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Differences of rhizosphere soil microbial community structure and
polysaccharide content of Chinese yam from different origins

LIU Huijuan' ,WU Qiguo’ ,GUO Xiaojun® ,CAO Fu',YU Shuihong'
("School of Pharmacy ,Anging Medical and Pharmaceutical College ,Anging 246052 , China;
?College of Life Sciences ,Hebei Agricultural University ,Baoding 071001 , China)

Abstract . Objective To reveal the differences in microbial community structure of rhizosphere soil and polysac-
charide content in yam from different origins. Methods High-throughput sequencing was used to analyze the microbial
community structure and predict the metabolic functions of KEGG and FUNGuild in the rhizosphere soil of yam at maturi-
ty from different origins ,while the polysaccharide content of yam was measured. Results Actinobacteriota, Proteobacte-
ria and Firmicutes are absolutely dominant in the bacterial classification of samples from different origins. Ascomycota,
Mortierellomycota and Basidiomycota are the dominant fungal groups. Chinese yam in Jiaozuo, Henan province, has the
highest abundance and diversity index of bacterial community structure,,and the yam in Lixian,Hebei province,have the
highest abundance and diversity index of fungal community structure jthe yam in Lixian,Hebei province,has the highest
functional predicted abundance of both bacterial as well as fungal communities, and the dominant bacterial group is the
main microbial functionally predicted group;The yam in Lixian, Hebes province has the highest polysaccharide content,
followed by Wuxue, Hubei province. Conclusion Differential analysis of the polysaccharide content of yam showed that
it was closely related to the structure of the rhizosphere soil microbial community, especially the metabolic function of the
dominant fungal flora.
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AR AR R i S AR B S A Wy i A
Fe A m e VAR O AR B L 3 el A= T LA 5
e A T Y R R S
W 25 A D RE e A O R R

ASBIFE 38 FH AN [R] 7 3t A B 1L 285 1 D 7F 52
XFAR, 2R JH o e A I e B AR A AR s - 198 v 48 o A
FRE SR, IR AT DI RE TN, 455 45 7 a1l
YW E R IE SR, 878 LI ZGARBR IR E )
DL D RE R BRI K 5 2B 2 AT S
XAt Bk 25 AR B DL e 7 SR 50 RE ) S Ak
s D B R A A BLSHR S

1 #MRERHE

1.1 HAR%E

ABIFSE 3 FH ] 58 M R A5 7 it D7 b T b
B T FEAE LR OB (9~ 10 H ) il
ENBFERT 42, “ BRI IE SR A AN TR] 7 1l L 24
MR AR PR 8 TR B AT OR R R AR
THERER 3 IRERE IR A Y S R R A
T F EA% [l S8 B e 1L 2 AR 2K ¥ ik (el 52
B2 IHARAE T —80°C VKA 5 AS [ 7= i A4 11 252K
FFH 2 RIS 24 oy A L Bl 2 A v 24 M 0 S5 M T Ut
RIS E, REGEEWE L,

1.2 Fik
1.2.1 fUEMZHEEsAr H CTAB LR T+ 4

&L DNA fili £, DNA ¥k B2 Fi 2 B A6 & 4% I, XF
DNA #7407 16StRNA 51401 ] 338F( 5'-
ACTCCTACGGGAGGCAGCAG-3") 1 806R ( 5'-
GGACTACHVGGGTWTCTAAT-3') , ELE ITS fii
ITSIF ( 5'-CTTGGTCATTTAGAGGAAGTAA-3") i
ITS2R ( 5'-GCTGCGTTCTTCATCGATGC-3") . ™ 3%
SR .95°C WA VE 3min, 27 MEH (95°C 25 M 30s,
55°CiB kK 30s,72°C S 455, EURH B HE 35 A4
PEFREL) |, 72°C Faig ZEAH 10min , B0 )5 78 4°C FEAT 1R
F7(PCR 1% : ABI GeneAmp® 9700 %), HMEEA
3IAEE WA —FEA ) PCR P2 1R A 5 F 2% 31

MR BEE I EEL KRG, 42 AxyPrepDNA 8 52 [F1IACH
M & (AXYGEN A w]) PIE [EIC, Tris_ HC YE i, A
DA% 5B D™= 9 ] QuantiFluor™ -ST 1 4.2
FE 18 A S (Promega A H]) 78 =

A1 RRALHFHLE LEHAREEEL

BHABT H & 47k KA 2 B e
HW AR @A/ AR BRRR 115°6076"  30°11°01"
A4 4 A HWX/HWZ H

HWX X R#SLE
HWY KRBk
HJ LRER mA/ LAY Taklk
A44 A HIX/HIZ BE
HIX AR
HY  EEL#HRA
HL LEBL mE/ AN Y TREER
A4 4 A HLX/HLZ BEHE
HIX  HRH50%
HLY  EELBRA

113°08'05"  34°94'01"

115°64'86"  38°42'28"

£ Mlumina MiSeq F- & (PE300) ( 13575 4

WBE 25 RHECA BR S w ) R SO %o il Iy e 37
s BHEJE 8] UPARSE 3%t 979% A AL
HFFIH#ETT OTU 2 25 9 5 B ik & 14, #1 | RDP
classifier XJEEZ& P FN AT A 0 B RE, 2R B
FERE N 0.7, HEX) Silva B0 4 F1 Unite B35 % |
JEHEAT DI RE T, W F ¥ 5 © 2 58 &£ NCBI,
BioProject % 5% 54 PRINA936564 ,
1.2.2 WS ENE RZESEMT Bl 2y
A BRI 50g 2647 B FE i, TR S B8 A 500mL
R REBEIE H inA 24 200mL (9 TE 7K 2.5, 7 90°C 1Y
E IR K 5 P DAL R E 3h, SR 5 FH A EG O -0
WisE, BE —Wa, & IFIIEIFA 90°C HE4E
HE T A E R A TR R A AR O ST
FIRY G TR b B

B 1g WK, A 30mL Z€48 7K, H 75 $2 L ( if
] 120min T3 100W, LB 75°C) B Load &, B -
T R IRAR IS A 4 F5 TR 95% 11 B, 4°C
JiCE 24h, R ZHITVE , BT 60°CHEAR T T4 2d.

B 40 g/ mLL ) 4 24 B AR E 5 W (0. 00,0. 20,
0.40.0.60.0.80.1.00,1.20,1.40 1. 60mL) ¥ /i1
JKZE 2mL, B 1mL 6% I, TR S, 7
I SmL WEGRIR 78R 515, BT 30°C /K | i
20min , 7 490nm Ak P 5 FH S AE , LA 0. OmL & K
XoFRE DU 4 5 O i O R AR AR, WOGME A Ak
b, AR AE T 245 i o B T, ok
BE N Tmg/mL 11125 224 200w, Ho A4 B [ b v
ik, AR O B BB TR

ANe] 7= b L 24 Z2 0% 5 i A SPSS22. 0 i



T T BB AR 2024 4F 4 A4S 47 45 2 W] T Jining Med Univ, April 2024, Vol. 47,No. 2 -85 -

HEATGETH BT, SR BRI R 7 2240 B A o A,
F-test K 56 IE A1, P<0. 05 TR 2R AH G it # &
X, BEHLIETT LSD ( Least Significant Difference ) 2 5
FOAL, A AN ] AR A Z [R] 208 5 i B 25 5

2 ERENH

2.1 WMAENBE LML ER

2.1.1 Alpha ZHM0Hr  HIX 45 1) ACE $5
£ Chao F8EUHN OTUs it 141 50 K, Ul W] R £ AR
T L DX 10 245 AR e = 2 41 1 = R R A
YIE T HAREAS ; HLZ E 5 i) Simpson 35 % . ACE
FEH  Chao F8EL LA J2 OTUs $fa ¥y d ok, 6 WA
am S L ZG AR bR EIE AR R A2
Rk THAMREA, WK 2,

k2 EIEMAM Alpha S AFMEISH S AT

2T e OTUs  Shannon Simpson ACE ~ Chao & &JE
gl T m® K MR R BE /%
W HWX 985 5.26 0.02  1022.90 1022.36 0.9980

HJX 1070 5.05  0.03 1121.43 1115.52 0.9972
HLX 995  4.65  0.05 1072.60 1064.00 0.9964
AW HWZ 226 3.03 0.12  231.69 230.55 0.9997
HJZ 238  3.13  0.09 247.63 245.00 0.9996
HLZ 337  2.80  0.21 345.11 343.60 0.9996

2.1.2 ABHESEHAN YR ERRANE D E T
354N7,109 44,232 4~ H L350 4~ 8F, 617 &,
OTUs 2010 1>, WL# 3,

A3 FEMARELEME

T kA LAt A
A R n ® A # A #
HWX 29 85 171 242 379 590

1
HJX 1 29 75 161 233 390 621
HLX 1 25 59 147 222 390 630

AN TR) Hl DCRE A 240 TR 1) 00 35 TR R R iR TR T
( Actinobacteriota) . ZF & R [ ] ( Proteobacteria ) Fll /&
BEG] ( Firmicutes ) 5 207K V- 09 U0 34 T BF S i 2 T
2X ( Actinobacteria ) il y-2& J& H 24X ( Gammapro-
teobacteria ) 5 PL3 R FEAS [RIAEAS H (1) AH X =F B 22 57
R, BRIAT A BRI LIS, AR o 28K F L
HLX FEA 32 B0 3T/ 38 A 45 #UFF 18 1] ( Bacteroid-
ota) , TAFT B4 49 ( Bacteroidia ) s HWX i £ 45 £F Z& 4T
T 20 ( Ktedonobacteria ) , HJX i 3B 18 G155 Fg #43ih
P 4 ( Thermoleophilia) , HLX F% 6 X £ 32 4 P il £k

1 T( Actinobacteriota ) FIiTZE B 24X ( Actinobacteria )
FRE IR . AR JE 7K TR X = B R R RT 0 oK
PR R 8 (Arthrobacter) fERHH I
J& ( Pseudomonas ) 1 5. il 18 J& ( Sinomonas) , VL3
4,81,

4 HhBmEEHE A

R WARH AR
T kemE /% RS /%
HWX  Actinobacteriota 39.73 Actinobacteria 34.00
Proteobacteria 21.51 Gammaproteobacteria ~ 11. 64
Chloroflexi 14.22 Acidobacteriae 10.91
Acidobacteriota 11. 46 Alphaproteobacteria 9.87
Firmicutes 5.03 Ktedonobacteria 7.02
HJX Proteobacteria 38.00 Gammaproteobacteria  29. 02
Actinobacteriota 26.94 Actinobacteria 17.69
Firmicutes 9.57 Alphaproteobacteria 8.98
Chloroflexi 6.38 Bacilli 7.58
Acidobacteriota 4.91 Thermoleophilia 5.96
HLX  Actinobacteriota 41.71 Actinobacteria 40. 03
Proteobacteria 35.07 Gammaproteobacteria ~ 22. 82
Firmicutes 8.83 Alphaproteobacteria 12.25
Bacteroidota 6. 14 Bacilli 8.55
Acidobacteriota 2.33
Bacteroidia 6.10
Chloroflexi 2.33

inomonas

f _ Streptomycetaceae

ia
_f_JG30-KF-AS9
norank_f_norank_o__Acidobacteriales
Burkholderia-Caballeronia-Paraburkholderia
Arthrobacter

Pseudomonas

Bacillus

norank_f _norank_o__ Gaiellales

nnnnn k_f Gemmatimonadaceae

B 1 @ #E R FENE

2.1.3 EHEBIRSEAN YRR bR 3
HEDET 9 117,29 149,46 1~ H, 130 £,
248 M@ ,0TUs 579 4> . W#5,K 2,
A5 FRRMHAMRE LEAE LS EAF LA oA
S 5 | | 2] # )& F

HWZ 1 8 24 51 89 141 175
HJZ 1 5 19 41 78 117 163
HLZ 1 7 22 45 91 168 240




- 86 - Fr T BB e 2024 4F 4 A%E 47 55 2 W T Jining Med Univ, April 2024, Vol. 47, No. 2

MFE 6 AT AR b X AE AR B 4 S5 LR A
PTRBEN TR ] (Ascomycota) B 18 ] ( Mor-
tierellomycota ) F1#H-F 5[] ( Basidiomycota ) 5 4% 7K
P TR A M 28 58 TR 4K (Sordariomycetes ) BB 4H
(Mortierellomycetes ) .U 20 ( Eurotiomycetes ) A& %
7 44 ( Dothideomycetes ) 4R H-2X ( Tremellomycetes ) ;
s HEAT A1 A R 3856 TR 4R ( Sordariomycetes ) FTJAE 9 T
44 ( Dothideomycetes ) LS, HWZ F1 HLZ fL #5535
A0 L% 7 4R ( Eurotiomycetes ) , HWZ Fl1 HJZ 341
FEEETE 7 49 ( Leotiomycetes ) , HJZ 1 HLZ 4454
P 4 ( Agaricomycetes ) s HWZ P45 4R H-4 ( Tremello-
mycetes) ; HJZ 3 45 #% £ % 24 ( Mortierellomycetes ) ,
HLZ A5 B2 5 24 ( Laboulbeniomycetes) , HLZ A9
26 XL BE 22 5 ] ( Ascomycota ) Fll 25 B 4K
( Sordariomycetes ) = & H41 1 .

JE K B9 A8 5 5 B 8 Sk R 2 & ( Cephalotri-
chum) . #% 1 B J& ( Mortierella ) . ¥t 22 M % &
( Talaromyces) . V% Wi J& ( Saitozyma ) . & % H J&
(Penicillium) . HWZ BEAR B U 5518 BT %4 21
FHE NV MR (Saitozyma) (22.41%) , B 22 55 )R
( Talaromyces) (22.41%) , 5 %% 2 J& ( Penicillium )
(12.47%) , BA0H I8 ( Fusarium) (8. 46%) ;HJZ F
BN B R ( Mortierella) (43.24%) , Cephalotri-
chum(8.07%) , Setophoma (6. 41% ) ; HLZ =5 Nk
W8 J& ( Cephalotrichum ) (44.67%) , Coprinellus
(8.34%) .,

2.2 A MR M

2.2.1 GUEYIREE R Beta ZREME MR Beta £
FEVES A i R R ZERT WA HIX AT HLX A9 4
BRI HE 7 25 44 SR G AR ARLPE 5 T HWX, HWZ il HLZ
) EL R T& S5 RSB = T HIZ,

2.2.2 fUEYIBEIE N OTUs MR AR br 3 ik
Wil OTUs 35 A, HWX  HIX  HLX B 7S s ) 1]
40T OTUs 43 54 985,1070,995 4>, H it A
OTUs & 220 4~, HWZ HJZ HLZ FEAS Fhgs: i 5] &
& OTUs 43 54 226,238 337 /4>, Hoh M4 OTUs
46 >, WIHER TR AN F R A OTUs $ii i 2
WbE B EREEA OTUs B i, IR
TCREAS (1 2 DR R Vi 46 7 Fn iy b ad B REAS 1 EL R R
TGS R S 0

MIE 3 AT HIZ A1 HLZ 2 S FEAR I A0 R 3
OTUs A 731( 5 1k 24.25%) 4>, HL LA OTUs A
141 (i kb 36.37%) , ¥ i T HAMAE AL S | 16

TR A A 200 T R L AT 1R R 2L s S AR R | vk
SRR b g B iR AR 4 B A B S
OTUs % &,

k6 RBABEESFERTF LY HAbHH

o K-8 LR AP AaxtE A
T wamn /% wHHE /%

HWZ Ascomycota 70. 94 Eurotiomycetes 35.13
Basidiomycota 25.94 Tremellomycetes 24.33
Mortierellomycota 2.74 Sordariomycetes 21.19
unclassified_k_ Fungi ~ 0.23 Dothideomycetes 8.22
others 0.15 Leotiomycetes 5.67
HJZ Ascomycota 50.70 Mortierellomycetes 43.24
Mortierellomycota 43.24 Sordariomycetes 23.11
Basidiomycota 5.49 Dothideomycetes 17.97
unclassified_k__Fungi 0.56 Leotiomycetes 5.62
others 0.00 Agaricomycetes 2.79
HLZ Ascomycota 84.95 Sordariomycetes 61.28
Basidiomycota 12.03 Dothideomycetes 14.05
Mortierellomycota 1.42 Agaricomycetes 10. 90
unclassified_k__Fungi ~ 1.45 Eurotiomycetes 5.69
others 0.15 Laboulbeniomycetes 1.48

A3 MHIFEE@E (L) FRAE (L) OTUs venn A
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2.3 SHmeEWAFR

Ll 24 22 4 I S A5 2 00 bR o Bl 2R fR .y =
0.0072x-0. 0154, R* fH K 0. 9952, H4 45 (1) I '
JEF YA (RSD (HY/NT 3%) 47 AbrifEth 2 it
BLIRLL 0.9 HEATHEARCIEY . B 7 A, KR
7 HIL )BT B L 24 RN ER DA %) 200 e Y R 9T
dta B>t o> R A, BB il 25 20 &
wE TR, 2RSSR ER P<0.05, 5
RG24 L, 1LSD Z 5 R R R = AR AR 7
T LM Z MR EES

%7 REEHFEELBUARIMLA

% Me o % £ ST

He S4ELSF/(mg-g') F1i P1E
HJX 33.11x1.26° 157. 427 <0. 001
HJY 28.74+1.09'

HLX 44.24+0. 76

HLY 36.67+2. 16°

HWX 39.96x1. 36"

HWY 35. 40+0. 73"

RSB TRBFAAT O AARAA S ERRALERF
25,
2.4 WRAEDBEEL D RIAN
2.4.1 AUEHBEIETIRETUN A PICRUS2 X4
FREIEOE AT D BE WM, 3845 OTUs 7€ COG . KEGG
B YIREIKT- AR RS S, AR 100 A B R A
WEE 5 BACFE st L (5 BACHE At 72 AL RS
5 NZBRA R 6 K, A4 46 > 2 TgE,
AP AR AR X T B e i — A %, 7
HWX  HJX, HLX " 43 5] Al ik 42.5% , 41. 0% Fil
40. 7% 05 1 — I RE B ok 4k AR,
SRR AT eI e QU 4k 2R AR,
R R G 2L A 9 A 3R W A A st A B Ak
A=Y A A, HUAS 2] Enzyme/KO
(1) =F B P A T b L A0 B R TR A T RE Y
F R S TR RN A, 45 A 2 1
FELESRL M A AR TE 2540 5 205 B A ORIl ,
K4,
2.4.2 HEFEDIREWD A FUNGuild 7] 3k
PEEA T B FERF DI RE R L EEE R, A S
F AR FEREA B B DI RE T 25 SR 25 0K, IS
H B FEAY (saprotroph ) BY I HE 3 B fx vy, Hoiw b &%
SRR ELTA R VR 2 AE T00 JE A= 7 97 78 (saprotro-
ph) F B & WL R R AR  H O s

K03088
K01990
K01992
K00059

K06147

3ets
-28+5
245
2e+5
l lets
lets

K02035

QS‘.

A4 miAH%E KO it A A

77 ( pathotroph ) , X 17 9 5 A #4425 BE A Unde-
fined Saprotroph ,Fungal Parasite-Undefined Saprotro-
ph Fungal Parasite-Plant Pathogen-Plant Saprotroph |
Animal Pathogen-Endophyte-Lichen Parasite-Plant
Pathogen-Soil ~ Saprotroph-Wood ~ Saprotroph, Plant
Pathogen, Dung Saprotroph-Plant Saprotroph-Wood
Saprotroph, &4 #5375 ( saprotroph ) T % 3 b 7
Al et PR R R AR R S B 2 i
o PR — 2L

-
]
WF
038 | L
Wu

Plant Pathogen-Wood Saprotroph

oph

iprotroph
Undefined Saprotroph

@,ﬂ, &
B 5 FUNGuild 25 k4 £ 4t Ak B

Ty s EL A b B A v 1) D) RE TR £
YRR E A H B (undefined saprotrophs ) ; A7
Jbad B NS R 42 B8 Y38 L9 Plant Pathogen
(1280) #1 Dung Saprotroph-Plant Saprotroph-Wood
Saprotroph ( 1129) ; 15 4t 2 7 T I 25 5 =F B #5119
45 Fungal Parasite-Undefined Saprotroph ( 13326)
F1 Animal Pathogen-Endophyte-Lichen Parasite-Plant
Pathogen-Soil Saprotroph-Wood Saprotroph (4706 ) ;
T FEAE DI RE F £ 5% 4 Endophyte-Litter Sapro-
troph-Soil Saprotroph-Undefined Saprotroph(21400) ,
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H K A Undefined Saprotroph ( 12383 ) FlI Fungal
Parasite-Plant Pathogen-Plant Saprotroph(3219)

XoJ N7 1) L TR o AT Bk A & ( Mortierella ) | %
R (Fusarium) . /NBRIE W & ( Leptosphaeria ) 5
UDUIR ( Saitozyma ) 25 , FL I RE BN A foy == B & BE
55 AR WA v 2H R 5 s B AR X = BE AR R
VLIRS b A DL A e AU e b i
TEINREGERE b B O £ R v B X
HHA Coprinopsis, N J& T 1 15 45t b 1 I8 54
HE, ULTRETS S5 A rP IR B R AT iE 2 51
AR 7R R ST it ORI R E R A U E Y
HERIIRE T

3 e

2ok e O A3 B T R AR A T b B R
LT3 A7 1L 2 AR PR A SRR MR TR A A 21
T, 45 3R BT g AR DY LU 25 AR B - SR A0 A
AR R b B A X R L 2GR PR - i
WA T o AN R R DCREAS 3 40 T A %
SER LA TR S 00— 2, [H I AR X B 22 0] 4%
R 5 BT R P 4548 rh D3 TR 2 D 2 FSORIAR X = 22
PG 25 5 ARAESAE Y OTUs 5 U407, T
R AEAE RN At d B ™ DX A B8 40 T R I R S A
OTUs Y35 Hede K, AL R X 4 R A7 A OTUs AN
WAtE BN E RS A OTUs fimm %z, HKHE
PRI e FRAE AT AL 3 B ey, LTS
S5k R I RN AL s EL RIS AR =

TR A 1T ( Actinobacteriota) 22 # |1 ( Pro-
teobacteria ) FI/EBE L | ] ( Firmicutes ) 7E A [A] 7= HiBE
ARG 5321 5 At e, Horbimf b @ BAEA )
TR # ] ( Actinobacteriota ) F1ZZ JE B ] ( Proteobac-
teria) FJAHXT 2 BE 4 b5 i . A WIS A, AR T
( Actinobacteriota) JEBER [ ] ( Firmicutes ) 7] DAF= 4=
PRI, A 2 T 25 AP AR bR 1S90 A SR8 e 1
DA B g D oA e 3 1 B B IR L AR TR T T] ( Pro-
teobacteria ) 7545 Bl AH #) AR bR 1 L B 00 B8R J2 &2
T2 FAE I DL B ARV E 2 MR BR 2B A 5 Th i
EHAERE . 2 99 ( Actinobacteria) Fl y-Z8 1
2 ( Gammaproteobacteria ) 4 B L S H M, B IL H ]
( Proteobacteria) 4335 F B9 v-Z2 £ 1 24X ( Gammapro-
teobacteria ) Fl -8 JE B8 4 ( Alphaproteobacteria ) 1E
AR GE BV 20 A K AR (PGPR) Fif
J& R R S A e ) A R A T

VAURERCHIR A2 AR AR A 7 AR, A R4kt
WRIR B A A R AR TR T b B
TR F2 B H i b S AT I 1] ( Bacteroid-
ota) , B AR 1E 23 5 el 1 1 H T R A5 FRAR R
U R (A2 T A TR 5 A, R T 2 S5 A 0 P ) S5
FREPRIRL R

FHETH 1] (Ascomycota) | #% 4 5% [ ] ( Mortierel-
lomycota) FHF 1] ( Basidiomycota ) A X 2= & £
Py 25l DCREAS P FLRR A 7R S A 95% L L
AR AOCR AR NI e aE BARA T i DL, Sk
WELE ( Cephalotrichum ) B8 7= 4= Z P A 15 IR AR
ey W 8 (Mortierella ) J& 133 i TLIY
At AR, PR B BE 7 AR 22 Fh AR W T TR L fiE
Pk - 3ERE 8Tt A B T LIRS A AL
it 245 R G P T LR T

M B S A R R A ) 7 b e 1 245 LA
KR 2 G a2 R E 2, Amdia i
ZWE SRR WAL R Z . DIBETIN R
Jba L n R YR vE T R T AL R R e AR
VB ANTRIREAS ELTE R 7 S BE T 45 5 2 S Th RE 73
FKRFEEBERBR, SRR T8 A 55
('saprotroph ) FlJ% ¥ 5 #£ U ( pathotroph ) A 3 %2
T X6 o7 L P D 2 A 2R W AR PR DL S i A 2
FEADIRETI A, WA B REA S AR SR
A ( saprotroph ) i 3= B fc i , 10 Jb 3 B AT L R ¢
R A vy 1% T RE TR 45 SR 34 Sy oK e SO AR LA
(undefined saprotrophs) , i B T 3R A H i A 78 97
1 (saprotroph ) Jir X I o A W A B S BRI T
2GR ZE AR R P B AR R AR R OF LS
LA ARSI BEA SR, AR R 25 ]
YRR 5 2R B DB AR AR R i
VTR R 0 A 0 IO SR R L R 1 63k Y
T I 2E ZR B SR e i R R 2
JHHEY I EEEA M EEEN R
Fp301

B, b R AR v I e A TR 2 1)
( Actinobacteriota) . 28 JE B '] ( Proteobacteria ) Fl 1
FFE 1] ( Bacteroidota ) , DA M Al # H 5 3k R % @
( Cephalotrichum ) ¥4 HA7 {2 37 25 A P A= AR
THRE, T 5 DIRE T WA — 2, WAkEE S
WAL R BRI B R =, 20
EAORFREEI BT 2T M R O R R S AR B - 4
AW 2RI H R LT RE R S5 M AL AT OG0 T
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Jr L 2 FfoAE e A P AR Pl A 1 JRE 9 1 4
Feor, LR AR AR B R B, A A 7 LR ML Y
TF RSP AR

Ay R TR FARAELEF &R,
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