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Abstract: Foliar water uptake (FWU) is a phenomenon in which plants absorb and utilize water through the
“reverse transpiration” of leaves. In recent years, FWU has always been one of research focuses in the field
of plant ecophysiology due to this physiological process exists in the plants of almost all ecological sys-
tems. FWU plays an important role in the water and carbon balance of plant individuals, communities and
ecosystems. Along with drought increase caused by global warming, it has attracted much attention. For
this purpose, we summarized the number of species in each family with FWU phenomenon researched at
home and abroad, and the process of FWU and the main factors influencing FWU: (1) external physical en-
vironmental factors that lead to an increase in the air relative humidity or a decrease in the soil water po-
tential due to rain and cloud; (2) the effect of leaf epidermal structure on water penetration; (3) the internal
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structure and material of the leaf which can change the leaf water absorption rate and flux during the FWU
progress. At the same time, we further summarized the ecophysiological significances of FWU, and sug-
gested that FWU is beneficial to the growth of plant through improving the water potential of leaf, increas-
ing stomatal conductance and accelerating photosynthesis, etc. In addition, FWU can also be transported
into plant roots as well as surrounding soil through vascular systems to improve water balance and pre-

serve water and soil.
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Table 1 The families and number of species in each ecosystem involving FWU researches
LR RGHTY FWU I (AH G & BN R R A e Wk
=Y HLES AL EL (Ericaceae) 45 Moser%52016
RS RS B Rl (Altingiaceae) 15, V42 F}(Araucariaceae) 1. 2k Fl Boucher 1995;
(Aspleniaceae) 1. HEA Rl (Betulaceae) 2Ff . H1R}(Cupressaceae) 1 Berryf1Smith 2014;
. % E % AEH(Dryopteridaceae) 37, 7%} Fl(Fagaceae) 15, 47%% LaurfllHacke 2014a;
Fl(Malvaceae) 151, #AF}(Pinaceae) 45, %7K} (Rosaceae) 15, 1 CassanaZ%2016;
HiFH(Salicaceae) 151, 3 FH Woodsiaceae) 154, JL 187 Schwerbrock Al
Leuschner 2017;
Schreel%5£2019b;
X ¥ A7 452020
P I =T = 7 7 1 Bl (Annonaceae) 17 475 F(Aquifoliaceae) 1. FLINIEH Ar- Ohrui%$2007;
ERNRENES aliaceae) 4%, K[ 14 FH(Asparagaceae) 171, %§F}(Asteraceae) 351!, Goldsmith 2012;
ARG AR Betulaceae) 171, K ZLRL(Bromeliaceae) 171, L Fl(Celas- EllerZ:2013;
traceae) 1P, 4:5E 2 Fl(Chloranthaceae) 151, 4 IH-#4F}(Clethraceae) Gotsch%52014, 2015;
17, B3R Clusiaceae) 271 & #EHFEL(Cunoniaceae) 2F. Cycla- Eller%2016;
ntaceae 1Ff1. FLHYAEER}N Ericaceae) 2Ff. KEL Al (Euphorbiaceae) 151 Goldsmith%$2017;
72} RH(Fagaceae) 351, #EFl(Lauraceae) 8%f. 4% EFH(Malpighia- Boanares%52018a,
ceae) 4. BFHFFH(Melastomataceae) 12Fh. #iFH(Meliaceae) 15} 2018b, 2019a, 2019b
Bk iR FH(Myrtaceae) 170, 25K FFH(Nyctaginaceae) 157f. &3 AR}
(Ochnaceae) 1F1. ¥AF}H(Pinaceae) 2F1. FEALFH(Primulaceae) 3Fi
Rl (Rosaceae) 17, PRl (Rubiaceae) 371, & XU Rl (Sabiaceae)
3Fh. o T FHSapindaceae) 17f. (LiffiFk(Sapotaceae) 2Fh . ¥ AF}
(Simaroubaceae) 15f. 7iiFl(Solanaceae) 15, 1LIHLF}H Symplocaceae)
1Fh #B#FH(Tiliaceae) 1571 #RALFH Winteraceae) 1F#, F74F
P RS RS B3R Fl(Acanthaceae) 171, M Fl(Anacardiaceae) 27, J7THEE Meidner 1954;
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(Apocynaceae) 1. Ki§ 2R Araceae) 3Fh. X Fl(Bignoniaceae)
1. MU FH(Burseraceae) 2F . K FH Cannabaceae) 1. FJAJ 4=
%l (Chrysobalanaceae) 27, 3% £l (Clusiaceae) 1. f# 5 T FH(Co-
mbretaceae) 1F. 5 5 R}(Commelinaceae) 171, % % £H(Dryop-
teridaceae) 1#F. #1:J5F}(Elacocarpaceae) 154, Kk FEl(Euphorbiaceae)
2%, TR} (Fabaceae) 2Fh. FEeFl(Lecythidaceae) 351, T EH
(Lythraceae) 17, 47 F#}(Marantaceae) 15/, *%F}(Orchidaceae) 5Ff
T £k AL (Phyllanthaceae) 151, #IHEl (Piperaceae) 15, i}
(Sapotaceae) 2F1. FFEEH(Urticaceae) 1, 23754

WL Anacardiaceae) 171, PJEEH(Apiaceae) 151, KIT4F}HAsp-
aragaceae) 2Ff. %%l (Asteraceae) 15f. /NEER}(Berberidaceae) 171,
#1787 %l (Combretaceae) 171, 5t KFH(Crassulaceae) 9. Kk
(Euphorbiaceae) 3Ff. = Fl(Fabaceae) 15, KAFl(Poaceae) 4F.
finFH(Solanaceae) 1F#, F:25%

Vi FH(Amaranthaceae) 247, JETTHEEH(Apocynaceae) 151, 45FH(As-
teraceae) SF. %2R} (Chenopodiaceae) 15, H1%l(Cupressaceae) 1
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BRI T Ty
2006;
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Wu%52018;
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Pina%%2016;

Vitarelli 2016;
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Nadezhdin 2017;
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W T SRR A R #E BH(Ephedraceae) 1R, 5l (Fabaceae) 7F1.  FH#lF}(Nitrariaceae) Zs B A%2013;
BARG 2fif. RAFHPoaceae) 3Fl. 2L F}H(Polygonaceae) 2Ff . HAEFHEHPI- FEIIARKAE2018
umbaginaceae) 2Ff . #HiFl(Salicaceae) SFf. 7% AFl(Simaroubaceae)
15k, AfiFl(Solanaceae) 17, #EMIF}(Tamaricaceae) 47, PEHF}
(Zygophyllaceae) 15§, JL615
by SRR AR %R} (Asteraceae) 2ff . HEA RN Betulaceae) 2F1 . F1:AY7E Al (Ericaceae) LeytonfllArmitage
EARLED RS 3F. MFH Cupressaceae) 151 % E K Fl(Dryopteridaceae) 17, 5% 1968;
2} F}(Fagaceae) 3Ff. JEJEF}(Lamiaceae) 4% . #A%l(Pinaceae) 27} GrammatikopoulosF/!
7= {i Bl(Plantaginaceae) 17, 7K JEH Fl(Polypodiaceae) 1. ik Manetas 1994;
FH(Rosaceae) 2Fl. % ZFl(Scrophulariaceae) 25, i Fl(Solanaceae) Munné-Bosch%51999;
1R, FFEH Urticaceae) 17, JL267 Munné-BoschF/l
Alegre 1999;
GouvraflGramma-
tikopoulos 2003;
BurgessfDawson
2004;
Limm?%52009;
Fernandez252014;
Emery%2016;
Guzman-Delgado55
2018
ARMEL RS B3R Bl (Acanthaceae) 2%, fii &l (Combretaceae) 15 L Fl SteppeZ52018;
(Rhizophoraceae) 17§, J:4FH Hayes%:2020
LA RGEDD) TiAE R Adoxaceae) 2Ff . &/ FF(Cucurbitaceae) 2. 73} F}(Fa- Brierley 1934;
gaceae) 2Ff . #BkEH(Juglandaceae) 4%, Sl (Moraceae) 17, RA Breazeale%1950,
Fl(Poaceae) 2. fZEF}(Rhamnaceae) 151 %7k F}(Rosaceae) 21 1951;
F. A%l (Solanaceae) 15, % % F}(Vitaceae) 271, JL38Fh Ketel251972;
Wentf1Babu 1978;
TRk EE2014
R4 £# SchreelF=Steppe (2020) 515 2.
. __FEWU ) ZId RRIE 23 52 HoA 7K 43 A% 3B T 152, Schreel £
YA Wt atm Steppe (2020)%F H AT T 44k:
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IRy KBTI Fr A0 R 7K 35 B i B AR I P
IK AR A TS5 R B 7K 386 BE (Vesala %5
2017; Binks5$2019a). {H1F7F & N2, 8 Kew  7E
I 3 IR 7K ] 0 B AR PR, Pl PR 4 i i K
WAL 328 1 3 43 V3, FL Ky 3BT T 1, TR /K 0 o
K20, Fe e Fy ik 31| o ok 27K & (Liang55$2009) .
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Fig. 1 Patterns of plant roots absorbing water and FWU
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WBitet A RO AT 9K T EM EAAN, L E LT, kT OEATRAT®, RERRETKIAHE G F K,

% B 3 5 %# Goldsmith (2013).

AR, 2T DR B, 20 Fr R aHE
J9318], FWU B GRIEFF 42 HARTEIEAT, 7 R
Ko T BRI IE I 4R R Sis i B A (1 Ak
AL, R BT A BE )R] e 2 S R FWU X
AN A IR A AR R, B AR
FENLHIEA RHARABE T o

2 FWURIE I X &=

2.1 HNRIMEEZR

B 2 S R R FWU ) 2 22 742 (Gong
2:2019). Schreiber%(2001)I\ Jy 2425 < AH X6 i &
NG, FWUR AN HARRERE . 250 B sl
R TH R FE T v 22 AR 2 AL I T (Merilo %52014),
- 2 THI RS 9 (Westhoff252009) . WIS VA Ik
145 (1) 2 #(Burkhardt 2010) 2 48 i v 11 7K /)
gk PE, M kS L B R oK 5. Ak,
AR B R R, KR 2R R v A, H
KAKBT & JE KA K5 2 RS AR I TE
B KB R K, G 7K At 23 A I SR T 5 O
TE I A U RN B IR A S A R A IR U (Berry S5
2019).

KA KA LR A KR B (AL,
AT FH 23 SO B B RS8R 22 A IR K

KB @G R B AR AL B R <K
TRE 22, DRI G B AR 2 5 ) RS A AR A ) 2 2
RIZR 2z —o R = T i N, s R
RAEREZ P BUE R 2, K50 it 9 6
] Ah P % 2 28 Rl B B B T i
i, RAZEREZE MR B, SEORUKS
/KA iy, TS A2 <08 ZE B A F IR 2% A, 32300
FWU (Berry%:2019). [Aitt, fEfEEFWUBL A 44
Yirh, w R NI E K o g — i R B R B AL,
R R e P 8 v D 2K S AR R iR IR B
AORFRT A A5 v N D Ay 305 28 i 1 FH O AE 22 IR 2%
Hh R B s Rl VR I Y B % (Burgess Al Dawson
2004; Goldsmith%$2013),

B T 2 SO S R B AR A S 30
IKZ AN, LK PR 52 i oK. 24t
BEAb T T R BT 0, KPR,
W oG ik 5 AR e A 25 8 iz ) A 3 R OROK A
SRV REAOK FBEAC; B, 5 2P ARAE R
IKIRECE SR 2 LUB SIFWU K A), 2t
FWUSRZE fif 7K 73 il 22 ] LUK 7K 43 35 0] 12 H
2+, #h 78 3K 5 (Cassana®52016). [A I,
H A3 3\ Oy B 2R B A& = R R A A
55 A A R R USOK 73 1 BB (Simonin
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£52009; Gotsch%5:2014), Xt S8 TFWUEA Z=
PEZNASZAIRAE . LA, SchreelZ5(2019b)A) 5T 4
HIRR 1 3K LGN, FEAM R A B (K350 8. 25
M AEFWU, — 500 T i K A, HEWUR
JIHER, W 7K 4377 kiR, FWURE /7855 o

M, ARRERFHE R SEFZ 2SS
FWURT KA RS20 o 51 G0 75 44 48 a0 0 1L A 5
b R B R A B AR T TR s B A AR 1
Horp, A ERIEAS N A R RIS R R
JE 7K 4 (Berry M1Smith 2014)., 7EXFhAEE T, it
Jr PR G 2 B AR, (ELSR S K By TAE T 5
FROK AT, Y ICIE N I R 288K 7,
FWUR IS ] 58 2 #HAF EL 3B {2 (Stanton®62014)
Boanares55(2018b)Aff 7t % B, 7[Rl — x5 T4
R R I A 5 5 AR AR R AR K IR A R B H AN R ()
W IR K SRR, 150 B ) B FWU X — A2 BE D) B XS
SRR T B A B R AT
22 MRFREEHEER

—H VAR, BTN T2 R K A RN
R NIRRT 2 MR, i RndE
A L (Burkhardt %5 2012).  ffi Jii )2 (Yates £l Hutley
1995), it v 2 10 &R A4 (Ohrui 552007) . HE7K 45
(MartinFllvon Willert 2000) 17 7K FL.(WangZ£2016)
SGAEMHATROK . BT — SRR RR S ) (nHE K 28 AN
W K FLEE) F AN R B 7 W) Ry BB AE,
DR LG H A i AR S AL AR AR S FWU
() 3 238 i (Berry2$2019; Schreel%52020)., Fernan-
dezZ5(2017)TA g 22 1T 10 27 47 Joid AR 465 46 4 s 1)
2 FEPERT DR AR 2R THDAR Vi AR K BE T 350 T 1
. Rk, 2 FWURIH F SRR RAEAE R 2
J7 ), FFA R R IR -3 — 7 1, i 2 07 1
MG AHE PRI SL EE 2 FWU. A
FUUE B — MEY M FWU ] GEf 2 Rl 2 F0 45 3 11
52 K] 25 (Boanares2£2018b).
221 57

ALY 7 5 RAEAT K50 RIS #
S Py AP i KA R RN A bt U Rl T W8
I3 3 B 2 —, AL BLE E K 43
Wt (Burkhardt£5$2012), AR AL REW 7E H AR
A PR SH D 8K 2R, (BT AL

B AN EJTEIERTE, S ALAR MR B0 S5 s
FK IR B 1 B 3B (Schonherr fl1Bukovac 1972).
Burkhardt (2010)# t} LK JJIE A RS, 1A
RS B AT PE B B T RRAE M v R T AR R I
S AR RAS K, FaE S FLE e
IS ALK 53 13 2 Fe K g R
B EE HA N TR BT S, BT T
R FK A, AT AR 3 i AL R oK
(Burkhardt®$2012). Pariyar&5(2017) it — kA,
SALPAFAEM BB 7 HA S HEEESIL, R
AR HE VR . AL, FERNE AR, MR
FEAH B S FL P A S L 2E (stomatal plugs)2E 1), fE
Yt RS ALAE = T B PR B R TG AT AR i FWU
(Eller%$2013).

ALH SR N AR B R A A B T FWU
(Eichert452008). Wu%%(2018) ] F 471 4 v 55 2 30
TE P8 R 48 #4 AR AR R i R i DLRE 22 (Coelogyne
viscosa) FIEk 5L (Hoya pottsii)iX 9 F [ A= FE 4 1)
A B A B B 22 g S AL N PR
XL P AR BB W] AR FREAIS T R SR B B K M IR AE
- P9 3B 55 AIMER 2 8] 0% 2@ T8, 7K 43 0T LA
i 108 TE B R NS, T RCAT B RN IR
FWU (Burgessfl1Dawson 2004). #&1f, H1-T H #i %t
KLY AE YR 2 B A A S, 7R 2k — At
5t K ] B A e i A MU AE FW U R 1 P B B

It 4k, Binks 25 (2019a) 5 55 iF Bl S fL S FE 5
FWU B AFAE — € A oM, KSR WILE B SRR
N, BEZ MR SLEERCR A FL T B A R T iRk
Ko HHABLERIFHEL, ALK K7 BA X8R 1
IE N, Hos I AL R IROKIE R RO, I,
HAALLEFIFBORES I Bt B 5 KA AFEEECR
PZERIRZR, SEFLRZZFWUR 22 (Berry
22019),
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KHBY = A R 1H #8875 — 2 R
D T 5, AR FR I ER AR T 2 . AR R A 7
AR FHINE, R B 7K 43 Rl B A — g %K
PER A ZBOR 2RI TR Z 288, BT A i
JEXF KA BB EAE R XA 1), 2SRk ]
DL I A 5 = BB Ny (Yates Al Hutley 1995;
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Gouvra f1Grammatikopoulos 2003), i i £ Jii )2
Wi oK & B 2 RE o B S S K & 142%
(Ellerd52013).

Uk BT ZE M 3 R I K a4 A G R B AR
R S ALB R A K 8, W R 1 5T = 0 D i
HEA—wE B K. Bk, /52 S8R
(1) A1 5 J2 ) 380 B B Oy s BRI e B R OK e 0 (2
mn e S5 2013) . BRIk Ah, AFEPIF A BZE B
BALZEYE R (A0 fA B ZH A % . )R, A E
KGRI E)AFW 2 FHHBKEER
(Koch #l1Barthlott 2009; Yang%%:2016), E ifij 5 i iH-
WK BE T . BEAE) A A S A SR AR AN R, A
JoT S22 X6 7K 43 BRE 325 VD A 5 U2 0 7K 43 BB 08 1t A
2 R4 AR 4k (Schreiber fllRiederer 1996; Limm Al
Dawson 2010; Goldsmith%$2017), HTM H fH)ZE
2 Bl RS BE 0 R A 350 e, U R Z B8
0 i 188 R AR AR A, IX AT e 2 0 I R KA — 8
HI52 M (Schreiber%52001) . Burgess fllDawson (2004)
R R AL 3L A2 (Sequoia sempervirens) s 5 K
[ Fr B i S N R RO BE 2 ROk O3, It
HEW BT GE A2 T A 20 0 P i) 1Ak,
R 53 2 R RS A2 Pt T BE XS FWU A — 22 152
Mo A FE R B T A 002 3R T e A R = 4
W BT AR AR S 5 A B TR R BUA R R T SR
K AR (Koch#5:2008), PRI LHOG I Y A1 = 2
25 R ey P 2R T R M, T P R T N TR
AR 7K g3 E I £ 5T )2 S A A AR AT R P TR ARG
HTFWU kA F] (Koch FiBarthlott 2009; Aparecido%
2017). EMAERKLZ, A BARBRIKHER, %
BRI A IEAE R i B T R, R
AL T ] Re e BR | i i o ALK 4 B
i, MAERAZRFWUR) £ 2R,

2.2.3 MHRERE

BRI RGO WS 2 — .
2R Kk B AR AR 4N O F] T FWU (Grammatiko-
poulosflIManetas 1994). I 5 BRI BE 98 3G i Fr
5 Sk sy BB i AR, tH R K 2 A R O
BRI Py R0 b, gak /b 2% 1 I 14 I i 3 T
P, Ak 7K 7 B SL (R HE 2 55 2018) .- Schwer-
brockFlLeuschner (2016)HF 7% /& B v i AE #4415 B

B3k (Polystichum braunii) i) B WRAK 25 [ B 2 2 S
b e TS N, R A R 2 R
TR R AL EE L, AR RN R
T M o 3X S35 3R B B fRAA R I 7 (R 7K P #li
EE—EMEH .

B 1 B RAR S I 2 T 7K 2 48 B A AR gk A
Ah, BRI 2 AE YK 2 R 7R 43 B 3 2 T
2 —(BenzingZ£1978). EARMN T- K FB 43 b 2E A
FURHE ) I FWU B L 8 %2 (Benzing 2000). Leroy
S5(2019)%F I 22 1 % 4 B R A 1 R AR HE Y de-
chmea aquilegaf Lutheria splendensi3t 17 | AN [A] 1)
PR AR BEK . R EE K SR -5 K LA
SHERANGRIK), IR 7 BE K B RO AR F ek
REEE R L. splendensZRBLH T S 5R1)a& A A K
Ae), X ULIHARXS AR &R, L. splendens ) Fi J
v B IR 7K 73 W WA B I guRé . A, Schreel 55
(2020)F1) F 5 56 M1 7 i 71 DA K A 2 o S AL T
JZ 45 H AR (microcomputed tomography, MicroCT)
WE TR T AL AN R SR A, i B R A
TN 1L BB (Fagus sylvatica) FWU ) £ B g 45,
EAF1E R K2, Fernandez5(2014) i\ N BIRIR BT
BT RYERA L] BE R FWURISR L —. SR,
KT M BRAE B 7 BoK & &30 AR &
R oK R LG E A R — P A
2.3 MHAAEBER

IF R i 7K B AT DL FWIU PR 8 T Rr 42 1)
AT M 52 B S A 7K B BRI B,
HWoKae D%, M2 T, BAmRKEE 84
AT DL K 52 BOAIK A K B, AE il K RE D BUIR
(Gotsch%52015). HA B mififi 7K & P Fh 2 I H 2
MR WA e, H R 2R I TR . 2% ot s 55
(2013)%} B b v B [X 6 A DL i Fr Wi 7K R
FIE ST T AR S50 AR EOR, i
JrBR T, I IR OK RE TSR . KR 4 SE (201 D) EXT
PHENES 7R 73 Hb 52 b DXAEL 42 (B Wt 96 D) e ILALE PRI
2ty B ER BRI R IR AR T 2 A
A Fr R, R RO B 2 IR IR T B A

- 240 L P A 5 B R SR B R e IR K g
JIEE R REERF W T4 M K o
FEAAFAEMIE, RS A2, W4
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L P i 7K B ROR, tHR R I A I i A B K &
it oK, FLFWU R /78 5 (Boanares %:2018b). i
FIET Y 25 0 /2 AEL ) A o B 1Y) B B AH G Ay, (R
HEFWU T I HA A FEH . S AT LR £ 28 A
BE BN 2 FLIR, $2m 7 FWURY) I % (Boanares
£52018a). £F 43R 57K AH AR T BURERCIR 197
Jia, A DA E 7K A3 W ie, (E 202 0 9 7K 3 W R FET 3
% (Paakko%52007). Boanares 25 (2018a)Hf 5T 1IF B,
B AR WK I8 = i ) Fh rE F g i B h B A
2 MR, B A BRI K T8 2 1R B
BEZRAH R, R LR A4 51X W) )i a] PA
T AR B A S R T A R E 2 B0 AL
BREEFI B K M 22 5, JET RS2 FWU .. 4, /E R —
S F 43T HH,O, 78 - W 7 B v i 4 i
S B, T AE I W KGR R (R )
RO, &' R D X ATRERH THO.5E 5 T 4F
FR MG AR Z A4 R, NS
W 7K 38 B 5 vy PR A0 A LA AR IR 7K G 28 (Bo-
anaresZ$2019a).

B 7 R — L) T RE A AU #EFWU,
HH PN ZKGE TE B (AQPs) & PE 1) Tt it BE AL 2
FWU. PIPs (Jii [l N 7 8 F)IE A AQPs ) B 212K,
TEARBERE W 7K 7332 i A0 4 45 20 0 7K 43~ i 7 1D
4 #H EAE H (VR B 552014) . Ohrui 55 (2007)HF 78
LW, PIPs[P) % g Rk A3y, AMLREfR it
WK o046 =, 1 B (R IEFWU. 554k, Yan%s
(2013) % 53 I A5 W) £ B AX W0 (Tamarix ramosissima)
PIWT AR B, ok i P PIP2- 132 R 3R 1A & 2 Bl
RT3 A BT b . IR e i R R IR A
TP AR AT DA S AR A R T e K g R AL,
PLIE N AR i T AR B, b4, LaurfliHacke (2014a)
IR, e i B T FWUBATE], A5 HB
PIPsHE K ik &t 2 T iy, XA B TR A i<
AR FEBE .

3 FWUREIBESERENX

FEFWUR FE 8 B3, T i 2 AH X B 1 52 58
J5 RS B S I A 38, SIFWUR T REIEARIRN,
PRI 171 5 SO FWUAE B4 245 2 3 U IRAE e — &
FriX(YangZ52010). AR, U1 5 R AT 708 4T i

T CHT A R EVE, —BUANFWURERS A R GE
IR IR, G I /K3, (e BP0 & .
A KR B A 253 N ZF (Dawson Al Goldsmith 2018;
Berry%52019).
3.1 FWURE RIS EMEKELE
FWUEMYIE KSR AEREER L. Bk,
FWU R DLARIE — #8770 i T 78 i 3 B0 7K 23 40 2K 5
FLUR, FWURT DAREFH i . A V2070523
B WS 7K 43 T w s e AR A g AR
IH- PR 20 i DA R 3R R 200 i B i (Mlunné-Bosch %1999,
Gouvra 1 Grammatikopoulos 2003; Ohrui %5 2007),
TGN Py K H e K3 B3 hn o=k — 20 ok vk
Z A A, Bl nsg LS R, (Rt AL,
R s IR AR, 782 K BARAIE 16 E 1 T
K (Boucher%51995; Emery 2016; Berry%£2019).
Lehmann®5(2018)#F 78 1UE B 1 i v WA i) 7K 23 1
ARG IE2 s TOCEEM . ZhangZ5(2019)H
5% 1 #H ¥ (Populus euphratica) %8 ¥ H A Xk A5 121
BEAK I N, 5 BRI B A K B2 T
Feahwgmt A KK B R SRR IS
AT R, RERKZHWT RN NFWURS
T GG A A RRARAE R, AH 2 iy 2 T i
2 FECOENM 321, 7£— & FEFE b2 i
6 1EH . Gerlein-SafdiZs(2018) i 5t 45 S %
B, Be7K BAFAERE IR/ 2B 1 FH25% 7K 7040 2k, (5
[E] B 95> T 12%I11CO, A4k . Boanares%(2019b)
WA T 2R 2518 FWUXTCO, MR A fE
RSO, HE T S ZFETFWUMS] T &S
MR 78 7oK 53, XSEbr EA R T HE AL, B
HIFWU S RLIAE 4D 78 7K 73 MR85 0 & A T 22 TAT Y
— RO SR o SR, IR AP ALT K R S BE IR S
TR RAET. CHBFRERM, L3E B (Picea
sitchensis) FJFWU 2= [ #1538 & 1 88 0, o B4R =
BOAL I Fr FAT BRI B T AR A A LB 2L,
K KPR AR & 1 OtHI3R. CO, RS ATFWU
BE 77, DAARIE H PR g 1) A= K (Chin # Sillett 2017;
Kerhoulas%52020). Aparecido®:(2017)H 7 K 1,
e T B R IR T iR L, $i
R AR A PRI R0 A FH B B2 52 e TR T R B ) 5
Wi RGN e 2 EAEB] T FWUXTIE 52 7K 20 38 i 4 1
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Je e Ve A EER AT MNE, HH TR — 25
s oK EZ DA TR KB
VG

TP REATFW U RE B AR AR 0% 387K 23 (i R 1)
PR, Cist MR R IR IR, AT B iR AL A () A
KR B e J1 AT 14 55 (Burgess fllDawson 2004).
PALLAR BRI Jo 5], FWUBESEE AT B0 5K,
MNTIASE A BT 22 AR 22 (Bouchers$1995).  Zhuang
FRatcliffe (2012)%] 55 0K %E(Bassia dasyphylla)i#tiT
2 il % 45 KB AN [R5 /K 5 N OE H A 52 1)
SO0 AL B, RIS K R AFAE RGN T HR %
1) FF % 75 7K B (RWC) R Ak 5L AE W) 5. Steppe®s:
(2018) F11Schreel 25(2019a) B 5% 34 iF B ££ A7 FWU [
LT, WNEME(Avicennia marina) 122 T2 R K
HEEINR, R TFWUX HARRBAERK KT R
R H B
3.2 FWUR K5 BB EYINEEK D KRIE

TS24 T X, FWUR YR BUK 2 1)
HEORYE, K FWU T X 26 1 [X R 4 ) A A7 AR
BENICREE ., BT T 5T R X0 R
b, RIS K EBAR, MARAMEF R RSN+
39 ERELTE Ky, TIFWU RS HE 5 70 78 s 1
P A K B 2k, PRise it TR, 4ERFREAR 5K
B (Yang%:2010). [, FWUR PAFE— @ FLE 2%
i 55 X AL A B 7L T 52 M), DA T S8 ALK i 6 1 AT
1E A= B35 3l (Schreel Al Steppe 2020).  H T 7K 3
SR QAN RN R e =R 7 S o s D o AL A ST
IR 7 X AR F AR KR B 1 deE AR L AR &R
ERVR, FEAR A AT RESRAT H N K, AT — 2P
A8 Y4 K (Boucher5: 1995), IX #f 1) B ME 7G4 18
BE—PTOR TFWUTE AL E KK EMAES
T2 N THI PR 2t A o

AR, AN A B W D R X, A A A
55 IKAE R 7K G5 SR U TR AR R B2 B2 i R 15 (Gotsch 55
2014), —LEg Y 2 SR M B IR (A B 3
BRI, A TZBIEVESE), DUE N2 S AR
TR £ 7K 73« Hayes%5(2020) N NFWU 2 52 i
7K AR B R P PR £ R AR b 1) R KR IR,
RN A AL FE WY 55 ORI A e A B 7
i) e A 25 43 A1 6 [l (Schreel £l Steppe 2019), 7E

BTN, JL3E A2 (Sequoia sempervirens)idi it
I 2 SO ) 55 K CAAERE B B 2R BAR M T,
FWU X H A= £7 22 O¢ B % (Simonin%$2009). It 4h,
CUA W 70 % DLAE 3 1 3th 25 55 AR AR 1 P A A A o,
FWUTE R Z24) 5 2 15 /K & 1930% (Darby%$2016),
7E W 22 570% (Gotsch252015), & FIX| £
O17) K L IE ET R e, WE &5
(X EL JF AR S AE 4 B 2 B (Leymus chinensis) Fl K
(Agropyron cristatum)f¥]W Fr Be i A oA FH 2= <
)55 /K Bk LS 7K, PAFR 7 i LA BRI . Schreel
HiSteppe (2019) N\ ALET 5/ Ry HATE], FWUXTHA
KPR ERKFEERW, EEGHT1&
SAHIA TR ZE, W InK 1 5%
3.3 FWURBEMS B & 187Kk o F & FIk LR ¥

Laur flHacke (2014a, b) FIHF 5T 3 B - 5 0 i
7K 5> AT Ak N4 R gerh, E 2T LUg K
2+ 4% d1(Goldsmith 2013). 7E 357K 2 Bk = 1) b
X F0F 52/ R RS (] B, AR B = 55 S5 A R AR
(/N BRI H AR AR N L, HEE
REBIREEZE . MRS ERE, AR
(3R TF L1 K 4 (Loik252004), {H I #815 SHY
BHATFWU, #7FWU AT f8 55 5 A1 1ok 7K 432 i 21
3, T AE A R st 58 1 7K 4T i (Berry 45
2019). Cassana%s(2016)H F 7K [F] 57 2 7= 5 ¥ J7
UEBHFWU 12 % 21| B9 56 A2 (Araucaria angustifolia)
YIE T, ERFWUR A I % B §7 I
AL, o R B PR e AT 4, X ATk
YA GIEARRESCRA T AR EH 5
KL FHRAT K, BFHER— S

P FWUfE 77 5 50 FLif 5 (R oA E Y, AS
N B8 ROP 3BTRS . Kok 2 1 b, Ty B
4 [ 2 1E F BOAR R AR B — 2 1K T PR FF
PEFT o AR, T P R 7K e AR 7 S 1 A2 52 T
jol A A 1 B TR R (R BB A 5K —F2006) . [Tt 1
W% 7K RE 15 A ) BE 6 A RO BB R /K 5+
H v, 9D MR AR, EORREK LT R E
TR (i in552013). £5 BATR, XTFWURHF 7T
R AT DA )z ds AR AR ARk K YRR
EZANTTIH, I TERAS KRG OK LR EIX
S VE DD FIAR A Bl R e 645 4 B 2 3
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4 FRE

FWU 20388 B A HE A A B0 25 R AR 25 2 0
IR TR 2 — o R I AR RAEFWURH 9 77 THI 1)
WFFCHUAS T — S R, (HFRATTIAR FWU )
HARAT PR, A7 75 — S8 0 o fif e 110 o) R4S 38— 20
RE&:

() H T &A T FFWUNLEL RS2 T @A
FAY, T B — D AR e e 4
TEMR K D g vk 21 1 SRR FH FH A 2548 BT A
IKAFHIEEH . BRIk, 74 J5 I FL /R B e s is
ST A YRR AT AR R R T
REARFB, FFRZZRNLGEETET, DUERA T
FWURIHLEA E RN B AT

(2) B PR REFWULE R W) 8 A 7K1 B 7K 2~
FAFAESME, B THEFUM AR 5 R 3 DAY, 102
B FEFWURE N 25 FIAR 2 A A Bl 881 Y
TEALHI A2 0 R 2R, GBI H — 25 FWURE
550 LT 2 AR FRRE D), 5 i Az 48 R 40 Sk L
R F X S Rl RS B AR L.

(3) FWUMBHFL T ERAZY K. HEl ik, K
2 H0H REWU BRI E AR i 7E vy AR . 4
W 2 55 ARMAB Y RS BAE ) 56 ) LFP AR 7S R R
R Fk, FATALEITREZ A, K
WEFWURBL R & B SRRS M AES R H i
VT R i AT TE

4) FWURIBF R R TR 5y K. BARCH
BF 90 7 T 8] R B R Il T T AR A
FWUX B & 1) 5217 (Binks552019b), {HATS R 71
Y2 ARt N &R, H HXTFWUL KR B i b
AP AR+ G PR . S5 SR 5T AT DL i
7B 5 R (A 2R SR AU, K R T (A AR A R B
ARG X K A R SRR, 03— 2P
PEARAE KRB R FWUSS B 7K ~F- 17 (1) 5 1 A 5 B 22

(5) FWU& —Fh B S 1Y A B 5, 20 72
AT R R R AR S A KR B A
B X o TELAJG IR P 7K 53 AE BRI RN A 25 7K SRR
RN 78 4 % FEFWUIX — IS F2 (520, R GrHb ¥
fEFWUNHE ) AR FI A 25 R G K 5P 52
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