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Understanding pine wilt disease

CHEN Fengmao® LI Min
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Abstract: The occurrence and epidemic spread of pine wilt disease (PWD) are influenced by multiple factors, including the
pathogen (Bursaphelenchus xylophilus), host plants, environmental conditions, human activities, vector insects, and associated
microorganisms. These elements collectively constitute a complex plant disease system, referred to as the "PWD hexahedron." This
review systematically summarizes the role of these six components in the development of PWD and proposes corresponding
control strategies: 1) Pathogen (B. xylophilus): The morphological characteristics, life cycle, and distribution of B. xylophilus in
host trees are reviewed, along with recommendations for sampling and nematode identification; 2) Host plants: The range of
susceptible and potential host species, as well as symptoms of infection, are discussed, providing insights into monitoring and
sampling strategies; 3) Vector insects: The diversity, life history, and feeding and transmission behaviors of vector insects are
examined, with recommendations for the identification of unknown vectors and detection of B. xylophilus in insect carriers;
4) Environmental factors: The influence of environmental conditions on the pathogen, vector insects, and disease epidemiology is
analyzed, offering guidance on surveillance strategies; 5) Microorganisms: The associated microorganisms of B. xylophilus, vector
insects, and host pines are reviewed, highlighting their role in PWD progression and their potential application in disease
management; 6) Human factors: The impact of inadvertent long-distance spread, negative interventions, and positive management
efforts is explored, emphasizing the need for regulatory measures. Given the complexity of this plant disease system, an integrated
approach based on scientific prevention and control technologies, along with precise and systematic management strategies, is
essential to achieve effective control of PWD.

Keywords: Bursaphelenchus xylophilus; pine wilt disease hexahedron; host plants; vector insects; environmental factors;

microorganisms; human activities
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Y% M HS Larix olgensis A. Henry( M #1745, 2022) . 1%
Joi L VR 1 A 35, A N SR R b M B R
T 1999 4 & 7 B R, 51 5E 1 4 A 59 56 1 (Futai,
2013) o FE T 1982 4F B I AE R At H 1L B BB AR Pinus
thunbergii Parl. I & 90 1Z % (F2 1 5 45, 1983) . L5,
2 E TR E 2 IR 9K # (Hao et al., 2021) .
B PR A, [ AR AN R R SR 2021 4F 7 H ER &
T (A ERMA LR B E N B AR SR AT 8h i) (2021—
2025) ), $& TR R o I L s VR B A B L BRIA
J ek i TR AR MR AR 47 AT 2 DU AT Bl P9 %5 (Chen
etal, 2024) . X — L WUAT B xF F = AL F £k e By 45
B TR R HEShAE . B 2025 4, FRE S A 4R
RETE A B R R, A Z 2 EHE RN EH Y,
DX 5l [0 7 2 98 S5 AT 43 IR o X — B N  TOXE %
i E AT RGO B k. ik, AR SR A
BT AR F 4R UG 52 ) R 38 10 6 b, 2 A M 4R U
TR IR R % B RO 2 —, IR X 2 R AR A
LA R A R R E AT TSR, IR TR T
9 T DAL IO R i, L T R 3R T R A R 1
OB B R — 2 S L

1 AR BA SR R 2 BT A AR R O S 2R
EZ—

1933 4F, 3% [E 48 ¥ 9 Bl AR 52 (Link) 32 H T 3
SRR E =407 L (disease triangle) : MK FE Y

a b

RT3 AN A R AL AR H, B 1 AF E A
HLA 50 P 1% R4 DL A R T R R &
X3 R MR = MR 3 A, = 6 T AR
o B AR R R, R WA AR
S Y 2 R 5 fE EKOE (U &R NI, 2009) 5 7T LA
B 3AAN (FEWEY . AR ET =M
(3 AT, TS RUYE 3 A0 E =4 (& 1a)
(B, 2014) . “RE=/M" B LAY INERBEAR
)05 B, N E AN S &AL SR, O AE S RS
o R G &R 5 N TE Sh AN Ay o B
X —S2Br i i, 6 55 (Robinson) T 1976 4E4R 1 “
F DU AU FERE BRI R T “ A
FKFW” X4, L TR AR RE
N T Bl 3 AT AR (] 1b) G4 R 2009) .
SRS M LR MO R A e F SHAT, BT 5% £ R
JEd (P2 ) B4 . AW RSB HE A X
Ab, 5 R A B L Bl W R A iR R AR A B
B (B /NERSE, 2022; B 445, 2022) % YT AH G, X 4k
BERILE MY B SR RS AR X — A
E R 1o) . P, FAM 4R HUR R o E 21
M EZ —, B TES K24 Jrim, REs—
AN TAEAE . A0, 5t al e S B —H
FEAE . XM TE— R E F Ul ZomE A G AKES,
KA AR — 5 AT F M AT (progressive epidemic)
R
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of plant disease system
TE: a. Link J 7 =ff1; b. Robinson i % PUIHIA; c. MABTLE U/ IIH: A. 27 325 B i JEH; C. R840 D A R HG E. BB S. AR,

Notes:a. Link disease triangle; b. Robinson disease tetrahedron; c. Pine wood nematode hexahedron; A. host; B. pathogens; C. environmental conditions; D. vector

insects; E. microorganisms; S. human factors.
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Fig. 2 Morphology of Bursaphelenchus xylophilus

e A MERCHL B HERGIR; C. R SK8; D MERCR BT TALE,; E. #ERL R R ER; F. e AR
Notes: A. Female adults; B. Male adults; C. Adult head; D. The vulva of female adult; E. Tail of female adult; F. Tail of male adult.

A 5 SR, R um A d, M TR B oK A —
B BB 52 & S RESA 7R AL, Hod 1A ATHETE
L IRALFLE 2 WALE AR . LGRS IE, K5
WY, 2R o K 2 R
22 MMEREFER

FARE 2 Ho A= 35 L AL A5 00 L 4 dL(1~4 1%, 1 % 4 i
TG PN, BROEAL B O 2 % 4 HU(D,), 3 i L 4 e &) Loy
R 3 ) R 3ANBY B, TEIE EAAE R B
RYJE I, AW E A2 00 L &)y HoOR R o A% HUES R R A
AT TR B S A R R R K S
O WAL AR SN e AT R R (] 3)
(Futai, 2013), BE5H 4] 2 e 4l R (0,) B/ A9 1O 3 %
% H (1) (Fukushige, 1991; Machara and Futai, 2000) .
T VRRE A7 002 5, BETE R s OO, AT DULAE T T
I 32 DU - k0 309 9 B A B OB Tl o /) 0
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Fig. 3 Life history of Bursaphelenchus xylophilus

JE, HA R A B B BRI, RE A8 T 32 T 1, W] i 2
ARmE B, I, A HE . BIEMEER
(Kondo and Ishibashi, 1978) .
23 MMERAEFEIMMENRNEIERSH

5—7 A oy, A B AL 55 K 4 Monochamus alter-
natus Hope PI AL AN 705 57, A5 b 4 B IR/ B2 UL
05 T E AR Y 1~2 a A2 BORE o WS B R L R ) A
TR IE T AR L RS | AL R B G FRAAY I BT, A RS
2 BB IT IR TEAM AR N IR | BE0H, IR 20 BUBYW AL
WAET- . TELHAE, 9—10 At ay B 5 D EM
RIS A B B B AR N, B 11 43k B K E .
F2AEW L AR 3 H Oy, Ma b 2o BoE R B
5 1y KA PG HT, Fa#F 2 BB E— 2D 218 T [
9 H oy, A BEAR NI R AR PR S5 SRR, & A M AR
I A (CE R AR, 2013) 6

Zhou 45 (2016) 7 BF S} fifi FH L4 b1 2k 1 Bursaphe-
lenchus mucronatus 33 B0 7 ¥k 5 Bm5 $H:Fh 12 442 1
PTG B, FE T SBAN 0 BT L A, T B BB 34 43 2 3
KE WA . 76 BARNIAGZE I, AR B 2 dL

Ly A AE K 2% (~400 2% /g) AR T 1Y B35 (~300 2% /g) s

Wiz VA H G, SR A 4 R = 2 A fE AT 0
(~500 4% /g) FUEL T 1 v # (~650 2% /g) 5 Ti 28 s A 25
2 F G, IS R R F2 B AT TR AT 1 R R (~600 55/g)
BT 1T #F(~900 45/g) o ML Ah, BAANAE 22 5 AR T
Y FARABE £ i Rt — ELTESG I, X B ZE A H S,
R 1 0L A R B a3k B T ~100 Sk /g. TURAAF 2k
HAEBE T AN AN [R] 8 7 9 0 i 22 S B o B T) ) 722 4k
AR Sy, SR R AR B T 1] AR AT g o A
4R 5 0 b 2 U AR TR A B A B R, H 9 B0 PR
PR AP0 P A1 2k B BmS 5 8 BF £k A B0 1 L — 2K
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PR I e 00 A A 2 LA B0 T R AR P A 50 7 Ak 5 LA
M2k HUAT RAUE
24 INIEA—BHESKELZHRET

FA MR B B4 AR, W T 1 R P
o ARG AARE R AR Y, AR A8 F2 405 I ) DA R
MM LU, Wi FRT- AN T B W)G,
B0 I AR R I A S B A U W MR R AR AR L R A R
SRR A (R A B Al ) s HOSFE R AR,
1T 2 AR e 51 & Fa B PRl 52 55 5, 8 2E ml 59 2 A
AP RS, &R EREY . EH R
B AE DI Ay 25 56 T B, A 9 R B4 4 o R B 5 4 ) 4 A
MRA . Bl A FC T ) HE A, B B 2 H ) TR AR
HYEFL . RIS, TR T R A A o X R
25 53 AR REAE S B 7 S B R TR A PR R R b AT
B2 N /A 2 SO R =R S 1 A = VAV
T s A% B T B 18] 3h A5 TR 3L SE TR 1~2 A H RS AE
T B SE A ET R 1~2 4N A AL e AE TR S
R S8R FE T AT 2 A H B SO AL R A .
Hh, TEAS SE R IE T 5, B2 f HORE TR AR

1L A B Z 5, A BE R B o b b 2 i i 45 i
TR, 5 Ty B9 A7 TG R T Al 25 B Bt (Kondo and
Ishibashi, 1978) . TEFA M £k W 43 825 %5 2 I, 40 2R & 3
AW 4 (0,0 Ty T BL R OB 4 (3, Ty, A
RE I o T2 25 HRh S, 5 0 2 s 35 — Beid ) 5
R FH 43 F AR B AR 647 F 28 2 M 45 5 (Lietal., 2022) ¢
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Fis b 25 AT 5 A2 108 B EE I AR, L b b JE A
81 F (fL 458 Fl | J2 22 Fl ), TN JE Cedrus. ¥ 12 )&
Abies. 7 12 J& Picea. 3% M ¥ )@ Larix F1 # 2 J& Pseu-
dotsuga 55 A KN JE B E R 27 b o AE A AR SR E R B
WIBAEYIA 45 Fh L AEMEAE Y 13 B, 76 N T3P 55
PF T I Y bR JE A 36 Fh L AEAN SR AR B 14 B (0 g
17,2010) . K& W] B 4ERE , A7 390 Bl 7R B W 4
Ko TEFRE BRI H 750 ™ 1) £ RA
¥y, IR # Pinus densiflora Siebold & Zucc.., T B ¥

Pinus massoniana Lamb. . ZIL¥\ Pinus koraiensis Siebold &

31

Zucc.. &1 Pinus armandi Franch., = B ¥ Pinus yun-
nanensis Franch., 75 LLI# Pinus hwangshanensis W. Y. Hs-
ia. YA Pinus tabuliformis Carriere, B3¢ ¥ Pinus kesiva
var. langbianensis (A. Chev.) Gaussen ex Bui % .

32 BEFIEY
Li% Q0O HETFM M LR 2B RE

Monochamus saltuarius Gebler 32 Ffr 42 It %% M #% Larix
gmelinii var. principis-rupprechtii (Mayr) Pilg.. £ [ 7% I
¥ Larix olgensis A. Henry, £1. 5. 4% Taxus wallichiana var.
chinensis (Pilg.) Florin, = 4% Picea asperata Mast., $i 4
1t 3¢ = #2 Picea pungens Engelm.. ¥ 2 Abies fabri (Ma-
st.) Craib, #2 ¥ Abies holophylla Maxim., ¥l ¥ Juniperus
formosana Hayata, [& ¥ Sabina chinensis Roxb.fll & X
¥\ Podocarpus macrophyllus (Thunb.) Sweet 5§ 10 Fj £ i
Bk 2%, K= A2 A6 #38 R AT DL b3k 10 F et
WA 2%, I A R N 2 HAL B IR SR N, IR AL E
K2 )& Taxus. J) ¥ J& Juniperus. |8 ¥ J& Sabina A ¢ %
AN J& Podocarpus 35 FEL W) A7 76 5 46 UK o H ot ] L,
A B HU SBCRE i B 2 R SE A B 2 AT A R Y O
HEHER .
3.3 FERWBRRBER

AR R BRI AT EAEY G, 9% 240 H 52k
AR YLt 25 P & 20 3 = T A 2 . e AR RS2 i )
Z A ENEKD K B LR R E RN )
(R 45, S M R L — BT R T,
o AR PR R

TE 25 BE AR T 3R AR A DX, S8 2% F- A )
RN R AR SEAL . X R RAR BT 4R 44
B BE: 25— B B, HERE SN IE H, (E A I 43 06 TF 46 U
Ao B BB, BRI Ik 0, 25 0 1 T s, B
BB ARG 2SOl | AR BT, I — i e W ¢ B K 4 B
A AR B R R I . S R B, 2R
AU, MR IF IR 2R, e AT DU I i e o 2R
VO B Be, A B e R A i el B € R S 4 A B (4,
RRAGBE, BT AR (A, 2010) 0 A A
NI B 58 A FE LY 2.5 4 H o 1E = 4R (3700 m)
Hiu DX, JBS AT AR P RG FEAE R R B LR 3 R A O
bk D TG FE R OB B ARG FE 29 3 A H i) ) | R
R 22 12 il HE R OOV JBs B AR BE 24 5 4> if ) ) | B 2%
i 58 B O s B B BRAGSE 29 1 a DL BRI TH] ) o &
25 2 i DX A0 27 FE AR O 1 000 5 e AR M X 2R B
34 AFIELF & 5 EUE

A BE 2 5 B A BER 5 22 (2024 4F Wi ) BEK L TE
e D0 A v, o W DA S A TR) g G T % i
B FANE . A2 A IR A A 5 7 DRUIRG: R 4 A
FHEY . T B BUBCED D &F X R B 48 U Y 15
A B W, 5 4 AL B 2k A B A B TR 3l
Bl PN A ) S IR 0 A A, WA AT AR
WML TS A JE . BTS2 D8, 5 H
B R R e g XURS K IR R o PR, BR T OEE R
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BRI A% DA AL B 2 U 17

B Jem AL ) B0 A 0, 3 IO RS L BT A B A A ST
175 D0 B HORE | ARG, I LA R e A A b 2 S 1Y X3

YRURE b R F i OG TE DA R AR 1) A i B 4 S
e e O F RN AN G RN RN RS
TP (B 4A, 4B) o 25 51 i B K (151 4C), AT HE
BRICEE o 2) 4 IR 20 A OIR 25, 7 H8 A £kt TR 2 1) 5
TAB B, BEIR 2 WA E 24 AR T, A B A AR A A
EATS A B I 23 b, AT HEBR HURE o 3) B ZR Al SEARAE, 7
T VAR T R 43 B XS, i Y S A A A D
BHR N, [ 4D), 5 AT SR A AU R R /A
Hili B8 H AN SR 35 BE S (1] 4E), T HEBRIBURE

4 BARR

41 BENHERHRMFAE
[ AN E 2 I 5 A M2 U A DG Y R IR 22,
N K 4F} Cerambycidae, # T £} Buprestidae, % H F}
Curculionidae, /) # #} Scolytidae I [ B #} Termitidae
(TR AR JC 5, 1993) o JFE Bt A BB 8 48 77 A8 b1 2 Uiy
L R AT DLAR B A b 2 oty U IR 26 2R 3 s 5 R B
25 U IR S A WG Y B A AT R L B B e Y
BARS, BARRMES, THENRERRE
TR A= BRAT Oy, SR A b 2k R AR AL R Y SRRl R AR
(Togashi and Shigesada, 2006) , 7F 45 Ff ] DL 45 #s 1
AL

LR NSNS IE N EREEN R L HA
1380, HAE T K4 FH8 K4 | Monochamus, M\
X 13 B K2R 1 43 A ML DR 3 A AE S U B A RS SRR
4 mAEE RS | B &R Monochamus grandis Water-
house Fl = #2 /)N 88 K 2 Monochamus sutor (Linnaeus); 43
AT TE BRI B A 2= 42/ 282 K 4 FUIN 25 K 4 Monocha-
mus galloprobincialis (Olivier); 4% 8 F1 ¥ 40 43 T4k 3¢
sk 4245, 2007) o 7EH 0 A M, BE 8 1% 175 P b 2k
HoR A B TR A R Y b Y O R, 91 ST A
LMW R FEEMAERE LR EZE R R
B 3 9 55 K4 Monochamus carolinensis (Olivier)( Linit
etal., 1983) . WU (F % ) 22 & I &5 K 4 (Naves
etal., 2001)

Wang 45 (2021) 38 i 75 2 BUE il S L L
TORE . IR 5, BRVGFEK . BhEE, 10128 K 55 H
P B 28 U 8 DX B S A e R AT O A, IR AR B 29
R4 il s F R % 0E, JhA 8 F K 4= vl #5417 #
L, 3 R Bk B R 4+ Aromia bungii Faldermann,
INIK K R4 Acanthocinus griseus (Fabricius), 8 48 K
£ Arhopalus rusticus (Linnaeus), ¥A B K4 | PO BA XK
4 Monochamus nigromaculatus Gressitt, z= £ 1% #& K4 |
Fa {4 K4 Uraecha angusta (Pascoe) LA K FL 5 W 4% 42
KL Semanotus sinoauster Gressitt. 5 X K I 2| 75 i 55

4 ISNFEEMFHIERIR
Fig. 4 Dead status of wild host plants

TE: AT MBS, 206 B, FHHBIEEHE, L0 6, M TR C. () BUARHSE; D. $H MBI K (; B. /NEASE, FAFHHES .

Notes: A. The needles are bright and yellow-brown; B. The needles are bright in color, reddish-brown, and the pine needles are drooping; C. (whole) Branches are

dead; D. The needles are gray; E. The twigs are dead and the pine needles are tall and straight.



18 )

A B ¥

%2%

KA R K A FUHLEN DA% A2 K 28 7T LA A A 1
2R, AR L, DO AR K L B R VAR
IR PERE X, P SR R AR R i E B RS, i
IRV - NG G SUPSE 7L NG & N I )
85%. 82%. 13% Fl 71%; TF L AR ¥ & FiL 7 Ki%k, i
Al 3 b B R AR B30, o RS A K A B 1Y LA 43 S R
25% 1 18%, 1M 175 4 ) 46 18 K 4= K& o5 L6 53 51 ok 72%
1 65%. TEIX WA X IR, W8 R A4 7 M B i i %

— FL AR, AEFRE T 40 A6 A 85 R A9
JEd EE A & AUEREBEAY . H B 2017 4EAL TP
IR B A=A R UG 5, AR = 248 K A2
T FE by M X 5 A4S b Lk LA R
42 BENERREFSE

WARBRESHESH 1akd 110, Dhd sk,
DA 3~4 i 4y B AE AR R Ak 4 . BRI 3 A T2 7 A
A B4 AR E T Ad A, R TF4R4 AT A
F 10 Aa), R RW 7 AT 2RAE6
o 7 H TR Z 10 H rhf) f T 4l Rl 22 ik AR BT,
SHEAZE6ATAHEARM, MBREAESEE
K & E AR AME, FEZSIBHEEBFE,
MAE 75 B 1] Y AR b 1, SR AR R ) AR VR IR (1 23 1F
%,2010) .

i 88 K A 75 VL VG 45 % AR b b AR 2 404
R4, T AE # b i AR B 1A, NAEAE A A1
M., WHEMBRFKRBNES LN, 54
1A 1 B — 7 399 76 110.66~122.01 d 2 [i], 434k 4> 1k
B B —i b7 1 7E 330.61~366.01 d 2Z ] . &5 # 1 p
Hi DX DL 2~5 % 4y HUBR 4%, 85 AL H DX DL 4~5 1% 4 i
Ao ZETT VLG B XA B8 K A 0 AR T s B — 2
M), v 7 B 2 A M B A B R e b B R AR Y
JLE RV o A o 7 T DO o AR N NV B S R AN =
D3 HA 5 e AN B G R A i R b B A b B
JEE (1 5% ) (3 AR5, 2023)

Fiv 88 R A — A 7 O i 292 118~155 ki . BRI 5~
7.d, 4 HOWE AL S AR B T IR B B s 4l A 5
3 1% i I IR B0 ) A TR i A, O DL )
HUAE i T PR A 5 A AT 23 8 LUK S A R, I
8~14 d( L& A7 [ 45, 1997; K 7k 2 %, 20065 B & 1 45
2017) o B A1 HfE R AR R A 2o 70 d, — AR 2 RSB,
ERICEL —1E (XRFL, 20145 PRAPESE, 20065 115, 2014) .

FEAL T R, = 42 16 38 KA 4 Ay 4 4k i,
HBR I 4~8 d; 1% &) R 3~9 d; 2 R & ol 11~
23 d; 3 #4 4 H H 3 30~130 d; 4 42 4 3 44~180 d;
WA 7~12d. 4 Ao oF e m Bs R, 5 7 R ) R B

b3k 3 g 06 ol U TE D TR SR 1R S O Bh A TG A
G, % H iy 28~76 d(IH-#{, 2010) .
43 WA BRBRNEEEERMERITA

P b 2 R A R A LAl T sE AR A h . 2 3
K A R AR BT AL 25 W) 5T 4N CO,. T IF 45 1 15 51
FA B £ L B 4 0% &)y dRE 3 3 #8 3) RKE P AL )
R R, B A RFERITHEAS SN
S % (Futai, 2013; Zhao et al., 2013) . K4&PM1ib 5, M
PIAb AL 6 E (g FEAAA I, IO &)y OB 2% B 3, AR A 4%
SRR 1 R 2k BURR A R AN AN B2 A4 T A
Bl i bp 2 o8 R A B REAT R, A B AR
TR, 10dJa & T RATT IR S Bl o I B R 78 B 4%
BT FB AL 7 B B A, 2 3 3 7 O 0 R R b 2 R AR 4
SH KB5S MR .

WMERFWERRNDSRFHHR T EEXR,
B ER B I B DA B R A AR KNG . AE S 35°C B
B R ) W] K T AR N IR ey, BR AR
TR R, BCERE Mg . AA SR R AR P IR AL S
LR A A R TR DA R T ELARAE O, R A AR R i
FRA L R R R AT AR R, IR (T
S A, 2023) 6

(/NP NE SRR R IR i /N e AN A A 1
%, AR 16.7%. 77.8% 14 b 58 K 4 45 v 76 P14 )5 (19
7~12 d JF 4R 15 3 P b1 25 L, 88.8% YA 88 K 2R 78 B 1k
JE Y 16~30 d 45 WA F 42 AL # o F 28 R A4 P A %)
WAL R 22 A B A D (B 1 5 A% 1 4k A B0 Tk
BT, FEPMLIE G 12 d A1 24 d HBLAE R A B LR L
TR G U6 5 8 8 K 2F P 1A F i 4 5 B AR P 4k 2
ABAN A LR B LS 0, 94.4% 1 Fs 88 K28 R g ¥ 1
IR A 2 R 4 AL 1 BRSBTS 3945 1 B b 2k
HUR iy (490.7 £ 611.6) 55, 1L 75 Ly 29.8%, 13k
A B R A BRI o R ST IR B Be i IR, P BT
406 Bk (1.0~12.9 #R) W 18 a(14~23 a) [ H AL
DR e s 4 £ 106 S00BE, 15 B F BR K A4 HLAT B R A%
&S AF 2 I (1 iR ) (R S BL 55, 2014) o A BR R A%
ML R K R (154278)d, MEBEREHamH
(37.8+5.6)d( E¥%, 2019) .

AL A R AT 2 A HE A A B 2k HL(7 970 + 327)
Z, ME S M ROEE T RS B 2k OB R B 2 R ()
#17, 2010) .

44 NAMEA—FRHOENERAASENERE
AR B 2k HLAG

FEAR Z A5 LT, AR E]OE b A B8 44 % W vk B

5175 R A BUR, gL A A 2 1 20~25 d J5 i 3 iR
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BRI A% DA AL B 2 U 19

SHRM G RAAEAL S BT Fy= B0, dhi, i &
HOE) R ARl 7 R AT A AT SR B AR U R AL
AL 4 0 A KA B BCR AT O AL B RS b 2Rl
2= I0AT 0 T BN R AL R A 2k HL 15 I
NAT R A A Sy, AR G0 —Fh K 4= A #h 58 E SR AT R,
FEAS T RE R A A B B, X R EARUR AN B2 Y,
AT T B b 2 s B 4 A o B 5 A P b £k Y
A B HUE B AR R B 2 HE A T R 55 AR R
B, 6 5 BO™ B AL B A A 2 G 1 B R A, A
T A5 70 B0 55 ARG A BT e L . FEBFSE AAE ™ I
YR s O AL RN X — g fEXR
EHEMIES T, TAES & B M 28 B AL 3R 1A .

Mamiya F1 Enda( 1972) % B8 # K 4= 7] DL 45 #
& e, I AT RE AL #E B #F £k L (Ridley et al., 2001);
Linit 55 (1988) 7E b 38 il H 4% % B0 4% 51 K 4= m] LA 44 217
BRI BE 2 L. Jure 55 (2012) A 15 B K 4 2 1
FE RS A R BV A o 1 B84 (2013) I\ 2 48 43 K 4= i)
A ] REHE W G RN L. E I (2020) I R 4 A
KA A L, JRAL R A B ey, X BE R 5T 45
RAE P — 2 RGN .

A B HOHE A R A b 4R U T O 4 % 4
(Jo) s PR 10 3R b T 25 5 i TN Ok 2 A 4 ol
X — ST R RN

5 HIEHARE

B % F Chn it BE 3 B ) X A A e U 1Y 2R
AT A AR, 3 BB AR X SRk e | 1Ay
B HU R A B 2R R i Y S
51 XFERZBRKZNE

T B R R A A R ) R R B L Y B I
F10C I MR I RBER E, 76 28C UL b A K &
FHAZ B, 4 33°C L B RBE A . ol A T
A2 A KB IR 25°C (g, 2010) . 53
SN 2 F NN, 1 15°C~35°C 30 B P, i 5 o, A A
LRI R L . TR E AT dobk FCBX 1 25 4 i
£ 30°C 2540 T REAR, A A U2 25 10 T B i 1
T Bk AMA3; JC HAEARIR (15°C~20C) 51 T,
FCBX HUBR ) BEHH A & I & T AMA3 HUbk, R 3R
A 7 B b 25 R Bk LA D R b 4 R 1) G g

SSR IR BIG, 28 B O AL, TEARIR AR,

AL T3 H b £ L HURR B 5 P B 2 U HURR HL AT B AR 1Y
I 20 8y OB A5 155, 2019) o I JBE X6 B b 2k e B 0
U0/ AR O N N e <= R ) AN 2 R N T N
BEATA

ik - RN EE B (2007) AR, A8 4F 2k HUFE—70°C R
REAA T, 7E—20°C Al fF15 29 8 d o 7E 10°C~35°C, 541
2R U A R g R B IR R R e, Ak K
B B I R B RGO AR B R HUFE 40°C T AF T
Z17d, fE45°C A fEIE 21 5 d , 78 50°C LU B RBETFIE -

i A 2 e O R 7 A A A 25 S E O R
FE B 18 B 25°C, 2 BB Bk H R K BN, Bl IR
B T m AR, £k AU B | R KORT a fE (R K /i R Ak
B ) BRI, AE 15°C Fe Ko AT XS 15°C N M4 Ui
FREe YL, 143 7R m AL 4 du dubk . 25°C By 9%
(AR B 2k 5% A 15°C 5 3705, 4 iU AR i 3 0 K,
B o 15 % 6] 18] 7 4 4 2R i R 08/, i Je 3% T
TARE o AR HUE i R 22 35 57 OB B S R/ R
g B PR EE (e 2015) o

Xof N R R 35 5 97 R R A 4R U L OB R L) F
GEA T, FAbE LR B PR S 43 Ak 52 T BE 04 5 e, O [ L
JE R R LR A T S IR A AR . fE 25°C F
2 R R K, i TR I T e A AT, 4 o
/N 2015) 6

R T X A 4 2 i S AR BRAE TR A L AR B A AL
AR BB LA B HE R A B S SF 2 A T . A M R
i T 2 Y AR S N P B R A AR A o I TR 3
{0 T 87 2o R T M LB B S B R O B A AR
PETE AL AR R B . AU 3K P450 Bk P 0 T A A
2 AR R ) Ry 5 R A G I 2 — (5, 2015; F
32, 2020) .

52 MENERMZME

A B o A T T e S R 2 S A T AT RN I BT
X 1a &4 AR, 107642 5 0 B A b X1 a & 2
2348, Ph2 Rk (TR & IES, 2010) o #4538 K 4 1K
BAE BT KA 4 AR Al~10 A dha) BEE IR
(9 T e, A H B Ak e U U 2 i 4 IR, Y $K 400~600,
600~800, 800~1 000, 1 000~1 200 m K 2= 3P 1k, 725 14 1]
sralfEe A A 7T A R T AT AT, ]
BN B BE YN 1 a kA AR, 43 1 AR RS &)
1 2 &)y ST ) B 38 R AR JB R 1 L o A, (R EE
PN CIRE L= o M=t aa o 12 7 N i Y (%72
(400 m) &b 2% U Y & A2 912 T V3R (1 200 m) &b
P 30 d A2 A (B S04, 2020) o B XA B R A=A
WA K& B AR KW, F 800 B K 475 AR XK
AN T A i A AR A 22 5

g A I 3 2 Sy 78 B O A 1 R L ) R A R OR
W (12 WF 55, 2021) o IR 20 58 4 28 K 4R &)y el
1 1 AE R 7 2 5 B A AR, 4 SURR D5 K 14 B 197 R 4
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A B ¥

%2%

Fif AR KO- 48 = o AN T R U TR A A BB R A Y T FE
PR SCEEE A

iy 88 K AR Tiid e ek o BRL UK EA R T P 2 X R B R
A 1 A BE 2 0™ A T S ), LB 2 ARTR M 3 R R
i B8 2R R A RE D RE TR A A B T N R A .
WAE 7 d 5 AR 2 E OE R K P, B A ok S, X}
PR i R R 26 A 7 ma Ry, I AR AR
B2 25 1, A 38 K A A7 R AE T 43 A1 DX R 5 A8 v 1Y) il
B B O E AR, 2024) o BLAb, 25 2 (2021) 8 k3L
37.5°C JR 300 5 A2 P B 0 6 B A A S R L L BCEE
L O E S TS A S SEOR R B
Y iy 3 IR BE 2 5 2 40°C F 42.5°C I, ME Ak i L 5 Ay
gis . RE M eI, FRESE TR, M
TS 43 A PR W] A 2 D RE, HoB L T HGE B
T 77 B SR W B R AR o B B R A s T AR P A0,
B H UL 37.5°C = il KSR 2 0 A B s 8 77 A
SR Bl A A BRI AR B R, 40°C B DL b iR
AR I, ATE A R A3 A PR AT BT A B B . B
HH I S 508 KA 0 I8 5 R
53 It#ATLk R

PARE S B 1 KA SR R A B R VM E R,
L B A B K A R IR AN M R R B E AR
T OCHE R o 78 H A, WA £ oo 38 0 % A= AE 4R
SR T 14°C LI, FEAE AR 10°C~12C
M b X, B bR HUBEAS 12 AR, (0 — A 1 e 3
HEmRAERET RSB EMRRERE, LH
JEH YR =25C HEFE 55 d L b Tk, K4EH
T 10°C 1 14°C 43 B4R b #s bF 28 A7 0 I A 20
FWAT B, I LA =25C 780 RECHE 1E B 18 5E
0 B R] K 7 R RR R CR R OBUAE TS 9, 1989) o
SR, BB £ R0 70 3. [ A0 &2 4, B 2Rk T 4R 10°C
MY SR 2, U AR TR B R AL AR X 5 (Pan et al., 2020) .
A A A A 2 OIS 09 40 A A8 T 3T O R A
F A YT S FER AR R AR
[7i) A8 82 A5 2 ) R 45 o 1 L A TR T ) Vi A b 3 43 A
X 8% (Xu et al., 2023) .

AR LR U I R A 5 S S E R VIME G . R
JE 96 AT Ay, A T R S B I R R AR 5 i AR
RO AFA7y W) 22 A B I 7 e DA R X R A e (s i R
4520195 5K 31, 2020) o B K B AR X A TR B K
SRR H R A R, 0 O R R
LB . ML RIERIIAN, mi . D R & 2
R A LI 22 T8 45 ) W & 5 B0 1 R R
PoBL ok, 2020) . WFSERBL, AFHAR. H P

T R AR T B R R B B AT R K R S R
NS B A% 0 S B F (R B B 45, 2019) 6

At PR 58 PR X W 4 2 S0 Y A 5 A A A
FE— R . B P | R B R O R A b 2 R
WS I SRR PE A BN R Wik WE L B
STz N 4 SN (= N 0 NN ER T S il sl =N ER A 1| i DS
FIRE B 25 TR0 X6 B b 2 B ) R AR TR B R, FE AR
M B, X% R MY | R B 2 SRR R A
B A 42 H o5 1 25 G T W I () 5 45, 2022) o A
MR ZE AT 4 e S BEH TR L SR A
BGBE 5 AP 4R HURG 1 R R R 5 E A OGS AR SRR
JEAKSE b, SO B B K . SRR AR L S
e BN BEHOR IR AT B 22 AN RIE Shag e K £ 4
P B 2 UM 0 3 i (R 55, 2015) o SRR+,
P 9 b B L RO 43 S R 5 RN R O Bl X B
X R 6 5 ) i b 3 G v 0 4 R R IR 92 R
PE B9 5 & 8 2R 2 R OC, MR BE BRI 2 B 5 R R
FIEAR G (24 55 55, 2024) .
54 INHEA—KNEE

PR 3% AN [ DX 3 B 358 2% 1R B AN ), s 4 L o
SO IR LI 3 AR 2 A Y AEAGSEAY (1 a B FEAL) |
AT R ST (2 a R FE 1Y ) LA B e 45 A B8 B ( 22 4F A 3B
B T I B 5 e £ X, i R AR S
R ALE, FEZWETFRERESBE. BEE
ma A B AR AR R E, A R R
1% 40 Fs A 8 UYL [R) R IR B 5 e b A R AR R
B AR B R R X, 2l B AR
Z, TE W UK RS B PR, DA K 0 L, TR AF AR A
WO RN L a i JEA RIR B B, A B oAk
BF R AR . 8—9 A M MM Lk R A E RS, B
& A I E R W R AR, Y AR AR N R B SR
Wi%E o SN 2 4E 1 4—o6 H 4y 5 T, o o
PERE, R AT EAEY N 2 a W SE R . [A) B, BE 5 IR E
) iE— 25 BEAIR, S 27 AR Y N Z A SR . R
SRR AR A L B R AE S IAT I EE R

B 23 9E 7 B bE 2 R SR 2F E R R, (R
o B[] B <, (H 3 R TIG 92k A A JB A 32 A 4 4 SR BE
o455

PABE 26 AR Sy — B AR AW, A5 1
FE 1 RIS IO PR BE A RE T, BT 51 B b M 2R R TR T
TR S E AR R ke W E I k2
55 L RCHUN K A X R kA X)) AR E &R
Bl o E W A e, — R G M X R B T
JE, A3 S N BB AN AN A 28 55 5 AR i 5 70 A A
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B R 55 AN A 4 B 21

B A A DX, — 6 M Ty £ R B I, A AR THT AR
AU TR TR, SRR M DX O S N B A,
B TAEAFR— LR, ZRESSE ., WIFKRX
Sk, N2 oAU AR A BT R | R SR A BT AL X P AP 2R AL
H T 2 I ] 4, i B RO A 2 B Y B S8 2o T
REBE 7 (151 5) , AN BE LA WA B JBE 7% 15 A b1 2 U
LK.

B 5 itk mREERIER (2a FIER )

Fig. 5 Pine wilt disease caused trees to die in the second year

( two-year dead type )

6 WAEY

6.1 M EREHRED

PR 2k s 54 UE Y FE AR R MY 5 ik
WIEY .

AN TR R A T R R R AR AR 25 S o WA A

(2003) MAAS bF 2 B HUAR E 53 8 2 26 B I Pseu-
domonas fluorescens FIAFiFE 5 (0 S B Flavimonas oryzi-

habitans, F 9 5 Fe AR A M A 7 BE 95 B B0E 80% , AL
PR HETT 00 R BN B . P BF £k HHE T 00 40 BA PP 2
55 H At £ AR R 4 R AP 2] AR

AR 2 B HE A 1 WAL 2 F AT T Bacillus cereus HY -

3R AR AR O R, A AN N B R = R
iR I 3t 55 W, i 5 A F 46 12 (Kawazu et al., 1996a,
1996b) o £ TG A A b1 £k e o in A 5 I B L TR, B R
Hb 3R T2 A BEIEBE ) o 7E AH [R] B s R AN B 3R 4%
T, BB AR T L TG B P b e R BB g ) R
NSRS el 6] P RN S VY S =t O
2 TR ) B DA K A TR A b Ll ) B Y B
fie E A Gt 4 A, 2003) ¢

FARE 2 AR N G A W o 3 S A (2011) J8 3 v
BE WL 5% K I, R 3% T TR 11 B F 4 L RTADUA b 2k ol 3
SYEE] 3 BRI P AN B o X 3 R AN B 4 B R T S SR R
W & Stenotrophomonas 1% 3L [ W J& Ewingella,

e (2012) 3% FH 25 4 86 7 B8 i HA, ¥k ( denatured gradient
gel electrophoresis, DGGE) X ¥ #4 £k Hi 5 B | 55 8 HL Bk
FIALR B £ Ho A P 20 T 1 D 28 2 R M AT T R 5T,
KB R 55 7 HORR AR P A0 TR R 22 R M 25 R B AR AL,
HA s AR E M. Wu 55 (2013) Mok | R 7] X480
FEF RS b £ e AURR AR Y 4 2 3 T T A, I
g 2 2R B H B Stenotrophomonas maltophilia (Hu-
gh) Palleroni et Bradbury 943 2§ 5l %8 55 i . B 55 (2016)
K FH 16S rRNA JE [K] 3C 2 il illumina Miseq £ A U ¥ %
P A £ Ha P A 20 TR R VR 1Y o B TR A R AT 0 45 43
SCE S 7 AR B TR R D B0 M TR B Xanthomonadaceae
(22.41%) . ¥ B8 #F 18 Bl Sphingobacter-iaceae(17.66%) .
M\ B B B A} Comamonadaceae( 14.71%) . #3 98 1 At
Rhizobiaceae( 10.17%) . & FFi B F- M ik, AFA B £k i
RPN 2B S BRI A 40T

FABE £ U P9 B Az 200 T RE S B 2k L3 7 A R AR
WAL By AR B2 NE, e AT AR BB T . WE 2 E R B AT
B NSPm Bx03 nJ L i A3 B4 26 1L (4 =0 g A AR A,
P2 T 0 1 BB A A 25 3 R (Ge et al., 2021), {HAESMY
P W R B 2 e N B B —E M RIE N .
XA E £ UAE A AR RAAR 5 A S 1R BEAH 1Y S AN TR
XA B 2 S O 0 A — o 1 R AE (] e A
2016) o WEA 2B M A 5 AN B e Ak AR i AR o aT
DA oF 8] 45 2k HUa AR | B R B0 45 R OC R TR i R
K 4 5 2k 1R A% SO P A ZEGE BE ) (Xue et al., 2020) .
SR, 48 55 (2016) & 30, MRS ER HUIR I 43 85 1Y
58K P A= 20 A AE MR A 3 R R0 Y R R TR 1, S
v A CC & sets 1Y 2% HUWE Pk fe K, VR 4 d A 1
ZRBE TR IKF] 100%.
62 WNERETMED

1A B 4 A W 0 40 S AR T e I TE T
AV T iR e B A R E N SRR, A AR
K2 o 18 R R A ) 2 A8 JE TR T] Proteobac-
teria( Hu et al., 2017) F1 J& B% 1% [] Firmicutes(Hu et al.,
2017; PR AE, 2021) o A5 @ KF L, I b 28 K A4
B A 3 b o M A Y 2 A AT B E Enterobacte.
EEANMWEIE T, 5 B IR RS Kluyvorella & 51
Al I8 R VDR KRR Serratia, S |
TG {4, ¥ % J& Achromobacter Il £1. 3R % J& Rhodococcus
S E N AEE R I 8 A (Kim et al., 2017) o #A55
KA Gy AR, piE N E M E AN, 1R
5 0% &)y 2 18 N A TR D BR SC TG TR &8 Erwinia R F, 2 1%
&)y s A S0 E A TG W8 Klebsiella, L 3K B J& Lactoco-
ccus FA 70 22 /K 18 [Q W J& Burkholderia i %, 3 #% Al
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4 1% 4 B LA FF s O (Ge et al., 2021) o WA HF )&
EMBERAGME D RFENE, MY HKREE
TE KA Uil Jn 18 v i 325 Hf32 (Chen et al., 2020) o 7EFA
BREWGIESD, HERFEREEW. TEREXR
A2y g 5 AN, B R A T TR K P R AR
LAY, HRT 2 NI A R 2 RE Ve B & S T 5
H I o 3X 5 P AR R AR Y A 0 B R DG, N A
TE R RS AR BT 0 s 2 )2, R AR TR B =Y
JoT B — B A JBT P (IR 3 185 45, 2022)

i 8 R AR U I 1 A 0 T B s A R A B i U LA
HALWEY, SWMERFHEEHBEERFFERKAET
(28 BUAF, 2020) o A 88 5K 7 i 38 o A4 4 T LA 1)
K A= HEAT R S R0 2 L R A AQ I, A B ol 3k AR R
YIRETS B X 4R LR R £F 4 25 . FRA % R TR 45 (4 W)
%, 2019) .

63 MRKE.NFHEMEY

PARE N A= B 5 A R B B S RS AR [R] . 2R TR
518 MY Z R RS CR, e EfaFEARK,
S K BE AR TR WA B e 2 [0 i A R R T A
EFEBRE TN AR, R EAERK T
10 = ey g | STB AN N e I Re Y = 7

A T] it BREAR A B A LT 25 S R, ARl
Fe P BT N AT 23 1 B Y B A K528 Trichoderma.,
H 8B Penicillium . ZZHE0)E Alternaria . %t J1 T & Fusa-
rium ML 2 B )E Pestalotiopsis; Wi JE T BB WA W T
MR 7 B 3 Lk 5 A8 B B Ak, I8 B8 & Mucor.
£ W58 & Ceratocystis, 4 4% B J& Rhizoctonia. /% &
J& Sclerotium. ¥ K #1 J& Verticillium, 7 #1J& Lepto-
graphium ., % %] {11 J& Botrytis. ¥} {0 J8 Oidium. Wi % &
Aspergillus, 5¢ %% il J& Cytospora F1 % Z£ 5. J& Sclero-
phoma; FET- 5 AN T N 40 & 2 84 & 1Y B, 41
kKR KREE. Ham. &R, #4aE .
kAR | T LR Rk ) R . ROl A Ml fE R
Ih 2 FA T O 3 I T 2 O i D S OR B MAE
ARSI T P T SIS B G, I Sk U TR R OK % 4
LT W T TR s e AE D R A R T PR L i
TV ARg . KW (& EAeRm#{, 2011) . &

HEAESE (2006 ) AFARFE A 7385 Hi/INEUR HAt Haplo-

sporella minor Sacc.. £ Wk 5% Ceratocystis spp.. M 4= Bk
5¢ 1 Sphaeropsis salicicola Pass.. ¥ 47 3k 7l Acremonium
zonatum (Sawada) W. Gams FIARA: K B5E Ophiostoma lig-
nicola G.H.Zhao S5 W Wi FL IR o £ A2 (2004) A [F]
P& DXL B AN [ A A% o 28 1 5 A b, 8 B 2 R
Pantoea. & .} 1 J& Pseudomonas F1 8 1k 5E Bk 7 &

Peptostreptococcus 3 RIS ELR o AR DA it J5E 2] 37 1t 5
HERTRE, W ERFMEM A, — R RBER
XA A R RS I g 7, 2 T RE Sk B A 4k AR
ot PR AR ALY B IRk . R AR AE M RIS TR AT
B LR O RS b 2k o B R}, H TR AT AR 2 R i
LB E R KT . TENS A2 FE DL K Al S8R 2,
FL TR IR R B £ U A KR B O B TR A B
.

PR AP T8 A= 0 00 0 0 b 2 PR BE B . — SERA RS
PN L T U0 MK 5 %5 79 Botrytis cinerea Persoon., 1K Mg |
£ 2 B0 Pestalotia sp.. K25 15 % Macrophoma sp.55 =2
Py B 22 HUAE A AL S 1Y 3 2B ) (Vicente et al.,
2021) o & H E A 1R A B Sporothrix sp.1 £ AE )
LT, et E B 2 e S RO R F . Sporo-
thrix sp.1 H I V) 5T RPN R 2 f) 8 s b £ A 5 B
O RS R R B 0, A T A A AR A b e o R B
3K (Zhao etal., 2013) o A& £k HURSEA AL 35 L
T A P 288 ke K A4 DA A v SPIAR I) JIT 4 a 2k e ) 2
£ (Zhao et al., 2013; Maechara et al., 1996; Machara et al.,
2002; H 4255, 2015) . Zhao 45 (2003) MRS FA A H1 43
B 24 BR AR W b R 22 8w 5w R LR, Herh
A 17 BRAT DL AR AR ) B R, N AT A EA B0
YEH .

FARE N A P RE B A R ALK IAE T . 25
45 (2017) DA IR 25350 07 326 11 3 M 40 TR X P A 4 AT
B ARG M, M 3 A TR B VR A B L R 48 h i,
2k AL TR IR B 1009% , Horp i Bk LYMC-3 /9 15 57
VR I A 2 e AR LR T A, O %80 TR PR LYMC-3,
NISZ-13 43 31| %5 /N 2F # FF B Bacillus pumilus Meyer
and Gottheil 1901 A FEZF FAT 1 o [A] — AKX, AN A
A5 At R S R AR N B TR R IR TE R P 2 . B
RSB AR Y ) (4 18, A TR) B A2 D A A Y
TR IS R 3 4 S ARG in ke B, L N 2R T Muci-
laginibacter sp. M68C4A I Uncultured bacteriu-mclone
OTU2265 B #is b1 £ LR G I 18] 33 i 52 1E A oG4k, Y
B U. bacteriumclone MA13809b03 il Klebsiella sp. Arv-
22-2.8 Fifi B A4 £ ML 2 % I () 3 o 5 670 AH OC 14 (2% B,
2018) . 3K 4B P A TR R A HE AN SR AN B 2, (A5 iE—
BT
64 INHMEA—REBISHEISER

TG T P B 2 Hy R ly TR A b Sk o 4 b 1 i A R A
IR HIAS Pinus elliottii Engelm TH W K £ =5, TH
b Ak B I R A A B 2 H e 2 B0 Pk T A B 4R A
220 T B 45 b R BB 5 T A T A o TE A A £k
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BRI A% DA AL B 2 U 23

TE 5 AR R AR PR R BB, o R A 1A ) e et g [l
Jo 46 AR AR B 0 IR 25 (Zhu et al, 2012) . AR HBIX
AN TR 2F 1 B0 3 AH TR) Y OB T 5 0% 40 TR 2 R
B A] RE S AN [F] 095 B0 ) AN [ Y HUbk W] R A A
B0 A4 40 B TR AR (2% 2012) o BEAh, mE AR K
SRR B A 2 O DR BRI PR AR A T RBCE A A 2
BRF, BUR BRI AMA3 HUBR 285 % N B 8 R O
30 a, HBUR /) — E A BRI BOA PR 2 il g
oAU 1 KRz B YW3 RO B0 5, H bk
BRI 2S5 . N8 — b2 ik 3£ | &
VAL 85 7 1 Bl A W R A A A B PR T, B B 2
A A A 22 95 1 M — o R (A5, 2012) o AR
HU v IR 1A 9 Y A I RE S ) BB A DL R A R
T s 28 0 I A A2 B A, ) B ok o g R A
TR, feJn PR EMZEILT . A AR
AWy DL KRS8 R LR W i R e b i A
B A, AR R AR AR v kT AR (B K
E4E, 2022)

P b 2 5 S pR A A 26 T R I — 25 AL R
F2 A L AT R B I T A M AR URE
12 A I 2 B TR X8, Tl A AR AR R Y A ROIR AS B
PR AR — B, TR KBRS FET
FLTR) — By v, K 34 B J 114 felt B s ) A 2 4 Sl g
R RE L, B SO AL SE (iF 2, 2019) . &
X JiE 3 R B P EE PR SR A B =R
R T BH WAL AL 0 GE AN R R e (R AT,
1995) .

7 ANAHHER

N2 2l PR 2 5% e B b 2k Ui 2% TR] SR 1 )
i EEE R Z — (X585, 2022) o I EW T4 43
Br 7, N0 2l 58 3 55 b b 2 R0 & R 5 OE A
s FESOMIRE AR I, 22 NRIE Ssgmi K & B2k
AU K R (e 45, 2015) o A IR R S 3R [ i
MR EES REBRRATHFERRZ —
71 EEIRMIZEEEFE

O 2021 4F, B b4 2 HUp o 1% 78 7R E 48 AR X
KA YRR BRI, KO R IX . X
AR AR OR v g b X 28 DR TR KGR L N R B AR
PRI A . AL 2018 4 4 [ 1 5L 958 X 5 ik 283 4,
HB &S 2 5 e b e 9 ok AR fF R L s Ak
o A L KR 18 it A 1A S TR R AT A R A
WAL 2 D) A O (B0 T 5%, 2022) o i TR R AL
ITIE AR, ARG — AL 750 B ERTE LS BN .

TE 6 [E A B 2 s 2 2B B AT 20 a, A3 B4 £ 5 1Y) S B
[ SR SYNPIR S E AR S
(928 AR R H il i 51 Y . N WA 4G R, &
38% S ELIE VR B YL B AR BT B, 42% J& A N Bk 3 b
P 2 AR P £ 2 R B BT 0 T AR AR, 20% 2l T R
T A B RE R AR L A A G A, A S5t L )
T o R TR A I B B AL R . I B DBl
MRIGAS A LR HUR I AR FABIE — K T % MM
A A 2 R P DX R A A 6 Ak B 8 A AV AL BE A
NIEE DX S FEAA R | A8 R VR RRORE, HEFRTE % K 37 b,
FE 4 JHTAR 28 B AL B (% 2 FH L 2007) o HE AR T oAl
sty ARF ) A A 2R A R I T A Bl A e A9 N O R
Bk R A% 46 %) i F R R U KGR, N T ) A
K, 1 BN R A5 R B B2 o Bk Ok (% 25 B, 2000) o
72 ANAfamEF#

2006 4F Hij PRl i = Sl 1 Y 4G 3 5 R 3 BN A
25 U i I RN S, T RO S A T S i A
45 5 F AR Ty, AT R R 2 AU A A R 2% B
BN Bl BT RE 77 55 55 R SRk, M DL S
TP e BN A 1 A O BT 22 15 7 . L 78 52 )
w2017 4, Jb oy He 2 B T 28 b3 b AU e s
2 HUR (7, 2019) o WAR, R E AR IR A A B D
3a [T A] o AL AR M b B T A O AR AR R A K
BT I B B, AR R AR T 0 R & A AT RE M Y
U 15 ) 5 N o) 7

FA B 2 g By 45 52 B v AT A7 78 23 1 LA 3
B, A0 98 X PR R VA AR HERAT AR L R BE R G
AR UEAL B IR TR . A BL G B2, S BUREAR
PRI, % UL b i ) 1% R G 225 B, 2000) .
IR R — Lo P A 320 1L 3 3% A v R S (SR T 9—10
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