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/Introduction

Sexual dimorphism is widespread among dioecious species!’-2l and when it concerns floral traits, it may affect pollinator behavior and reduce
pollen transfer from male to female flowersl3l. Yet, the demographic impact of dimorphism, and its potential feedback on attractiveness
evolution have received little theoretical attention!3. In this study, we investigate:

How does sexual dimorphism evolve when the interaction with pollinators is explicitly taken into account?
\ How does sexual dimorphism impact plant and pollinator demography? )
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Plant-pollinator interactions
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Demography Attractiveness evolution Resource limitation
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Conclusion and perspectives Literature cited
The occurrence of dimorphism in dioecious species could threaten small populations!3l. However, feedbacks 1] Barrett & Hough (2013) J.Exp.Bot.
between evolution of attractiveness and demography hamper the evolution of dimorphism (3 > @) in AZJHD;I:\/C-%?EG) Eds. Chapman ana
small populations and prevent evolutionary suicides. Our model does not predict dimorphism with ¢ > J&, 3] Vamosi & Otto (2002) Proc. R.
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