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v, BRVEAZEE 712100

BOE R FENE G PR T e N BORIE T OO AR BRI AR A SR AR SR Y A . iSRG AT B A A
(Robinia pseudoacacia)~ ¥V (Hippophae rhamnoides)~ Wit (Ulmus pumila). JCFEW(Acer truncatum) FH(Salix matsudana)~
¥&(Corylus heterophylla) N 5i% %, KH Cochard Cavitron B O A VAT A ZENE S LR, THAAR AR ZEMa g 1%, F
MGAOTE FERESEENEAR TR B2, SENREE., SEEEE. 9EEE. SEREMARTESE, W7
PREE A SRR TENE I PERI G R, X 706N SR Rl A TR G5 A AEp R JE L B 22 5, DU 7.6/ i SR Al /A S5 s 44 7 THT )
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MEFEME I E ZE R (p < 0.01)0 ZRVEIIHTRI]: TS S5 #4500 2 B Rl AR JEME S5 1L, JErp, AR BT e f K (¢ =
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Relationships between xylem structure and embolism vulnerability in six species of drought
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Abstract

Aims The study of embolism vulnerability to drought has become a hot and key topic under global climate
change. The objective of the study was: 1) to identify the relationship between xylem structure and embolism
vulnerability; 2) to define the differences in resistance of embolism in xylem structure of each species; and 3) to
establish drought tolerance indexes in xylem structure of six species.

Methods Drought tolerance trees of Robinia pseudoacacia, Hippophae rhamnoides, Ulmus pumila, Corylus
heterophylla, Salix matsudana, Acer truncatum were studied. Cochard Cavitron centrifuge was used to establish
embolism vulnerability curves and to calculate xylem vulnerability value. Staining and silicone injection tech-
niques were used to to measure xylem structure of drought tolerance trees including vessel diameter, conduit wall
span, number of vessels per unit area, contact faction, vessel length and wood density.

Important findings The results showed: 1) xylem embolism vulnerability of the six species ranked as Robinia
pseudoacacia > Ulmus pumila > Hippophae rhamnoides > Salix matsudana > Acer truncatum > Corylus heter-
ophylla; 2) the vulnerability curves is “r”” shape for Robinia pseudoacacia, Hippophae rhamnoides, Ulmus pumila
and is “s” shape for Corylus heterophylla, Salix matsudana, Acer truncatum, respectively; 3) the xylem vulner-
ability values is significantly different in trees of “r”” shape and “s” shape (p < 0.01). Furthermore, linear analysis
showed that the different effects between the xylem structure of the species was closely related to the vulnerability
in the following order: the maximum effect was from wood density (¢ = 0.702), the medium effect was from vessel
diameter (¢ = 0.532), and the minimum effect was from vessel length (r = 0.01).
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TR BRKF, EFRHET R
(R ARG S 0T O™ B R MV 22 [ KM AR AR 2
ZA4i(Maherali et al., 2004), {EFEH, TFHRE 7T
SR A KM AESBE, ARKAE TR
ST SR DA R A AE A i ) P 4 B K O3
JpiE(Chaves et al., 2002; Rennenberg et al., 2006;
Nahm et al., 2007), 155 AT S 7L
FEIEME R AW AR R K EHESE R EE
KR, TFPha S BRI DUk ZEEAEA R R R A
R RGRIMAF (Delzon et al., 2010), 7E4EKS
R KT SR, TR SEPeZEERR e
kel 3 (Cochard ef al., 2013). AT ZEJE AR
AFEPAET TR N8 52 7K 23 e i 7= 25 IR B 6
SEHK T RERERT, TR D0 AT R ZE I 5 2
Al e 58 i (VC)Y K dthid (Tyree & Sperry, 1989),
1% i R 8 A S KR BRI 1T 0 B(PLC) S
AEDOT Y 7K s il T e 1) T 2, HL48 K 22 B0 99 ith 26
AT gAT R B AR 23 A1 e B (CDF) AL it &, #
FEWEIIVE— B 51 F 25 50% T /K 401 10 R 8
(Pso)>K £ 7k Cochard%5(2008)F1 Awad%5(2010)i# it
X 3% 7 B 22 & (Prunus) 1) 1048 F R4 J& (Populus)
FRI2AN B o AT A MM 95 1 e 00 52 DA R AN [ 1 5
FAFHIALER, A PR 2R AT D DAk R AR T
FIRB ) — A Fahr. Choat%(2012) il Anderegg %%
(2013)BFFEIN Ry Piae ZE VLI KN 2 VAL AR AR AE S 0
AT RS IO TR — DR A PR bR, PR
FEDUERIDI R A IR R, XL TR i is
FBEER 2 rh, DUl S A ) (PR B A S Y
LA A o3 A (CE M PR R ) o SR ATURT 25 (1997)
X 3 ] G T7 50 BT 57 A 2 G 55 1 R RIS B,
i 52 1) 3 4% (Robinia  pseudoacacia) F1 vV i (Hipp-
ophae rhamnoides);eft ZENEFIVERIR . B o K AH
FEMRRR, FEK 3T BRI AT 3 7K 3 TR B,
RIA BB AR PR ARk 28, TR P RS ZE 1 59 M 5 AR 5T
TR AL K 2 )M 5 (Wheeler et al., 2005; Sperry et al.,
2006; Hacke & Jansen, 2009; Cai & Tyree, 2010; 7K
HEWTAE, 2013), RYIREZENG IS VE S R OB AR K R
FIRT ST T AT B R B LR ) — AN g4

WA RO A 1 /K 2 5 5 HARK) DY
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X J7 1 IE HE (Hagen-Poiseuille /5 £ )(Tyree & Zim-
mermann, 2002), Bl 3E HRBK, 38 1) FKEE
JIilinig . 2 BTN AR B S HAR SR ZE N
S91EIEAHSS, RIE— RN KA B e ME S
by KR 3E(Hargrave et al., 1994; Gullo et al., 1995;
Wheeler et al., 2005; Hacke et al., 2006; Cai & Tyree,
2010; 5KiEFITAE, 2013), {HMA BRI IE )5S
M5 58 HAE A t(Lemoine et al., 2002; Hacke et
al., 2009)8 AN (Rosner et al., 2007; Fichot et al.,
2010). CaifllTyree (2010)LIA7 )@ Ai4 A, 2 At
WP E AR R ZE NG5S th & R W] b
EHARHIR, Psof i R(UH), M-S HAR S Ps'e
IEAHSEHFR . CaiZ(2010b) R 77 2% B [l — b ot Y
SEHRSFEKEIEMX, XY FELSE
KA, TRIEIT E(2013) il ik X4 4 ek &R
IS A [ S5 18 . BRAb, AHEF0 3 B AR o5 2
JE RN 545 W25 i (Hacke et al., 2001; Jacobsen et
al., 2005; Cochard et al., 2008). 4% & F G445 1%
A5 S ke ZEMa 99 M B AT — € AR K PE(Wheeler et
al., 2005; Hacke et al., 2006; Cai et al., 2014). ZZU&F
TRAIUHT(2005) 0 FIAR . TCHEM(Acer truncatum) 1
(Corylus heterophylla) W5, [R]—MFh /N Al
AR PRI ZE e 59 M 3= B R PSS M, /MR S Kk
R ZER), HARWE ) KA 2, MRONNR 2
W55 1k S Bk A OC . (HHE T, 1A
F A8 A8 5 e ZE I 99 M 1R G FR U W 20 AT TR R
et 5 R X IR AR EA B A5 A b R 2 S R
DLARIE, PRk, ARSI R Cochard Cavitron 2
DML T —MRAL 4 HAE0.5 hZ ERIAT S, —
ke HE I ZE G 59 th 2k)(Cochard, 2002; Cochard et
al., 2005)%E 7.6/ i A% Bl ke JE fg 59 th 26, 115
AR Pso, £ HH 64N A8 T A JoT 350 45 4 [|) 1) 22 S,
DA SR AT i 52 080 Pl 7 A 08 &6 4 b 1 oA ZE 1k i
br, A5 BT RHXHEEKE TR IEE K
TR 5700 e SR P R Al

1 #RFAE

11 MREXBABER
TR I XA P A A PR R 274 [l 0 ek el
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(34.27° N, 108.07° E, #34k457 m), FEHiALT-5CHF
JEr i, R R, R A KR A, DY
ZEor W, MR EPERR12.9 °C, B (TH)
FHIRHEER25.8 C, BA HAA) AR~ C, 4
Wedmf iR Cil42 C, IR E-194 C, =0
CHRAN4 903 C, FFERHBOIK, =10 CHEN4 185
‘C, FFEERE206°K, TR WI221K, S FF/K 651
mm, A KFE(4-9 BRIk S R KR 79%.
1.2 ##d

B AR AR A bl 18 5 el Y ARAR
DU A RAF R SR MO v, M (Ulmus
pumila). ¥ FW(Salix matsudana)~ TCEWAF
XSG, SR AL ST S AR A S, T 20144F
8—10 1 7E3H R AL ek AL 17y BY I —4E A A 4%, T
B 4 AL E A26-8 mm, K:30-50 cm, I AN 2
AW AR B RS (B 1R K 3 R MO AR
SLEHEAITHIFE W), SLHIAE RS =
13 #MRA%
1.31 AKBREMEZENESS N E

LR IS QEININE & SEFNE B ve" X S P/ IR S A1 N
LEK N TR U1 B A A Ja P k274 em
KRB AR AR 73 FH T8 HAR S RT3 55
BRI E, ORAUEEAT S W E Pso AL 45 A [F]— M A 45),
££0.12 MPalfj £ J) F 100 mmol-L™ KCIA Mk
30 minE/ R, EERBAAE ARIRE N ACREER N A
B AR R 28, AR5 K B BCGR H R Cochard
Cavitron & 0> /L (Allegra X-22R, Beckman Coulter,
Washington, USA)(Cochard, 2002; Cochard et al.,
2005), {£0.12 MPaffJ24f s ) E5.030 min, AT
IRAF— ANERE I I3 K T IR R (K ) - 42 1 B L
F18) 26 ST T 18 ARG 21 v 1) 1 6 B2(T, MIPa),
FEHACSRANF ) F 1)K R AE(K), AR S
FEEE T SACRBUR H 7 B (percentage loss of hydrau-
lic conductivity, PLC) IV A:

PLC = 100(Knax — Kn)/Kinax €))
T Ko A AEHs ) S5 /NI R B R KR A . ARG A
[7) 5. B AN RS 3R BRI AR5 7K 8438 AR ST A
WIRIA BT i ZE Jife 99 1 2k

ith 2k A 0% S M AU S B AT 2R R T 20 A BR A
(CDF), RfI:

AT by = exp{— [%M @

PR 6 NN MBI TR SRR ZENE S ERI R R 257

bHIcERT A CDFIH, TA ). PLCATHE:

PLC _ 1- f(T:b,c)=1 —exp{— (ZJ} 3)

100
&G a3 2 BOE )b oft, FZEligs i
’ ‘EﬁﬁﬁPsoﬂ%ﬁﬂ?, EB/L\\fQ

P, =b[In(2)]" ()

THEAFH RERPIOE IS AN SR B A [FAMAR LA 4%
HEATIN 58, L PSR R A BER Rl R PsofH o
132 ARHSEERZNE

FLeica RM22351] )7 HLTE 455> B¢ 4% IR it U T
P20 pm RSB VIR TR 0.1%
A Y kl(Basic Fuchsin)4& A1 min, 4(05¢ 5K
PR BN K BT (0, AR 5 FHAS R B of B 1)
RS (30%- 50%- 75%- 90%)XF V) M IR A Ab 2L,
G INERE F, JBZE Leica DM4000B IF B 926 i ik
BE100x8200% N RIS B H AR R Y (A Y0 Fik
)50 43 A B 3AN B THT, A5k A et TV 5 4% 40 PR 7 1)
FH A T AN ) P 058 /0 7 T 41 L), T SR B
FIWin-CELL 2007# 40 AR, R4
B TH 48 > P E: 4006004 T4, M4 5 & B ) T
A BRI OGRS D) AR Bt B, ()
B HRD):

D=+ adlrx ©)
%A Ky B i 10 A S I B D) T B (lumen
area) o S 4% 10 7 ELAR T YL BRIV A E A R 1) 7734
SEHRZ.

133 KRRIESENZEENE

IR BE = 5 J AR 1 A, F Win-CELL
2007 G BT 3 A D S BN RE DD T AR 45 1 A
TR 1 (b)(Hacke et al., 2001). 5% 400 545 Wiz
5 PSP B A B O B AR (1 - 1) A AR
134 ARRIBEEEZENE

L[] B 0 B 5 4% B4R 10 B A, T Win-CELL
2007 EHG 2 BT ER A SRS Je TH 45 5 345 2 )
FHIEA R i e i A A I e, B
R (Cp) (Wheeler et al., 2005). 54N 4% () 4514
PP VR R A B (1) 73 A e
135 ARFESEZENE

B[] R 2 54 A2 10 I8 R, H Win-CELL
2007 EHG A T A G vt H S T AR P9 545 4 H R
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A1 A TR,
2014):
N =T i P 28 IO B TR (6)
SN 4 I T B P SAAE R R REAN b )

HIE W] 43 S B W) (Cai et al,

-
o K&

3.6 ARRIPESEKENE

PRI A AT S5 K 1 (Wheeler et
al., 2005; Hacke et al., 2007; Cai et al., 2010a): i
JRE R R R A 26 (K 23050 em) T A4 V1 1)°F,
SRIFAE0.12 MPalk J) R 100 mmol- L™ 5 KCI#
WP PR 230 min. RERQHACE: FEREHER IR A
[ A6 LA10: 1Y A (15 g RTVI4] part A+ 1.5 g
RTV141 part B), 0.025 g2t H 7| Uvitex (ffifekie
FESEANG R AT W) 52.5 mL S Ve i i B 153 S T
WS, PPl IRA A G ER E 1 hRARR 2 rE e
L AR S i i B I B NI (RE R (AR
A 2/3 R0 1)), 7E0.12 MPafk /) R4 5124 h,
ZJEAEER22 CA&MFFT 23R, THEVI A (Z
FE20 pwm), T A 43 AR B89 S ek et 1190.24 0.3
0.5. 1.0, 1.5, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0 con B 24y 5 S84
K by 3 JR TS AN 2% 0 1k, SR B S
SRS AT I3 R TR U T (EAE R B s
1 A FHWin-CELL 2007 & 53 BT 5 A GE vl H Sy T
TP AR S 1 A HCH M mT 45 S A A
P IR (N =R T A7 R ek v A (R 3
/AT R TR ) o AT 213 S o 14 B 25 Ay A AL
b, LAnNRYPAFRIEAT L HU G, 13 2otk 44 18
(11 % A, (Cohen et al., 2003).

AR MR RS G

N =N, exp(Ayx) (7
T, Ny Ay BE B8 56 Sifix = 0.2 ek B 7 T AR (1) 54
Ko, NAER BV S S > 0 e AR AR I b B A7 N
W PSR, A GRIE R TR Eosm, @ N
HUE)-

HE 28 20(7) [ B 43 T DL H T T R R 26
Ay R

Py =xA exp (Ax) dx (8)
A, P SRR x X M AR . A(8) 2
— A gammablf R AR, EHIIRE = 2, &
W= —1/2, “FHFELE N2/
SANBE 45 1) S48 K B 1 B A B g A4 ol 11 - 23

SR,
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137 KREEREENE

FEAMAL AR E R B, I A Bt ot A
L DA o0 2 (Dy) (Hacke et al., 2001)Jy:

D= T /MR ©)

SN 4 TR R ST 08 5 52~ 121 B Ay s o e (1~
BIAR
14 HiEskmE

K HMicrosoft Office Excel 2003} 4 47 7t
Ab3E, SRHISPSS 18.00 ANRIRFEfEBEAT 58 3= U7 22
I3 HT(ANOVA), /) 235 VL7 5 (LSD)VEREAT 7 5%
WA, p < 0.01FR R R E 22 R XA R
TEAE AT EENE 3T, AEBORE IR D 2 . AR R
HIVEAEExcel P 52 i

2 FERMOH

21 #“ERESM

I TIPso i AR T S5 A R A WA 1o il
YRR B TR R ZE G 59 it Ze B0 <o TR (1), BRAE
KOG R, B KA R B, AR5 K EE
JI2RF B, ARG VR B TE . S, TEEM
VR IR R ZE i 99 th 2 38 R s T (12), 7E7K 43 JihiE
FAFE, MDA — Y6 N W OK R, LK
BPCRAEFAE G AT, JA YK 3] — e s
FEBIK 43 77 ek B — e R R R A R AR %, 7
IR BTG N o 6 T 0 AR 2 i 55 1 (Pso)
KNG by - A > A A% >0 > S 40> 6 6 > HR,
For MR Psofti 5 K ((-0.22 £ 0.026) MPa), F&[H)
/N((2.84 £ 0.054) MPa)(K 1), Psof iR, HIA)
ik ZE, DRI, vble. RUBRIRRTRS ke ZE 1 R
TG AR /N, H bk 281 59 1th e 0 s TE B Rl
BhRZETE R K, JTENIR L, BHEDN, fZENE
59 M2 8 <o T W Ry iR ZE TR BROR, Rpt ik,
SRR /N o 0T O R R ZE Jif 99 PR EAT 72 S 0 M A3
T, 4 RS9 #h 22 R <o TE s T IR Psofi
W E P < 0.01), b, Magg thd A e TErm
Fhebr, VOB RIRR . KB (0 Psofti 22 B & (p <
0.01) (% 1),
22 KIRERLEH
221 BEER

B R AR A P AR RN
RS > 0> 70 RS BE>VD R, b B
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Fig. 1 The vulnerability curves of Hippophae rhamnoides (¥),
Robinia pseudoacacia (O) and Ulmus pumila (A) (“r” shape).
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Fig. 2 The vulnerability curves of Acer truncatum (), Salix
matsudana (<) and Corylus heterophylla (O) (“s” shape).

SEHAKT R, cENAENSEER, R
BRYDIIAN, S EAR KNI 5 I Pso 5P —2, B
WiE 3 ARG R, Psofi IR, S SE HE
B, AED A ZENG 59 PEBOR, RIS BBk ) A AR A
FE 6NN R Bl HARAT 2 7 B TR
B: WESs Mg A o L IRRIRR . YD BIORIARTR 1) 548 B
5SS Mg s TR T, o EMFIER I S8 H
RESIEZ@P <0.0)ER]), FEHRNA EEE
2 5v, HPsoffi )t B 1k 2e e, W WS HIEE
Stk R 5 JoE KA e g = R B E 5.
[, 2Rt arbra R T8 HAR KN AR
e ZE 95 A e PEAE FH (2 = 0.532)(3R2).
222 BENEZREE

F R AR ARG 25 1) A AR S B (1) DK/ IN I

PR 6 NN MBI TR SRR ZEMEIERI R R 259

F R RRES MR > V0 o> S0 > BR (R 1), 64
WG AR I Y 5 L Pso U — B, RIRE A
ARS8 NARES FEII R, PsofEL 0K, FEAHE 28
FEE AT o ST O et 35 A A2 5 P AT 22 57 S 5 Ik 4
BTl Jags g e TR VBRI R 5 e
55 kA s B R JTRBRIRR I 3485 W R 1
ZRWEFEE < 0.01)(FE]), HL&omEy, S
AR FE X Pso e M AR K (¢ = 0.306)(F%2), W W35
AR5 FBE TR K /N R 6/ T 550 b 1 A ZE f 59 P A7 —
SESE .
223 BEXE

R Bk RS S SRS S = i AN A TR
WISV 0 MM >R, BRiD B (216.52
+ 0.006)4MNFK1), Maggthd A s i 5. BT
TR R R K TS ih Gk o T B AR
RURIRE, Vol SRR 1) 565 25 B 5 L Pso
7 AH B, BUBEAE 545 50 H 0D, PsofE 3K, 8
K FE T P 1 i o QAT R AR A B R AT 2 S
BEPE R Wags g o TR YR
MR S5 E S5 e s TE I 500 Je R ARAR S48 2%
JERERM L (p < 001D, Horb, g5 ihZ A
TERIP S R RO 2 et B35 (p < 0.01)(FE
1), S5 5 5 1R K /NS T 6 A T S5 08 A 1) A 2 i 5
PE(t=0.265) (£2).
224 SEEEE

FR R — AR A B IR R /NI R Tt
TS > F > M >V - R (R 1), BEE 3 E
FEIERR, Wass ek s eI oe =M. HEFl S0
(R Psot/S, WIAEDIAS Gy ke 2E, ThiifESs thk ko T 1)
PR Tl D) TG AE RIAE o 5o 6 AT 2 i S A e R A T 22
Few FE VAT, S5 RIS thZe e r T R
YO BRRIRTR 55 1 55 il 28 ks T A A0 TG ARRI R
SEEREERNEE@E < 0.01)(ER1), SHFPs
AR 25 AR A 2, A5 E 1R /N X6 61 T S A
Pl BORE ZEVE 25 AT 5 (¢ = 0.188), {HIEMIA K.
225 BEKE

WP — A AR R ST A KR NI (3R
1)A: RS M > V0 o> A > >0 s, L bl
MR S KIERK, H(20.55 £ 1.917) cm, HPsofH
WK, JTCENFEKER/D, 4(3.08 £ 0.253)
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R1 AN T FH50% FAK FI R TIE (Pso) SA T G5 M B IEAE CPAA (AR UE R 25)

Table 1 The value of tension at 50% loss of conductivity (Pso) and characteristic values of xylem structure of the six species (mean + SE)

¥ Parameter

i FH A Drought tolerance trees

Wk Rk T TEEM S 23
Hippophae Robinia Ulmus Acer Salix Corylus
rhamnoides pseudoacacia pumila truncatum matsudana heterophylla
Pso (MPa) 1310183 022+0.026™  —0.55+0064°  264+0214%  —155+0.103%°  2.84+0054>
SHHE 2357+0.579% 5696+ 1.913%  49.48+1206™  31.26+0405® 32110415  26.81+0319%
Vessel diameter (um)
TE N 40.10+£1.651°*  6220+0.905""  58.07+2.414"  3429+0.729%°  36.19+0.583%  27.04+0.749"
Conduit wall span (um)
Bfg sy 216.52+£0.006"°  32.22+2.588%  53.64+0.011* 143.55+3.874%  28437+0.015%° 270.11+0.013%
Number of vessels per unit area
SRERY 0.03 +0.006™ 0.02 +0.002% 0.04 + 0.004" 0.13 = 0.008"° 0.07 £ 0.007 0.10 £ 0.008™
Contact fraction
ShE K 13.35+0.8274° 2055+ 1.913%  17.23+0.834"* 3.08 £ 0.2535¢ 4.10+0.397% 3.23+0.223%¢
Vessel length (cm)
KT 1.54 +0.086™ 1.17+£0.129% 1.17 +£0.062% 1.42£0.167% 1.46 £ 0.2095 0.83 £ 0.039%°

Wood density (g-cm )

AR S 7 RIS W2 24 o T TR R - a9 B2 A s T PRI il 227 i 35 1 (p < 0.01);

ANFVING FRER R A R ) 2253 1 2 M (p < 0.01)

Different capital letters indicate significant difference (p < 0.01) between trees of “r” and “s” shape and lowercase letters (a or b) indicate significant difference

(p <0.01) of trees by each species.

R2 6N P A A R AL 50% T /K AR KK IR 1B (Pso) I
SR

Table 2 The significance in characteristic values of xylem structure to
value of tension at 50% loss of conductivity (Psg)

A7 Parameters ZH Coefficient t

AR - Wood density (g-cm ™) 0.326 0.702
TEEA Vessel diameter (um) 0.037 0.532
T4 N 1RESE Conduit wall span (um) -0.071 0.306
S JE Number of vessels per unit area —0.007 0.265
PAFIEHEE Contact fraction -19.762 0.188
FEKE Vessel length (cm) -0.281 0.010

RN A R T 0T Po RIS MAFRFE, ofR R OK 5% ik (2 25
t indicates that the influence of each factor to Ps, the greater the ¢ value, the
more significant to Ps.

Ban, HPsofth 3ok, FHYKR FEREE R . XF 6 iRt
ER R PR AT 2 TR MG Lk N
“O TR YRR 5 59 4 s I 1 R
Wi, JCE MR A K 2 R B35 (0 < 0.01)(ER D,
o, W5 HhEk R RV S R A A 5 K
FEZERM B E @ < 0.01)(FE]), Bt irEm:
S KX Pso 5 M B2 /M = 0.010)(K2)
22.6 AKRRIPEE

B B P 4 A B 4 1 B R T B B K /N I
A PP A G TR S A=A > A, L vl
FRIA T30 % 2 B R ((1.54 + 0.086) grem ™), BRI Hx
/IN(0.83 £ 0.039) grem ™) (K1), [Egg g her B
T SRR R (10 A 5 I 1 G 5 e Pso
KNI, T eSS 2k s T I 20, TeEM
VR IR A T 8 FEE NG5 e P M7 AH — 300 B A5
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H LB, YOI SRR IR 1) Psofi FEAIS, A%
T ZE AR ) 3G 9 o 5 6 AT 7 B b A e 8 2 R AT
Z e Mo TR ] eSS Hh Z o s T AR B LA i
T PRI A 0 5 2 e R Wl 25 (p < 0.01)(FR 1), HLZktk:
I3 MR B AT % T A G 55 P 1 5 ) B K (¢
=0.702) (322).

3 Ziginitit

641t 5 AR A T i 95 M 55 AR S 45 4 % U AH
Ko VPR JUBRFOR B R FE RG99 T A0 T, T
B JTFE AR IR ZE G 59 thE s T, Mags il
2R T TR IR 55 6 55 1h 2 s T IR B Pso (i 22
FEIT (0 < 0.01)0 ATTHBEE ) ] (1) 22 57 53 Wi) 45 4
T ke ZEME 55 1, o, ARTUHE R K@ =
0.702), SEEBRIRZ(t = 0.532), SE KM
/Nt =0.01),

PR RIBR AR (A% ZE e 59 th 2 o T (K
1), T TCHEPFIRR R ZE0E 59 th 26 R s B (K12),
IX 55 Sperry %5 (2012) £ H (1) A8 ) A Jo 55 4% ZE i 55 ith
R MIE AT YOI RUBE R 7E 7K 2 i ie
AT, BEE KA T R, HARBES/KEE )2 =
JilR B, AR BY A A AR TE, T A0 T BFIAR
TER G IMB AR, s A — e Y s K
I, KRR LEFAE IR A K, R K56k
KB E RN AR A K AR ZE, FKFERKE
WK YR, IR ()R T TTE
MIRE(“s”TE)Z T LA 2y I AR 38, A BATF LA
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— PR PRI 2 AR, JTE MR
MIFRIFE HARKR, XHIAREA I FEEY)
Lb /e S Y o ) 4 ZE W S AH [R] (Wheeler et al.,
2005; Hacke et al., 2006; Markesteijn et al., 2011; Cai
et al., 2010b; FRIFNTAE, 2013), FIFLAER-Z T LA
7 Ty A 2 SOPIME i (air-seeding  hypothesis)HLEE 1
1) A5 BE ) S0 AL 1 2% T BT U SE 1) (Wheeler et
al., 2005), SUALIEAEARBTEK /% i B 78 2
LA, B RERMAL, KRN
CE W)L o — > 38 (B ) BN I (Choat et al.,
2007; Loepfe et al., 2007), SCFLIHAUE Ui (pit area
hypothesis) 37 TR B AR 45 51, 42 IR
B, PsofH H19E LT gL AR i BLAT ds K LI 1)
guilikoE, Ktk SEHSBK, 28 LadLr
TAVEOR, SUfUIR B S I RS L I Lt
L, PR ZENSEYIR. FEEAR, SE R LG
FLIHTRL 5 PsofAR M AR BT (R* A §70.72-0.75), &
ATTAE 7K 338 i 10 A 80 1k 5 2 4 ek D) L A Al 12
(Wheeler et al., 2005, Cai et al., 2010b). &K Jyvb
R RBRFIRTR AT TR BRI IK) 34 N A2
JER, S8 NREEEBOR, fEUKRSAT T 2E
8 ) Ve b, RAABR Y ke FE, 3X 5 Hargrave 5 (1994) 1)
WA RAHIE . =Rl SRR AR 1) A5
AR RN . AR, TR, TN
BRME B AH B, AEARZKFASAE T, K23 AT 3 AH 4R
T BN AR BESALUEAT K oy i, b )
BRI B 30 5 AH 485 R fLis K 43 J LA i 2/
TR JTEMFIRR, B, YR SRR R
LA = WP A 2 R A 2, X 3 FFHacke 5(2006)
IS4 R o DY BT Ay SR ARG AR A i 8 5 /N T
P TTEWAIRR, AR N, Rk ZE N
SHTEBOR, X A4S R (Hacke er al., 2001;
Jacobsen et al., 2005)#H . BEAk, VDR IR
5B TR, A& B a8 H
R FEKEK, Pk Em R, M
Oy RAEKEIE

i 55 Hh 4 A e T v il 8 AR /DS, AR5
WL SENAREEART R0, JTTENAEE, B
U, FEARAK ST N 8 I 2 V5 IR R IR, ke
FENE 59 RO, HVDBER T R D) AR 9, 3K ]
e HOAR U AL A5 AT 5%, WICaisE (20145 K
VPR AL, AR]85 AH 408 1 55 T R 4L

PR 6 NN MBI TR SRR ZENE S ERI R R 261

FLIAT /K S as i, 3 ] a1 4 Mgk AT /K i i,
FEHEH LT 4EMF LN (fiber bridge hypothesis), Ht
(R4 2T 4 BT A B 1) S48 RN 2T i 4l by vl Al HL Bty
AP FRINS ZK 43 7 R PR G Y g 0, T HL T4 m) A B i
BUIK B 55 A TR R IR A T A8 BE ) AR RS A Y
(Hacke et al., 2001; Jacobsen et al., 2005), #H4k, ¥
W BAT RIS R K B R 1) A 52 A= 41 2R,
JOR AR HATIR SR B 7K RE ) (FARERAE, 2003), YDk
TRAF G R GEAEARKF AT T RELE R s 1, A0S
PEAURFFAE UK T (R 853545, 2002), 1XEEn] BEAT
ST VPO 7K 7338 KT N AENLAR, I HD IR A 5t 8
WEIOR, ORI nT B AR A2 A A R R 2 A7
/KA B A (Enquist et al., 1999), T HA
W REAE PR AN T AR AR T B K 3K
B, ARIKI R Z N, A ] B AR A e B
O E MR IE VK 43 L Z (West, 1989).
Cochard 55 (1992) X} JL Rl i 5 1) Bk 28 W) o A 2
Wa g9 tERT R ], A7 JLMARSEM MK 53 A% T 454
BT AR S N A E R MR A, (R AT
— /MR F P Quercus robur BAA IR/ HIHTA 7L
SERJHRAE . Vilagrosa (2002)#1Vilagrosa2%(2003)%)
Pistacia lentiscus1Quercus cocciferal’ W57 KINE
R T A RE ) 5 B AR 1 R A AT AH R
SRAGUHT A (1997 VI F A LTS 5748 Aol ) B A0 0 SR AS —
JE SRR ZENEISTE/NE . ANK T R AERRZER RN, A
WFFTE Rk — IR SE, A A 3 e B AR A ) v
ORI R, FCHRAEN K 3 B = 1 g AR o, AHLf A1
YO RUBRFRT R A BT ZENE 99 4k v, &
WRAG K AR ) e — B I, JEATTHS K 32K fig
JIB N, ARBUHE AR R A A A 2, AR5
A ZE BRI K A Far S Be g, AT B B A 5
YERFDUAA N K 3P DREFBHAIE S A KR E I H
o T TS RIRR R ZE I 59 ith 4k 2 <s™TE,
RIFEAK 73 5 SR A T, PR BUR B e e i /e — &
KA, 2Ky 5 s B e R I, R BTRA R AR
FeZE, FOKFRMVRILEIIER, B I8 BN K 5 R
0 H ) BARFETE /K 73 A5 R 7 I s, ] DLt
KL b 28 BiE WY REFIZ
BN U SRR AR T 5 o AT K E,
PR BRI B 5SS K oy a5 )UK
PRI, T AT A AR FER PRI T K RE
3, T 7K 33 2R AT e O N T S A AT ) 7
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N2 —o B RIBEFIRP AR TGS R B
RAFRIEMIR A, X 55 B (AR I 45 74 % DA
K, FEHAKR BERERK. SEEED.
SE IR EIREE, X R F AR W45 1K L Bl 2E K
AAEARNE LT Sy R AR FE, I AR TR AL FE K 38 W,
MRS AERIREE R A4k o AFAEAINS 7K S B P s
P AN AN B R, AN R LG (1) S,
M A — AN 24 I AT 285 OBHLHI R R T R G (%
BERISR AR, 2005), IX LR PPAE 0 BRI 1F 3
TR R T, Gl TR AR S 2 TR
TR A 3G N A R AR A4k, TR B 7K 4y
B R A RS ARG —. B, 8
A SE G IS PE AR A L IR 5 |
YN A B . AR AR
SGeh AR ESE— P

E€ME BEAARMAFAE(31270646).
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