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Abstract; Bud bank is the aggregation of all buds that can be potentially used for vegetative re-
generation. Both bud bank and seed bank compose the propagule bank which plays an important
role in vegetation maintenance and recruitment. This paper summarized the research progress on
bud bank from the aspects of 1) distinction and relations between bud bank and seed bank, 2)
classification of bud bank, 3) effects of environmental factors on the establishment and dynamics
of bud bank, 4) applications of theoretic models (e. g. , matrix model, trigonometric function
and Markov model) in bud bank study, and 5) relationships between bud bank and aboveground
vegetation. Future researches should pay more attention on the bud banks of different ecosys-
tems, the relative contribution of bud bank and seed bank to the regeneration of aboveground veg-
etation, and the applications of bud bank in vegetation restoration and reconstruction.

Key words: bud bank; bud bank type; bud bank dynamics; bud bank model; vegetation regen-
eration.
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VA A R v B AL AR A AR X R =
LR R S e B Harper T 1977 442, 38
SR 2 A A B AR R 1 o3 A L SU bR R
IR ZE BRZE PR BEERSESSE B, A,
Klimesova I Klimes (2007 ) % 2F FEME & 4T TR,
NI B 5 BB 2F (renewal buds) (M F2F FHY)
B RN E 2R 45 RN 2F 2 2 I A I A e itk A T
EREHNFNES, XSO R H %
%, TERSERTIR R R G, 2R EEAEAR ) R
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FERYFFEE AN S A4 RE REE N T 5 IR R8sk
I AR5 B D S Wi 7 A 445 # R A 7 g 25 07
T CEE K, 28 e o o PEVE FH (Hartnett et al.
2006) . i, FEAY 3 i R 2 PR AR R F A
BERI R A 77 7 e £ 2R R (Dalgleish & Hartnett,
2006,2009) , 12 99% LA 11y 1y [ =5 FF H 2F FETE 1
(Benson et al. ,2004 ; Benson & Hartnett,2006) . [d]
N AR T 2o R 2 R P 2 A i R X
JBCHC KR ST HUAB R 8 2 I, 3 T 6 AR A 2 A
N7 (Dalgleish & Hartnett,2009) , 7E— 254 i A=
BE Y S M5 7 2 (Eckert et al. ,1999) ,
VLZF AR VB AE P 58 ISR B A S8 . ] L, 28 8
W TCIR R TEBRIE F I e S bR ] vh #f 2 R
S ARSCNZE R 5807 PRI DI 5 1R 2R 2 RO
GEIT RS e S e B A Dy T AT U A B4
DU 28 PE R AR SRR AL S5

1 FEEMTENXISEKR

ZEPE AR S — AR KT R ME A FEAE B 2EH
SR RIS Ay T A W AR (3 3 i TR IR
ARIBHEAB XA, ELWT . )R, £
BOE b A7 AR B B — A
Bl TR ARG BT v — 382 th T A AR AR
PR R T T, RO RERRPE T J5 Fh 7 — 2 1Y
FAFTATREWT AT BUHT AR bR (2725 55 55 ,2008) , 4K
1M, ZF s AEAE 5 Bk BUEAROC , 2R ITE A (UK
TR IR T A FUER A T BT (3 R
B KRR ) TN 2 19 % 2 ( Latzel et al. ,2008;
Dalgleish & Hartnett,2009 ; Evette et al. ,2009) ;2) 7
it o P AR AS [FIIAF AR 3 22 5 K W]
IREAELL I, UNWE % ( Nymphaea tetragona ) ; 58 B X
REAF G JL R B JLJA, a0t 4% ( Populus tremuloides )
(Moss,1938) , 2R3 W 55 B AR 45 B Y 77 i A
5K, SRR Y HAB AR AL OC BRI, B4, my 1L R AR
( Rumex alpinus) BIMSZEFF A1 20 4FLL L, = A 1)
PRI ZF 1Y 77 5 AR 22 A AR R] (Klimes, 1992) 53) 1k
HRALH 5 F0 € R AT LA BOR 7 F 28 70 IR HIR
( Anderson et al. ,2001) ,BRILZ AN, 2 ARIR A 3= 2
2 T AL SE 0, T2 (4 A= 25 00 I 2 S A
AE A BRAE—LE TP BR 1 T 8 %+ ( Tuo-
mi et al. ,1994 ; Aarssen, 1995 ; Arora et al. ,2003) ;4)
YRR Ty BT AT OB T A A A (XL K
Wi Bh) HEATIEREES YL (Cherry & Gough,2006) .

G —BERERR Y 25 (TN 25 B BEAR 25 55) BT
BRI REY R #E 25 ( Combroux et al. ,2001) ,
ERFHR I3 2 MO T 36 A 4 B A LA A A AR JE
PRI B AR XA PR 5) S5 RS R, M T
JE 2P M EAR A B O R AR A S RS AYANF]
AR RAS S, AL 1 ARE Yo B AES RS
R S b AR B A SEPE AR (Lopez-Mario et
al. ,2000; F AH%: 25,2003 ; Allessio Leck & Schiitz,
2005 ; Cherry & Gough,2006 ) , i 75 LA 245 A B A
Yoy A S FR G (AN R B D) | AR Y SR
FAKHS T 2 )% ( Hendrickson & Briske, 1997 ; Vesk &
Westoby,2004 ; Dalgleish & Hartnett,2006) ,,

2 FEMRAE

2.1 FPESPR

H A SCZF R 2RI SEARXS 80 . 7 e AR
2R (1996) AR 2 19 3 A A6 B A AR ZE 2 R 4
BET 27 AR ZE 2R AR 25 FIR 25 Tl < it A9 2
SYBEVT I ON BRI EETT AR AYEF S Klimegova il
Klimes (1999 ) HR4f6 28 % A= &% B 09 AN [DRE 28 73 1 21
Ze ANPRAR HRZE BEEFAE AT AR R 25 R0 K AR N ]
R 1 AEA ZE (annual buds ) F1 22 4F 4 ZF ( perennial
buds) ( Barrat-Segretain & Bornette ,2000 ; Tolvanen et
al. ,2001) ., M5, Klimesova il Klimex (2007 ) £ i
PN EIIUE Sl ki Xy = S eI L TR o G e
B YERES) IRBR Dy SRR S 3 K KA
Ve TR PRIV AR 2 A (32 1), e o k2
FEO AT Ay E AR, RN Y 3 B )
FHh T —4F2E 48 B (pseudo-organs ) 5 7K A ZF JE K
ZAEA S E B, IR AAE Y I T SR gk
ZF AP T Z24E AR M2 0 20 4 T 25 I
A ECH A PR 2R i A i) e AR 2R BT AR AN
FEH, A 20T R R R g S, — M R
AT REF] ) BAT 22 b 28 RS A X R TAE ) 9 AE
TG Y AT SRR DL R 0 A0 B ) AT 32 45
2.2 HURET5  ABURE o ]
2.2.1 FEJFRYTEIC X ZF P A BT AN A 7 vk
AL MRETT I, RZEOZAE XS W it 47 42 1
TR U R M B AR RS TEAE R LB
PUEEEE Ty 2T kg G T R G HREFBED LI —
HRIDCR T AT 1 5 AR o, TEAE B
INHTE BT BCRARG , 1T HLR SR PRk R
SNPGRS iy N S RE i RS G YN T S
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R1 3 FHEBIFERHHE
Tab.1 Characteristics of three bud bank types

2F PR T ZF R AR Bl PisaE PRI Ty

KA % g & LS UINTINZEZ 7N

Ak B el A ETE AR 5 T IRHE | [ PR A
e AN E ANHiE g A 75 SRR

BAE51 A Klimesova A1 Klimes (2007) ,

(k4 ,2003) o AT SR EBUBASTCIME R 42 H AR
BEJ R (M LR 4, 2004, 2008 ), 3 Fft 5 12 B (i
AL T B AN ] AR /NI T 28 BBURE A B B e
PRIGOL . TEXTRRARZE PR GE it 2 SR FHBEDL AL
YBURE V5 O ) A 28 i R/ (b B AFE AR R 2
2001) . SEBRERAERE AR, BELR AR O A S & 1Y T
B HBATZ
2.2.2  FEJTOR/NVHUREERS ] FE 7% b i R &
22 R IR AR e 0 1 S /INVRE D7 B DR V/IN T 28 T 8
JE H 132 SR B 0 R MR K A [ A 0
ZF PR R IBURE R/ AR AR SE BRI S 2 . Bilan, 7EdE
S 5 8 SR PR R RO BFAE P11 25 cmx25 em 0
FEDT V8 A B 25 % T O (2450 £231) 2F - m™ 1
Benson 55 (2004 ) % HE 07, M ERE R
10.5 cm R R 15 em, 7 [F] — M X 7 A 7R 258 15
EE R (1830+330) 2F « m™*, B& /N T Dalgleish Fl1
Hartnett (2006 ) i A 45 8, X 7] G2t T/MEJT
FEAE R 1Y 158 22 38 LAY . 76 A RCF it 42 i 15 22
( Kalimeris integrifolia ) %f J2. % L i P A P | Yang 45
(2003) K HH 50 emx50 em FETT, 455 (566. 3 +
136.5) 2F - m™, FEA S TR DX PN ZF R A R
TR 50 /I g AR 0 T 01 2 % 114 85 8 B AB AR R/
AT GRS

2 PR VR A (1) S A I B] — A R ) B AR I 2
S AR ERI L SOR T, XTI R
HRAEA R A A ZE AT I B IBURE o T AE 28
B, T IEE BT AR, 15 2 2 A7 AR N ] ] BE 45
B, B DALk e T 405 e — S I N BORE
(Klimegova & Klimes,2008)
2.2.3 FIEEBESE FIEEESNEEMEY
AR BB [ T A AE 22 5o AETHEO R 27 PRI, X
T B AR 2R B 02 S b 2R i A R R
TR R, M4 P RLRE ), R 2 BF A T A8
PRILTR , T S0 AR AR B 0 A it v O T A 301 B 1 R
THECZE ) B & ( Dalgleish, 2007 ) . Hendrickson 1
Briske (1997 ) 4§ 1% T4 _F 28 4 4 10 L 45 4 4>
DI 1) BT AR 52 ) RIS 5 1 25 3) i

I ;4) T BER 2F . (HA ALY b3R5 JF A
FAAEMCZE (Mueller & Richards,1986) , AT LL7E PR Hif
T XF S 0 18) AE 3 s RRAE AT A I T AR LR
UM AE . X T8 22 e BERE W 0 e, AT AT CLO -
PLA TEFERIY S Bk LEDA 48508 e itk 4 7
KECT f# (Kleyer et al. ,2008 ; KlimeSova & Klimes,
2008 ; Klimegova & de Bello,2009) , {H 33 S5 48 AL
EEXTHRRRAE X ZR , BEAE, Kleyer 25 (2008 ) AR 5 2
géotop: A& i K N S N E o (T VA R O
<=10 ¢m,-10 ~0 ¢m,0 ¢cm,0 ~10 cm,>10 ¢m 5 4>
JER b AR B - -10 ~0 em BYZF ELAEH]
T b AR ERT, T <—10 em 1) 24 PR EFR R
A AR A R R T 3 h | 252 35 20
PeIG CHE K ) AL BFAE ) | 33X S8 25 A 2 & LU
whFe AR, PR, O T S A b A R A AR T
PERYRE ST, PR AL I3 N 73 J2 X 45 B ZF AT 4e 1

3 FEMRHARE

3.1 BTN TR

3.1.1 FIRE ShWi R sR B 2F P Bh A
TEWRRHEALY) Gentianella amarelle W, F5 % 10% 1)
002X 43R A5 i To WY S 52 ), B B 509% 1Y) T2 1
B & A2 JE 43 B W7 & (Huhta et al. ,2003) , 36 B 3 J&
R S IR 5 B T (2 2R R W K, 3 — S5 TE
fb AT Hh 75 2 T B8 IE ( Tolvanen et al. ,2001 ; En-
right & Miller,2007) , Dalgleish Fl Hartnett(2009 ) X}
b 3 e IR R A R B 28 25 A ) X HE RS e B« 7
AREC Sl IR A5 53 bk B0 B {E 28 2 b 2R
B s TEAE AR B b S R ICR N 2R TP 2R Y
Bk M BRBCE R AN R, X BN R 2 Y
ZEPEXS SR B B[R] e Ah R A R AR
PHAY A BE (AN ZF R DR PR S ) R s IR
X HE 5 R ALY Phalaris aquatica % JEH7 K B9 52 10
ZE LR 5B RRH( autumn-spring rest) A Lt , i%
ZEIUE (continuously grazed ) 8 ZE AR AT i bl 5
i E WD (Lodge ,2004 ) , MWHLEE 3R 43 U B T &1 i
JFESh W IR I 25 PR A i SR, T Sh R
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SEFC S B N 2 —
3.1.2 ckbE AE—SELlEpE BAEAEY A ER AR
RGP (IR | KB T 28 PR R/ 2R AR
WG A A SRS I Ty LA S o BE 77 AR A L, It
b, KIGEIE 3L 28 PP T 43 BE 1) B0 285t A R b 2 il o5
B G A T, AR L 56 BORE R Benson S§
(2004) BEFE 125 T 2 FhAS[R] BRI (R34 K obe
HE G 20 4 AR — ) BY MR I, 45 R & B . 55 4 20
AR KRR — U LR [, e 47 B8 0 B M TP OR R EF
JE e W S A v, (R A AR i) 2 PR SR AT, AT
TR T AR RIAE RS Ry, AT L, KOs 5 i A 56 v
B SR ) 2F R B S I — S B
3.1.3 KNL fERIEREAEY) N AR MRS RS
H R AR i A A K S A R SCHE R R it
JK A o BR TR A SRR Y T BOK AR B
b DXAE ) 25 P 1) 5 DI K T T YR DX D
( Combroux et al. ,2001) . HUK, /KN XY 2 FEFE
LA AFAESE I | AHA [] A= 355 BAE ) 1) 28 % K 57 1)
W N AFAE2E 5. Srutek 25 (1997 ) FUWFZE & B, B &
MR KA B T 5, SER ( Urtica dioica ) MR ZE T 53 BE
AR R B TR DT KA ) AR TR
( Myriophyllum spicatum) H , fIlx /K47 (0.2 m) 453 BE
BB S T E KA (0.9 m) 143 BEEL ( Strand &
Weisner,2001 ) , ¥ HiAE ¥ /N 22 ( Deyeuxia angusti-
Solia) WA ZEBIHIZN (Xie et al. ,2008) , XLEHFFE
FEOCERA R 73 BERCER RSN B XS 28 2 R/ x)
PNV SRS S 2 7 S ol L 1 R A
LB M2 FEDE R BT Z 8] 7] BEAFE— N IE ARG
J:Z& (Hartnett et al. ,2006) . X J7 1 B 55 18 40 %
BRZ AR NI G IRHFFE I
3.1.4 LHUKGMETR  HHEAENT Ok B
FRAE) 5 W N 2F RIS S MBS, Dalgleish
F1 Hartnett (2006 ) 7F 1t 35 5 i (9 ifF 5% 38 B, Bl 4 %
KIS 2 MR 2 R BCRE R BTt TRl 2E
AT A T IR A2 ) R R o B2, RN BRCF IR AR 22
ZULIKIG ,ZEHL (Leymus chinensis ) B4 BER 2E50 5 +
SRR IPIROLE ARG, AR AR A 3B K R
TR BRI R 2, GO BET AL RZE T Y
2 3| KA (Wang et al. ,2008) , X 15
FE AT LASE 3 45 2 R O Jr R A A PR
EHEE TR (NP AF) TR 52 00 25 4 2 A 3
B —EERER, 13T N A AR R IR IR B &
#9175 & K 2 ( Tomlinson & O’ Connor, 2004 ) , Dal-

gleish %(2008) TEXF2 MANEREREEEHEY
Sporobolus heterolepis F115 % J& ML) Koeleria macran-
tha AT N YSINESEE 5 A, AL S, heterolepis HRZEZF
R FEE N S Brsg i, Sk, 2L 28
%) K5 B i A TR IR 0 B T B 22, ) R AR
( Rumex acetosella ) ( Klime¥ & Klimesovia, 1999) | ¥
I K EL ( Euphorbia esula) (Mclntyre & Raju, 1967 ) ,
BAS TR Wy ity e 1o o BE AN T] T AL 3 2 A 7 R 0
2 2 A ORI A A R Y

3.1.5 OGERANEGIR MBI O ERSE)
SN 2 RS Jr A 2l 28 ABLAS [) Az 3% B 40 % S ot
PEIAEE I N AN A, Dong Ml Pierdominici (1995 ) X
3 TSR] A KBRS R B, 3 M) 2 i Bl i
OB ' HEE 118 8 5 T 1 A ELAS [i] A K B ) A )
k2 B 7 0 ) b YL N O T S
Y)') ) 5 L (Agrostis stolonifera) W 2F W & e 22 5 1M
T[] I 225 by ) ) 25 R0 b T AR 25 A0 A ) ) o AR
( Cynodon dactylon) ", i I 2 (¥ & %\ 35 55 T Hb
T2 TEHL T AR ZE R Y PE B 5 7L (Holeus mollis )
H RER I3 24 TARBRRZS . AT UL, AN [) B2 25 i A
FHRTBEAFAE 22 5, T b F) ) =25 1 0 2 AT R Jl it
WA= A DA R 2 06 RE FH TAE G, T T AR 25
RZF EEAE R ACEE R IR b 2R PR R b SE
Hiy b AE A AR EERT

JERT (L1006 It ) X —LERE Y 1 2 R A
—SE LM BN [5] B AR 0 X 6 BT %) T 1 A A 25 5
1) 205, Z0CHUAR I BEM i) ZLFE 5L ( Schizachyrium
scoparium ) )25 R 5 A, T AR 45 2 T00 3 A0 3 ( Mon-
aco & Briske,2000) , 2) L4l ), (Rl A2 i
TRA 2247 AR RS W) S 0 1) JE 5 ( Eragrostis curvu-
la) 7T BERYTE I ( Wan & Sosebee,1998) . 3) i ( £1
G = MEELGLE ) T AN RE B He 52w AE ) 28 122 A o) BE Y
Ak T A O A W G R B R OGT AR
AN L 43 43R 10 Tk B Ok U A W)y BE Y AR Ak
(Tomlinson & O’ Connor,2004) ., ¥ FiX L4 A
AR IR

VA 5 JRE ) 28 P B 2 B 52 W A 4R 08, A7 ]
IR G L K, AL 28 P2 DR/ N B A T A v 1 3
i & BB a3 (Evette et al. ,2009) .

A UL PR R XA ) 2 P S e i 9
SN T T B B 2 X A (] PR ASE PR 8 e
ifii e = A [ R E] ( Dong & Pierdominici, 1995) A
[F) A= 358 75 R R A2 35 R G Y LU ST 9, oAb, IR
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AR
/:_Enlk%%%/b\

IR 252 A0 R 0 3 25 1 N FE AL R e i A5 7 i — 2D AF
Foo SEbr b A TR 2 RS AR R — A
A4S R TEAN ) A2 25 R 9 v AT RE 52 i) 24 12 2 1 B
B CEER FA—FF, i F b AT R S IR
F1k & ( Tolvanen et al. ,2001; Huhta et al. ,2003;
Lodge 2004 ; Dalgleish & Hartnett, 2009 ) , 1 7E i 3
HAT e SR KA 1L i 25 Y (Strand & Weisner,2001 ;
Boedeltje et al. ,2003; Xie et al. ,2005; Xiao et al. ,
2007 ; Xie et al. ,2007 ; Li & Xie,2009) . S 4b, %)
T B A= ) 2 R PR AL PT BB TR 29 28 FE Rl 191
T TR A PRI AR 2R ok D, 2P S A 2 2=
TIPS Y S TR B TR AR A B A R
(Klimegova & Klimes,2008)
3.2 ZFEAEAY

HT FASBRUIESE AT DL g r A 25 2 A AR
R, —~HLOR AR ER ML, Belling-
ham 1 Sparrow (2000 ) %& T 7+ AR FIVE R BAEIER T
TP AEAS ) TR0 A e Bz, & & 1T Belling-
ham—Sparrow (B & S) #& A  TA A 78 H 2558 B 1 4t
T Y S E Z W ECORE R T S,
Klimesova I Klime3 (2003 ) ¥ i AL 12 H] T 24 4=
FAREY)  RUITE D SRR TR A K2
S A B 2 o BE AR M 1 5 TR T 0 B R o R
REYESET A58 o R O A7 5 AR A 58 AL
P, AL, B & S HRHITE ZAE A FAMY) h b B
—E WY FHE

TEHL FARRRZ PR 200 TP , FE Y BRHK
T 1N P EAF 25 2 ( Benson & Hartnett, 2006 ; Dal-
gleish & Hartnett,2006) , BLAT, 435 {4 (iR BE 7K
O3 AR AE) A RE Y A 25 ZF W &, Benson Al
Hartnett (2006 ) & 81, It 3% 55 5 5L KR8 2R AL
X ZE R ZE I BE T 37 A S0 ST 0 T 2 Y
KHES . M, Choczynska Fil Johnson (2009 ) iz F
SRR Sr iz ALY 1 56 U R M 3
P (0TS BB A Y (Andropogon gerardii) , EVE5 %
¥ ( Sorghastrum nutans ) MK # ( Panicum virga-
tum) ) MU T 2RI AR AL, 45 R R TR & 5 K Be, +
SR o A R R A T S R R R 7E R S 2 em
i, TR CAR T2 BOEIRE (60 °C) . RIH &
AT BOLIR BE R IR A 30% AR ZE 2R REAA IS T
R, U KCBELT- X L T 2R PERYSE AN R, TS
Benson £ Hartnett (2006 ) [ A 45 R FEA—F]

IAD A% FRAESE (2005 ) TEATTEAN BT T a8 AL B

) PR BT S IR 25 PR 2= Sh ARy, R T 2R
RRAY 300 gk 2 U 1) 2 7 AR T B AT e e 2 A ) 2
TN, IR E BB BERT ST T P AR 2E
(74 B R A b S e T M B A B R . Mail-
lette (1982a,1982b ) iz F A PRI FY T ERAME ( Betu-
la pendula) 2 PEWIIG K LB SIS, WG, B51A
T =K% SR 0] R ( Markov ) B8RS L K 6 4 18 52
TBCRE 3 A 25 X0 2 R B A8 T 53 BT (Maillette, 1990,
1992)

PRI RIETY, A F500 & o PR A 2% A T 2
MIBNAS ARG A BRI 5 5 ok T R i 7
(Morton et al. ,1995; Vesk & Westoby,2003; Vesk et
al. ,2004) ,fHH FTAFTE B ) B MR B AN, T3 K
A SRR R BE
3.3 ZFPESH BAEBIIOCR

TEVF 2 U Z A Y A A RS RS
H, G DTS A R O 5 o A T O T 2R I
FEILSE B RERL 22 KR TS 99 % HAE 4% 58
KA ZE, RA AR 1% BIREHOR A F¥ % (Hartnett
et al. ,2006) . H— LA LI, LLZF R AERFAE AR
B R REAE A B AR BN R K TE R Bk
HA W) A3 1 s AR, 0 AR ) 18 X ol ) S 1
TR T EI R T LA A Fh 1 R R4 T 4 A
PR A, ELsk ol SR s A ) R A % S 44
KJper 38 B35 N, Hendrickson 1 Briske (1997 ) X}
At 241 TR R A A [ 38R B BeAs ) 25 R i oY
FE Y, JCIe 2 R TP A 22 B BB AR Y Bouwteloua
curtipendula , 352184 J5 S A W) O 3R R TG RE R AL )
Hilaria belangeri , & 25 7 I A8 8% 58 &R 5 B8
F M, H H. belangeri WZE MG . ULIAAE
WA 7 1] 5 R ) B 28 ) 7 i SRR A OG, 2R T
AT TSRO S E . X T F Y R AT
FIFASRG, RS R i,

4 B =2
4.1 AFEESRGENBZFER
TEVLZAE A A N E RS RS,

ARFFIEHEARFSAEY) R LAyl 3R 28 (A=)
FERESE T A5 R 7 T o 4 % 2 S 1 ( Dalleish
& Hartnett, 2006 ; Hartnett et al. ,2006) ; 7E AT AN
TR R G, Wb b 28 P (BB Ab T 3
FHA7 (Maillette, 1982 ; Bellingham & Sparrow ,2000 ;
PIBAFRIFR R 2,2001) o H i EF X 4 Ak A 2
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BRGUEFFER/DRATT R, ZF A ] BEL 2 1
OHTE R ) 3 27 20 ( Galatowitsch et al. , 1999 ; An-
geler & Garcia,2005 ; Ferreira et al. ,2009) , H It AJ
W, T AR A R G R 22 5, 2 R I s FIAE
WA, A4S RG PR ALY
17, VP2 [ RUEAT T e, e AR S R T,
S22 B 7K ST B, HE P o] e 5 DR 5 2 P RO B S
H R A SRR s 7E SR IR MK A AL 2 P
K 2 BT AR AR A S5, IR B IX S X 4 T
M AESFENEREE,
4.2 ZFPEFRP A FEXT b F A R SR A T DT
- PEFNZF 253 ARG FE ) 2 FhoASIR] i A 58
TS | S AR o0k PR T 355 1 RE ) AR I A P Y
AEFETERE , 25 PR 5P PE RN L OF 5 A Bl T I i
Z\ b BRAFEAS [ R A A 5 A 5 P ) BB A AR o
G R (R A 2005 ) o I 1 AR
FAAEY) FE SR E R TR IR A AR, AR R RAR
TP LATCHE AR AR B, AR, 2 AR AR
FE )B4 A 7 A R 1 i A B B v L EOE
i 2 A R AE R 1 e AR 2D (Allessio Leck &
Schiitz,2005 ) , 3% 1] AEJE: H1 T4 1 52 22 1) 5 4 ) i
B ( Amiaud & Touzard, 2004 ; Aarssen, 2008 ) , Hif
LN TENME S S U L Ui R e S A TTE S
RS USRI U R R N N & e e
TR S KN FhF R SIS R MRS
b EAE O R AR RS P D RE R
J 734 LA S Rh 5 PEAE AR s A AN AL b i3 SRR I
Z 70 (A EA,2009) , SR, KT 2 05T
BRNFW . BIRA L 57X TS (Aber-
nethy & Willby,1999 ;47 f2 3£ % ,2005 ) , {Hif AN 1% 5
Ge, [RIS T PR AN ZE PE Y RN AT BRAR R G P b ot
A VRN T B A Iy R AET A VE 2 WA A i 2%
1R 230 3G T E ( Eckert et al. ,1999) , I, 4=
Yyxd otk BEAE (25 ) 4R ST A T BE s B, X Fh
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