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IRAESRGRRERBERERFRE, KT T 2013 F 4 F 301 A6 E 0L KA 11
W BRAT ( Dendrocalamus latiflorus) A TA#K (DL) | E # ( Eucalyptus grandis) A T (EG) f2
SR M (CK)3 A AEH 3 94T 49 2 (0 ~ 10 em .10 ~20 cm #7120 ~40 cm) BUEE 2
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NMEBE EABRRE NTEEIONE EAATARE, £RET, TRAMNE LB L 2 H
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A DL>CK>EG, T % 45 $0 A U A8 R ; o i 2R #8458 8 MI & 3L % DL>EG>CK, PPI #7 PPI/
MI 45 % % CK>DL>EG, 3% 5 K R X2 8 7 DL % T3 A2 B, & 4 I 55 4 A0 x4 &
#OEG kz T CK A TRAMKES, UL R RATEART F 5 138 & b 3 3% oy A 2k 4 Av
GHREH ST CLRESRRE ML THAMRERRS,
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Effect of Dendrocalamus latiflorus and Eucalyptus grandis plantations on soil nematode
community in Sichuan Basin. ZHU Ting-ting'>, LI Wei', LIU Cheng-gang', PAN Kai-
wen'" " ('ECORES Lab, Chengdu Institute of Biology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Chengdu
610041, China; *>University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China). Chinese
Journal of Ecology, 2014, 33(4) . 1034-1041.

Abstract: Soil nematode plays an important role in nutrient cycling and is often used as a good

bioindicator of soil quality assessment. To understand the effect of implementing the Grain to
Green Program on soil ecosystem health, we investigated the soil nematode communities from dif-
ferent soil depths (0-10, 10-20 and 20-40 cm) under three land-use types: 11-year-old Den-
drocalamus latiflorus plantation (DL) , 11-year-old Eucalyptus grandis plantation (EG) , and the
adjacent sloping cropland ( CK) in a hilly area of the Chengdu plain, Sichuan Province, in April
2013. A total of 10103 nematodes were captured and fell into 2 classes, 6 orders, 22 families,
and 37 genera. Aphelenchoides and Plectus were the dominant genera. Acrobeles, Cervidellus,
Rhabditis were the common genera. There was a significant difference in the number of soil nem-
atodes among different land-use types, and the vertical distribution of nematodes had an obvious
surface aggregation phenomenon. The diversity index of soil nematodes, including Shannon index
(H'"), Margalef index (SR) and Pielou index (J'), followed the order of DL>CK>EG, except
Simpson index (A ). Maturity index (MI) followed the order of DL>EG>CK, and plant parasites
index (PPI) CK>DL>EG. Based on nematode faunal analysis, the structure of soil food web in
DL was relatively mature and less-disturbed, compared with EG and CK. The results suggest that
DL can enrich species composition of soil nematode community, achieve higher diversity and then
maintain a steady-state structure and function of soil ecosystem.

Key words: soil nematode ; trophic group; the Grain to Green Program; community structure.
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LM Bk FEWNEESY, ) AT
3% (Bongers & Ferris, 1999) . fEN S RGN
LR I, e AE W W P o 4l E A L
(B/N % ,2007 ; Ferris,2010) , ‘B 7E - HEA LT 43
filt FROMEIN BRI R )R S b R AR
HEPEM, B M E IR 2 it 0 H
TE SRR B 2T M 0 20 A vl LASRAR R 26 5G]
FEIPREE AR A A 2., BIF 9T I R B T8 R
TR RGES Y, i B AT 3R OC T 1A S it
PR . DI T 12 A R 2 4 s e iy i A
R4 (Bongers & Ferris, 1999 ; Ritz & Trudgill,
1999 ;Zhao & Neher,2013) ,

UTAER , NATTR T b B R 5 T & M T3 1 1K
TR ANA S IA, B A TR SR K £
PREFSEDT B 1 T IR BB MRS (325745, 2007 ) .
IR BRE A A b A Oy % 2 23 R A
B RO YY) | AR R 0 2 AN TR R B
AT BRI C 2878 5 SR [A], b 2552 e 3
THESh Y REYE (ZEVES,2012) , HAT, EAN LA
B NER T A Oy SOCH R AR A 736 B )
gLk MBEE S AS B I WEST ( Freckman & Ettema,
1993 ; Yeates & Bongers, 1999 ; Ferris et al. 2012),
FEl YU A 20 11028 90 AEATTIGAG AH B (BB 5
1999 ; 25 HE {5 24, 2002 ; £ [] il 45, 2008 ; 24 /8 R 45
2009 ; EHUESE, 2011 ) , THIA P 1] £ bR Bk ik bk
X RSP R A oY AR TR AR K A IS Y
(RELLAF, 2009 ; & Hi 45, 2010 ; 5K FHE S5, 2013)
H5 A2k U TE OC 22 05 T RIS U 1 A LA

AR5 ALN I 3 ) R 321 L R AR AR T
R ) 3 Bl PR R ——R AT ( Dendrocalamus lati-
Sflorus) \E¥% ( Eucalyptus grandis) N T AR FIAH LB
B 3 R 2R R TR RRAE ST
WEFEAN R LA I O 2R - ek duRE v i 2540, 48
ARIBHHE MRS AR SR L, B 7E R iX 2 AT
MR AT RS 28 TGS B DL SGRBRAR AR T AR St Y
MR AR 2R

1 MRWREHARTE

1.1 WFFRIXARAL

5T b DX A T U148 BCHR T 3 g B R ZR A I
FF(104°01" E,30°21" N) ,iZ X J& T I #1182
RS, IR 454 ~497 m, AR FHSIR R 16.2 °C
TeHREHA 315 d, AEFRE RN & R 985 mm, HISR LITR ol

F, HEERRID N R RA KA 0, RE
M A S B RFTEE SLAT TR BRAAK, ARBFFE
PERCHRRAT N AR (DL) \EAZ N TAR(EG) 2
IR B AR S it o v ) RN AR, PRI b ok 2002
AETEARAR I M b N TRRA, [R]B E BE N TAR SR i
(A3 A 1 ( CKO) VR Xt BR IR BHAARS | 5N bRk
T HUE X R A AL 4 7 N TR E .

o BT N TARIGER A LR 2 0. 7, PR
10.5 m 942 9 cm, HVEYIR L E 94% , 1A% P) 2R
FE5 em, BN TARBYEBE B 0. 55, 3R
13.5 m, 942 14 cm, JI75 Y252 89% , &Y 2
JEJE 3 em,

X A BEHLSEA TSR (2158 FoREFh—AF 3
il , FZE 4 HEROE FoK, ERFAEHAS N KT
4 RO/MT 2 ROBREE 7 ~F 72 RAT RN FPAE 2 17
ZU8E FUAS AT 1 R IR 8 ST KT i mE e T
FR BT AR ZRNETR 5 J5 — U AR SIS N A A A it
ATIEHHEZ s, B3 8—9 A MMtk £k 4L
10 A RS TIRAE 4 AR, AR
FESATE] , Bk 58 218 F KT,

1.2 THREHL M

TR R 2013 4F 4 H hf) FERFSE X A
¥ 10 mx10 m /Y DL EG ,CK #fihss 3 4>, & FEHb
WORERE 40 em T T3] 5324 0 ~ 10 em (10 ~
20 cm 120 ~40 cm 3 J2 , 7EBAHE b P 4 B 26
ARV AL R A RS AN HRURE A5 F A5 R b R
A5 I RO N 2 RIR B 3850 e A H 4% T
E PN e

2 7 Bk M Baermann 1 I SF 3% (BRI,
1983) , 73 B AF B HY L LAY 60 ~ 70 °C il FITEAR
B SRJG A SRR 2 £5 TAF BE I 4 CIF
BEARIRR K, [ B AR/ & 48 F 105 CHET 24
h, D 385 K R R T 100 ¢ T RS 4l
ECE T, AU WA T ARR LRSS
FRRIE AT 28 8 OFH B, 0 R 2 Wb [ 0
SRR KIS ) (T S04 1998)

1.3 Hsabi

1.3.1 ZHMERE IR EOTE Rk
HAECE S PE BB HRE , Yeates 55 (1993 ) ¥ Ho 4
R4 AEFRIEHE . B AR 2K (bacterivores, Ba) | & H
25 (fungivores , Fu) A 2E (herbivores , H) Fl4fi £ -
742 (omnivores-predators , 0 ) £& H, TF 53 >R F 9 4
BB .
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(1) ZHEPERR RO B c-p 4, AR RS X3R5 & U8 e-p 5, HAR

Shannon ZHEMFEEL(H')

H == Y, P, x nP,;P, =n,/N

Pielou ¥J2JFEEFR%0( ")

J' =H'/InS

Margalef =& FEFE 4L (SR)

SR=(S-1)/InN

Simpson fEFEFEE(A)

A= P}
N O SEE R BUMARH S S E R 328 R
TCHIELH s PR @ A3 ST M RT & R LB

(2) THRERBHE RO

BHELRSEAEL

f/b=N./N,

2k BN F8 20 ( maturity index , MT)

MI= v xf

PR Pk HL R A B 45 2 ( plant parasites index,
PPI)

PPI= Y v, x [,

2% 03 B U AH (nematode channel ratio, NCR)

NCR=N,/(Ny+N;)

B HE 45 2 (enrichment index, EI) 5 28 #4) 45 £
(‘structure index,SI)

EI=100xe/ (e+b)

b= Zkl)xnh;e= Zkex”e

SI=100xs/(s+b)

b= Zkh X n, ;s = zks X n,
K /b W R BEE S B R
() P b 2R i bl - S A W B 9 B 2544 5 0, PR A
DB E T k- - BEBERHE 2 AT 19 c-p
B/, A 3 B 2k U AE o 2R e MR i 5 Y
LU 57 DR AE B P 4 HUE A S BT A T T o Y L
18 NCR $8 B30T >k S e 4= e LT 1Y) 43 filf i A%, 3L
{HAE 1 (oo B o0 4 e A T 2 1)) F0 O (4o fifp it A
SEa EEES) Z 0N, B E L Rk N
R R, N R L R, IR R
AN R A 0 s SR WL st 43k 5 A2 RO ]
colonizer persister (C-p) K. cpl, Tﬁ%t st ] Jg s %
FATR  TE BV E 0 AT Re g s 34, FRsHpR,
M A5G 05 c-p 2, HEAR S () 6, SEAm AP, 4 i 2R
BiH 15 c-p 3, AR B, X B35 e 0 8 il

AR, SR 1S, X A5 R ) 4% 51 #5URK ( Bongers,
1999) . b( basal) £ 4 K rf () FE il B 43, 3 B4
Ba, Fll Fu,ixX 2 2SHE ( RIE 40 TR 28 A L 2
Hic-p N 2 BIZERE) ;e enrichment ) fUER B I H Y
BT, EEHE Ba, Ml Fu,iX 2 DNREE(RIE 40
i cop A1 MIEEELEA cp 22 BIZERE) s
(structure ) A B 9 X H () 2549 B 53, 6145 Ba,-Ba, |
Fuy-Fuy \0,-0, 8 HF (M B ML & B W Al
HE-ZeEL i cp 35 L), b kA kR
&SRR L A A (HEAE 0.8 ~5.0) ,ny \n,
Hn W0 R 5 B I

1.3.2  HudlEib B ffi ] Excel 2007 Fl SPSS 17. 0
AT AL B K A A ABUAT SR FH B IR 28 5 25 53,
2 LR A Duncan 7,

2 HR5HM

2.1 2R HORER A R B R RAE
2.1.1 LR BERE ALK 10103 Sp4h
FET2 96 H22 FF37 J&, H e-p (HMCE FEME
W1, g S48 i 71 g S 3k )
LRERJB L 3425 S5 B0 5 Sy 33.90% |, i U]
JELE L 1384 %, B 5 BB 13, 71% 5 % R A
FERJE JEMIRIE TR 16 E MR S
BB 44.97% T A JE S B IR E | R B4R E AF 19
A& AMRBCR G RBE 7.41% , YR FE LR
MEE R Z )z, b BRI 92.59%
iy AR (X 1 392k SRR G AR

DL b rh g fR 2k th 3259 4%, )8 T 20 £ 30
J& ARHE R W ) Jm MG Lk R B0 4 B BB
18.81% F119.18% , MEIEJZUKE,0 ~10 em +
2B 27 JE L, 10 ~20 em + )2 LML 20 JB
21,20 ~40 em 23 H I 8 JE Lk | 4 U kil
+ R TR B s

EG Ab# rp I 3 28 i 1955 4%, R )8 T 14 Bl
20 J& L HVE LB A TR RO ) o R
f939.65% 1 13. 03% , N\ HIEZ K FKFE,0 ~ 10
em 10 ~20 em 120 ~40 em + 250 9H B 14 13
13 NEALR R 45 T2 BB BE F 8/,

CK Ab B v i AR 26 e 4889 4%, K& T 15 Bt
25 J& RS R B4k JE AR IR B o) B
) 42.88% F1 11.09% , METIEZUCKFE ,0 ~10 cm
+ BB H20/m L 10 ~20 em T2 5
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Table 1 Soil nematode community structure at different sample plots

B B &4 ¢ DL(0~10) DL(10~20) DL(20~40) EG(0~10) EG(10~20) EG(20~40) CK(0~10) CK(10~20) CK(20~40)
plE N D N D N D N D N D N D N D N D N D

H[Qﬂ EKE Ba 3 54 4

Bastianiidae Bastiania

BER JRGE R

Plectidae Chiloplectus Ba 2 I8+

Licess HE R

Monhysteridae Geomonhystera B 2 60 A3 w49

MR i

Rhabditidae Caenorhabditis Ba o

HER L]

Monhysteridae Prismatolainus B 360 4 2o

St R

Cephalobidae Aerobeles Ba 2 59 ++ 4.8 ++ 229 ++ 165 ++ 4.0 ++

g BAER f

Cephalobidae Corvidellus Ba 2 5.0 + 4.1 +++ 4.4 4+ 9.8 4+ 5.0 ++ 3.4 ++ 129 ++

iR v

AR - R . Ba 1 120 ++

Panagrolaimidae  Panagrolaimus

4 H]

%/}Z.ﬂ el Ba 2 146.5 +++ 87.8 44+ 282 +++ 12001 44+ 1733 44+ 89.2 44+ 236.7 +++ 2724 44+ 169.0 ++4+

Plectidae Plectus

%ﬁiﬂ el Ba 2 3.9 ++

Plectidae Anaplectus

St St

Cephalobidae Cephalobus Ba 2 ok A3

MR /MFIE

Rhabditidac Rhabditis Ba 1 ILS ++ 26,1 ++ 381 +++ 156 ++ 148 ++ 94.2 +++ 129 ++

MR JEkF I

Rhabditidae Protorhabditis B 18T 0.5 4 154

PSS MR

Cephalobidae Fucephalobus Ba 2 2.1 ++ 118 4+ 312 +++ 349 ++ 49 ++ 62.4 ++ 254 ++

MR PR

Rhabditidae Mesorhabditis L 1T+ 2 B2

RS =

félﬂﬂ Lo E%E Fu 4 240 ++ 169 ++ 30.7 4+ 20,2 4+ 8.4 ++ 36,6 ++ 46.0 ++

Tylencholaimellidae Doryllium

R - "R . Fu 2 9.1 +++ 447 +++ 704 +++ 303 4+ 306 ++ 557 +++ 96.0 +++ 60.3 o+ 2LT 4+

Aphelenchoididae  Aphelenchoides

et s

Diphtherophoridae  Diphtherophora fu 30365 4 500 4 103 4+ 107+

MmigH Eily

Leptonchidae Leptonchus fur 4 60+

AR 1A

Tylenchorhynchidae Tylenchorhynchus f 3 107 ++

#IR #I1E

Tylenchidae Tylenchus H 2 1LS  ++ 109 ++ 5.1 ++ 3.8 4+ 169 ++ 15.2 ++

falket . ik H 3 4.8 4+ 160 ++ 103 ++ 4.9 ++ 100.1 +++ 9.3 ++

Pratylenchidae Pratylenchus

ER Ll

Belondiridae Belondira i 330+ 169 M7

KE# il

Longidoridae Xiphinema i SO0 129+

AE 2]

Hoplolaimidae Helicotylenchus o350

#IIR BrE

Tylenchidae Psilenchus H 280 e L8

TR

%J&ﬂﬂ. e H 2 60 + 118 ++ 105 ++ 50 ++ 54+ 21T ++ 1072 44+ 633 44+ 325 444

Nothotylenchidae  Boleodorus

e bt

Paratylenchidae  Paratylenchus f 2 0T A9 e BE

MR R

Oncholaimidae Mononchulus 0 b30 33 99 L2 e 9

Ve HRE

Dorylaimidae Labronema 0 360+ 0.1 ++

22y Ko

el RAIR 0 4 8.4 ++ 57 o+

Dorylaimidae

Amphidorylaimus
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Table 1 Continued

B B &4 ¢ DL(0~10) DL(10~20) DL(20~40) EG(0~10) EG(10~20) EG(20~40) CK(0~10) CK(10~20) CK(20~40)
P{E N D N D N D N D N D N D N D N D N D

2B R B o

TAR HPAR 4005 o+ 02 4+ 125 4 6.6 ++

Dorylaimidae Prodorylaimus

ﬂ;&ﬂ L 0 5 180 ++ 1.8 4+ 4.9 ++ 5.1+ 9.3 ++

Dorylaimidae Pungentus

“RR “#IEIR

Oxydiridae Oxydirus 0 3 39wt

MH e 0 5 158 ++ 5.9 ++

Tronidae Tronus

IR 4k

Z’ﬂj.r. EZ%E 0 5175+ 8.7 +++ L6 ++  30.7 ++ 49 ++ 122 ++ 1.2 ++

Dorylaimidae Eudorylaimus

TR Tr LR

Dorylaimidae Mesodorylaimus SIS 304

Mg AT 601.9 407.9 243 398.5 324.9 251.9 912.9 613.1 290

FHERCE G 27 20 8 14 13 13 20 15 8

NFRER TR, V5 100 T T TRACHE D MBI IO+ CREDCIRTR, TRk BT DR 10% DL+ R VUG, ML SRR 19 ~10% -+ R
JBAEE BRI 1% DI (SRR ,2010)

LR 20 ~40 em RRIEHILS ML MUREC b3 LR QAL IR R 310 ~20
[F) R il 1 J2 PR R b F120 ~40 cm F 2 A HELE b & BARAS 0 ~ 10 em
2.1.2 LRHUKCRASME I L AT, R T R CK 3 A AR PO LR R IR
PR 449 4% - 100 ¢ P b 0~ 10 em 12 2 M0 ~ 10 F120 ~40 em + 2R EAT B TEL
SR 637 4 - 100 ¢ F 4,10 ~20 em £ HETREEHA MR,

R 448 4 - 100 ¢ T 4,20 ~40 em FJESE 261 2.2.2  RHMBEESREVE RINAERBHE  th 2 AT
%100 g T 4,0 ~ 10 om +J2 2 dUfcRE ) 31 2

12 MW0~10cm
10 ~20 cm 20 ~40 om £ 2L 1. 42 {51 2. 44 2100 D20-40em
0 IR S AR ] 22 - ML s T E A AR o
44 s R B - SR ORI, MR T £ ¢
b - L K SF- 43 A K L0 ~ 10 110 ~20 em £ ¥ ol s m
JR IR B CK>DL>EG ;20 ~40 om + /24 ® . .
B A b
2.2 LRIRBEELE T 1 TR RE L EROEEN T

2.2.1 ZHmEFEE L EMEg% R 15 Fig.1 Vertical distribution of soil nematodes at different

N Kb b R B4 A sample plots
B, BCHL 7 AR 56. 69% , BRI 4 IR, Sy i 25 B Peo.05) R

BOh b R0 19.28% MR O DB B Srndeni R RRRRIER B (P<0.05)
B 14.75% Bl fr— A fr 2ty o AN Bt 7 4

I 0. 2% . 3 FlvRE Bl b 45 5 9 K 0L 17 f 1 ) BRI B e A

&
oyido:d B Ba-R LR

1c

VLPEL 2., DL {0 £ B 4 s P £ TR HLT ff L Bos| [= —
Al F CK A EG;EG il CK FY Er4H Bk st iF 5 L) 2070 )
RF DL CK #9 4 £ P28 sk R 15 Lo )k T DL Al gost
EG. Hoaf
SAVRRTR | 45 5 95 2 UL I M B 2 R 01p
IR (1 3) . DL 1,0 ~ 10 1 20 ~ 40 em ot Pl -

TR PR E AL MR O B AL > B 2 FEREME IS B e S BT & L 51
LHSHE—ELh > aEtELgh ,10 ~20 em 1= Fig.2 Percentage of nematode trophic groups at different
Erb, B R R B A R ML B AR Y G sample plots
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Fig.3 Number of soil nematode trophic groups at different
sample plots

AN IR)/ING FRER R ] L R AR 8 IR 2 22 5 35 (P<0.05)
U, , Shannon ¥8% (H') . F & FEFE L (SR) M1 5] B
FEE0(J") BR DL>CKSEG, ML # B8 (A ) Wk
EG>CK>DL, 3 Fif i ip + 384k Huf) £/b ¥4<1, NCR
¥1>0.5, 320 3 FAes b LIk 02 500 T LAY
BB A T2 LA i o iR i A2 20 MIHEEL
PSR B 25 2R e AR E P M2 TR AR JEE , 45 %L
HAR R G2 TR REEE MK, DL M EG 19 MI 455K
WY& T CK, PPIRECS PPI/MI WJE: CK % &5
F DL 1 EG,

R2 ATRBEMTIREEL R SHERINELRFER

Table 2 Diversity and functional group indexes of soil
nematode communities at different sample plots

E| DL EG CK

H' 1.9294 a 1.5542 a 1.7145 a
SR 1.5766 a 1.0790 b 1.2234 b
J 0.8722 a 0.7940 b 0.8107 ab
A 0.2024 a 0.2987 a 0.2665 a
17b 0.5419 a 0.2229 b 0.2363 b
MI 2.1328 a 2.1244 a 1.7047 b
PPI 0.3653 ab 0.2345 b 0.5325 a
PPI/MI 0.1762 b 0.1142 b 0.3632 a
NCR 0.6611 a 0.7322 a 0.8151 a

ANAING FRER RN [F R R 22 57 8 3% (P<0.05)

100 ¢
A B
75t

o)
|z \ a0 \ ,
ﬁ 0 25 o —4— 75 100
DL
—-'
CK {
EG
D c

4 AREHEMTEEREHEHSESRELY

Fig.4 Structure index and enrichment index at different
sample plots

2.2.3 WX RN BWERB(ED 55
(SI) AT E R EYMZE , ELE TIPS 29 M
Xof A ] ] PG IR A R, ST AT LASE 78 A8 T 90 ok &2 1t
e EHEE Y S AL, EL R ST {ETE O ~
100 Z AR 4k, — 3 45 A 6 2k k47 X R R4y, A
(50,50) A J s, SI 5 EI 53 AR AE 4 DR, ol LA
B s R TR B R W ARk, 24 BT RN ST
#B<50 B (D ZIR) , THFR B e i, X AR 3 b
38, BB AL EI>50 ,SI<50(C 4R |, T
B, BN Az 8] — a2 BB T ET R ST #6>50
(B , TR — 8, &M E R E1<50,
SI>50(A ZBR) , LT, B M IEER i (%
184 2005) , Fl 4 W, DL AT C %8R, EG Al fig
AbF D B C R BR,CK &b F D £, Ui AT AT
MEEEYNEZ 2 TR E B, S Mk
TFEFRE BN TR, Wbkt - 58 2% il sz
NP BhEE, W IRBE 1 S , & S kiR Ak
RIS

3 i i

AR TR] N T i 55 30 Bk b 22 10 A 7 R L+
HeROL N T ARAETE R R 2 S, I X - e 2k B
T Y R, ARSI RV, DL CK \EG 144k &
BRI G JRAEE 22 5 . X 22 ] BB 5 R Rk
BEARFEAERE S, RFEAES RS a5k &Y
T BRI R ) 22 A 06 (SR AR 4 ,2010) 1A
A B, N [RIRE 2 R A R A7 e 25 5, Hoh DL
FEG R3E 340 £ 5 26 H-18 J1 & A 41 v 2
H-ZRELE , CK LR Ry Ba 2k Jd A £ P 2k -k
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Frld . CK e @ 2 dure 580 v i) 43 40 v fig
SRR ZR 500 A O, HE R R AT R R A OR B
HEH D AR, XA 2R 00 U B AR 1 a4 4
M AFL S O A B P2 A A9 A K76 R ( Verschoor et
al. , 2001) .

ANTALN TR B 35 Ak b %ot - 9 2 OB v A
AUBHE S HA —E i gm, —MIEH T, 2 ikd
TSP AR B R R (Hou et al. ,2010)
X B PR Ry A 3 B SRR R T S
S 0 T35 ,0 ~ 10 em L2 HPIAR R A1
% FHERIT AN B AL B IR T, SIS
WL, ARWFFEEE RALAR B T X — B, 152kl
AR S R T 53 A YA B A R R EE B RE hnng
BN 255 (2002) 0, AR T A
HLIHR R T A - 398 () B T o 22 S S HOxT 4 14k
HRUER R R R R EE R N, A
5T b e 2 U B R S0 A R B CK>DL>EG, CK
gk R R 2 02 T A i A DU e S5k
Mr B ERS En T RIERE R AL,
L EYRIEER AR T H I EH, K2 &
B i (EE IR, 2005 X1 D1 0145 2012) , AHE
g S MARRCR SR AR RN B EAR DG BHE B
FIMHK DL>CK>EG, KA AR 45 (2010 ) ZE R AT T
XPAS[R) 2R bR - 38 2 dU B 7% O F X A 10 T 2R A
g5,

AR TR B 35 Ak b v - 98 2% U8 IR S R 254
FETE 225 VLA A AH ) 23 W 42 005 5 S R 454 7
MU ( Cesarz et al. |, 2013) , S 2% 45 (2008 ) BF
FER IR, AN [RIAE ) 0 22 B I vh AL ) A7 AR 2k HURn
MR- R M Z A B WS, 10X 4
PR A E B R R MW 2 %A B, A
5T, DL AYH 1 - 2% B P 28 1 EL il 5 55, 17 Ferris
25(2001) AN, Il -2 B PR HURAR G 45 /R 1
Y, — RS IR TS b X R
DL rf -3 b g NI A B2 B T2, TR
BiMIXT RS %E . Goralezyk (1998) & B, 7E MK T 575 %)
JE H IR RS K EE AT TP 2 U B 8 A
R, ARSER DL AR B L R R AT
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