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Preliminary Studies on Effects of Host Functional Traits on Host
Specificity of Mistletoe Species

LI Yuan-jie'*, ZHANG Ling!
(1. Key Laboratory of Tropical Forest Ecology, Xishuangbanna Tropical Botanical Garden, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Mengla 666303, Yunnan, China;

2. University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: In order to understand the effect of host diversity and functional traits on host specificity of mistletoe,
the mistletoe and host species as well as the degree of host specificity of mistletoe in Xishuangbanna Tropical
Botanical Garden were investigated. The results showed that there were 1 323 host individuals, belonging to 58
families 190 genera and 286 species, infected by 6 mistletoe species and 1 variety, belonging to 2 families 5
genera. There was significant difference (P<0.01) in infection density among different habitats, which was the
highest in monoculture plantation, and the lowest in forest. The degree of host specificity (H') of seven mistletoe
species ranged from 1.92 to 7.05. According to redundancy analysis, the DBH, bark water content and bark
roughness of host species were significantly correlated with the distribution of mistletoe on host species, whereas
wood density and bark pH had not significant correlation. In conclusion, mistletoe species showed great difference
in host specificity in tropical plant community, which could partly explained by the preference on specific host
functional traits of mistletoe species.

Key words: Mistletoe; Host specificity; Functional trait; Xishuangbanna
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550 Fpl), %[ Nickrent® )50 25777k, REH RH
AREY) 3 FE 13 08 75 Fho12 R, MREEE RS ED
PITRA, PEXURGNH XA S 3 F 11 )8 26
3. FRFELEAGUHATEERN, HdEidr
AR RN T EAEVIAR B SREUK 73« 74
ERYAIY, A AENRLELETOMEY, H
HMr ARt SR EH. HTRrF EAE—ES
PEEGRIVRITZ 5 200 5 A B A A BE 42 HE i
IR B A, X LR 15 DA AR 7 8% b
B R AR, DRI S 7 A v B AR % A 050,
ST EPTIR G A A E AR 2 N
F il (host range), X B 1125 3= i B2 S0 R e
HRYE R, R R A AR 1 B Y A AR
Rl AT EH LML, FEA R A
HIEAERT M, HERRG 373, XMINEIR N
2 EE— M (host specificity)®l. ANFEIFRFZF AN
BFEJEEZEREOR, ARG LR EE RS
T, BERROZMEEE, AR R RGYR E 8 D HU L
PEY), ALMWFLE, AN DT,
JRid R b R I A (1 27 S — PO,
RAAENTEL MR EHU NHEENZ
B (1) FprEcmE I T A SRS, i
B VE T 2 GIETE R EAER LRI (2) FF
FMMXZE, EBETFEFEEMR, MY2ZE
IR N, B & L — Ml 5 m R AR
FIFH B R RH o T AE 7 B MR B By b X, 5%
A TR A R N 3) TR
(host compatibility), 77 FITEASRHIE, Wik 57 2
FRLRE EEUS AN RN (e e s DS 25 211
JR B (A 7K 43 VS FRARAS )N O 2l 3o S i S 75 A
IR SRR T AN T E LT —M.
REFTFEMNT EL—MEZR50E, HEFX
T RTAF EL—HERIPLHENIKIE 5z FAP, 4
R 2 B FUAGE L | PP S35 AR NI AR, R
1AL ET AR T SR A% EEY Eor
A2 L1800 g R K SF 2 A3 £ )R
PRIRXS 2 PR E ISR E . 1 B T 5%
AR FUR Z R R RS 2 ERAE A I,
BRZFEMERFEH AR ZL, mgkfh D
BRTRFESMERAPRER D), BT EE
— M ORI 78 5 DL ARTE o 7 X 4 AR A A [l b Ak 4
PR Z RSO PR X, N B AR
SEHFIRAGT ZERAR, TIEME. AR RRRARATA

A RE, HAREIRATRMA, Ao AE 2R
A, G B AR T, I E
ARBERAL | BRI R A AR A A 2 RN R
VEACE BV AN B MR gt TR RE. D
I, A T AL PG R A A ) Y S A AR
ZREE R AR 2 LR ALK, AR Sewy AR
ANFES N AT ZE 5, R BVERGE . AT
T E AR AT, R R AR
HEARE L1, oirE kL hse bR
SNSRI LS, ARF AR LRI
RUERFA S .

1 WFFeh NV

1.1 iR

75 X i 4 4 3 AR 0 [l 2 T 2= i 48 7 SRR 40
EINEN AR, 101°02' E, 21°45' N, 43k 580 m
PLE, BEH#EA 1125 hm?, HEF A8 225 hm?
JRaE R AR ARV N AR R T, B R
SEUF I ZRNAR, TIE AR R . AR IR
MAN TR, 44 PR T 24°C ~29C, P
FE/KEN 1557 mm, EFESNERZEAL AEBE
2 ). FREG-4 AHFWZEEGS-10 H)7,

1.2 AEHZ

WET 2015 4 7 H -2017 4F 6 HEIT, KA
oy, A B I 1 T XU NP R el P
ZENTRRARS IRAEAR, T, N Tl 7l A i 5% 2E
KA TR BERFARFIRA 2 SRR R T L.
W R AR, S O TSR A A T B P
MR, BRYLSR B (%27 A IR 5P R
AMEEOFIAESE A, H A R BT RBOZ A R/
B, i [l S = e O Re MR . FphSR A AR
51 I EIERRA UMEE— DI E, TR T
Hh [E RFER PG XU N A AR AR T (HITBC) .

1.3 FEIhRerRiERE LN E

Xt T A B G A AR K TR AR AN RE R A,
ARYE AT NMIEFC, I8 HOE 1 R i S8 26 20 A B B A
W TR ANEORBRE L . WS K E . AR
REEANM K2 pH 25 7 DNIIREVEIRBEATINE . Hrb i
Ao AR e R i R Ik A AR A (K K/ J O B2
A4 BEAEL RS 2 T e S~ UM SR 2 AR A1 PR 4 R
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EREAR B2 pH REM S o A R0 1 R B B A 4
JR K o3 SR A AN ERA A s /N 5 B P SRALE 2
TR FKER, I H R B 3 R LR
TR FR AL P 7 MR, Bade. TEiE. W
e MRS B REURE P2 AE T e R v sl A P DU g 42
FUEHTE A F 1.3 m AR EAR; W B R
FEXN 39 4 NG, 15 24 34 4 93 BRI ki |
GG EP R ERT LS LR R ZUEIL SR 25
R W B K R TR T IR, I HEK
D52 AN BT FZPO) W Bz pH ] SE 36 =K % pH
THIER . X0 RS K& R pH ANBOR R
FTRE, AR R 3 Ak, BOPAME. BRI R
v A HURE 3 ol R ) A /0 8 S A 0 R A TR VA AT
DHREPEIRINE , HOAW FILNRE 1 170 Fhag EAED -

1.4 RFLERFEBRE

R 45 50U 70 21 MIAE B 2 TR0 S a7 2E 20 A 19 2E
Bk oy B — P b | VRS PR b SRR A BRI
B — P el B FEAF(Citrus maxima)~ T5F(Mangifera
indica) 18 ¥ e (Pouteria campechiana)=s H.—Fia
AR s RS e bl 4 WA AL Il s ARk
FEE AR A TIARRIENR A BRIL N T8
ARKKEY . RAHHEETT % (One-Way ANOVA)
AN E AR B T Sear AR ) A A R R 2 e (AR AR R
NEERREF B RGN R A I ECR), JERH
Tukey iERHTH )5 2 B BT « H0 70 Hr A2 14
i#3d Graphpad Prism 6 5¢ %

1.5 RHFENTFEL—HEE

i Shannon-Wiener $5%5(H") T & A5 Fh S %5 A4
VIR & EAE 2 FEVE IR L7 2 T — MR, &
R-EPFREIIT AN H=-Zpilnp;, pi &%
RGN | MhE EER ARSI &
FAMESE L] T FRAAEM S, HE/N, Ui
RAEMFT EZFEEEL, HEFET— ks,

1.6 FEDRIERE REFED A HTF 2T

P i dy EE M TT, A7 EMThREMIRARAE
JTNHIREE IR, A B  Z 5 LR AR
FETT NI, FERE T -0RP S (REATAREE 1 A
BT, BEIRER 1 PRI ANRE T -85 I 5 e (AT
RE T AHETT, FIMER 1 DI ). P
Gl i ELBHE R o A e o3 A 5 A BT 18] ) 9%

VA7 R Sh MRS T 5% a7 A2 o0 A ) R
B, VLRI T S w25 0 A0 (R B L
Yo 2T R AT Vegan (58>,

2 SR

2.1 REEEAFEBRANNSAER

ARREILRINR G 2 B 5 8 6 Fh1 48
P, IERGLZF EREA 1323 Bk, SRR T 58 B 190 J& 286
Fho RTFEEAFEZRI SR, HRAIEK
P T EMPFEA 65 Mk, Aifed: MER—MiE
bel (0 A ) V2, T 595 MRaF YD, TR AR
bel N IR A 5 B 429 ¥k ABRIDIRGZRF
AT A 234 BRo BN ER T ZE TR Y, R4S
PN S5 A 1 B AR SR AP AE A R 2 2 7 (F,1310= 17,17,
P<0.01), H—FhAg e P &R s, A3
WP 5.3 Mk, RESTIRAFMERE. A
YN SU

22 REANFEE—MREE

ANF S AT AR TR 27 a2 R ROR(ER 1), Tl
27 4 (Dendrophthoe pentandra)l&4Lae ) 5ok, 77+
T2 1k 258 Bl TR SR 25 2 (Viscum ovalifolium)
N TLIKME 25 A2 (V. monoicum) 7y 3 &4 4 A1 5 Fhay 3
Y. TFER S L2 MR EH=7.05), HFF
FL— AR AR, T TR A A AR SR 2 A P
FEZREERARE 70 1.95 R 1.92), FF £ & —H#
(el R A=

=& FH(Rutaceae). M Fl(Anacardiaceae). .
£ (Leguminosae) F1 111 #i £} (Sapotaceae) # 2% 4% (1] 77
FAMEEZ, 4351 3164 1264 106 I 86 FR(E 2).
HEMBREZETREG2 M), HikEKEE
(Euphorbiaceae, 18 1), ###l(Lauraceae, 16 Ff)Fl 7k
HR}(Rubiaceae, 16 #1). KELELIFIZEH(Moraceae)
VR R IR EMERZ, YHSF. WA=
R S5 PF AR B, Wi P BN (Cucurbitaceae) 2L
(Coccinia grandis)Fl ¢ K Fl(Acanthaceae) ] 2 1¢ 111

525 (Pseuderanthemum polyanthum) .

2.3 FFEY TR R F AT T
FEEY DR SRR WK 3, SRERHAH

B(Acacia auriculiformis) M5 K, N 77.7 cm, 2=

BRI L /IME(Glycosmis lucida)F1 8¢ /)N, 4 2.8 cm;
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1 FAAN T F B EM YK Shannon-Wiener 185(H")

Table 1 Number and Shannon-Wiener index (') of host species infected by mistletoe species

FUE FERK FENE aFER 1%
Mistletoe species Host species Host genus Host family
TLEEZF A= Dendrophthoe pentandra 258 175 57 7.05
WYL %4 Scurrula chingii var. yunnanensis 81 65 33 4.07
B P4 Helixanthera parasitica 12 6 5 3.35
#4518 Macrosolen cochinchinensis 7 7 7 2.70
YRM-BLR BT 2L Scurrula chingii 5 5 5 2.16
TLkAGEF A2 Viscum monoicum 5 5 4 1.95
WA 54 Viscum ovalifolium 4 4 4 1.92
2 RPN AT FEDF
Table 2 Host families infected by mistletoe
® A ERE AR AR RGeS A AN Mistletoe species
Family Number of host and species Number of individuals dp scy sc  hp mc vo vm

&R} Rutaceae 316(10) 1735 N J J N

WAL Anacardiaceae 126(4) 675 J J

Rl Leguminosae 106(32) 387 N J J N

IIMiEL Sapotaceae 82(4) 440 J J J

KEgE} Euphorbiaceae 60(18) 248 J J J N J

%l Moraceae 56(15) 216 J J J J N

FerHkEL Apocynaceae 45(3) 149 J v

H2ERL Malvaceae 42(14) 120 N J

#%Fl Lauraceae 39(16) 92 N J J J

A:F} Magnoliaceae 35(7) 136 J J

F9EF} Elaeocarpaceae 33(15) 178 N J

FE} Meliaceae 30(5) 78 J J J

e & Wkl Myrtaceae 30(12) 122 J J

#EE R} Rubiaceae 27(16) 53 N J

Rl Rosaceae 25(4) 93 N J J

#H % Combretaceae 22(4) 95 v v

M FEREL Phyllanthaceae 20(8) 110 N J J

5e3} Bl Fagaceae 18(7) 70 N J

FEZ R Annonaceae 15(9) 31 N J

AL Salicaceae 15(6) 47 N

TJE3F} Lythraceae 13(6) 20 J J

Bl Bignoniaceae 12(4) 33 N

ARRFL Oleaceae 11(4) 66 J J

ToHFF Sapindaceae 11(4) 27 J

X7 R} Aquifoliaceae 10(4) 93 N J

JEEAL Lamiaceae 10(4) 26 J

¥k} Ulmaceae 10(1) 50 N J

A Dipterocarpaceae 9(4) 35 N J

#ABkRL Juglandaceae 9(1) 28 J J

W5 F Myristicaceae 7(2) 13 J v

BHRF} Acanthaceae 6(1) 6 J

422k Rt Hypericaceae 6(1) 31 J J

ARl Altingiaceae 5(3) 11 J

HEF Loganiaceae 5(1) 45 J J

WAl Burseraceae 4(2) 7 N

1285 F} Cornaceae 42) 20 J v

it F} Ebenaceae 43) 4 N

FEd 7R Oxalidaceae 4(2) 4 J J

LB ARl Styracaceae 42) 4 J




%2 ZRm AN TR AR F 3 AR B L — MR AR 191
%22 (Continued)
A A FHE AR TR GL R R YL F 2 A Mistletoe species
Family Number of host and species Number of individuals dp sy sc  hp mc vo vm
4Rl Boraginaceae 302) 17 J
KJHEl Cannabaceae 3(3) 4 J
GZ5MFR} Hamamelidaceae 3(1) 6 J
HZ PRl Icacinaceae 3(1) 5 v J J
IIRIRE} Proteaceae 3(1) 7 J
iRl Staphyleaceae 3(1) 6 J J
TAEREL Dilleniaceae 2(2) 4 J
& e Fl Malpighiaceae 2(1) 12 v
W4t PR} Melastomataceae 2(1) 2 J
1M1ER} Pittosporaceae 2(2) 2 J
2=l Rhamnaceae 2(1) 9 J J
2L} Rhizophoraceae 2(1) 7 J
#iF R Cucurbitaceae 1(1) 1
SCE B Muntingiaceae 1(1) 4 J
TiHIAF} Pentaphylacaceae 1(1) 2 J
WHEAEL Picramniaceae 1(1) 1 v
Hi%l Solanaceae 1(1) 9 J J
FHEEL Urticaceae 1(1) 3 N
L% Verbenaceae 1(1) 1 J

dp: FEZFE; hp: B4 me: #H1E; sc: OO BLR A4 sey: JEMRZLR 234 vm: FUBKMBAFAE; vor JRTARMZF A, T .

dp: Dendrophthoe pentandra; hp: Helixanthera parasitica; mc: Macrosolen cochinchinensis; sc: Scurrula chingii; scy: S. chingii var. yunnanensis; vim: Viscum

monoicum; vo: V. ovalifolium.The same is following Tables and Figure.

1 R} E 3 P (Alseodaphnea ndersonii) WY =1
K, 15 30 m, &7 i Fl(Annonaceae) /& J\(Desmos
chinensis){f15 /N, AN 2.75 m; LR ORI 2 N
SRR AE AN 5 BORHMK 22 (Cananga  odorata),
218 11 m, ZLMEHRhizophoraceae) T 15 #(Carallia
brachiata)f) &/, A 1 m, &iE-FIEN 4.78 m;
FEMKARFTHEEN 0.21~0.80 g cm™, HME N
0.52 g cm™, /NI K 73 5l 9 K sRR} RR XA
(Jatropha curcas)f¥#5 ¥ ENA T & (Luculia pinciana);
W RERARERE Y 1~4; W B & K ESME Ty 60%, AT
kR (Apocynaceae) Kk i1 AT Bk (Nerium oleander) ]
s, N 84.8%, AMEEN(Oleaceae) M I (Fraxinus
chinensis) A%, N 34.3%; B pH N 3.91~5.89,
PBIUE R 4.87, WAE 5370 % B4 Bl (Styracaceae) 4

3 F LM ThREMDR SRR ik

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of host functional traits

2z B (Styrax rugosus)F14: % 2 Bl(Malpighiaceae)
V4 E[ FEEPEBk (Malpighia glabra).

Spearman AHFC /T RN, oA S0, e
(RIAHSE 2R 3050 51 0.86 T 0.66 (P<0.01). 1 1 &4
FERRAR AR i R b 22 B L2k, DRI
SRR R, PREIAR . ARBTE B, W pH.
W BB 7K AR B RE 5 AMARIREAHERE 73 4T

R 5 B3] S 20 AT (D C A) 45 SR ATV 78 34 3 s o
(H DCA 73 M et/ 3 1B R MR AY), T
ROPTRDA)ATHET 734. RDA HEIFPE5RKH, 5
MEIRILHRE T VM-I TT 21 5.4%, AR
permutest(), LA RDA {73 #r &5 RikAT 54 R % B ik
K, SiREW] 5 NEF VRN R AR AA
BEVER(P=0.011), Kt RDA HIg5RnfE. (4

M4z iR SeL V Nk Rz Bark

DBH Height Canopy Wood density b BIKE /%

(cm) (m) (m) (g em™) Roughness Water content PH
H/IME Minimum 2.80 2.75 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.38 3.92
B RAH Maximum 77.70 30.00 11.00 0.80 4.00 0.84 5.89
)MH Average 16.21 7.84 4.78 0.52 2.51 0.60 4.87
BREH CV 0.81 0.54 0.40 0.23 0.32 0.15 0.08
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BRI enviit ORI BRI B B, SRR A7
T 4 1 ) 4% %o 38 35 AR 10 o0 A A A B 3 R T (P=
0.002), R Bz 5 7K 5 AR B KH A E a2 3 3 5 ) 5%
DA IR (P<0.05)(FK 4). WK1 AT, #51E

(Macrosolen cochinchinensis) 1 T1 &8 77 £E A & 14 42
BORHIRERE, 60 SN 25 28 D F 4 BORDRE ) 25 32, T
5 27 A (Helixanthera parasitica) W) 73 A1 5 25 £
FEKERIEAERKR.

T T
n
ok
g J4o
DBH
~  |mc
< v
37 o
ol vm
5 45
wy
- scy
I I | i |
-2.0 -15 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5

Bl 1 A B Th R S R B M RICAR ST HEF . DBH: Mof; WD: ABRERE; Bwe: W& 7KE; BR: # B ASZ; Bph: B pHe.

Fig. 1 Redundancy analsis between host functional traits and the distribution of mistletoes on host. DBH: Diameter at breast height; WD: Wood density; Bwc:

Bark water content; BR: Bark roughness; Bph: Bark pH.

R4 FAERITIREMR S S5 00 KA R RH B E KT

Table 4 Correlation coefficient and significant level between host traits and mistletoe distribution

RDAI RDA2 R? Pr(>7)
H4% Diameter at breast height (DBH) -0.98 0.22 0.1985 0.002""
K% % Wood density (WD) 0.87 0.0151 0.302
i pH Bark pH (Bph) -0.63 0.0197 0.234
W Bz % K& Bark water content (Bwc) -0.76 0.0394 0.041"
W R MRS S Bark roughness (BR) -0.66 0.75 0.0540 0.011*

**: P<0.01; *: P<0.05.

3 We
30 REENEEIHER

S B RAERZ B — e R TR i
IRIR RIS, XBR R AN I E S EH A
BB, BRI PR e, HAAR 2 R R,
FHEAE A LM ELBIFRARDY, SRR AERMA 2>
D MirEE AP, AL, EHaR
EMSBAFEREA Shh, - RERE A R4
R AN Ay AL R R TR A AR e, DR A
PRI 5 S A IR G R AR G5 B A 5%

32 REAMTFEWNENFELT -HER
Barlow SEPHA Jy oy V0 Bl 5 9 £ 2 FEPEAE K,
Norton SEP7E Y 125 AR 2 FEARUL, NP7 2

WE PR R IX S Al TR I 7 Fiz
o Norton S5O IE BT 74 2 M) 2 FEVEEUIRAO AR bR
WA AN ELT TR, BEEY 2 PR
MR A I A AR e T SE Iz 1, izt s it
TR SRR AR KA T B #E R ) 5T
WRY], RAFLRT T VEHER E2 A T
B INCS) . AR Sadb e X ORI LR, 595 E
Z AR A B, M0 RE AR R
SR Bk, MO AT AR A B R A
B, HEVEAF A mar BRI A 2 R
M. HZ ML, A sl RRY, a5k
PO ST EMBIR T LR EYA BRI F iz
P, TOARET AERHEA, R SRR AT A A T R A
TR, KA EWARREE N2 R R
Yokho XATREBINAHEL T 208, Mt ERHEY)
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HYREHEIMEERHERRRE, M ar 4 80
Mgkt Bs, T S aF AW SRR, Blta L,
AT DA 5| 88 2 PR SRS U5 #1400, NI T 5
TERAHERJLE, — @R bR T TR
ZF 3z M. Genini*'EE P Pantanal ¥ Hh A 500
K, BT OBEITFERERZTEME, KR2H
ZHFERARENTEL M, HZWRFERL
WRFEAGHEEENMFEME. Bk, FHEE
PeP22015 EAEVGXURAN M I A 45 5R , o ALUR 2F
AL BEAERN B AT AR ) Tl e 46, 38 A1 35 ey
T FRAIFERE D el N A R BB LR B 32, SiBHIX 3
PR A AR S E TR A A, HENRE
KR —EMTF L, TR R EXN T o
5t HLIE Vi (local adaptation) &5 ROV

BRI AR CGE B R PERGEM R A
ROWMEHRREZFAERZ . BRitkzih, ZERE-
A2 SR KR AR P R At T
OIERGRAE, XEUAN RS R -8, 54
WG TEEESEASERSESKE. ZEREE.

1540 B B FRD o R AR 40,

3.3 EMRFESMKEF EEM IR
FEFTIEIUIVEIR T, A BRI RAR . A R
il JSE RIS Rz 5 7K BN X8 35 R T S5 3 2R 0 A IO PR IR
TUES A AR AN A E W e AR BOR 027 A, X 5T
NWFFEGE SR — 401, BOR AR O 2 EAER 2R
Ry, WAL SR T ERE M2 BHEIAM
X ONIEER LA S TR iP5
{5 B ATADRE PR B 22 A~ 47), ARG L AR B T
AL B BN Z A AR Z A2 ). =K
IR A1 SR AR AR 2 IR B, X E06 5
ARSI TS A AR AR OV Y, A RaE iR
B AT AT 2452 B P R KT 171 4 Bl
PO TR SR A 1 A A S B ES R, —
7 R O RLRE OB B A TR 7 s, e
ML EFENRZ M AR ES; BTt
A8 AN T 15 SR B AR L B i3 i ), 3
B T RIS N 3 AR e o £ B RS M
TRIERN A o B HREZF AR R0 TR A A= O 4 W B2 257K
BRI N, X RS AR A0SR AR E BT
WHEROMAEL T, BOE AP, SRS R A A
Eoh s cih A IS S N - S5 E S et & S W
K, X5 LiraP TR 45R— 2. AF LRI E pH Ny

3.91~5.89, 2557 RHCH 0.083, H/INIAE LIS R
pH EHRE /- Al B HP AR XE S 2 ok

LERE, RUHFTNERGE X Iy £ 22
i st —E ub s FF AR BKERR
PR T 5 5 AR G B A OG, (HN R A A
72 S IR AR UG, H R DR T A2 AR S k H ) 27
FINREPEAR AR o 55 35 AR 37 k4 A 37 T mf
frE MR, RFAERN T EE 2N ES
AR ER, BRI A SRR AR
T BRI RO AT N T R AENE
FH—MENPL RPN N RTFEEKIR
M T, RS AR TS B 2 il 55
W R & AR SRRY, 27 A ] Re i LA
A7 7 A8 T BOTE S 35 26 1 W A AT B 365 B 5
B A B EANA Kt LARH 750153, kA, (55
TEYE So7 A -2 R AEP A M A K
W, FEFAEERSE BT RN % £ L1, &
ILAE B _F (“source or parental host species”) %
TE R TE Y, a7 A m RERI 27 32 N AL 4
AR N s T B 35 3 R, JF BT e isad Aoy
R ARy £ — AL s e A, HALH H AT A
AL, R, 5 2k B T AR SR R A AL
RIS A H SR VEIREAT IRV .
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