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Abstract

Forests are large and persistent carbon (C) sink mainly through the C sequestration of tree growth, which can
mitigate the rising rate of CO, concentration in the atmosphere. According to C availability in trees, two mecha-
nisms involved in controlling tree growth are attributed to limitations to C input and C utilities. Since many envi-
ronmental factors influence the activities of C-source and C-sink of trees interdependently, it is difficult to quan-
tify how the sensitivity of C-source or C-sink activity to environmental changes affects tree growth. Therefore, it
is of significance to understand physiological mechanisms underlying potential limitations to tree growth in order
to predict tree growth and forest C sink under global change scenarios. In this review, the debates on the C-source
and C-sink limitations to tree growth were firstly introduced. Second, we discussed responses of tree growth to
biotic and abiotic stresses, such as defoliation, drought and low temperature from the perspective of C-source/sink
limitations. Finally, we proposed three priorities for future studies in this field: (1) to explore the regulating
mechanisms on the allocation of non-structural carbohydrates (NSC) in trees, and to determine what conditions
and what extent trees actively allocate the photosynthates to NSC storage at the expense of growth; (2) to
strengthen studies on the tree C-sink, and determine the photosynthates allocated to all components of tree C-sink,
especially the missing C-sinks such as the activities of roots and related microorganisms; and (3) to implement
studies on interactions among C metabolism, mineral nutrition and hydraulics physiology, and fully understand
the C-water-nutrient coupling and its effects on tree growth.
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T A KA AR S R G028 KT R 8 Bk
1, AT AT IREGE K COLMK FE ([COL ) T i FE (Dym-
ond et al., 2016). FRIEFE K60 Pg, it w4
P2 F1/1/2 (Beer et al., 2010). WARZEK,
FEARRA L A KR RF AL B i KA B . AW
BRI 23R (KR [COL T AAEREAL . P&
6 JR) AR S i o S M A R ARG e AR 5 ) S
(Aber et al., 2001), #Fifi 5 M A Ak 1 ik IC 2h g
(Chapin et al., 2000), {EA A A= K4 BRAZ 4K 1 e
I IE M AL AN B o DR, 48R R A A ZE K
AL BRI, X VPl AR 4 BRAT AR S AR
Thae A HEEE L.

AR B A ] BRI, B AR AC A K [ 2R 3
ML AT 43 At A 25 B R RS FH PR o A $R AR A
A2 BRI PR R BRI (B a-b-cB81%); JE#E R
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Fig. 1 A conceptual framework of the mechanisms of carbon
source-sink limitations to tree growth. From a-b-c pathway,
carbon assimilation is reduced by biotic and abiotic stresses
(such as defoliation, drought and low temperature), hence tree
growth is limited by available carbon (i.e. carbon source limita-
tion). From d-e-c pathway, the storage of non-structural carbo-
hydrates (NSC) is an active process, which decreases available
carbon for tree growth (carbon source limitation). From f-h-i
pathway, tree growth is constrained by biotic and abiotic
stresses directly, leading to NSC accumulation and thus limita-
tion to photosynthesis (i.e. carbon sink limitation). Solid lines
represent direct effects, and dotted lines represent feedbacks. +
and — represent positive and negative effects, respectively.

|
|
|
1
|

]
[
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
/
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FE T (Wiley & Helliker, 2012), #E il i 5 i 4
NG AVER (B f-h-i#84%; Paul & Foyer, 2001).
SR, A TR RNSCRM AR BA TR, E3h1)
A T F (Smith & Stitt, 2007; Wiley & Helliker,
2012; Dietze et al., 2014). FAIE hih % & S 2oal F)
R D, XFERIENSCTE 2, WAL KM ATfESZ
AL BRI (K1 d-e-ci$4%; Sala et al., 2012; Wiley
& Helliker, 2012; Hartmann et al., 2015). 7£ 2477 K<
[CO.IR, K2 Bt A= W 1 4% e A 3 3 AR A 2]
I AR Z (Korner, 2006), [ H[CO,] T &2 i
G, BEIAEY A F 8% (Kirschbaum, 2011).
R A K 2 B 5 BRI B, KR [COL]Ft R i
HERARA K, SRR BB IhRE; A K
2 RA BRI, KA [COL) T e 4 A Az KA #x
ME BRI RE N S AN B35 . (R, e BB A ZE K AE
fA[EE R o0 DA K 22 KAR B b A2 ik 4 SRR
BRI, KT T A BRAR AR 57 AR AE K R AR bR
ICOIRE R RE . N, ACHELENA TRAREK
T B2 5 AR FH BR A ML A1) 40 S0 IR 7S 355 6 E AABRARE
o5 SR AR 1tk T RAVKIESE P ig
ZAE T BRI A A K AR FRALH; e PR AR
KA AL 2R 5 R FH S 20 (1 34N 26 7 92 i)

1 BIAREKE RS S RF) F BREHLE

P AR P 0 B A LA i A A gy, R
A vE B I RE B R OR o AR IR I TR T R 45 - TR
B, SURHAERKEENE Y B, IE R
AW AE AL IR 264 (White et al., 2016). Hitk, %
HLeh 55 B 1 20 2 5 i AR A AR K 11 B AR B
(Burnett et al., 2016; White et al., 2016), /&M A4
ARSI T S E R —
1.1 B4 PRSI

P AR K S FL AR A B A & S5 R FH 75 s A ELAE
MR B pteh s — TR AR A KA AE a7 3
AR, WOLEIEH . MARIKANSCHEALS
SYBCEET AR . AT R A T 8 A AR A )
R RIS, Wi, K. B, 6. B
S, TR A BR (L2575 80 . SR 1M, B AR AL
RET SR MR B 23 OO FEAR A 5, DRI 22 B0 7T AR
FevEM A [Ffk(Ainsworth & Rogers, 2007). il 40:
Evans (1972)#&H: YA A K IE Z(RGR) AL T
MBS HU(LMEF) B T B (SLA) A [R) AL T 22
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(NAR), HIRGR = LMF x SLA x NAR. Farquhar%
(1980)$2 Hi it A 1F F HLER A AL ' A1 F AR
Z A KBS FBR PR 0, H BAE T A
W RS 485 X A S 8l 5 AE B BRUS ST 9
rh B i) L 3(K Srmer, 2015). Stevens#lFox (1991)32
H: A BRI (B K R T B 45 FR
il A v LU ARZR Y B = B A . 3 — 2P i 9T SR B,
FeAAE XA R B 25 R R P A K R 3514
W 4 I (Litton et al., 2007). HuangZ%(2018)F 1
A K E AR M T 5 EFA(Pinus massoniana) A i &
TR N B, FER A& BIR AR 1T TS
BT A TE B 52, R 05 b 78 T 5 2= 1 AR
K AR RIE = R, AR T TR0
SAH NGRS, SREMEHCE R R I, e
PRI, AECA T AE K B IR i (Yan et al.,
2013). i HA, 1R 2 4Bk HE 3 3 &5 5 2 (Dynamic
Global Vegetation Model){/3%AMR¥E & 1E H S5 I
1 FH ) 22 S H SR A K & (Friend et al., 2019), Jf
Vo i b BB Y 184 I %) JiR BRTA 44 T R S [COL ] T v B
FeE TR, MR AE ) AL K72 At AE RS

b TOLEIERZ AN, WMARIEANSCHII RS
et 2 REARE K Z RIS R . WEES S
HYBE R BRAE SEL, AR LE
FE I BC T AT, A LR T YRR — B BE L
(Sala et al., 2010; Hartmann & Trumbore, 2016;
Martinez-Vilalta et al., 2016). 1E7EA KA 4L
i R ) 22 /b B 42 BRI R B T il (Michelot et al.,
2012; Simard et al., 2013). %l4n: KK =42 (Picea
abies) 1R P ¥ -4 (Larix decidua) i FJF 5% 2 7 %
PEREAR BE A5 AR TE i FRAEERR G 08 &, RIK
Az BETY B AR RN AR B ) 20 i B %2 F, T
PEE IR E ¢ i (Simard et al., 2013).

FEN, WARAEK. IR, BHE. fG7. B
AN A A i i Bl B 2 B Bk o O A Jm A8 4k, 38
TR YR T T (A A AR B2 AR AL G BRI o b AR IR
WS ik PV FE 2= S M R i A 2R AR [RIRE,
B A K5 IR AKX i 55 4 22 BAH 20 (Ryan
et al., 2018). #illn: RosatiZ5(2018)%F 4 Fh i MM
(Olea europaea)#%:s il (G A= 5 18 A2 )it AT i fE Ab B2
JE R, AbIR RS AE R AR, (HETEAH
SUEY RGN G ECE FRA SUE R R LB . TR
WEIE T, AREAEENE, WA E2EE
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A KRR I IR g A7, 5] R FREM B (Wiley
& Helliker, 2012). T #F FLIE 24 RS F (Arabidopsis
spp.) I K X P LR 57 R sk 23 B S i (Smith & Sttt
2007; Gibon et al., 2009; MacNeill et al., 2017). {41
Gibon%5(2009) 448, B 7+ B T AN A G RS 18] T (128
4F13 h), 455 B RBE B 465, R T3
AR K ANGERD B AR, (EREVER & . IX R 4 Hk[A]
PRI I, A P DA BB i A7 5 AR K 2 1Al ) 4y
At (Smith & Stitt, 2007; Gibon et al., 2009). . [%
IR A [COL] S5 AR LA BIR ] Fr 2 1) S 56t 2 7, A4
TR AT AR B o FE SRS, E B PR AR, 3G Ik fig
{7(Sala et al., 2012), JERM ALK Br 7RG
(BT DG &, LASE T 78 Wy 18 3R 55 A 1 2R A7 HL 2R
(Huang et al., 2019). f141: WeberZ5(2019)K 105
B E T 6% F AR B 34, R IR 2 2 PR
THARMAER, HEIHNSCHEE RN EILE IR
M 5 . HuangZE(2019)5E T 4K TR [COLH BR
MW, SRS ARFIE . NSCHRIRAAR
W=D EE, CARHT R B B 23 B, R 3k R il 52
TG A K R BRI, H BB R RR SR ik 4y
T A T 3 PR R AR AR = IR E AR A AR . 3K
LRI 1 45 TR 389 2% B AR A I 5O Bk o T SRS, k2
SBCLh KR, BBk % A7 (Sala et al., 2012), J&
M A AR B A A7 AN D7 AR TR A i 5% 22 (Huang et al.
2019); WileyflHelliker (2012)i\ NiX & —fAN L2
3 THDOT PR A AR 2 I B R A I DR ~F A A7 S . (H
DL AF T35 3 T il S0, e H AR A TR 2
5 22 R IUE FhOR S F B0 73 I SR s 0 TR e, (EE A3
NI
1.2 ®&FI ARSI

NSCAEW AN 0T RSBk, E— T
AT RER RS BRI (P3G n,  HLAT 7EAT ] R ARARTT J
FHIEHE T (Korner, 2003). [T A HEHENSCk i 1) &
WAL KR T 52 ik L 25 BR 1] o ) 7 bR NSCIR
FRERFRAR, 3 WIBE (LN TCvX i R A A B 1) 75 2 5
H WAL SR TS S ATEER, S B
1 RTINS C IR B2 WU 22 BH D & TR A4 PR Tk e o s 2 2 i
o A= KR ) 75 2R (Korer, 2003). Hoch%5(2002)%F
Pinus cembra NSC& & ZETi 34 1WA 45 1 B
NSCIKFEH FAERFE R R KT, AR R FE,
T AR A A K R B R BIL A B0 A ] A IR e
HILH LR, AR AR R D o RIS 58 A9,
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P A P i 77 NS C AR % B 68 28 1 -4 2% (Hoch
etal., 2003). Kérner (2003)Z55 43 HT 1 s AR 2
Bs L AR AR M AR AR TE I G AR AR
SEANANA) SR [X 19932002448 K2 H AR K21
KA [F 28 BENSCHE BN AS, 2R E/R: BT Hud
WP E R Ab, BT T B DX A R B 2 Kb T3
FAPIRAS, AENSChE AR &, bt 7524
BT RKR[COL] R, BRI AR KA R iR HES, i
IREER 7 (WG . T 5)EUR & R 51 R iR H
TG BNIPR ] .

[COLINE LI (FACEVBAE —EFEE LS50k T
TR A BR A 8 o 5102, 7 B B AT P AR RS A 1Y)
FACESZE R IR, SR ¥ [COTHE £550 pmol-mol ™
i B it AR T 17 40% (Bader et al., 2010), 12
WA B A& 77 IR AR RR L In(Bader et al., 2013).
7t 2 [E H 44 75 Oak Ridge 9 10 4F £ Liquidambar
styracifluagh % ¥k () — 4N FACE 525 (550 pmol-mol ™
COY) TR, AT A T I35 1 24%, H
B J5 S4E S B 2 27K P (Norby et al., 2010). 5%
FLJR R AT g A2 [COL) T i fR 2E 1 M A A 1 )
BN, W T IR RIR A, AT S0
ZIR#HI(Luo et al., 2004). X—I R W EETILF
THEE R, R, B BScRZ AR gl
B, PR —FOTRMIN, A —E SR mEEY
A=K (Agren, 2008). Flik, TEFRFIRMTELLT, [CO]
T v WA 1 BRPH = A2 1 4E K (Sigurdsson et al.,
2013). #8111, KleinZ5(2016)45iE, 78t PhIb s
W ET FRVEAE AR, BAR RIS R, (HS4EW
[CO,]IN'E (550 pmol'mol™ CO,), 1104EAERRIN 4%
PR R AR FA KA R = ) T
BNE, 3K 3R BRI A A R 2 PR 1) % oK A K.
McCarthy%5(2010) &% B 5 FACE S5 HH [CO, ) N &
104EA$145 K JE KA (Pinus taeda)AE 47 & ¢ 42389 fin 2 5%
T R AR A LRI IR S . SR, B E AT
WoRTE 21002 HE[COL) T i 6 #4vii 3 AR (van der
Sleen et al., 2015)FAL 75 T i Ll B4 A (Hararuk et al.,
2019) A I AR K G E H o FIRF T8 3
et R SR AUHLE; 10 X 222 A #5249 K
FICO] T, WARAEKAZ RS RS, [COT S
A RSB SRR AR K.

&, BB RGN, AR R A A AR R D9 K T BR 1

TR BRtLs SHA AL BIREILE 1039

WD E A, WA A K i ek 25 PR 1, 1872 7K
73 PR 1) S BOR AR T o 7K 23 AN 2, TR AR AR A
215 K I BR 1] 2 Ryan fl Yoder (1997)32 H 7 /K J1 R
filecit, BP: BEM SN, KRR ARG, =)
IR, Kozl R, 1K )5 N B
WA AR ZE M I K dEdEmt Kk, o AL
SRATOCH, B FBOCE E R B A AR
L BRARAEK T JIBE K. RyanZE(2006)3E—5 16 H,
BER mg N, REWARERS. BEIG0 . EBL
I &5 77 T () VR B AT A — e FR BB G2 iy BG mxd 7K
13 BERI BN, AR 7K 7 R il BELAS SR A e R B R
AR+ i . Lin5(2018) AR IE, #%FF4(Pinus
sylvestris var. mongolica) - #1 5 A AR 2 Lt
BE MY = 3G ek, BT AE— e AR RE SRR R 1)K
a3 I (EN 1 R S 0 S I AT 1 7 N 3
K. #RiM, SalafiHoch (2009)%& K, P48 KA (Pinus
ponderosa)iZi A4 FIEF I NSCH & DL K 7 2% A i 36 fits
A7 B NG 5T 3 BE AR w38 b v, i B S TR
LR YR aina e vae: NS Z T N v e S = N i )
LRI, EFFAR S R B e BRI, T2 HAd
FPRH 2 ARG O B I 5 SR (Bond et al.,
2007; Greenwood €t al., 2008). PiperflFajardo (2011)
it & Nothofagus pumilioffINSCI 5 A i 44 = A1 i
S PR, B A R = B S 8ok [ AL b, XA
¥R K E 2 AF . BauerleZ5(1999)45 i, 7EI%A 2%
RSO, W E RN m, BEARA K B
BEH I E A2 I00.01 MPa; T Z5 1 H <t
— PR oK # . FEBEFBAZRIHET, i
AT 240 Jf P g2 e Bt ety 7K 3 ) AL T e L A7) %
%, M B M R B R A S A K
T (Hsiao et al., 1976). 7K/ A R MAEEZ AR T
SHE—B AR, g0y 5K A KoK 45 i (Steppe et al.,
2015)0 HUEAREN, i KB A B TS 4 0 A2 A 32 PR 7T
AE A FH I R B 5] A2 ) (Bond et al., 2007; Green-
wood et al., 2008; Ishii et al., 2008; Meinzer €t al.,
2008), RIEEA PR .

gx BT, R 2 B SRR I SCRER AR B R T
B PREEAR AN IR e 87 B Bk (1R 25 20 B UK, E 23
TG T WA A K 32 R F B il (Millard. et al., 2007,
Koérner, 2015; Fatichi et al., 2019). %1 a1: vid MAKIE
WEE, MRER AR Fr GEHE T HOG & RE /) (Wang et al.,
2017), TR EE A & 2h M ASBE(Alvarez-Uria
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& Karner, 2007; Rossi et al., 2008). L& H A< T-#
IRBAEAT T B 50 5 2 50 114 ) AT 8 A A B 6
(Sala et al., 2012). {H AT A BEGE T B34 Ak g A7,
WD F T A, XA AT AT DLS 850 A 2R
KAZRAL LR PR . DR, B b4 5 R TS 3l 2 i
AR AL TR RAIRZR

2 BMBIMETHARE KBRS SKRF A
PRI

PR 38 v] el B A S A F BN, (ER
KA P AEAEINSC R B AR . AR B S5k
IR & SR — 2 Bk
2.1 HRsk

DAAE R 90 2~ , 4 2% T 5 B0 K A= K B AR
(Jacquet et al., 2014; Piper & Fajardo, 2014; Wiley
etal., 2017), nIAgJE RELHE: (1) R 5 B0 A
AR A B BERN AN R, TR AR K 25 BRI . 11
: 100% A\ LA fE34E LU A, Quercus velutinaf® 7]
A K SNSCIR B IR AL T X B (Wiley et al., 2017).
QWA NI B AR, PRI B SRNE, Bed
P BLSh A7, b e ge A K Bk . 91 2,
R (Pinus pinaster) 451 2% J5 b T4 KRR AR, (H
NSCR FEAE— AN K TR A P B -5 0 HEA AAR ],
S % E A (Puri et al., 2015). (3)H45 2k 50
WA L7 2H 23505 7K 43 FOBE Bz i, 33k i B A A 1)
TR &S o 48 s/ v e s TR RR, 28 1 A FH P
/&, 3357 40 ) T8 B2 7 A2 K B (Zimmermann &
Brown, 1974; Palacio et al., 2014), #AF|HE5)
[ (Schmid et al., 2017). #¢i/T, HillabrandZ£(2019)
X244 Populus balsamifera A\ T4 M- J5 & B, 45
RIINA A 59, BRRK s imaeR, FH
S e/ IN B S 0 B4R AR T, [EAE R,
1 ] B 5 OB A A= A [ Bof 52 R AL 25 B | A0 B 1
FR il o %1 a0, Schmid % (2017) X 4 K F A [H
[CO,](160. 280F1560 pmol-mol ") f{IQuercus pet-
raeafllQuercus ilexali it j5 I, 4 PR 4 By
AR, HAE KB AR A A S R AN B2 [CO, ] M,
FEAE KR PR A R B flh 45 PR )5 (H AR KRR
e Ak P THTAR 5 40 - W T AR G K R B AR OG, W s 6 ik
FIFH PR )

TN, B R P45 R T P A — R AL,
RIS AR AT R 25 V5 Bl BRI, T B ) P 3t 3 4
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FEANAR, EEHT I R BE II BR (1) 7 SR &t — 2D BE
A IR Sh R L, N T dERppR it 45 S5k
R P, M o6& 3 #2 i P (Pinkard et al.,
2011; Barry & Pinkard, 2013). [l 1fij H- 451 AN — 5 %
A AR A K, o] e iR A& Kz m A B #
(Quentin et al., 2012), FEE{EFHM ALK (Collett &
Neumann, 2002). X5 455 (1R B 5 40 2% 5 1
WERHAE . Mk B FEMALEKT
B, TEAT AR AT AR B DAR AR R il AL 1
O 32 5 Il i TR R NHIE A
22 T8

TEK A IHE TR, WA T 980 280 e K 25 % 14
AL, ATk SAR A e, PG &3 28 (Chaves et
al., 2009). i FrE G G A Y TRIE AR
X E)FEREF, BT RARAK . IFI (Poyatos et al.,
2013). 25 . dERF(AEK 7588 1%) B (Bréda et
al., 2006)55 A5 B 51 A WV AR A i A7 (1 Bk 17 T R
I IENSCH FEFFEE PR, T B AL K Z it 45 PR
il SR, KREMAER, TRZEGT, FMAKA
NSCHKFE R e R H 2T, HT e Rz — 2
K o3 38 e B A 4 R R, S FR AR SR S M
(Muller et al., 2011; Tardieu et al., 2011), EI/K%
T WA B FH 35 B A BR ) T B b4 & B, R
AR SZ BRI FE PR, 4 AR FH V% 30 0] Bk £ 9 6 /D
TRRBER, BT S ENSCR R, #ilhn: Gricarss
(2019) 4l 18, -3 m] FI) A /K 98 /b & 3 [ K Quercus
pubescensik 2 4= K, {HXTNSCHR L BA 352 .
Piper%(2017) AN [F] /K 73 373 _EPinus contortaf
PEEAA A K FINSCHR FE R I, T 5 arth F R A4
[l A KA, (H AR ZANSCIR FE AL o

T 5 P A B ARNS C FE AN AR B T o () 28— A
SRR &R SRR AR R A T RAdZ 8 (Ga-
liano et al., 2017). Ay [ 4 N — MK = 5™
IR (Bréda et al., 2006)8¢% £ 511 1%(Galiano
et al., 2011), WAL EZEEE =ML Bl s
NSCHEA7, M54 K =4 G = 5w g, &
K FEMAE K Z oA S R . EXFE T, T
B HERFR T A4 KHEZE, HINSCH LT =
(Galiano et al., 2017). #1: von ArxZ5(2017)7E 5+
T 5L X0 R A (Pinus sylvestris) 104 1 it
ISR BN, REBEZH AN IR ZH 1) 2 BLAE R BAS . NSCIR
JEE = A SRy X R EARAIE B T KT R
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25, g BE R, BORAK IR 2 F B it % NSC,
M F T A K INSC, b A AR K 32 B it 45 TR
il o Duan%%(2013) 8 5t + 5 %F A [A] [CO,] H Euca-
lyptus globulusZh i A= K . NSCHR 2 A T 1 52
K, EHREET-5, [COT AT A I {2 ik AR KA
NSCHEAF o T 24T Fhn I, X3k I 2
X R B AR 75 K HIUIX b E B i 2 NSC Y SR B 1] fig
5 RS [ AR A O,

=, 5B BRI B s i 2 T FINSC
FAH (Sala et al., 2010). M\ J& FEI 40 M i2E N\ H) Bz 8 0 F
H 7K A2 1) B 58 18 B 1) 3 Z 9K B K] 7 (Jensen et al.,
2009). -5k KR 0TI K, A0 R R
Fi MR = (Epron et al., 2016), IZHii#Z T %, Hesse
25 (2019)K 1 PCOL ik R B, ot 34F 4% W 4L 4,
FH T A LA 2R A i ) K 392D, Fagus sylvatica
PR IRR I =, SR TR R TRK
A 8] 5 1) R S AR TR, B0 R A A5 M ) e
Z F|5Z 1 (Salmon et al., 2019). Dannoura%(2019)f#]
T ExF84FE 4 Fagus sylvaticaliftiz #i Fl#) jZ #iz f ke
JIRZUA I T 48 AR RN, T A B (1A A B 5T
I EAREUN . TR BT R A, AT A B
B RE J1BK . 2R, KiorapostolouFlPetit (2019)
TF 7 387K X Fraxinus ornusHl J2 58 2 m 2 30, T
B A T RE IR, nTReaN 1 HHH
IR ARG R, Fe) R T R R I —
SE TG N RE T o AEAZBI FE I8 A W e 0 5 30 11 3 F
fE. Bz, T 5] Re 2 AR R &6 1 18 i ok 2
(Dannoura et al., 2019), PHASNSCHizfy, fHr
R HINSC 15t T & 1F H (Nikinmaa et al., 2013)F1
P A AE K (Sevanto, 2014), £ ™ & T i H 22 7] DA
SRR, 5IRBRYUVER, &R A SET (Sala
et al., 2010; Hartmann et al., 2018),

WA FRIE, WA REAE RS R
173, AT 545 0 5 A 2B K 2B PRI, iAot
T-(Berdanier & Clark, 2016). XFfbf A4 KXF T 5
()3 5 N T] e St eh IR <. —J7 T, T8
XF 2 (45 5 AT RE PR AR HUBT I & 22N R 2%
(Power, 1994; Stribley & Ashmore, 2002), M52
WEARFEF 5 J5 BETFE R LA A7 FINSC (Gali-
ano et al., 2011); S5 —J 71, T 5 B A A 5T 56
SERIE, MEFRINSCH iz E BRI E,
% 5153 7 (Nardini et al., 2011), M7 T2t

FIRE S BrRtLs SHA XA BIREILE 1041

5 gl KB UL, & BB R BE T (Trugman et al.,
2018). 5 ERTIA, T FPRMHIRARAKBIPLHIEFE: (1)
K435 R T LR ) 4 M 23 2R S5 4 RS AR H
TSN, FIRBA RS (2)F 5 AT iR F AL 3
TR BCAE, 3 BOR AT B Bk, 18 Bk k25
PR, (3) 5 AT AP fe s s FE T B, S2MRNSC
s, FEW) SRS (4T R AR A
PRVE B = AR e R, 3 BOR OR AR K2 ik i 45 TR
filo T AERIFRE O T WAL AL 32 34 H 502 Fi
BLHERSN, EAFRABETT.
23 KiE

R A2 H v 26 BE AN i AR A AR K ) 2
PRI R T-(Rossi et al., 2007), {EARIEBR fbR Lo A
AR B AEBNLHIAAE G, T B FER AL, PR
FIH ) FF PR A1 5 MBS (K Grmer, 2003; Li et al., 2008;
Fajardo & Piper, 2017). BrfLes REMR A A, iR
BEAR, Ot Al 2 PR IR & 25715 4ii 4 (Susiluoto et
al., 2010), &G YIHERA 2 (Stevens & Fox,
1991), KIL AW ANSCIHK EFFK(LL et al., 2008),
AERKGHFBFK(LI & Yang, 2004). #1U0: FajardoAll
Piper (201758 KB, 4NAFSEA LI ZHT,
BE kTR, AkZkNothofagus pumiliof &NSCik
FERRAR, AT AR, R A 2 A 25 BR 1 o
MEEFACESZIGH R I, [CO, 148 N 3k AR 28 Wi 7%
H-FA%HH . 2F(Handa et al., 2005)F03h F AR 20234
K(Dawes et al., 2011, 2013), #t—BiE ML A
A2 R L2 B

SR, A WE 5T R BUAE ) K 5T 8 (Rossi et al.,
2008). ##(Alvarez-Uria & Korner, 2007)55 41 14 K
X5 °C PARFEA FREEIIE M RE 1T He i e
HIHEELE0 CHIS CHF 43 2 H G R TI30%—
50%F150%—70% (Korner, 2012). WangZ5:(2017)fE )
I AR TH FB AR R << [ R i (B Bk 1 il 4R T
i, R ] 5 R [CO  FU AR, e KR A i % 42
fe, AT S B 2R () e KA . ARG Rl
WOREE A E R AT RE ST, CARACRB AR [F) 4k BE 4
HE R AT Y (Cavieres et al., 2000; Wang et al .,
2017). BF] FH PR AMB B DA A s AR B FH & 30 (1)
PR A1) 7 T e B A 25 7% 20 1 BR 1) (K Srmer, 2003), A
AKIEIC, NSCHKEAAE#H T 5 (Hoch & Kérner,
2009), IX & 5 A A BT AR ZG T BRAL I . 48
Dolezal %5 (2019) % i, B ¥g $k T+ =1 75 TN 7K A8 L
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(Myricaria elegans) 1) - #4 FIl B A4 55 5 3 B AR, M
M. BRI T 1AM INSCIR FE TE . 35 4k, SCRF T
ik . DawesZ5(2011, 2013)JFACESZI6 KB R
Pinus uncinataft MNSCIREEH N, HAKITEER
o RHI[COIFHmmMPOt &l ER, (H2H TAEKZ
BRI R, SFEINSCEAH A,

Li%5(2018) % 11> iy L AR Z& A A NS CHIF 72 K
Bl fEAEKZ, WA b4 S0k AR s b R
YW WR T S T = 8, TR R, AR
5T R 3 2 R A, T UE 19 32 22 ) e 2 i
TEo W SEUE R AT v N R B2 [ B 5y, 3% B 3
AT IR AE R AR Y LAVE R TE AR R, RIBR A1t
AL WERFTVEPERRR FEBRAR, ol 2 A4 BE )
LI VE R A R O]V P DL AR AT B )
R, PRIVE R R B BRI . (HLI%E(2018) R IR AR
RO PERER B BRI, kiR B AT, xR B R
fELERBELE BRI R, vl VEREATI IR o] 2 40 Ve H,
RIVAR AAE At sk ) sk R AN e 7 3t 81 4 9 2 A
£, WATRERM A T A K S H A AR &3 I £ 3)
it % (Chapin et al., 1990; MacNeill et al., 2017). ifijh
R ZA G F e S 2 0] R Se RUAR R AL T
R A IS S B AR R o, GG Fe S s S et
Btk A &3, )5 #4587 3l (Wardlaw, 1990;
Minchin, 2007). [T, Bk PR ) RS0 AR 5 52
I £ /A (Landhiusser & Lieffers, 2012). AL, ik
YLK, RS K T iE L e R, LAY
IR G AT -

TR, AN [T Foh o] GG AS (8] R BR AL o
il 7R B AR (R 1 300 m) AIARZE L |
(#F#1 350 m), FajardoflIPiper (2014)%Nothofagus
pumiliof1Pinus contorta%j i & 1 2 Hufi2—-3 mE Ak,
Nothofagus pumilio: 47 & FINSC A i 3 %l 2 FE K
(FRALZ5 TR 1), {HPinus contortad: #) & FMINSCIK &
BT R ERAN . XU TT SR, AN AR IR 1
e A 22 S, 1% 22 S AT VR T AR K DAAM ) HAth B
VGBI IRIARI @, BT I Pire % e
FL -7 HE %) 55 (Field & Brodribb, 2001; Maherali et
al., 2004), A HEE 2 #6H £ 16k (Johnson
et al., 2012); WEEWFRAK AR, NEHEE
HHAT— R4 K (Palacio et al., 2018), T ¥4 H-H Ffikk
ARKATOIRAY, I RAE %A uvr, HA KR DILE
K ZEE A E B4 K (Deppong & Cline, 2000),
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AL T 2 P P 7 2 YH FE B 22 1B (Dawes et al., 2011).
Zr BT, AR BRI AR K BIHLEIE 3R (1)
R FFR G B, M ARA KRS RS (2)
IR BRI B TS B), A A AR K 52 ) FH B
fil; GYRIREEGE =5y Bk, KR A7 1 55
B/ B A AR KRR B, SRR A AR 2 B it 45 TR
fille A NI, T EAPLEZ S AR MR FH
— R B A DL S A P 5 o) AR R B TR AN 2

3 EMRERE

VP2 IREE R 722 FAEFH, 3 [R5 B A (9 Ak A
45 SR SN, i Bk ptgh SRR AR — e A
SR CAAH LAY, TR AR HE X 23 R B AR S 5 Rk
I 5 B S L B 55 738 A BBURR A o) A 2B K R el (4 AH
X} Tk (Fatichi et al., 2014). < F-BRAtes ARRA FH i
PR H B AR AR ES RIE O SRR Bl
Deslauriers%(2016)#i3E: 7EAFIREERK BT,
K43 f&Picea mariana)) i i 11K 2 73 2E 3 1)
LR PR, 77 i A LA S 4 o R 3 R 3 AR ) 2
BRI T T WBRALSS S HAIH A B HE R R
A5 A Sk A A K B i 0 2R BEOHLAR, SRS B M T 4
BRGSO AE K R R R BRIC Dh R, RN
e S A 5 1] AL

(DIRENSCHEAFTE B ETE N, e 4t
B DA 2 KRR B AR A Ik = 2 PR AR K ks
B3 B T NSCHEAE o £EAN[R] I [A] RUEE_E A
BB, SEA TN AT NSCEhAEI. B
FVER A B4k, RER ALK A5 B
AL oG &, Hd iR NG . R RAL
REFR, XOBENSCHERM. b, 2. 7
KAF, 8T B HNSCIE kLA MzEhas, i
TEBR R N NSCPEfig /71 B A2 75 Refrl, HEMIRA
WIRRARAEK . A7 BT AL -

Q)ImsEM A bR IS S 7L, RE0E e i
WIAE SRR 423 1) 0 B (R 31 2 AR R B S AR A
YIRESD). TERMAED RS, o E A7 R E R
WA 25%—75% FH T HR 28 Jo L A 1) A K R
(Litton & Giardina, 2008), $#l/&7E HIEFR5 . K5
LRI Z 0, BOARTT RN M B3R A K, Tk
BZ MRS R T 25, 2 A T AR %
AR B . AR, lin: TS e,
H R B FH 3% 3 B 36 58 X Fagus - sylvatical T Pk
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AR AE F] (Hagedorn et al., 2016). H1 -1 T 5 R
FVE S8 AR, e PR, DR s,
A B R BRI G ZN AT, B B G A ik
S RIS AC A K R 5

Q)T R ABARE . 77 0E 72 57K o AR R B
TEWEFL, AR IR KRR E KR K
AR I B K. FROHEAER. M
kA7, LRSI AR A GG sh A KR B ik,
SR, B AT AR 78R 2 2 R 73 B R AR ALY
AR B LABR PR T S ROmE /e, AR /D S A B
XPKAyIEH . S AR BT ERER,
TR A R A e o BRI 7 S Bk PR A 2 M A
ARAR AN a5 R I Th e, AT e UK J1 M
(Hillabrand et al., 2019), HZ&SEM AT, K,
FESAEARIE . Bk RS, Bl H BRIk
IR ARG N, R R-/K- 7750 BB K 5))
MR AR ARSI 7T, AN
HE,
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