relationships are rigorously tested 
by the molecular phylogenetic analyses for the first time, 
and our obtained results are congruent with the morpho-
logical classification, which suggests that the constructed 
mitophylogenetic tree is good enough to be as a reference 
for the following comparison.

Compared with the above mitophylogenetic tree, the 
topologies produced by geometric morphometric data 
of hindwing shapes recovered the close relationships of 
the aforementioned genera using different methods (Fig. 
4). Overall, the results of the phenograms based on both 
Procrustes distance (Fig. 4A) and Euclidean similarity 
metrics of Mahalanobis distance (Fig. 4B), as well as NJ 
analyses based on Mahalanobis distance (Fig. 4D) are 
quite consistent, but significantly different from that of 
MP analysis based on the two landmark configurations 
(Fig. 4C). However, the latter showed similar result as 
that of mitophylogenetic tree in the position of Podab-

Figure 3. Phylogenetic tree of Cantharinae based on the 13PCGs dataset by ML and BI analyses. Numbers near the branches are 
bootstrap values (right).
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rus. Except the four genera complex, some genera were 
always grouped together, including Lycocerus and Pro-
themus, Micropodabrus, Rhagonycha, Pseudopodabrus 
and Asiopodabrus, which are never recovered as sister 
groups by the mitophylogeny. This suggested that hind-
wing shape may be also convergent in the evolution, al-
though which was usually considered as a character of 
high value in systematics, like other external morpholog-
ical characters, such as antennae, pronotum, elytra, etc.

Conflict between morphological and molecular studies 
of phylogeny may be also resulted from differences in as-
sumptions about the evolutionary process and differences 
in methods of analysis. The reasons for these differences 
may be allometric effects, homoplasy, accelerated evo-
lution, genetic drift and, of course possible sampling or 

measurement errors (Cardini and O’Higgins 2004). In the 
case of such conflicting results, molecular sequence data 
are often favoured, as they are typically much more nu-
merous and/or arguably perceived as being more objec-
tive (e.g. Jin et al. 2020). Given the strong statistical sup-
port and most groupings in all molecular analyses, and 
the quantity and suitability of mitochondrial data to elu-
cidate phylogenetic relationships of closely related taxa, 
in this case we favor the results of molecular analyses to 
estimate the dependability of the PM analyses. Although 
no topology was produced in the PM analyses congruent 
with the mitophylogenetic tree, the close relationships 
of the allied genera were recovered in the phylogenetic 
geometric morphometrics, which suggested that the latter 
was helpful in inferring the relationships of sister groups. 

Figure 4. Comparing phylogenetic relationships of Cantharinae. A phylogenetic hypothesis based on Procrustes distances using 
UPGMA. B phylogenetic hypothesis based on Mahalanobis distances using Euclidean similarity measure. C phylogenetic hypothe-
sis based on two landmark configurations using MP analysis. D Neighbor-Joining tree for genera of Cantharinae based on Mahala-
nobis distances with 1000 bootstrap replicates. The average shape of four groups were displayed near the clades in a, b, c and d.
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Thus, we propose the GM analyses should be extended 
to other morphological structures as well in future insect 
taxonomy research.

5.	 Conclusions

In the present study, taking the Cantharinae as an exam-
ple, we evaluated the taxonomic value of the hindwing 
shapes in inferring phylogenetic relationships among 
the generic taxa of subfamily Cantharinae. A total of 111 
hindwing samples representing 37 species belonging to 
16 genera of Cantharinae were analyzed by GM analysis. 
The statistical test performed by TpsSmall suggested that 
our obtained data is acceptable for the geometric mor-
phometric analysis, and the CVA analysis demonstrated 
that all representative genera of Cantharinae can be well 
separated by the hind wing shape. With the construct-
ed mitophylogeny as reference, the PM analyses of the 
hindwing shapes data using different methods (MP anal-
ysis of the two landmark configurations, NJ analysis of 
Mahalanobis distance, phonograms of both Procrustes 
distiance and Euclidean similartiy metrics of Mahalano-
bis distance) showed that the sister relationships of al-
lied genera or morphologically defined genera complex 
are always recovered. However, some genera in distant 
relationships sometimes are grouped together under PM 
analysis, probably due to the convergent evolution in the 
hindwing shapes. No matter how, the landmark-based 
hindwings shape GM analyses prove to be feasible in 
phylogenetic reconstruction and be helpful in recovering 
the sister relationships of allied genera.

6.	 Funding

The present study was supported by the National Natural Science 
Foundation of China (Nos. 32270491, 31772507), the Natural Science 
Foundation of Hebei Province (No. C2022201005), the Interdisciplin-
ary Research Program of Natural Science of Hebei University (No. 
DXK202103) and the Excellent Youth Scientific Research and Innova-
tion Team of Hebei University (No. 605020521005).

7.	 Acknowledgements

We wish to express our deepest thanks to Prof. Xingke Yang (Institute 
of Zoology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China) for his guid-
ance to the senior corresponding author in studying on the taxonomy 
of Cantharidae. We are very grateful to the editors and anonymous 
reviewers for careful scrutiny and useful comments for improving the 
manuscript.

8.	 References

Abou-Shaara HF, Al-Ghamdi AA (2012) Studies on wings symmetry 
and honey bee races discrimination by using standard and geometric 

morphometrics. Biotechnology in animal husbandry 28(3): 575–
584. https://doi.org/10.2298/BAH1203575A 

Acevedo AMT (2015) Geometric morphometric analysis of the head, 
pronotum and elytra of Brontispa longissima (Gestro) collected in 
selected provinces in the Philippines. Advances in Environmental 
Biology 9(25): 18–26. http://www.aensiweb.net/AENSIWEB/aeb/
aeb/2015/Special%20IPN%20Oct/18-26.pdf

Adams DC, Rohlf FJ, Slice DE (2004) Geometric morphometrics: Ten 
years of progress following the ‘revolution’. Italian Journal of Zoo
logy 71(1): 5–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/11250000409356545

Aytekin MA, Terzo M, Rasmont P, Çağatay N (2007) Landmark based 
geometric morphometric analysis of wing shape in Sibiricobombus 
Vogt (Hymenoptera: Apidae: Bombus Latreille). In Annales de la 
Société entomologique de France 43(1): 95–102. Taylor & Francis 
Group. https://www.webofscience.com/wos/alldb/full-record/WOS
:000245345800012

Bai M, Ahrens D, Yang XK, Ren D (2012) New fossil evidence of the 
early diversification of scarabs: Alloioscarabaeus cheni (Coleoptera: 
Scarabaeoidea) from the Middle Jurassic of Inner Mongolia, Chi-
na. Insect Science 19(2): 159–171. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
7917.2011.01460.x

Bai M, Beutel RG, Shih CK, Ren D, Yang XK (2013) Septiventeridae, 
a new and ancestral fossil family of Scarabaeoidea (Insecta: Coleop-
tera) from the Late Jurassic to Early Cretaceous Yixian Formation. 
Journal of Systematic Palaeontology 11(3): 359–374. https://doi.
org/10.1080/14772019.2012.660995

Bajpai N, Tewari RR (2010) Mitochondrial DNA sequence-based phy-
logenetic relationship among flesh flies of the genus Sarcophaga 
(Sarcophagidae: Diptera). Journal of genetics 89(1): 51–54. https://
www.ias.ac.in/article/fulltext/jgen/089/01/0051-0054

Baracchi D, Dapporto L, Turillazzi S (2011) Relevance of wing mor-
phology in distinguishing and classifying genera and species of 
Stenogastrinae wasps. Contributions to Zoology 80(3): 191–199. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/18759866-08003003

Barour C, Baylac M (2016) Geometric morphometric discrimination 
of the three African honeybee subspecies Apis mellifera intermissa, 
A. m. sahariensis and A. m. capensis (Hymenoptera, Apidae): Fore 
wing and hind wing landmark configurations. Journal of Hymenop-
tera Research 52: 61–70. https://doi.org/10.3897/jhr.52.8787

Baylac M, Villemant C, Simbolotti G (2003) Combining geometric 
morphometrics with pattern recognition for the investigation of spe-
cies complexes. Biological Journal of the Linnean Society 80(1): 
89–98. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1095-8312.2003.00221.x

Bitner-Mathé BC, Klaczko LB (1999) Heritability, phenotypic and ge-
netic correlations of size and shape of Drosophila mediopuncatata 
wings. Heredity 83(6): 688–696. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-
2540.1999.00606.x

Bogan AE, Roe KJ (2008) Freshwater bivalve (Unioniformes) diversity, 
systematics, and evolution: status and future directions. Journal of 
the North American Benthological Society 27(2): 349–369. https://
www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/epdf/10.1899/07-069.1

Bookstein FL (1991) Thin-Plate splines and the atlas problem for bio-
medical images. In: Colchester ACF, Hawkes DJ (Eds) Information 
Processing in Medical Imaging. IPMI 1991. Lecture Notes in Com-
puter Science, Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg, 511. Available from 
URL: https://doi.org/10.1007/BFb0033763

Brancucci M (1980) Morphologie comparée, évolution et systématique 
des Cantharidae (Insecta: Coleoptera). Entomologica Basiliensia 5: 
215–388.

https://doi.org/10.2298/BAH1203575A
http://www.aensiweb.net/AENSIWEB/aeb/aeb/2015/Special%20IPN%20Oct/18-26.pdf
http://www.aensiweb.net/AENSIWEB/aeb/aeb/2015/Special%20IPN%20Oct/18-26.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/11250000409356545
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/alldb/full-record/WOS%C2%AD:000245345800012
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/alldb/full-record/WOS%C2%AD:000245345800012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7917.2011.01460.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-7917.2011.01460.x
https://doi.org/%C2%AD10.1080/14772019.2012.660995
https://doi.org/%C2%AD10.1080/14772019.2012.660995
https://www.ias.ac.in/article/fulltext/jgen/089/01/0051-0054
https://www.ias.ac.in/article/fulltext/jgen/089/01/0051-0054
https://doi.org/10.1163/18759866-08003003
https://doi.org/10.3897/jhr.52.8787
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1095-8312.2003.00221.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2540.1999.00606.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2540.1999.00606.x
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/epdf/10.1899/07-069.1
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/epdf/10.1899/07-069.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BFb0033763


Arthropod Systematics & Phylogeny 81, 2023, 303–316 313

Cameron S (2014a) How to sequence and annotate insect mitochon-
drial genomes for systematic and comparative genomics research. 
Systematic Entomology 39(3): 400–411. http://doi.org/10.1111/
syen.12071

Cameron SL (2014b) Insect mitochondrial genomics: implications for 
evolution and phylogeny. Annual review of entomology 59: 95–117. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-011613-162007

Cardini A, O’Higgins PAUL (2004) Patterns of morphological evolu-
tion in Marmota (Rodentia, Sciuridae): geometric morphometrics 
of the cranium in the context of marmot phylogeny, ecology and 
conservation. Biological Journal of the Linnean Society 82(3): 385–
407. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2004.00367.x

Champakaew D, Junkum A, Sontigun N, Sanit S, Limsopatham K, Sae-
ung A, Somboon P, Pitasawat B (2021) Geometric morphometric 
wing analysis as a tool to discriminate female mosquitoes from dif-
ferent suburban areas of Chiang Mai province, Thailand. PloS one 
16(11): e0260333. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260333

Chapman RE (1990) Conventional Procrustes approaches. In: Rohlf FJ, 
Bookstein FL (Eds) Proceedings of the Michigan Morphometrics 
Workshop. University of Michigan, Museum of Zoology Special 
Publication Ann Arbor 2: 251–267.

Coeur d’acier A, Jousselin E, Martin JF, Rasplus JY (2007) Phylo
geny of the genus Aphis Linnaeus, 1758 (Homoptera: Aphididae) 
inferred from mitochondrial DNA sequences. Molecular phylo-
genetics and evolution 42(3): 598–611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ympev.2006.10.006 

Comstock JH (1893) Evolution and Taxonomy. An essay on the ap-
plication of the theory of natural selection in the classifi cation of 
animals and plants, illustrated by a study of the evolution of the 
wings of insects. The Wilder Quarter-Century Book, Ithaca, New-
York. Available from URL: http://snapper.bio.umass.edu/kunkel/
comstock/essay/

Debat V, Bégin M, Legout H, David JR (2003) Allometric and nonallo-
metric components of Drosophila wing shape respond differently to 
developmental temeperature. Evolution 57: 2773–2784. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01519.x

De la Riva J, Le Pont F, Al V, Matias A, Mollinedo S, Dujardin JP 
(2001) Wing geometry as a tool for studying the Lutzomyia lon-
gipalpis (Diptera: Psychodidae) complex. Memórias do Instituto 
Oswaldo Cruz 96(8): 1089–1094. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-
02762001000800011

Delkeskamp K (1977) Cantharidae. In: Wilcox JA (Ed.) Coleopterorum 
Catalogus Supplementa. W. Junk, The Hague: 1–485.

Díaz-Cruz JA, Alvarado-Ortega J, Ramírez-Sánchez MM, Bernard EL, 
Allington-Jones L, Graham M (2021) Phylogenetic morphometrics, 
geometric morphometrics and the Mexican fossils to understand 
evolutionary trends of enchodontid fishes. Journal of South Amer-
ican Earth Sciences 111: 103492. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsames.
2021.103492

Dujardin JP, Le Pont F, Baylac M (2003) Geographical versus inter-
specific differentiation of sand flies (Diptera: Psychodidae): a land-
mark data analysis. Bulletin of entomological research 93(1): 87–90. 
https://doi.org/10.1079/BER2002206 

Eldred T, Meloro C, Scholtz C, Murphy D, Fincken K, Hayward M 
(2016) Does size matter for horny beetles? A geometric morphomet-
ric analysis of interspecific and intersexual size and shape variation 
in Colophon haughtoni Barnard, 1929, and C. kawaii Mizukami, 
1997 (Coleoptera: Lucanidae). Organisms Diversity & Evolution 
16(4): 821–833.

Field KG, Olsen GJ, Lane DJ, Giovannoni SJ, Ghiselin MT, Raff EC, 
Pace NR, Raff RA (1988) Molecular phylogeny of the animal king-
dom. Science 239(4841): 748–753. https://www.science.org/doi/
abs/10.1126/science.3277277

Francuski L, Ludoški J, Vujić A, Milankov V (2009) Wing geometric 
morphometric inferences on species delimitation and intraspecific 
divergent units in the Merodon ruficornis group (Diptera, Syrphi-
dae) from the Balkan Peninsula. Zoological science 26(4): 301–308. 
https://doi.org/10.2108/zsj.26.301

Gilchrist AS, Azevedo RBR, Partridge L, Higgins PO’ (2000). Adap-
tation and constraint in the evolution of Drosophila melanogaster 
wing shape. Evolution & Development 2(2): 114–124. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1525-142x.2000.00041.x

Goharimanesh M, Ghassemzadeh F, De Kegel B, Van Hoorebeke L, 
Stöhr S, Mirshamsi O, Adriaens D (2022) The evolutionary relation-
ship between arm vertebrae shape and ecological lifestyle in brittle 
stars (Echinodermata: Ophiuroidea). Journal of anatomy 240(6): 
1034–1047. https://doi.org/10.1111/joa.13617

Goloboff P, Catalano S (2016) TNT v.1.5, including a full implementa-
tion of phylogenetic morphometrics. Cladistics 32: 221–238. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cla.12160

Goodall CR (1991) Procrustes methods in the statistical analysis of 
shape. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society 53: 285–339. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1991.tb01825.x

Goodall CR, Bose A (1987) Procrustes techniques for the analysis of 
shape and shape change. In: Heiberger R (Ed.) Computer Science 
and Statistics: Proceedings of the 19th Symposium on the Interface. 
American Statistical Association, Alexandria, Virginia, 86–92.

Gumiel M, Catalá S, Noireau F, Rojas de Arias A, Garcia A, Dujardin 
JP (2003) Wing geometry in Triatoma infestans (Klug) and T. mela-
nosoma Martinez, Olmedo & Carcavallo (Hemiptera: Reduviidae). 
Systematic Entomology 28(2): 173–179. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.
1365-3113.2003.00206.x

Gurgel-Goncalves R, Ferreira JBC, Rosa AF, Bar ME, Galvao C (2011) 
Geometric morphometrics and ecological niche modelling for de-
limitation of near-sibling triatomine species. Medical and Veteri-
nary Entomology 25(1): 84–93. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-29-
15.2010.00920.x

Hammer Ø, Harper DAT, Ryan PD (2001) Past: Paleontological Sta-
tistics Software Package for Education and Data Analysis. Palae-
ontol. Electron 4(1): 1–9. http://palaeo-electronica.org/2001_1/past/
issue1_01.htm

Hart PB, Niemiller ML, Burress ED, Armbruster JW, Ludt WB, Chakra-
barty P (2020) Cave-adapted evolution in the North American am-
blyopsid fishes inferred using phylogenomics and geometric mor-
phometrics. Evolution 74(5): 936–949. https://doi.org/10.1111/
evo.13958

Hillis DM, Dixon MT (1991) Ribosomal DNA: Molecular Evolu-
tion and Phylogenetic Inference. The Quarterly Review of Bio
logy 66(4): 411–453. https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/
10.1086/417338

Jin MJ, Zwich A, Ślipiński A, Marris JWM, Thomas MC, Pang H (2020) 
A comprehensive phylogeny of flat bark beetles (Coleoptera: Cucu-
jidae) with a revised classification and a new South American ge-
nus. Systematic Entomology 45: 248–268. https://doi.org/10.1111/
syen.12392

Kalyaanamoorthy S, Minh BQ, Wong TK, Von Haeseler A, Jermiin LS 
(2017) Model Finder: fast model selection for accurate phylogenetic 
estimates. Nature methods 14(6): 587–589. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nmeth.4285

http://doi.org/10.1111/syen.12071
http://doi.org/10.1111/syen.12071
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ento-011613-162007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2004.00367.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0260333
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2006.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2006.10.006
http://snapper.bio.umass.edu/kunkel/comstock/essay/
http://snapper.bio.umass.edu/kunkel/comstock/essay/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01519.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0014-3820.2003.tb01519.x
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-02762001000800011
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-02762001000800011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsames.%C2%AD2%C2%AD021.103492
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsames.%C2%AD2%C2%AD021.103492
https://doi.org/10.1079/BER2002206
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.3277277
https://www.science.org/doi/abs/10.1126/science.3277277
https://doi.org/10.2108/zsj.26.301
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-142x.2000.00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-142x.2000.00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/joa.13617
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12160
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12160
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1991.tb01825.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1991.tb01825.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.%C2%AD1365-3113.2003.00206.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.%C2%AD1365-3113.2003.00206.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-29%C2%AD15.2010.00920.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-29%C2%AD15.2010.00920.x
http://palaeo-electronica.org/2001_1/past/issue1_01.htm
http://palaeo-electronica.org/2001_1/past/issue1_01.htm
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.13958
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.13958
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/%C2%AD10.1086/417338
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/%C2%AD10.1086/417338
https://doi.org/10.1111/syen.12392
https://doi.org/10.1111/syen.12392
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.4285
https://doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.4285


Zhao et al.: Phylogenetic significance of wing shapes314

Kapli P, Yang Z, Telford MJ (2020) Phylogenetic tree building in the 
genomic age. Nature Reviews Genetics 21: 428–444. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41576-020-0233-0

Kazantsev S, Brancucci M (2007) Cantharidae. In: Löbl I, Smetana A 
(Eds) Catalogue of Palaearctic Coleoptera. Apollo Books, Denmark, 
4, 234–298.

Klingenberg CP (2015) Analyzing fluctuating asymmetry with geomet-
ric morphometrics: concepts, methods, and applications. Symmetry 
7(2): 843–934. https://doi.org/10.3390/sym7020843

Klingenberg C (2011) MorphoJ: an integrated software package for ge-
ometric morphometrics. Molecular ecology resources 11(2): 353–
357. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0998.2010.02924.x

Klingenberg CP (2003) Developmental Instability as a Research 
Tool: Using Patterns of Fluctuating Asymmetry to infer the de-
velopmental origins of morphological integration. Developmen-
tal instability: causes and consequences 427. https://citeseerx.ist.
psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=fd82dad845827b-
514fa6e51c7773698c34387a67

Kopetz A (2016) Zur Kenntnis der Gattungen Themus Motschulsky, 
1858 und Cyrebion Fairmaire, 1891 in Mittel- und Ostasien (Coleo
ptera, Cantharidae). Entomologische Blätter und Coleoptera 112(1): 
245–267.

Kunkel JG (2004). Wing discrimination projects. Available from URL: 
http://marlin.bio.umass.edu/biolology/kunkel/wing_discrim.html

Lanham UN (1951). Review of the wing venation of the higher Hyme-
noptera (suborder Clistogastra), and speculations on the phylogeny 
of the Hymenoptera. Annals of the Entomological Society of Ameri-
ca 44(4): 614–628. https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/44.4.614

Letunic I, Bork P (2019) Interactive Tree Of Life (iTOL) v4: recent 
updates and new developments. Nucleic acids research 47(1): 256–
259. https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkz239 

Li H, Shao R, Song N, Song F, Jiang P, Li Z, Cai W (2015) Higher-
level phylogeny of paraneopteran insects inferred from mitochon-
drial genome sequences. Scientific Reports 5(1): 1–10. https://doi.
org/10.1038/srep08527

Li L, Qi Y, Yang Y, Bai M (2016) A new species of Falsopodabrus 
Pic characterized with geometric morphometrics (Coleoptera, 
Cantharidae). ZooKeys 614: 97–114. https://doi.org/10.3897/zoo
keys.614.6156

Marcus LF, Bello E, García-Valdecasas A (1993) Contributions to mor-
phometrics (Vol. 8). Contributions to Morphometrics. Museo Na-
cional de Ciencias Naturales, Consejo Superior de Investigaciones 
Cientificas, Madrid: 264.

Marcus LF, Corti M (1996) Overview of the new, or geometric morpho-
metrics. In: Marcus LF, Corti M, Loy A, Naylor GJP, Slice, DE (Eds) 
Advances in morphometrics. Springer, Boston: 1–13.

Matias A, De la Riva JX, Torrez M, Dujardin JP (2001) Rhodnius ro-
bustus in Bolivia identified by its wings. Memorias do Instituto 
Oswaldo Cruz 96(7): 947–950. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-027
62001000700010

Mitrovski-Bogdanović A, Petrović A, Mitrović M, Ivanović A, Žikić 
V, Starý P, Vorburger C, Tomanović Z (2013) Identification of two 
cryptic species within the Praon abjectum Group (Hymenoptera: 
Braconidae: Aphidiinae) using molecular markers and geometric 
morphometrics. The Annals of the Entomological Society of Ame
rica 106(2): 170–180. https://doi.org/10.1603/AN12100

Moraes EM, Spressola VL, Prado PRR, Costa LF, Sene FM (2004) 
Divergence in wing morphology among sibling species of the 
Drosophila buzzatii cluster. Journal of Zoology Systematics Evo-

lutionary Research 42: 154–158. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-04-
69.2004.00256.x

Muñoz-Muñoz F, Talavera S, Pagès N (2011) Geometric morphometrics 
of the wing in the subgenus Culicoides (Diptera: Ceratopogonidae): 
from practical implications to evolutionary interpretations. Journal 
of Medical Entomology 48(2): 129–139. https://doi.org/10.1603/
ME10110

Myers N (1986) Tropical deforestation and a mega-extinction spasm. 
In: Soule ME (ed) Conservation Biology: The Science of Scarcity 
and Diversity Sunderland. Mass, Sinarer, 394–409.

Negrisolo E, Babbucci M, Patarnello T (2011) The mitochondrial ge-
nome of the ascalaphid owlfly Libelloides macaronius and compar-
ative evolutionary mitochondriomics of neuropterid insects. BMC 
genomics 12(1): 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2164-12-221

Nguyen LT, Schmidt HA, Von Haeseler A, Minh BQ (2015) IQ-TREE: 
a fast and effective stochastic algorithm for estimating maxi-
mum-likelihood phylogenies. Molecular biology and evolution 
32(1): 268–274. https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msu300

Okushima Y, Satô M (1999) Cantharid beetles of the genus Habro-
nychus (Coleoptera, Cantharidae) from Taiwan, with description of 
a new subgenus. Elytra 27(2): 387‒403.

Palci A, Lee MS (2019) Geometric morphometrics, homology and cla-
distics: review and recommendations. Cladistics 35(2): 230–242. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12340

Pavlinov İJ (2001). Geometric morphometrics of glirid dental crown 
patterns. Trakya University Journal of Scientific Research 2(2): 
151‒157. http://dspace.trakya.edu.tr/xmlui/handle/trakya/6386

Patterson C, Rosen DE (1977) Review of ichthyodectiform and other 
Mesozoic teleost fishes and the theory and practice of classifying 
fossils. Bulletin of the American Museum of Natural History 158: 
81–172. http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1224

Peng Y, Leung HC, Yiu SM, Chin FY (2012) IDBA-UD: a de novo 
assembler for single-cell and metagenomic sequencing data with 
highly uneven depth. Bioinformatics 28(11): 1420–1428. https://doi.
org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts174

Pizzo A, Mercurio D, Palestrini C, Roggero A, Rolando A (2006) Male 
differentiation patterns in two polyphenic sister species of the genus 
Onthophagus Latreille, 1802 (Coleoptera: Scarabaeidae): a geomet-
ric morphometric approach. Journal of Zoological Systematics and 
Evolutionary Research 44(1): 56–62. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-
0469.2005.00334.x

Plowright RC, Stephen WP (1973) A numerical taxonomic analysis 
of the evolutionary relationships of Bombus and Psithyrus (Api-
dae: Hymenoptera). The Canadian Entomologist 105(5): 733–743. 
https://doi.org/10.4039/Ent105733-5

Pretorius E, Scholtz CH (2001) Geometric morphometries and the anal-
ysis of higher taxa: a case study based on the metendosternite of the 
Scarabaeoidea (Coleoptera). Biological Journal of the Linnean Soci-
ety 74: 35–50. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2001.tb01375.x

Püschel TA, Sellers WI (2016) Standing on the shoulders of apes: an-
alyzing the form and function of the hominoid scapula using geo-
metric morphometrics and finite element analysis. American journal 
of physical anthropology 159(2): 325–341. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ajpa.22882

Roggero A, Passerin D’Entreves P (2005) Geometric morphometric 
analysis of wings variation between two populations of the Scythris 
obscurella species-group: geographic or interspecific differences? 
(Lepidoptera: Scythrididae). Shilap. Sociedad Hispano-Luso-Ame
ricana de Lepidopterología 33: 101–112.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-020-0233-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-020-0233-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/sym7020843
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-0998.2010.02924.x
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=fd82dad845827b514fa6e51c7773698c34387a67
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=fd82dad845827b514fa6e51c7773698c34387a67
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=fd82dad845827b514fa6e51c7773698c34387a67
http://marlin.bio.umass.edu/biolology/kunkel/wing_discrim.html
https://doi.org/10.1093/aesa/44.4.614
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkz239
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep08527
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep08527
https://doi.org/10.3897/zoo%C2%ADkeys.614.6156
https://doi.org/10.3897/zoo%C2%ADkeys.614.6156
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-027%C2%AD6%C2%AD2001000700010
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0074-027%C2%AD6%C2%AD2001000700010
https://doi.org/10.1603/AN12100
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-04%C2%AD69.2004.00256.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-04%C2%AD69.2004.00256.x
https://doi.org/10.1603/ME10110
https://doi.org/10.1603/ME10110
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2164-12-221
https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msu300
https://doi.org/10.1111/cla.12340
http://dspace.trakya.edu.tr/xmlui/handle/trakya/6386
http://hdl.handle.net/2246/1224
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts174
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bts174
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0469.2005.00334.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1439-0469.2005.00334.x
https://doi.org/10.4039/Ent105733-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2001.tb01375.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22882
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.22882


Arthropod Systematics & Phylogeny 81, 2023, 303–316 315

Rohlf FJ (1993). Relative warp analysis and an example of its applica-
tion to mosquito wings. In: Marcus LF, Bello E, GarciaValdecasas A 
(eds) Contributions to Morphometrics. Museo Nacional de Ciencias 
Naturales (CSIC), Madrid. Vol. 8: 131–159.

Rohlf FJ (1990) The analysis of shape variation using ordinations of 
fitted functions. In: Sorensen JT, Foottit R (eds) Ordinations in the 
Study of Morphology, Evolution and systematics of insects: applica-
tions and quantitative genetic rationals / edited by JT Sorensen and 
R. Foottit. Amsterdam : Elsevier 1992: 95–112.

Rohlf FJ (2006) TpsRelw, relative warps analysis, version 1.44. De-
partment of Ecology and Evolution, State University of New York 
at Stony Brook.

Rohlf F (2008a) TpsUtil. Version 1.43. New York: Department of Ecol-
ogy and Evolution, State University of New York at StonyBrook.

Rohlf F (2008b) TpsDig, Version 2.12; TpsRelw, Version 1.46. New 
York: Department of Ecology and Evolution, State University of 
New York at Stony Brook.

Rohlf FJ, Marcus LF (1993) A revolution morphometrics. Trends in 
Ecology & Evolution 8: 129–132.

Ronquist F, Teslenko M, Van Der Mark P, Ayres DL, Darling A, Höhna 
S, Larget B, Liu L, Suchard MA, Huelsenbeck JP (2012) MrBayes 
3.2: efficient Bayesian phylogenetic inference and model choice 
across a large model space. Systematic biology 61(3): 539–542. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/sys029

Ross HH (1936) The ancestry and wing venation of the Hymenoptera. 
Annals of the Entomological Society of America 29: 99–111.

Sadeghi S, Adriaens D, Dumont HJ (2009) Geometric morphomet-
ric analysis of wing shape variation in ten European populations 
of Calopteryx splendens (Harris, 1782) (Zygoptera: Calopterygi-
dae). Odonatologica 38(4): 341–357. https://natuurtijdschriften.nl/
pub/592676

Schaeffer B, Hecht MK, Eldredge N (1972) Phylogeny and paleonto
logy. Evolution Biology 6: 31–46.

Siriwut W, Edgecombe GD, Sutcharit C, Panha S (2015) The centipede 
genus Scolopendra in mainland Southeast Asia: molecular phyloge-
netics, geometric morphometrics and external morphology as tools 
for species delimitation. PLoS One 10(8): e0135355. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0135355

Sneath PH, Sokal RR (1973) Numerical taxonomy. The principles and 
practice of numerical classification. Department of Microbiology 
and Molecular Genetics, Michigan State University, USA.

Su J, Guan K, Wang J, Yang Y (2015) Significance of hind wing mor-
phology in distinguishing genera and species of cantharid beetles 
with a geometric morphometric analysis. ZooKeys (502): 11–25. 
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.502.9191

Su T, He B, Li K, Liang A (2018) Comparative analysis of the mito-
chondrial genomes of oriental spittlebug trible Cosmoscartini: in-
sights into the relationships among closely related taxa. BMC ge-
nomics 19(1): 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12864-018-5365-7

Švihla V (2011) New taxa of the subfamily Cantharinae (Coleoptera: 
Cantharidae) from south-eastern Asia, with notes on other species 
III. Zootaxa 2895: 1–34.

Švihla V (2004) New taxa of the subfamily Cantharinae (Coleoptera, 
Cantharidae) from southeastern Asia with notes on other species. 
Entomologica Basiliensia 26: 155‒238. https://www.aemnp.eu/data/
article-1108/1089-45_0_71.pdf

Tong Y, Zhang M, Shaw JJ, Wan X, Yang X, Bai M (2021) A geometric 
morphometric dataset of stag beetles. Biodiversity Science 29(9): 
1159–1164. https://www.biodiversity-science.net/EN/10.17520/bio
ds.2021160

Tüzün A (2009) Significance of wing morphometry in distinguishing 
some of the hymenoptera species. African Journal of Biotechnology 
8(14): 3353–3363.

Villegas J, Feliciangeli MD, Dujardin JP (2002) Wing shape divergence 
between Rhodnius prolixus from Cojedes (Venezuela) and Rhodnius 
robustus from Mérida (Venezuela). Infection Genetics and Evolution 
2(2): 121–128. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1567-1348(02)00095-3

Wittmer W (1997) Neue Cantharidae (Col.) aus dem indo-malaiischen 
und palaearktischen Faunengebiet mit Mutationen. 2. Beitrag. Ento-
mologica Basiliensia 20: 223–366.

Wittmer W (1983) Die Gattung Micropodabrus Pic im Himalaja (Coleo
ptera, Cantharidae). (35. Beitrag zur Kenntnis der ind-malaiischen 
Fauna). Entomologica Basiliensia 8: 233–255.

Wittmer W (1974) Zur Kenntnis der Gattung Stenothemus Bourg. (Col. 
Cantharidae). Mitteilungen der Schweizerischen Entomologischen 
Gesellschaft 47(1–2): 49‒62.

Yang YX (2010) Study on the systematics of Cantharinae (Coleoptera, 
Cantharidae). PhD Thesis, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 
China.

Yang YX, Brancucci M, Yang XK (2009) Synonymical notes on the 
genus Micropodabrus Pic and related genera (Coleoptera, Cantha-
ridae). Entomologica Basiliensia et Collectionis Frey 31: 49–54. 
http://edoc.unibas.ch/dok/A5257248

Yang YX, Kopetz A, Yang XK (2012) A review of the Chinese species 
of Pseudopodabrus (Coleoptera: Cantharidae). Acta Entomologica 
Musei Nationalis Pragae 52(1): 217‒228. https://www.aemnp.eu/
data/article-1363/1344-52_1_217.pdf

Yang YX, Yang XK (2010) A redescription of the genus Cyrebion Fair-
maire, with notes on related taxa and distribution (Coleoptera: Can-
tharidae). Journal of Natural History 44(9–10): 579–588. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00222930903383586

Zhang D, Gao F, Jakovlić I, Zou H, Zhang J, Li WX, Wang GT (2020) 
PhyloSuite: an integrated and scalable desktop platform for stream-
lined molecular sequence data management and evolutionary phy-
logenetics studies. Molecular ecology resources 20(1): 348–355. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1755-0998.13096

Zhang M, Ruan Y, Wan X, Tong Y, Yang X, Bai M (2019) Geometric 
morphometric analysis of the pronotum and elytron in stag beetles: 
insight into its diversity and evolution. ZooKeys 833: 21–40. https://
doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.833.26164

Ziemert N, Jensen PR (2012) Phylogenetic approaches to natural pro
duct structure prediction. Methods in Enzymology 517: 161–182. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-404634-4.00008-5

https://doi.org/10.1093/sysbio/sys029
https://natuurtijdschriften.nl/pub/592676
https://natuurtijdschriften.nl/pub/592676
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0135355
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0135355
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.502.9191
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12864-018-5365-7
https://www.aemnp.eu/data/article-1108/1089-45_0_71.pdf
https://www.aemnp.eu/data/article-1108/1089-45_0_71.pdf
https://www.biodiversity-science.net/EN/10.17520/bio%C2%ADds.2021160
https://www.biodiversity-science.net/EN/10.17520/bio%C2%ADds.2021160
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1567-1348(02)00095-3
http://edoc.unibas.ch/dok/A5257248
https://www.aemnp.eu/data/article-1363/1344-52_1_217.pdf
https://www.aemnp.eu/data/article-1363/1344-52_1_217.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222930903383586
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222930903383586
https://doi.org/10.1111/1755-0998.13096
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.833.26164
https://doi.org/10.3897/zookeys.833.26164
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-404634-4.00008-5


Zhao et al.: Phylogenetic significance of wing shapes316

Supplementary material 1

Table S1

Authors: Zhao W, Liu H, Ge X, Yang Y (2023)
Data type: .pdf
Explanation note: Eigen values and contributions of the principal components analysis in hindwings shape.
Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License (http://opendatacommons.org/

licenses/odbl/1.0). The Open Database License (ODbL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely 
share, modify, and use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the original source 
and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/asp.81.e101411.suppl1

http://opendatacommons.org/%C2%ADlicenses/odbl/1.0
http://opendatacommons.org/%C2%ADlicenses/odbl/1.0
https://doi.org/10.3897/asp.81.e101411.suppl1

	Evaluating the significance of wing shapes in inferring phylogenetic proximity among the generic taxa: an example of Cantharinae (Coleoptera, Cantharidae)
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Studied material
	2.2. Landmark acquisition and digitalization
	2.3. Geometric morphometric (GM) analyses
	2.4. Phylogenetic morphometric (PM) analysis
	2.5. Phylogenetic analysis based on mitogenomes

	3. Results
	3.1. Geometric morphometric analysis
	3.2. Phylogenetic analyses of mitogenomes
	3.3. Phylogenetic morphometric analysis

	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusions
	6. Funding
	7. Acknowledgements
	8. References

