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Abstract: Nitrogen (N) is a key limiting nutrient for forest primary productivity and tree growth. Trees' N acquisition capacity
largely determines resources competition and stress resilience, as well as their role in maintaining the stability of forest ecosystem.
Recent research has shifted from focusing solely on root uptake to an integrative view that recognizes rhizosphere—microbial
cooperation and subterranean nutrient networks. This review synthesizes pathways for inorganic and organic N uptake, elucidates
the roles of root functional traits (e.g., fine-root morphology, specific root length, and lifespan), mycorrhizal symbiosis, and root
exudate regulation in N uptake, and examines the coupling between N uptake, carbon assimilation, growth and defense. Based on
current evidence, we propose an integrated conceptual framework (N uptake-growth—reproduction—defense) and classify four
representative strategy types of trees (high N uptake—fast growth, moderate N uptake-balanced strategy, low N uptake-high
defense, microbial dependent N uptake-synergistic and mutualistic). We further discuss implications for adaptive forest
management via optimized N supply and microbial manipulation. Finally, we identify the key knowledge gaps in this field and
outline future research directions, including cross—scale gene—metabolism—ecology coupling analyses, dynamic isotope tracing, and
model-based predictions under multiple stress conditions. This review aims to provide theoretical references for understanding

N-driven tree adaptive strategies and for forest health management.
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RFR A BRI AR AR AR 7 ) R AR A R DG B SR
JCER, HATF 7K T 0 A kA R AR A A
F GBI 3 AT A R T D) iE (Vitousek et al., 1997
LeBauer and Treseder, 2008) . 4= 3k £ MO fifi Hb A= 5 &
G5 v b H R SRR R, AT T4 ORER A i M b )
Bk 5 K& + A Pk (Dixon et al., 1994; Pan et al.,
2011; Wei et al., 2014), FC[E Bk fE J7 fEAR K 1 Z A
RN HRROR BT 2 . BRI AR AR SN,
oAt 1l X R AR RGP A R AR T RREDIRA,
TE 98 V5 W) o3 i 248 . b 8 IR B AR B 49 R M 5 ok
HAETT, AT R B TEALA (S BN A A & &
18 % i K ( Averill and Waring, 2018; Zhang et al., 2021) ,
PRI, A A e DTG 8030 5 v s RO ICRU R L 1 1)
FERRARAE 7 J7 4 HLR L R f BRE A2 I 5 00 R R
B A0 B0 2 285 A A% 0 ) R CEH 52 B RS A, 2024) o

20 22 90 AR T, 78 2% L 4 (Liebig) fie /N F2%
VW T, MY AE R EEZRET LA
(Nadelhoffer et al., 1985; Schimel and Bennett, 2004) .
it 30 A AE AW 5E R, A ) AR 6% L 4 IR
ZMIE XA VLA (N HERR . 5L, SR E A
WEFE e “ EHLA S A LA IFE” 098 X5 2
(Chapin et al., 1993; £ 24 K %%, 2011; Liu et al., 2017,
2026) . MEAR, AR 5 AR BRI 90 2 2% 00 A TR IR
ZN R T R AT R R AR Y A (Fierer, 2017
5K a4, 2023; Cao etal., 2024) o 7E LA Z AR AR AT Y)
N FERD RS RS, B AR R R IR Y
Hi T B SR I 2% T AE 5 EUE P A 4 R R TR 4
# %0 1E I (Philippot et al., 2013), X i 15 “ AR b i $a 7
T A 188 AT R A RCZR G IR AL Y DG B A o

WERVE IR R LAY, b 5558 B 5,
RAGH B E AR, HRA D S EREESEY
i ER 1k 2 15 P (Kuzyakov and Xu, 2013) . # A 38 1 43
BCOGE 70 (AR 5y F A LR . WE 28 | 5L Fn i 2%
A W) R PR GAE B P, DT N 5 58 P
oyl 5 R A UERR, B8 A& E HE N KT (Dijkstra et al.,
2021; Liu et al., 2021; 254 95 4, 2021) . A A B 22 7]
PR A 0 A BCR WS (8], R A8 ) AR &R K
HOME DL A AR i AR . TR, S AR 22 5 VAL o
i A= oy O TR A T, B2 i 1 A HLAR Y 7% AL R0OR (Read
and Perez-Moreno, 2003) . T 4FRBFRE R, 76 H A %%
MAEBSRGEY, LR ME NS A HLEGE B 2E R

LR TN N S SR S O I T | XY W
MLES T W Wi (Liu et al., 2017; Pena and Tibbett, 2024) .

T AR SR, A ) R0 FR R B AH SC B 5T O, (EA A
TE A7 T R B3R G0 R A i D 9 O B RL 2 1) . 1) AN
[Fi] 80 U5 RT R A A ARk 25 %) AR DG BT R B = AT E B o 1
Fo A, AN [) B b b5 2% PR 26 A8 x4 57 ik 1Y &5 ] —I)
(i) A2 S 1 AN B 5 2) AR B 8 458 R0 R AR I B AR AL R
AT TR T WY, R ) R AR B B A R L L A AR 4
A AN eSSBS 5 B AL, AT
= 45— ny BISHESE; 3) TEATTRE . T 5 BRI CO,
W BE T S AR AR A S N =R, AR bR AR a0
ful v 7 55 EE R, RO fig A5 G R A A o e S AR R —
A ) AR 4 4 AR R0 O SO BRI T BE . X L)
R A TR AT SR R I, BRI T R MROR R0 A
R HERR P 5 OO RE ) o BE Tk, MOAR BRI 3 A AR
ARG R AR R R E RIS, AMCEA E LS
A, X 48 MO 75 70 B 8 L etk AR S A R S
ISR AR 2 e B A SIS

1 AR A5 TR W i 1] g A RS AR R A AL 7

1.1 ARSERKER

ERNESRGE T, RUZMUEFIEEFAE, 4
5 o AL A (8 25 A NH, Rl 25 2 NOs ) R A LA (&
FEWR . /IR W AR A PLA SF ) P K 26 (Schimel and
Bennett, 2004; Nisholm et al., 2009), RN[E|E S A&
AR | IR RE 5 WSO Iy TH AR B 2R
% 58 W AN S, A8 R 3 S o AR AR s T L RUR 4k
FRAK HIE AR BT IE R W], B 3 J R O R 5e
B O 5 2, HmT A ] R DR B A 45 E ML AL, WAL 4S
— & B AR 4> 7 = A HLAR (R %6 R 48, 20115 4E %2
J6 4, 2018; Liu et al., 2017), FL A6 AR B 134 A2 9 9K 3h
A LI 43 % 5 9 4L f 72 (Chapin et al., 1993; Schimel
and Bennett, 2004; Liu et al., 2026) . &L, THLA
AT 7% 22 Bk AR AE W) B R WM RY 32 2R P (Liu et al.,
2026) , H &% 25 ZFAE 25 AR WORT AR BACHE B BA
AR AR HES S & AL, 6k & HFER
1%, PRI AE R M AR AR 138 rh i b T L 34 /57 (Marschner,
2011); AH L Z T, Al A8 AU S WS R 5L O £
SAA weE AMCHER, 688 A T, HAE -
Bi v B TSR RS 8 ), 7E K 43 S PR g A A
A4 24 85 o B EL AR #8 (Kronzucker et al., 1997) . LA {E T
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KB WARRR Wl —E R —Z B 7 B S AE 28 I B A 58 R 3

9% 25 H T A B 22 S 00U A (] 2R AR IS AU 1) AU 4 A5 2
R SR BT A 5T 2 A, T L S A AT R A G 3R TR
W O - b S B B A Y — BOPE R AR, 3R TR R A
FAR UK W ] B 52 B A AR N TE LI 9K B, AN fE
AT 5L b 1) FH AR B 2% S AT 4 BRORUEE 09 K VE 15000 (Liu
etal., 2026) .

H A, & 20158 B, AR AL BE % H 3 W o
BLA, I8 n] 4 W R AR AR . Ah A TR
(Ectomycorrhiza, ECM) B & #il /7 3= & 1 il 51 il 14 &
(HE T AR SROBE G 55 ), AR 2 1 3 AR B A HLAR
3 B fif R AT W W1 71N 43 U (Hobbie and Hogberg,
2012; Averill et al., 2014; FEIIT. 4%, 2024) , X 1ETLHLA
o B AR B B AR T Sy E 2 AT AR (Arbuscular
mycorrhiza, AM) W 35 Z 2 # LWL A 5 /M FAILA
1) W2 Y& (Hodge et al., 2001; Govindarajulu et al., 2005) .
TE FE i ol B I AR 2R 25 FR g v, IR ™ H RR ) R A
AV LR, TTHLARME N B = o A, TR
A LA WA 152 Ah FE R AR, TR 4 4 A R
AR S4B RSB KRikAEAFRE 71 19 5 SEHL I (Nasholm
et al., 1998, 2009; Franklin et al., 2014) . K itt, A LA
WS AE 17 22 FE TR AT B bR e 2 4 457 R AR A= Rl it
fERE I EEHH Z—

1.2 REERERRYEE

A0 A (2 <2 mm) 72 B R W 0 3% 0 7Y 3 B 4%
B, LB A5 AR A8 M IR B S e A R R
(McCormack et al., 2015) . b #R < (specific root length,
SRL) #1 Lt 2 1] £ (specific root area, SRA) 3% fIF 5.4 /=
Y i R Ry A, B SRL, B/ AR B LA
T 5 I 2H 21 % 1 (root tissue density, RTD) [ 8 & , 18
HOEL AT Y W e R RN T 5 Y A5 [R) TR AL fE
(Reich, 2014; Weemstra et al., 2016; Freschet et al., 2021;
Zhao et al., 2024) o X SE AR SAEY) “ P B I DR
WG MR, BRARG T IEHIS N E A SR
M, 3% — 5 W 1 A8 RUCPE 32 3] 1 K 43 4518 19 7™ 4% Tl
2y, RERTE LR 3 B HORUK 73/ 5 00 BT
Y HOS R fEKS R ST, S SRL AR &R e i
KACE R IBOK A AHAE T R oK B v, AR R 1
G A% e B 7K g 2% %05 T Al XU, S 350 I A7 B
(Chen et al., 2017; Bergmann et al., 2020) . #HHZ T,
iR SRL, K E 4. @ RTD IR RALER T —Fh “ Ry
Mg, HURRE Y K 5 R oAk 5 A (AR &R A fR K
e T S PU TR oR . 3k A AR R IR I A 3 R IR
AT FE T 5 309 B8 58 ob i o 4 4 AR B GO SR AR
SEERAR I AR AR, 2 0T WS 2R BB

18 2R K AR A

HRFR AR B AR TE RO i v [R) A 4 G BREAE .
AR i AR e s A TR Ak 5 RE B AN AR O, A s iR
FIRIE N e e TR RE S AR B 5. 1A
RIS B0 T, R 1E 1 38 i $2 = AMT. NRT. AAP %
B DA Y 3R 38 ok 1 5l 0 W W BE J1 (Glass et al., 2002;
Nisholm et al., 2009) ; {H7E & & 5 44, X SL I K 57
J At U0, AR A 2R WA S 3R R A LA S B R O A A Ak
43 Wit (Miller and Cramer, 2005; 5K 3 # 4%, 2024) .

R 743 i 0 o g A 3 R TR R R TR s 1)
4= 75 M IR (Gill and Jackson, 2000) . %5 % iy AR 5 JH 4%
P WSk A v, 3 T UK S s ) S M A i Y
3£ 4% (McCormack and Guo, 2014) ; K 73 iy #R 2 ) #% %%
i, AT R AR, B A SR 0 TR S b0 3R 5
(Brunner et al., 2013) . R & Ji % & 5 & 1] i 55 2% 4%
A, BV 7 i AR 2R O T n] i g RCREAIE B, O A 1
WA, AR PR 20 9 B 1k 2 (Clemmensen
etal,, 2013) o [AIHL, AR AR A= i Jo S0 30 et A 0 ke S T
W B 7, U 4% U B S i R S A
13 AEYERRETHNER

ZHOR AR F T A S R R, i R T
55 MR PR A= S [ A i B TR 3R B 4% (van der
Heijden et al., 2008; Bardgett and van Der Putten, 2014) ,
TR R Z AR UEAR, 2K, @EER 5 M
Az W) B AR S5 A BILIE A A A, T AT B BIAE A R i
o AL R AE 22 BOAR bR L T A B U Y — /N ER 3
( Schimel and Bennett, 2004; Nisholm et al., 2009; 143 2%
&%, 2011; Kuzyakov and Xu, 2013) . [K ik, 4= ¥ 2K 5h
WA HLR T e RS R A o AR, R
R T A I 5 R 1) B AR B 7 14 G i ok 5 (Schimel and
Weintraub, 2003; 5K & 55, 2023; Basiru and Hijri, 2024) ,

FIAR EL R i I BE R Z —, 90% UL F iy
it M 4B W S A AR R AR R 7R JE IR B I AR
ECM T AL 5L T8 &35 1AM E T 22 . 45 6 1002 fE g AN
5 10 A ML & 3K B BE 7 (Hobbie and Hogberg, 2012;
Averill et al., 2014) , ff #E T B A X 73 54 HL A A F
FHs T AM L S i fo) 47 DR A B T TR AR L 4R o s
RO, EHRMT LA BN A HLA, TR A
AR E B, REXMERBARENES
B, AHAR 6] ZR AR BRI Y Fh 2H A P ECM 5 AM
I REAFAE — & T & (Phillips et al., 2013) .

M B i3 A 4 BE AT BB 76 0 B 1) 5 0 RS2 B AR
U B8 78 554 I (7] 3 5 3 ) 4 P 42 a2 260 3R 103t (Hodge
et al., 2000; Liu et al., 2021) . ZEA R R HIME T, &



4 )

A B ¥

CHRE o

A= DR LA B v A e R L T A S B R AU, N A
T 30 A A R R B, BERR R R
SR 7 (Kuzyakov and Xu, 2013) . SR 1, B & R &
b ) RN B A T B A R R L A g, O R
H 5 JR % A B ik, X — i BEREFRAE “ AR PRL
N7 4% (Kuzyakov, 20105 Dijkstra et al., 2013; # I3
&, 2014) o X FP AR ) 9K Bl Y AR B AL, AR BT
bR A SRR A R P R G, X 2 AR AR
MWL E Ak, B o RS S A A AR
PEAL T AN B AR A, JUHAE PG RS S RHE
W) 2 55 K1 48 AE FH (Cleveland et al., 1999; Batterman
etal., 2013; Epihov et al., 2021) . 3% $& [ Z R L3R4 T
To LA A R T A o 9 AR AR R, 4ERF T ARAMA
WS R R o

2 AAEHER AR KA A BEAL

21 REMAKERKPHZOEE) B

RAE TR 006 A A8 ). 418U il 5 AR
2k 3525 07 1 & 5% O AE JH (Vitousek and Howarth, 1991;
Lebauer and Treseder, 2008; /& 4% |~ Fl 4 %, 2020) . B
e, R gk h CHOE S E AN EEAMITER,
£] 50%~80% [ M & 1A & 1 i Rubisco(Ribulose-1, 5-
bisphosphate carboxylase/oxygenase, 1% i #% -1, 5- 1 iR
TR AR T /I AT ) K AR DG %) Tl 2k, G i S R v
WA M4 (Evans, 1989; Makino, 2011) . 76 /& IR K
HE % 45 7t Rubisco 1 7E . 14 306 A ML 71518 5 5 A0l
G2 (A,,,) I3 G RE R FH A% (light use efficiency,
LUE), M 4 3t 5t & ik 5% UM AE K (Hikosaka, 2004) .
FHI, ABR 251 i SR R 4 3 % 1 TR Ol
HEAG AL, IG5 D 6e 71 1 0 i ik 48 5
(Poorter et al., 2009) . F UK, %0 /2 40 M 35 58 5 4514
A BE A o AUHE B Y 5 43 A 2H 2 1 O i s A5 4
PEm KA E YA L, T IE B BT &8 . ) B 3 M i A
BE, SR T AR K S 450 R ) & B R (Landi and
Esposito, 2017) . & F W W W0 5 38 5t i) 72 7T 3 5 il 12
I Tl 0 A 2 Tk e G R T T M R A (R Ak S R
A B, i R/TE 4540 28 K5 A 45 22 (BB 1 O0C i
Ao

AN, AR EF TR, W R RIS kiC
% Z B EE {5 5 A T (Coruzzi and Bush, 2001; Nunes-
Nesi et al., 2016) . & J5 A i A 3 5k 1 40 _E 35 53 B9 Bk
TSR, 0 2ok e 2t A 7 R 2R A K, 52
G A AR BE ) AN FE A e MR AR EE T, AR
652 1] T o 5i b Bk S C DA R AR R A i A . T

A, 03 I 8 5 4N A 4 24 & (cytokinin, CK) | 4 K #
(indole-3-acetic acid, IAA) . £ %% (Ethylene, ET) 2¢ i &
B, SRR LY g RS R Rk DL O
T 5 ORI BE O 380 T 52 B8 T S, R R R I X B B i
21 FE AR 4L (Kiba etal., 2011; Ruffel etal., 2011) .
22 ARUEBREULHBEXR

R Bk 7] A 22 18] A7 7 5 %% 00 0 1) A R
KF, PR A T | RV 5 S AR AR B I A
A9 RZ O AR AL . AR ZR WU TE LB AT HIL AU R
AE I 5 Bk H 2R S HF, AL T B is i 7R v Y ATP I
FE IR 1] £k B Rz T 5 1) T 136 — TR 45 Bk 5 RS ( Nunes-
Nesi et al., 2010; Xu et al., 2012; Bloom et al., 2014) .,
e, 6B AR S AR FR AR A A, W o AR A
Hizm e .

TE R BRI A5 0F T, B A 8 o I8 45 ik 43 I £
HEAR F AR AR BRIG 3h, B 0BG in ml s v g A LR
ZEH 2 4 W) 1) B i (Williams and de Vries, 2020), {2
R W A AR TS AR R OB BE m) f 45
(Kuzyakov and Xu, 2013; Chai and Schachtman, 2022) .,
b A 52 R Cn g 9 Bl 55 BURAL O ) I
R B Ak 25 /0, R W W S TR) A e O e [R] 25 32 3
il AT SR Rl Y AR 381 PE (Gessler et al., 2017) o &
RO ik ] o LA TR R A A SRR L 8 R A A
M SR AR HERRL SR AR, i AR
SSRGS R BE .
Z, TR RS ZFAET, B RAORE B 2 8 0 B 2R
F UG R EAZ IR ), G S TR B R | A AU
SEg Ry B Y N O QA S S B 1 PR &5
L $8i B0 AR HURE T 4 TH 9 SR W, Bk Dy o A AE
RBR R BT T 4E 15 AR KRR A 19 E S AL AL ] ( Drake
etal., 2013; Kuzyakov and Xu, 2013; Franklin etal., 2014) .

TEAEB RGN b, R—E A R RE bR
2% 4 7= 77 (net primary productivity, NPP) 6 2 74K 2%
. AU AR S T A R R RS L T RE,
M7 30 20 BR ] 2 AR A= 7 g O 1) 555 % b T Bk RE
(LeBauer and Treseder, 2008; Thomas et al., 2010) .
I, B [ Ak 5 AWz ) ) B DR R R, 2 4k &R AR
MRAE S R G A5 PR AN ) RE AR A 1 HE A 1 M sk b
2.3 FIRYK T 3T A [ 4 B A 4K 3R R B B2

A TR B b 7 R MO RE 0 B 5 AR A SR B R
HREAFTEREES, X2 ELETHFLED
REPEIR . B8 R IS A AR, D R A 285 o7 365 37 5 s
19534k (Reich, 2014) . & &R B0 K P 2 X3 AR
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KB WARRR Wl —E R —Z B 7 B S AE 28 I B A 58 R 5

1Y 5518 A KRR FR A B AR . PR AR KBRS R
AR 0 AR AR R R R A
MEGRIOCERET) . ER AL T, EAT6EPE M
SISO X RN B R
Lt i 1 B (specific leaf area, SLA) . Mt F | =4l 214
i N e SV R, AR W E RS R R
P AR 7R 0% (Reich et al., 1997; Wright et al., 2004;
Poorter et al., 2009) . A Ji, 12 A= 4 B Fh ] 35 7 %% 5
W, HLZH SN S5 4 0T R AR B A AR
I BRI A I ROR I, 7R3 HR IR e b B
AR A A AR R ) o 3K A D E R B A B B AR
FHACR RN S 300 B8 1 52 M, 72T 5 B9 IR R 70 B sh 36
B vh 4 57 84 5 4 K (Chapin, 1980; Reich, 2014) .

ST, DA KR Rl B R R B T R
PO, E B 38 SRR 8 A R U AR B A1
rho ELRSOE M, IR BT W R AR ORI 5 B B A D e
T3 22 8] () 28 AR 25T o A TR) AR K SR I B AR R TE AR
T 25 O 4 Cln B 25 0. A A8 EURTE AL AU S ) B X Al
A By B AL AT e AEAE R G 7k 22 F (McKane et al.,
2002; Moreau et al., 2019), 3 A H fi# B Flt 5 38 B K m&
B Z RV AL TR LA

3 RIS A B I A AL

AARBHEMARAERKYXBER TR, e
i ) 52 2% 0AE T I 2% Bl A M e R OR 7R AR K 1R
2Z 1) 1Y 5% Y54 BC, DA T 52 ) R A ) 97 0 SR s R e 3
RE 7 o AN IR ZUBE I 7K T FV AU 28 25 B 2550 i A K
PR Ak 27 07 0 L 235 e 1975 10 5 3 B 58 3R 8, DT 3028 A
A He AR BR 8 W 38 Y 502 1% (Bryant et al.,
1983; Herms and Mattson, 1992; 2 2245 | 2003; 5k ¥ #
45 2024) o
3.0 SRR K T XA B R 2R 8 R i

TEARAEIEE T, WA B2 BRI, (IR Py e —
AT o, 2 EHE AT T A MmE. FF7. K
JBT 2R S5 ik 5 B A 49 B, DA T OB g B 5 1) e B BT i E
I3 o ARA KT8 WO 2R 9 e 4 AR AR R AR, e i
ORI N N SRR Eo BT =R = A /2 3 ol v 12 K A )
FAFAEAE L BE B T 09 B 48 B A, 2 107 1 58 B 0 1k
(Chapin et al., 1990; Stamp, 2003; Vogt, 2010) . #H 2,
e 0L I 3 AR R A K, EB AR RE T T R
mARET, B2 REWH THA S5 E WL, midE
B A AR, B R A S — UL R AR . TR R
M EES, B2 R R MR RRE IR,
Ko Aol 52 B 3R B, i B AR A T BOM AR B

g (AN 8 25 9 ) RN L (AN B L Aphidoidea spp.. X
4 Cerambycidae spp.5F Bk BURE, 7™ 5 A £L 2 5 80k
R 9, J2 1 22 N BRI IR T 2R bR 5 1R Y B 2
(Daufresne and Loreau, 2001; Throop and Lerdau, 2004;
Han et al., 2020) .

BRI TR A ) 5 B G P AR G R R B A
BE 1o A K LN o AF T 3K # R (jasmonic acid, JA) |
JK ¥ R (salicylic acid, SA) Fl £, i 55 S 5 15 5 10 1% 19
WPk e i BRSO W v A0 2B 1) T Y 5 JA R
72, A B TR R AR AACE SR AR R A
TN AT e ] JA & 42 E 3 5 SA B, i B 0 5 % e
Iw] T o XoF 76 1A 8 % U955 I P ( Xu et al., 2012; Mur et al.,
2017) o BEAM, AR PR N S R R i BT,
FOBE RO e, BE DR R R R A
SR, (HAFTE R, ERMERA i FEEET
AP R BETE . 5FREAMY A L, RKAEY A
FR B A At (AN 25T 5 R ), X & R I 3h 1y e
I EL A 0 g2 w9 A A R s R AR sk
FERAAARE Y (T REEER) . Wik, R,
R B A 5 %) A AT R S R S B 2R Y
Fi e PE 5 s B E o S AR LS 4 S R 4R A R o
SE T RCARZS XA 7 A A4 R 04 5 )

32 ARSHRABHEHNEREZSR

AR AIEE (SR AR LG FEA L
R0 M Ty B I FE AN A AR AN [, X A
AR AR A 875 AR 1 7 AR ) S e AN [ (ke g 4
2024) o 75 Z BUABR G ST AR IR R R G, IS
RUAE I AT AT £ PR A K RN A5 A T R, H [R] B AT g
Tl /D A T Bl AR A o A R S I R T AR
Kipeht, FBOLE W EZ M THREF 54K
AH AR, 1 Ak B 1 O A AR 9 A % (Throop and
Lerdau, 2004; Bloom et al., 2010; Andrews et al., 2013)
ARFFER W], S ALY W AR B s T
A ZE &, B 55 6% 35585 18 6 71 (Walker et al., 2022),
AT 185 0 BRS A 5 g 4 42 % R £ 0 B He BRCR 10 XU
22 TN TTbR it JIE 5 6 A Aol 52 B R B, LGS S A h
T R U AR R B R i A A AR R Y 1
Jin (Kytd et al., 1996; Herms, 2002; Dordas, 2008) .

Bl 75 A0 B L By 4 4 i 2O (Mur et al., 2017),
A RN BRI A R AR, A A S A AR
S AR P AR A5 5 4 1 s TA FSAGE i, AT
I 98RBT 5 BB AR S . U5 b, BRAS A
b0 T S 200 P RE 0 1 L T Jo AR 3R R 7 A i
1A A W . A TN R i A T ) T M A G Y R TR 3Rk
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(Chapin et al., 1990; Stamp, 2003; Vogt, 2010) . It 4F,
B A RIE RE 5| T AR B 2 Bk 03 0 2 T, B O
AR BR A W 06 1 | 58 35 AR B By A e e, A Bl T 4 TR
18 1 1% 9% F BE 7 (Britto and Kronzucker, 2013; Jamil et
al., 2022) .

gi b, A R 1 A A 5 B A, T
B A5 RN S A1) AR T B A sR BT RE T,
22 S 0 AR AT B
3.3 BEARAE AT B9 B R 5 B AL

B AR A K5 B A A A S A ) A A IR BT R A%
fE R XA 5 S S AL SR, XS R Bk —E R F
i Ui ” (Bryant et al., 1983) o % B i 1A Ry 75 & B2 il
ZAETT, R A AR S R ) Bk B R RE 03 BC 2 R
5L B A0 ) T B 5 R, T AE SR 23 FE R AR AR AR S AR
K #% A (Herms and Mattson, 1992) ., Hk . & %5 % IF1F
R G5 40 1 A 5 )7 A AR B =2 ) A fe] S TS, DRE T
AR A SR SRR 2 RE 0 o 7R AR B0 5 R ER
b, MDA S8 B IR A PR AR A T R, A T AR
P L AR BTHRIE BURIAR 2R O RE i 52 T, DL R B
AR ORI RN A 256 38 4 BE 5 i e 22 BR ) = 30 A%
PET, WA B8 B 2 B IR 0 B R DA R T, AR IR
A AR W B . AR L EE R BAL . AR AR TR R AL
Ko 175 6 3 A 98 4 (Stamp, 2003; Walker et al., 2022) .
3 Tl A A I A AS A S A ) A R ol 5 B 3
T AR A AR R (1) .

EY

Reproduction

GO

5L

ek i AT
ToW! Defense  Enhanced

resilience for

YA 1

IR |

AT AEEA AL |
AR DR SN

High leaf area;
Formation of xylem;
Growth priority

Synthesis of metabolites;
Lignification of cell wall;
Defense gene expression

AR A
Low N availability

Yy, Hny <
a&e\cl%‘/)’( ko3 LA o
o £
Wth-pR eproduction”

B 1 SIRERES I SRR 5 IR 5 BLAL
Fig. 1 Balancing tree nitrogen uptake with resource allocation
for growth, reproduction and defense

4 PR R —A K — R — B A B 2R 5 AR

41 FEREIEFIHARERK EHESHHE

WA AR R A TEHL AL (NH, . NOy) AL HLA
(EER . /Ny I, MEEB ., KR . R &
O AR I 1Y A A R L R, SO AR
N R g R R e S A e T
P 5 R R W U e T 2 TR AR AR AR R AR )
k& Ja A BE 95 45 ¥4 1Y 2¢ 4 (LeBauer and Treseder, 2008;
Vitousek et al., 2010) o SR, B A 1y A6 H A5 - 9E 5
Af 8 SR A KR R AL, YT IS A Y . RS ) A
b SUENE N N A R € R SN T i el I R 2
He A BR 9 &R BEIR, DA 152 2% ) 5% 5 AL A% )
(Herms and Mattson, 1992; Farhan et al., 2024) . [l &
RIS 5 AR B B A W WA, WA
A K S B FRL DL G S R R B AR ) T Ak 2 B AR )
BT (Can iy 26 . By mE R YR s Y 5 ) K Sk
YoM & 1 [ 4 pathogenesis-related proteins(PR 2§ [ ) .
PUAALBESE | o XLEERI Y BT R &N AR B
ST ) 25 R ik RN AR B S BUAETE R BRI E O R
(Coley et al., 1985; Koricheva, 2002; Walker et al., 2022) .
DRI, 76 i R BE T, B A 1 A0 B 1) 44 8 U A
ST AR S B, DR EDLE R MSE S 1, N
B AR T )z, 73R4 2 BR i 38 e
JI3EIEE, B ) B AR v AR, A B TR T AR AR
AW AE KNS . BRI BE,
[ HE 22 53X — B IR, Ol /g i—4 K —%
Bl —) 18 2 (818 B — A s 2% L ORS 40 08 458 19 A2 A R
SRS
42 REBEUEMKSEESEGEERERH

R AT R WA A e o 3 SR RS A AR AR
R TR 2052 e G A A T T SE 9 ik 75 A [R] 2R 2
13 A2 P 43 T (Liu et al., 2021) o Bk ZURE & 45 244
BRI FH SR W 1 A 0, L E S S S A T
it I A L SR BB A, T R B Y Bl A
FEFHLEICE D) . MEARFTEN, B2k ES
R EZMEN R E AR, T R, o
AT FRUHE o R AR O 1 o, 2 T 1 2R A R R SR R B IR
K BUAE 71 (de Vries et al., 2016; Ueda et al., 2017; Bk &
FEAE, 2018) o 5 b [a) B, i &AL 0 BB IR il 25 AU RN
APLA NS e iz, i e i e is B ARGk L AJ
b 5 5 [R] Ak e 0 M, B e ORI 0 O 5 Ak ik A&
AE 1] #2800, A B 5O S A K Y O e



2

NUBAE: BIARRE W —A KRB 7 A AE SR R f B A R R 7

SR, M AL A R 5T 5 IR . e R BGE S R
JE 3 3G sm N, B R 8 B 5 — BB BCRL A,
ZERBAM R A K LAY KA 28 B L, ) i 34
X A3 W5 A ) AR AR R BB, LAAR 3 AL
A w4k 5 & 0] A 1 (Kuzyakov, 2010; Moreau et al.,
2019) . AR EE B TE Z W AR E/B K BT
AR AR AR R AR, DASR A AR B 5 S50 B A8, i
ST B e o o /8 S S o e I N TN 2 7 NI DR 73

R4y A X AT A 45 o — b TSR 3K 3 — R T —

AR ABE” e R R 5

43 FWRUWIR B T By 4 25 818U 35 5 43 B 5K g
ETAWWS R mAFRIRELERKS

i A0 £1%) AL A ML, AR A A I i A AR b R B —

D RH R RS GE 1Y Tl B SR s B B T 3E B — A F P OR

W& (Reich, 2014) . ZR-&BLAWEIE, AlHGHIH 900 4 26

AW N uptake efficiency

-

—

(4) TS WS ] A1)
Microbial dependent N uptake—Synergistic and
mutually benefit

7 AL
PARIE N
@ AR
? NG

Microbial symbiosis;
Moderate growth;

N’ Moderate defense; @*)-W:d:
13

R
¢ Environmental g @@¢
pressure / \«;
GrE

Cal
Z
(3) MRS By 2 2 /g: (2) TPAE A K R 2
Low N uptake-High defense {2% ’b@@ Moderate N uptake—Balanced strategy
N N

Ay
o h_pefens®

7 {E A
7 fEHER
7 HpifEkae

ISR AT R A R B
Low nutrient availability/External environmental pressure

7 N PR

Low N uptake;
Low growth;
High defense;
Environmental
pressure

(1) B AP A= 4R
High N uptake—Fast growth

7 AR
7 PR
2 (B EERE

High N demand;
Fast N uptake;
Fast growth;
Low defense
capacity

AT Soil N availability

E

Ba

7 R
7 AR
7 AR

Moderate N uptake;
3 Moderate growth;

* Moderate defense;
Stable growing
environment

A

AR BAEGE 1 Tree defense capacity

& 2

FIRBI—E K -BA I 4 ZERME R FET S E

Fig. 2 Conceptual figure of the four types of trees under the strategies of nitrogen uptake-growth-defense

1) fr AR — P AR KA 2R R B R AR
B A 5 TR Ak R g, R B R 0 4R T R T
FLTE BR 09 B % i 2 LRk, DA R s B A= K 5K 5l Y
> BB o LA Populus spp. il BF 52 ik 56 I
R AR i 3K A IR £6 % i 7 1 8L X (i NRT2.1) W] LA 4
F5 A e 1) R0 BB 28, I 4 K 22 B0k B R A% A b
AR EE AR, T B Y A kB A
Y&l Bk, E e E R R LN ZRE
(Donaldson et al., 2006; Couturier et al., 2007; Willmann
etal, 2014) o LS HEME LLYRGE BE IR 5 8 B0, 8 L
THBERME SR IHRANANTHRES RS T
(Wright et al., 2004; Poorter et al., 2009) ,

2) v 85 RO M A A B AT Y L I SRR A

A K 55 B A 22 TR R AR AR G 2, RO RO R AR K
B I v [R] B R R 4 — 0 KT Y Ak 2 A A
B 4n, = 2 Picea spp.2¢ B i 3 15 1) 9% U 43 e 5w, e
B it v R v R A 2R 7 A A (R )
L 7E AL 3 e, Bl B R DG A AHOCHE 1Ak
DL A 4, fiff BB 98 3 10 BA BR U 30 (Kozovits et al.,
2005) . EATZ A THEE AR R E TR
AR R, R IR T d o 4 F5 3 iy
AR R B AR A, 2 T S B A S TR R
IVMRA W W — B AL . BL A R 2 A T R
B 38 5 200 BR A, G S IR AT AT AR DX T R X,
F T A MRS W A ) O~ BT IR v A R i, B
VA0 5 20K 8 22 B R A0 B 45 44 1k 0 Ak 2 P B 18
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o AR IR, WAARS Pinus spp AE T L3,
BRI Bk LG B, O R R 8 B R R G B TR R G
(Endara and Coley, 2011) . A W58 & 3K, BI #7645
RAME BT, KO R4S Pinus sylvestris LAJS HI 56 4%
T 3 B 2 U A= AR 7 0 T IR PR AR G K R R ST SR
WA O T HAE AR i PR 55 Y 5 A7 15 22 (Sampedro et al.,
2011) o EATTAE K HUE 248, (H A MR | AT AR
1o, SR RE TR O G W R RE

4) TCA ) S R AR B — D ] LR B S S A b
ik 5 R AR T e A O W e A, RS A LA
b W R 5 WO ROR, I A IR ——+ 7
B &S . VIHRIE Quercus spp. i B, 1F Jy WL 3 i) ECM
W Filr, AR S L A LT A3 0 Y AR ALl o i A BL
JBT, DT 3 Ao 8 A Ay AR R B R A ML AR . X
Tl 5 s AT A K B 6% AE 0 1k A2 BR A 08 v g 5y e G
PEFA, JFFERR FR B 53 Wb 5 E AR L Z 1] 34 21747 ( Phillips
et al., 2013; Sulman et al., 2017) .
44 BABRPHEEBANAFAENEREEERKP
HRERH L E

BT AR Ay A R ST R R A A G
2, HBE IR TR oK [R5 AR A D) A O (Obeso, 2002) .
1 3 B S 0 R T R TR R
Flz MFLAEZSM AR, WHEEMN TEAR ., KR
Lo G B W2 1 B A, U AR Bl 79 0K 5 A B
A W) 75 3R JC A 51 24 ( Vaughton and Ramsey, 2012) .
W, R AT TP S AR e A8 R 2 A5 JF AR 45 55, T EL
HEJE LRI Fr i 50 d iSO %
Bl R

TE o A AL R N, MR ik A L R E R
R, R 78 AT AR DL S8 RB0OE 37 4 5 R B Ji . X
T 28R ARG Y), U H I SR BB U5 4R RS ) RE ORI
YR, X E R AR B Sm R E R ERS EH
A A 22 8] B R IR AR, DA T A ) B A IR BB 25 A 11
JE L, [ I . 25 [ IR 7 18 4% A (Obeso, 2002; Pearse
etal., 2016) o TR IR T A8 99 P9 7E 1) B¢ 5 4 T 1A 45
HL, B4 28 A 0 70 1 B, A 4 4 ) F IR AR OE A 4
ERSREBEVS N A 1K B € T3 g (S
E J5 30 P BE Bz 4 e B U AR T A T 5T R 4 T
IR AL E . I, @A KT “ARRR” R
1M AT RERE AR o e A, HE B <8 IR K2
AR EC AT R B IEIR | FER R FREL
Fh ¥ [ 5 [% X ( Vaughton and Ramsey, 2012) .

TEAR A B8 25 1F T, WA W R R B AR,
P BRI H TR RY R | iR fa s fsi ik

B A A4 32, DT B 4B 5 45 S sl /b | SRS 5 A
J57 & T R (Sadras, 2007) o #5432 5 PR 458 38 N A% R (40
Bt ) SR “ Z BB BhE 7 R, B4
Z Ak AU A RS A AT v o B O, D)k A R
B B H A AF BT RS 96 UR (Pearse et al., 2016) . It
A, TR e A s A e A 20 BR 8% v il A 4 A LA
BRI Y R AR XS RRE W B Ry, H MR —E—
7 PR EALHIAE — R e T B A K 5B
A6 22 8] 14 %5 P8 wh 2 (Phillips et al., 2013) , 5 54 K |
I 0 M ] ) BOARS A T U B =00 R TR AUA &R
g7 (K1), Hrp, B0 E 2 R BUR . REZ W%
240 B )i v, AE B IR 2 s T e A e D g
FE BE R 7oA FLER 58 XURS: B AR A A1 £ 3 3 18 Jm, DA
TE LR B 455 % 20 1 2 955 3 0 SR o

5 AAfEER 5 AR IR

50 FEAEF=EMEMAESENXE

B A 3 555 S AR R 28 R G0 RN I T S Ak A8 B i
B0 [, OB 18 i 8 TR e R R AR 2R
Bipia 5 A TGN R I I, & A4t
N7 2 A AR TE A A A 00 SR, Y R
R 7 H AL AR E B, AT AR SR A BUREE R L M
TR0 B AR FR A K, DA 4 TR R XS T 5 R
JHr 300 B 4K T AR J1, DL K X AL AR B 0 0 Pk 2 B
(Hyvénen et al., 2008; LeBauer and Treseder, 2008; 2 2§
TR, 20205 4555 3 FIGK P, 2025) . AR, 7EZ
ORI T 2 A R ge b, KO a5 Al AT
T2 2 W 55 AR f B, LRSS B A TR
DR PR o e R I AN AR A PR A K A ) R
B, W E AR S B A K Z 0 3R A
TERBE B FMT, BRI e & A K
SRR MM EEFREE, U KICF R, A2
X SR A Y R TE A RN 23 e 4 B 45 4 1 B A
Y BE, T B A HEIR | JF AR s D BOR SE AT
K%, DT FI 55 R RE 19 4R 587 7 ) (Vaughton and Ramsey,
2012) . XK “E AR E AR MBI K7 W
53 TE 50N 7E A A R R B JE S A . A, A
Jit P A8 2 2R 45 R s b A JB T AR A AT (385 im 4t e )
Bl BEAREE 4k 28 O 5 ), DT AR 4K B 25 55 1 32 LA
% # uf L F 12 78 (Daufresne and Loreau, 2001; Throop
and Lerdau, 2004; Sadras, 2007) . 4 1 7 i& 2 1% 5 B
ROV, BT WA WS R A B ) BT
TR, 3 TS T g SN B2 AR, 2 BG h ETR e
[ 1= & % (Vogt, 2010; Walker et al., 2022) . 3k 1l &k 1k
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KB WARRR Wl —E R —Z B 7 B S AE 28 I B A 58 R 9

FUE A N T A e R T I AR, O R R
CRIAERRPUME T AR

RUE I ] EUE 5 A PR 5% DR 2 [ o R A AR 5
55, WAk B UL S % O, 15 eI & A Wil & %2 K
o mvREE O, 18 i A A0 07, BRI Rt & ik [ 7
T v 20 A TR 3 A A BG n 1 X Al B 2R oK, X R
BETT 28 JE IR TR AR A P B R 5 AR 2R L
(Marzuoli et al., 2018; Xie et al., 2025) . [A] ft, Fi2 Ui %
SRR 2 AR T 8 BH 25 7 2 e fig g, {1145 (Ca) L B
(Mg) & Bl BH B Tk, Bl R EFRA VM. mAAS
A 25 A1 995 T 18 A 0 486 98 O o5 7 AR O TR R 45 A, I
55 A F T2 0 6T s A A A CBERE 4245, 2011);
235 SR PR A G, TR T B A I R
HooK iR, A FBOK > 7 kP 5 A i 3.
H OH AT D, e R I R B AR AR A B A PR R T
R “BRMIEsh 17 (Binkley and Fisher, 2019;
Tian et al., 2020) o B At e 4 B 1) 5C B A2 T S0 LA
BRI AR, T AR S KA R . E A it A 4
M AN [) B o 2805 oK 22 S5 OF i o = Ak it A 4 3,
Jede b 27 R A, WY S AR K B BOR DR A, G AR
FE R . T 5 A 5 I ()it R SR e RS =
LG A A R AR 0 I o A AR AR R R L
R N = ) P UM LT 17 N 6 7 N 2 9
AR GBI, SEI KRR SR .
5.2 F A 3 58 AR K S IR U 5 B ED B

TR AR S A 2 4 TR AR R A W W RE O Y R AR
AM H T 78 7 380 o 47 2R W A T AR i v T AL 2R AR
A, M ECM H I 32 2238 i 43 W6 &1 1l 412 i A HL AT
b, R R AE 229 1 8 b o e 4 R 9 R T I g
77 (Phillips et al., 2013; Pena and Tibbett, 2024; FF I 71
A5, 2024) o LA, TEAR kA I RE IR TR AR R R T I
e 0T 22 Wik i AR FR R A R e, A I AE B S0 A
5 v B R AT A f B 4E 5 2 BB (Bennett and
Bever, 2007; Johnson et al., 2015) .

B 20 TR R B AR R W A L BB R AR Y
S HL A, R A T Chn [ R Ak RN S A
AR 5 A= W L SR G A TR A ) AT 3E S AT Ak
R B F i is ik Ae, P m A E LW KRR
g v 19 3 80 PR A eT A1) A M (Berendsen et al., 2012) o [A]
BF, D e AR bR 4l A W i e R kb, B
JA FIET {5 538 8%, DA s A AR X BTG H el B R R
RO B R, 52 B AE K5 B A P [ B2 T (Pieterse et
al., 2014) it HE A AR B 2B 25 AR G0l W R B0 = 2 4
PR A E RN D) RE A AR P N 2% il e A L RSP S AR

RN DR DA A B, 4 RS SR 0B PR AR € (Van Der
Heijden et al., 2008; Zhou et al., 2010) ; T jiti & 1 #2 5% -
TR Ak H T SO A W 45 T Ak, H) 55 AR R 5 B B
I8 XTI SR Y AR A BE 1, S ECLASE TT B (Fusarium
spp.) A AR (0 T AL 0 F A AR FR G 0, 2 1T 0 5 A KR
F 59 (Zhang et al., 2022) . M BN FHAF B, mT LLiEAT
DL Ao A= W 8 4 4 it A 0 VAR 00 R AR % e ) R AR B
g A2 TR R, X — O R G HIE FH T A A R I T R
A S A HLAR 5 & B Can A=W e . TR B T A )
A, LAAR FE 302 T s A R OR — R AR —A
W7 ZRIRAERR, 382 L g K IRE
P 5 M0 4 AR B G A ) I % 2 A, LA S R T T
SRR A
53 ETRESHRARERISE

PR A fE R A5 S ) O B A T R B U o 55 KU O
HEAT FU T B, AR AR A R A K BB B
WO ERITTR, HER KN & & %R,
B 28 K A5 5 15 3 4 28 Ak, AT LA S WA 1K 28 30K
BB KT o i B 5 S =53 A b S 2 VP ARG AR
REFREN HZIRR . BT H AN BAS &,
A AR E (R A LG . /B LA SO A /R
%1 # (photosynthetic nitrogen use efficiency, PNUE) X} F
S BT R A B i RRER O G L IR A Ak T i
S W T B A W Y IR I SF- 465, D &R L 9] 2 5 B PNUE
T BEAEAE TS 4 S BRI 5 A BRI ( Daufresne
and Loreau, 2001; Throop and Lerdau, 2004; Wright et al.,
2004; Sadras, 2007) . %4 & B2 1 F1 LA™ 9 2 5 N
ORI R A B S, AN AT R . R A =R L Bl
G R A A R AR R A A OGS A, FE A A TR
SO H A AR AL W, AT T IX A R R O S5
i 1% 5 (Foyer et al., 2003; Hildebrandt et al., 2015) ,
R B S Y (A= W e, U A ) B MR RE S T
S AR AT o R 20 T AR BT R LR Sl Ak s B A L
PEAEKWUHES . RABNTAGS SHEYMEN
T AEAL ] A S 4 A B IZ W i A% G o AR AR DIR B
FLHESE I TAA . CK 5B (SA| JA) Z [6] 1)1
FT B B 0 F PR F TAA A1 CK AR P 38 4, Hml g
33 FE B 0] JA F1SA A5 1 75 5 A 508 I
WA 7 180 E 77 (Mur et al., 2017) o A, M 00 40 3% 41
N5 B AT 45 Z 8] 0 R AR A, A BT B0
TR AU, 52 BT A {4 N« 4 S AR L )
CHATE T R

WA, B F 88 e PR A 2 HAR (N R ) 19 A
it B AT 7, 2 W AR E R ORI AR BRI AE P
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Z 5REUICEFRANRFRMA TRA I T A,
15 53 PR AR (R 6 2R s T LA R A ) UE 285 08 W i BT
k. B A A Z ) 4 TC AR DA S R 8% B
I 5% A8 Ak /Y 3h 72 1 N (Hogberg et al., 2017; Liu et al.,
2026) . XS THE AT R BAE K
AL R R BRI Z 465 S 4 G2 Wik &, LH&E N T
PPk 30 T A8 A 52 R0 TTC 6 2 i) 1 4 B XU L P A L
ARt E A8 B, LA N T S 2 Rl R o s Y R0 A 3 A
Ry RS T A IR R i R A O e B L
PR

6 ZiwHRy

AW FE R GE IR T R AR A BRI 45 44
S G P b i Z 4R . BB AT
W DA B WMOIF AR IR B AR Bra 72 e
WHAR PR AE WP R A AR S 58 B, X “AR BRI
A7 BARRHE T AR A I B 2) K
R MR IKE) TR AR R BB AT
URAUA o 7R SCHE M B0 4 ZE A0 b SRS A5 B e ], o R 30
i BB U5 S AR P A K, (B TR DU A Ak 2 B 18
Py S5 AR B R B A B A S A, T EOR AT T X i
5 BT I B B e s A . 3) AR R fd BREAE I X
e AT IR AR AR o R A% Gt 1 HORSEA6 AE L) 3B 5K B
KA &, 5 1m) 56T R Y K sh r A= 258 FR B B,
i P AR B TR R I 4 R 2 DT I R e e
FULE . By AR A AR BRSBTS Y
i TUE 5 R 45

JEEAK, “RAMWM—EK—ZH—PiH " FF5
AT T I 5 T O B R A% [R) R, w2 5 ARG H R T B
TULRWE . B 5, R SR S 1 ) A8 A 5 3 I 4 1
3 HLA AT AN 3 0BT, 5 DA B4l f) 2 = o0 A e 1) 22 2
FORWR—I BE IR AIE , 25 5 5 20 O 5 i DR o
A R Tl A B O B R DN 7R R E A M 2R R R SRk 5 T
AE . LU, AR —4 W —f =07 HAR D, Bk—R L
e 0 25 A7) ik = i AT, R AR 19N OK R
ji¥ (Nanoscale secondary ion mass spectrometry, NanoSIMS )
5 %4 %2 [5) bf % M2 #8 £F (stable isotope probing, SIP)
AR, 52 BUAR B i3 DX 57 43U 3l 1 AT A Ak 5 A0 2
T3 A, B —R B IR S T R A R 5T 9, 51 AL g
) Bk SRR AR T s, ok AR R L AR AR Al
50 SR R G, A A R S ) Y AL B A
B AR AR AU S AL T 5T B9 B A BB,
AL T i 2 25 K CO, Uk J& 18 5 Free-air CO, enrichment
(FACE) £ 48 %5 Z I 1 th [ #2 ) S2 46 7 5, R AL

()| I R e By S ER R Il e N DS E B
W o AT XN AR 3k i AR A AR G Y o s IR, O
SL LTI AL R G 3 -5 Ik I A% SRS B S AR I
I 2%, S BLES ROBE AR 2 W . 28 BT I, ROk WF
FE I i B R R A (N — R —k o — A S &R
Gt) ., BB A (A —k—K—GlE Y —%5E) s
Gy 5N GRARZEE L I 2040 R F B 1%, e
TS g A A BRE A S IR IO o T 5 R RE
P, X ARAREIR L TR AR SE T S A A R ST g
SR A BRI R S Y B S B R

2 £ X #
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