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Abstract: Insect-borne diseases are a class of major forest diseases that occur globally in epidemic proportions. Both insect pests
and pathogens form synergetic infection to forest trees, which are extremely difficult to control due to the complexity of their
mechanisms of occurrence, the insidious nature of damage symptoms, and mutualistic symbioses between insect pests and
pathogens, which increase the fitness of each individual species, enhancing the buffering and adaptive capacity of species to
environmental change, and maintaining specific ecological functions. Bark beetles (Curculionidae Scolytinae) and fungi have
formed stable ectosymbiosis during the long-term co-evolution process. These fungi are called associated fungi of bark beetles,
many of which can cause serious forest diseases and show close mutualistic symbioses with beetles. The present paper focuses
primarily on the bark beetle-ophiostomatoid fungi companion system, which is the most well understood associated fungi, and
provides an overview of the latest research progress in related fields from three perspectives, namely, the diversity of associated
fungi, ecological functions of ophiostomatoid fungi, and prospect of strategies for prevention and control of the synergetic infection
of insect pests and pathogens. It is hoped that the findings summarized in this review can aid in building a scientific basis for
understanding the mechanisms of action of such damage and offer novel ideas for effective control of forest insect pests and
pathogens.
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SRR AW AR SFAE RIS R, 51k
T AR B B KV BB AT . KIEBUE S A
TARAEAE BT R Rl B — | Bl = T A 45 0 1 ) B 2%
ihg, M E R BFE R AEMKEBEE T REAR,
i A5 0 AR A& KU E R RO R B BOR e
(Popkin, 2021; Williams et al., 2023) , 7 1 [&, #2345 i
KH HOAE R N T AR A M L B IS, G YT HE
B # A IR MO A FEAY, KAETRESAT,
5P AT T R R A A e (X KA

2024) o X RFE HUBK R T HCEE [ B R EOE B K Ah,

3 — A~ B IR R 5 A A 47 o D 5 A A 22 A
15t 97 9 , 2 S TR S ORI S0 AR MK B S5 e,
A T/ G TR A AR AR A RS S I LT o BT I
LU PRI NS A SUIP QN NV o3 33 R s
JE B B (H 2 ANk B, 2024), Sy DA 4 A= i 14 ff i
AU R A e FE AR TR, X T INRA EAY
IR AL A B 5 5 B £ R V) S 2 B AR bR A B, A

/g SR JE T3 H Coleoptera % I A} Curculioni-

dae B /N8 WAL Scolytinae F14< % . #} Platypodinae, 2
3 A= 3 ST M AT 43 g A Bz /N2 (bark beetle) AT ED /)N
#% (ambrosia beetle) . /NEE Y P ZFEVE &, MR
A RGP RS BA B AT ] (Raffa etal., 2015)
SR, AE AT R, NG R R R R T i
BCAL 2 BR R B i AR SE T, S By £ T B Ok
L 8 JXUFN 28 AR 2k % ( Grégoire and Evans, 2004) ., H: 7,

T ™ R R AR /N E Ips spp.. K
/N&%J& Dendroctonus spp. F1 VI K4 /N&E J& Tomicus spp.5§
i,

/NEE IR AR T 5 B R R E R SR It
ERR, ZHERMESREPAESMNES, KED
AH AR A B BB 3R AR OC R, 34k B B AR Dy /N B R
B £ A= B T (associated fungi) « 7 24 AR —/N g -
AREWZHMEAERR T ER, B ELAE | F
AR SE(E D) . NFEMEMS, HaR ik
Y5, 35 B A5 7 A AL ) X )N A e ERCR AN AE
Az U B EUR M /INEE HUM BT b T BOR
R H Al AR A PN B ST M T A AL B A AR B
JF H 0 B oA A 97 2 2 1 AR T U ATl a4
B R B (B i 25 32 B 18 ) A0 25 /N B JURD R SR
R LM /NG AR 25 . A B, P AR B AT AR
i A fEH B BRI . AR SC ULV B AR |
WM YIS, BRI E R RS TIRE,
R A fE PR R

1 /NaE AR A R 2 R

W 22 /)N i IS S A i 3 TR A0 P T
WK, HfE A BE X R W2 BI04 1 6, IR B 15
B b, L B R AR R IX R 2R ARAE .
o 22 (9 3 32 I, /NGRS A AR R (8] A7 AR A T
FREAL, “4FSeteted” LLRAERERY “ B[R] s
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Fig.1 Interaction model of host trees-bark beetles-associated fungi
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5N EE R A B B R S A TR )
Ascomycota Fl1#H F [ |'] Basidiomycota, H: H F#E K )
A4 K 5 7% 25 B 1 (ophiostomatoid fungi) F2 /N & MR A=
HE PR EERER, B3 T REMTZAOE.
K5t K BRI S MASFFIEAHM, RS LT M
I A5 1Y — 2% B I A S FR (Krisits, 2004; de Beer et al.,
2013) . fERBIFEALE R, R AW R FIL L 7
& HA KGRI 79572 | JE AN Y 53 AF 7 7 1 5 4
TAREO, DA R & H T0 i 1) 2 1 4 56 DAL R 40 A
THENRRIEEWE . XEME 08 TR R
HEA FI £ 4% (Wingfield et al., 1993) . KRR H KL
&R I 24 R G850 3 A T . 49 Hypocre-
omycetidae [1) {34 % H Microascales fit] 35 43 2 B Fll 2% 5%
P& JF 2K Sordariomycetidae [ £ Bk 52 H Ophiostomatales
YT R RE, LR H A 3R 12 B K 5t H Y
1R 20 J& , & 3t 500 4% Ff (de Beer et al., 2013, 2014,
2022) . P, HS5 VAN REPEE N = o AT R Lep-
tographium yunnanense X.D. Zhou, K. Jacobs, M.J. Wingf.
& M. Morelet( Zhou et al., 2000) #f & BL LI K, E A 10 )&
(BFEK % 5¢ B By Ceratocystiopsis. Esteya. Graphilbum .
Grosmannia. Leptographium. Masuyamyces. Ophiostoma.,
Sporothrix M8 H B Endoconidiophora. Graphium) 167
Foft /N AU A K W e 28 TR il 2 940 (Wang et al.,
2024b,¢) . Hrph RZH WM E T KMot H YK B
J& Ophiostoma spp.Fl 4l 7 B J& Leptographium spp., 47
W)k 67 Ff A1 44 Ff (Wang et al., 2024b, ¢) .

FJEF WA EEE H Hypocreales fY) Geosmithia
Ja A — 28Iz A A AE A e 2N B A B
T4 (Pepori et al., 2018; Kolaiik and Hulcr, 2023) . % J& H.
AMHMBEFENRGE LB LML, BT 8N RELT
B, Hod 33 49 P 2k IE =X $ i (Kolaiik and Huler,
2023; I F A, 2024) o H AT, HEIRE T 13 PR,
TE AP T U K b v T JR 000 36 AL S8 1 47 B,
WA, 7 3 T 2 R T TR 2 I T R U ) U
A BB P AY H $ 24 B (Lim et al., 2005; Giordano et al.,
2013; Davis, 2015) , fH A7 & H 2 ¢ % 7 Mok 28 19 %kt
oA R B, A SORXN K 2R SR 18

H AR n] B SR A W Ah A S U E Y X R
B /N —FR o, R Z BN AR WY . SR
A B TR W P 28 4 R 22 Bt T T T B 3R 2R AR,
TEAEAR A b A AE RS 4 B B ] o 20 B D 2 2 58T
— AR B A R Bl 1 R S5 A W A R Y
R4 o ) D A )N A AR R R A B

FE S0 E T AT 85 37 X 2R W) Bl 280 22 R 1 R R )
filt b, B K b 30 R T X RE 2 R 2 A R A AR
(Kostovcik et al., 2015), 05 F2EH . $HF 5 . BREEE
ZFRCRE | A R E R AF 6 T 142 SR 416 A Fl
F1948 4~ OTUs 5 VIAY /N8 £ /F (Wang et al., 2019) .
12 XREZEY

il BT W 52 28 ELTAT 9 DX R 2 O T 48 s /N &k
P A B 2 AR IR UL e HU R A G R AR
SR, R BAE R R M X R [A] N R FIAS R 2 3 A
T B R AR BT REZECAR R K
ZNY 9RO B PR R S B o N E= S S @ D)
i i B — A8 B R AT L 8 (Wang et al., 2024b) . A 1,
HARBIEAS R 28 %05 K Wk 7e 28 BT 191X R A e 3 AR
FHATAS B 4

FA, w203 AN e i B AR K s 2
s, 5 5k 4 B8 K /N & Dendroctonus valens LeConte
) 15 0 (Lu et al., 2009a, b; Marincowitz et al., 2020) . =
K2 K /N%E Dendroctonus micans Kugelann [ 14 Ff (Yin
et al., 2016; Chang et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021) Fl4& 11|
WA K /NEE Dendroctonus armandii Tsai et Li f9 7 Fl' ( Wang
etal,2022) . R = FHHLIMBHHY 7 =, HEE
TR A B X R S8 AR, e =y fh . i
b2 S0 N TS IS BV EAW - NANY - A AN - S5 S
B LU A ) Ao /0 i Hie P 2R K M se R LT X R L
- E & (Lieutier et al., 1992; Marincowitz et al., 2020) .
XF oA T E R A VAL 75 R A A 3 X
Er kAR 10 A /Nag A B B REEAFSE (Wang et al.,
2024b), N X F Z AR LA SR AL T AR AR S0 . AN ]
Fifr . 350 By A B T & AR L X R
FREEM ZREPER A AL, B IR —5m KR, /NG B f
A F R X R ES I /NT S i (Wang et al., 2024b) .
) FH 22 R D) 2R v e 7 125 03 s rE DA /N
Tomicus yunnanensis Kirkendall & Faccoli, 1 3¢ Y &4 /)
%% Tomicus minor Hartig 155 B VI A /N & Tomicus brevi-
pilosus(Eggers) K R ¥ £ B X RAUK, 25 R %W, Hh
B3 A A2 S0 /N a8 R R U XA GG AR,
YIRS /NG Fh 2% FL52 0 I 12 3% (Wang et al., 2019) .
13 FREREAFEEXR

RSP BB UN a1 IS S WA Sl i IR
AN 7 N 2 PR AR R RS ARRRE R 2 AR A
15 o BOR M2 B OF 58 R W, /i R 5 PR AR BT R A
14 PRl R AL, — > R AE A 2 “ Rp SRR A7
(Six, 2012), LA AR AL IRl I A7 A2 6 1Y “ B [ i 7
XA SR AR R R RN RN B T R ED
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1IF: (Six and Paine, 1997; Alamouti et al., 2011; Roe et al.,
2011) . V4 # K /% Dendroctonus brevicomis Le Conte
0 H At /N & H IR AR AR — R, (EATY SR 7E R N AN [
T AR b, 5 R E 2R Y LT TR A RRUE B
[ RE S PR AR o 1 — 2D 5T S BT R B3 JR) s S
A B B4 AL B AR H W Entomocorticium sp. B A
AN [ BR824k, TB T 2 AN A [ Y b AR S R
Hoqg /NGB AEAE 2 4> Ho BV Ff (Bracewell and Six,
2014) o AR, HA 5/ aE R g R IR E — A 3b X R
P FURR, RSB A S R S /N EE HUR U AR
K F (R /N EE Hoff T e oA & B0 ), T A ] — R I8 A 1
AEBEAERT SN RE EIR A G R, £
/0N TR R A R S PR AR TR A R PR, BRI Rh E
T ) 45 S P £ A2 (Bracewell and Six, 2015) o % I #4 K
/N8 Dendroctonus ponderosae Hopkins ¥ 4= E. & Lepto-
graphium clavigerum(H.P. Upadhyay)T. C. Harr., Six &
McNew 1Y 67 A~ 5 A 20 DX Sl i) kA 22 S R A7 0 3, T
RS AN B i B R Be itk AT RGE R T T, K
B L. clavigerum i F 4346t 2 4~ BH B A9 FP A (Lee et al.,
2007; Alamouti et al., 2011; Roe et al., 2011), 5 jiF T Ff
) 5 S PP AR B G AR

TEWIIE i |32 23 A1 O 3 ™ B 6 5 i i /N ak
Wk 5 e B K e R A AE TR R A S PR E A,
AL45 BRI = &2 Picea abies(L.)H. Karst—= #2 )\ 5 /N 8%
Ips typographus Linaaeus—Endoconidiophora polonica( Sie-
maszko) Z. W. de Beer, T. A. Duong & M. J. Wingf, KXl
Y% S Larix deciduas Mill-BX I 7% - #4 \15 /N 3 Ips
cembrae( Heer) — Endoconidiophora laricicola( Redfern &
Minter) Z. W. de Beer, T. A. Duong & M. J. Wingf Fll H 4%
Y% KN Larix kaempferi( Lamb.) Carr—V. | 3% I #5 J\ 14
/NEE Ips subelongatus Matschulsky—Endoconidiophora
Sfujiensis M. J. Wingf., Yamaoka & M. Marin) Z.W. de
Beer, T. A. Duong & M. J. Wingf ) “ 2F -3 th —5 Jil
7 B %F 5 % B A4 (Harrington et al., 2002; Marin et al.,
2005; o B ##45, 2015) o X 3 Btk /N & TR A g A4 B
BRI T, 5 R R, A% A AR E A B LR
E. polonica. E. laricicola Fl E. fujiensis 7£ £ 25 L JLF
TER Iy, B Z RN FINRERE A K E
153 R AN TR Rl 33 ol R S M A A O AR 0 A 8 391 1 i
Tt . U = A2\ /N & RN RE R A Ak, TE K
A B F B FR B ) — 4 T F ( Stauffer and Lakatos,
2000; Sall¢ et al., 2007), V47 My, — 3 1) 3= B4 2R H R
E. polonica 1 15% 1% 43 #7 o 3% B P A~ 3t IX 8 o B A7 16
23 138 1% 22 5 (Marin et al., 2009), BUEK = 42 - =

#2 )\ 1k /N &k —E. polonica BRI F i Al H A& 2= 42 P. jezo-
ensis—z ¥2 N W /NEE H AR W F 1 typographus f. japoni-
cus Niijima—E. polonica H AR REPM R 7L G 10 & A
1 o [ 95 R O\ V5 /N RE AR B E. fujiensis 7F 18
FE/NEE R AT T 43K (Song et al., 2011) (¥ [R B, 47
168 1R T 3 AR AR Gl 0 #5855, 2015) o B ia Y
WE5E KB 2 4187 /Y A 4 A, B P 4R R 3% 0 e
Larix sibirica Ldb.—V. Y ¥& i # /\ 15 /N —E. laricicola
M H W =42 Picea crassifolia Kom.—= £ K /N 8 —E.
laricicola, F& W E. laricicola W] BE &4 T I/ B B 5
Yy A% 3 Kt AR V& 1 B 2F 3 59 16 % (Wang et al., 2021,
2024b) .

PEAE FUTR X R AR R LA A 4 /N st
e Sy AL R RN WA W] 06 R o J8 ok RO . H AR
o [ 2R bR T B A X = 2O\ N AR AR B X R
BB, 41 M DX 2 R D RO A e R 2 BUR A
Y45 55 (Paciura et al., 2010; Chang et al., 2019; Wang et al.,
2024b), 15 45 = A2 N /N EE Y 4 A4S 5 AL FE A DT i
(Mayer et al., 2015; F 1F %%, 2021) . 76+ [, B R IE M
118 F ik /N EE AR A Kk S H I i 96 FlE 5 E AT
& A B /NG A 4 S A AR 1Y (Wang et al., 2024b) .
AR, R AR B S = A2 05 /NEE Ips schmutzen-
hoferi Holzschuh F1 74 5% 5 14 /N %% Ips stebbingi Strohme-
ver B 1 A2 ELTRT [A) RS2 b R P o ZERRIN, ¥/ a s
MR 2 Fh 2 EAE A B E. polonica M E. laricicola #f
SRR BN, HA U] R AF AR E, HE A I g
W HREFE 45 A 1Y 27 3 (KO = 42 SRR 35 iy ) b 3
. 3 1Y 9% BE (Harrington et al., 2002) . B 4 422 Fh i
Bt R W, E. fujiensis 1) BUWR P 76 A [F] 9% mH 45 b A7 7E
#FH I F WA £ 0 LB AE (Wang et al., 2020) . 3% 26 35
e FVBUR 71 22 5 09 & IR #E — 25 48 75 A ] 4 S5 1 1
AR AL T AT 1 U o

2 KRGERAREESIRE

NEE RS A R EAATEE BRI A R, X
PRt FMEEL  mFEMt4 R
PRI ™ o SO M, DA B A2 S A A A DR R S et 3
2Ok — B2 LR 56 & P B 58 #45 (Guerrero et al.,
2013) o /NEEHA DUMEEAE KB 7e R 2 42 10 7 =K,
A 35 ) L G D 0 SO v, R B R A 3
SERIET, i R v A EhibE; A, Kige K B
WA 233 3 Ry ek IR ROR B LS E IR L R AROR
A FE RIS Y 7 AT B R G R N A UM R
LRI AT E, DL IUA HE A E 2/ r
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K, b 0 R IEE]
21 SIEEWRE

KDL, fF A BT 09 B0 PE RO 2 /NaE B -
HEEAEXR PR - DEEITER, B/ e NI E
KRR FN Y FLEAFAE . B AR ELTR A 9 B0 TR SR
PRSP e 08 P [R) /NEE HUse IR L THFE AT EPUE, /)
Mo DL AR A R A R D AR A T O S8 L E Bl
(Lieutier et al., 2009) o 1 Wk 7¢ 24 3 1 1 A 3 i 1 125 A
2 M 5B VE B AR RIS L B 3 44 YO A R R 2R
(Dutch elm disease, DED), i Ji B #i 1 B 7¢ Ophiostoma
ulmi (Buisman) Nannf I # #i & B 72 O. novo-ulmi
Brasier 7E ¥l /NG Scolytus spp S5 il JE i 4 Az 25 B, %
Bl 2B A E, TR R T 2 2, B EUR
B R T 7R R ) YR A FE AR T, 20 T 20 1
23] A 20 122 40 AR UL IR G L8 2 IR HAT, 45 4
A A 38 B K TR 2 K (Brasier et al., 2021) . i1 JL4F,
X 2 i i AR Ak AR H A FL e [ 9 & 91 (Masuya et al.,
2010; Miyamoto et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2022), i e
95 I JE TR A% AT A XURS BE Y o BRIt Z Ak, i 2
TR W 7 208 FUTAT 5 RS A MR ACRG 5, R IR A 96 A | A
. Wt B BREGR D WEEHR, 53U
LA A AR AT BE R R SRR BB ) R Y /N a8 R —
HOEARE, B R RN R AT EW Ak A
( Christiansen et al., 1987) .

S/NEE R AR RK e R B H A 2R
9 717K F, bR BE B HE AL il B 7Y 3 AF (Yamaoka et al.,
1998), & RE WS M #E 27 EHU vk W 5T, U By /N3 o DLAE
A AR TR A £ . 200 K/NEE ) AR
W, 5 AR B KB4 % 8 Leptographium procerum
(W.B. Kendr.) M.J. Wingf H. 7 it 4 ity 3 K U | 36 3
T A R B e L AR IS R IR A AR Bk R S
A A LR RN R AR B R 3-8 S A G, T 3-
B R 2 RR K/ INEE B A R S s L, R AR #E T 4L
JE RN aE ) a7 ERAE, R\ T LLIR R/ EE AR R
WY AE W PE (Lu et al,, 2010) . 3F Lk &5e, R &
PR T IR AR AR U AE D b A U P - A TR
WA, TERT AR K& AR 78 5 05, 0P (A 1) 7
WA AT BEE W™ E A K E (Luetal, 2011) . 51E
iR Ak 2 0 4 A 5k S L RE 8 b R A R 2 T R
L, W | SR 2 A B ki /a2 42 (McLeod, 2005) .

KGERHEMEE L, BRaHRARINIE = L Fi
PN IR, EL 20 2B Bh W e R A A 2 R Y
SR o K MR ST IE ELTE TR 2 Rl R AR Y I R L
3% R A 22 9%, W1 Ceratocystis fimbriata Ellis & Halst.5]

22 BB (Halsted, 1890; Baker et al., 2003 ), Thielav-
iopsis paradoxa(De Seynes Hohn.) 5| A2 & 2 Musa nana
Lour.. %8k Averrhoa carambola L.. 8§ ¥ Cocos nucifera
L. A% % Ananas comosus (Linn.) Merr. 25 347 7K SR FAE
) 19 AR 9 K 5 65 9 (Ploetz, 2003; Pinho et al., 2013;
de Beer et al., 2014) . i Sporothrix J& ) FP 25 5] 2 A 2
B, 3 ) 10 T 22 % 9% ( Sporotrichosis) , 18 & A {2 AR BE
B W) B TR AN R

22 EFftes

RKMAGERAZ, BB HAETHEL TR
Y R 55 K R (Koski et al., 2024) o /N EE I 58 42
B o MR T 3 AR TR 4R A B DL 5 G AR O R
LA AR AR X R AR R VE N B R “IR R RS
B “4FH'E 7 (Huler and Dunn, 2011) . ¥ /N X B AR
N CEW/NEL” B IAEARBII N K E , AR ER H
LLVA A6 A1) B AR 3t 2240 1, /D 3% MR R F 2 2R
EREVUENAERMER — “HRIBED” o ot
B ) B B AL 2 — > 57 A X 2T = 9 R 5% (Scriber and
Slansky, 1981), H N Fl P & & 43 51 L B BT 75 09 IR 4K
435 = BT % (Fagan et al., 2002; Filipiak and Weiner,
2014) . XFELL T, HE A /N EE B A K R F R
TOTEMAR . &R . Bk G YR S EESE (Ayres
et al., 2000; Bentz and Six, 2006) . FL B 9 A= 4 A1 i b
W) o B /N EE HURCE: L TH AL AR U (Dowd, 1992) ¢
TR /N B LA K [ B JBCE AR JBi A8 s ) B R AR L T A AR
B2 /INak BB A% TR R AR BOUE FR, 1a AT LSE L 148k
HEAKE W, MR RS A S BRI
B3 T H Buprestidae, K 4 Cerambycidae 55 #5## H B
U, AR AR T AR AR 58 W 1 & B T 91 (Harring-
ton, 2005) .

A LR BE A8 U/ aE R IR G . A B
WA DA /N R TR B R T AT,
AR5 2 LA Hw AR n /N a5 K R b iA,
I RERE A REIRANE AL . = N HIA L
T, /N gy 2 A vh TR B TR B AR B R A
A EL TR BE U85 3B N 10 3 WO 5% 12 3 ) K B
BE/NER gl BURCE . A A B /NG A Y
AR & LT 40%, BEHE W25 3 R/ G5 A (Ayres
et al., 2000; Bleiker and Six, 2009) . AR A K 5
INEERAETE . B FRERTAMYT ARV LR,
SR, AN TR) FCTR TR/ ek HUE SRk g B AR 2E R, 1
WA RN A B L. clavigerum W Ophiostoma montium
(Rumbold) Arx fE#S R4 B £ 1 A 3 (Cook et al., 2010),
173X i 22 5 7] BE AL i B 1 O Al #5° L. clavigerum 11
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Tab.1 Diseases caused by ophiostomatoid fungi
9 JiL oA W E i 2% 3CHK
Fungus Distribution Host Disease Reference
Bretziella fagacearum e BEAY Quercus spp. R AR Al 25 5 de Beer et al., 2017
Ceratocystis acaciivora EIZ % & W Acacia mearnsii i 28 Tarigan et al., 2011
. R t al., 2007; Nasuti t
C. albofundus [ZE3 45 B WK A. mearnsii 151% al(.),u;(;i 9a - 2007; Nasution e
s R X vy
C.fimbriata wi W AR R BERS. BB W% Bakeretal. 2003
Variety of agricultural crops
B[ I N e ' ) ;
C. fimbriata i o e Eucalaptus spp. Hi % Roux et al., 2000; Roux and

e IA

Wingfield, 2009
Tsopelas and Angelopoulos,

C. fimbriata f. platani B L dE 5& £ H5 K Platanus spp. Wi . Al 2= 2018
C. hulioh ; Bon A
»,.[‘
C hikuohia db 3 Metrosideros polymorpha i % Barnes et al., 2018
o R EAR )
C. manginecans i 2 [ 5 H 3H S .. i 2% Van Wyk et al., 2007
Mango, A. mearnsii
C. pirilliformis AR R 1 W Eucalaptus spp. i % Roux et al., 2004
C. tsitskammensis [FZE |3 4 B KA. mearnsii (e Van der colff et al., 2017
Chalara australis TR KR W {8 111 & #% Nothofagus spp. (e Kile and Walker, 1987
Davidsoniella virescens Bl WA Acer sacharum N Bal et al., 2013
Endoconidiophora fujiensis 177 INE I NN RN e ¥ ¥4 Larix spp. 9% ;{g;aoka etal, 1998; Liu etal,
- _ Yamaoka et al., 1998; ¥ 7 ,
E. laricicola W BHA, pE 7% W ¥ Larix spp. bt 3% 2;;% acta X
§ . Yamaoka et al., 2000;
. ic R H A = K2 Picea spp. it ’ -
E. polonica f 7 Hlced spp - Hldsny et al., 2021; X1 1 , 2024
E. rufipenni b3 = K2 Picea spp. 9% Solheim and Safranyik, 1997
Leptographium clavigerum e 3 [ JR A Pinus contorta 5t 9% DiGuistini et al., 2011
SN R A
L. procerum 2 FAH% Pinus spp. R Lu et al., 2009b
L. ginlingense hE A2 1A P. armandii 5t 97 Wang et al., 2024a
L. serpens e/ ¥ B Pinus spp. R Matusick et al., 2012
L. wageneri db 3 W £ i #4f Conifers AR Cobb, 1988
L. wingfieldii R ¥ix B Pinus spp. b Hausner et al., 2005
L. yunnanense H[E Z ® WS P. yunnanensis % Pan et al., 2018; T 2 fi(, 2019
Ophiostoma dryocoetidis B[ i 111 ¥% 2 Abies lasiocarpa 9% Lalande et al., 2020
O. minus N3] FA AR Pinus spp. i Gorton and Webber, 2000
O. narcissus JeJEM . B L BT P 2= JKAlI 1€ Narcissus spp. SRR 9% Davies et al., 1998
O. ulmi b3 BRI
; L. i Ulmus spp. d I .
0. novo-uimi T Hi #4 Ulmus spp o % A 25 Potter et al., 2011
- | Harrington et al., 2008;
. < $ S 1 L ) b
Raffaelea lauricola EEENUE 1A} Lauraceae ke Rodrigues et al., 2020
Sporothrix schenkii
S. brasiliensis 5 Y A\ 2% Humans 1l F 22 W R Rodrigues et al., 2013, 2020
S. globosa
LR ARAEY)
Thielaviopsis paradoxa P AR f MR SR TE Pinho et al., 2013

Variety of agricultural crops

i 7 W5 TE R I AMYG ik PRI 4 0 E R AR i i K
) B 8 e 3= 5 00 TE R e Ak SRy 7 SR AN (B T O 1 R A R
MEE T H BB KL G PRI AR, dERE T “ 20RO/
oA E - E A7 BRI A
%8 4 (Liu et al., 2020) .
23 BMEFTENERS

ANEE TR A BE AN TE B B 52 )3 AN TR Ak 2

LA KNG L #E T O. montium B9 1LY KNG K B /Y
W4 H 77 3% % 8 5 (Goodsman et al., 2012; Bleiker and
Six, 2014) .
ARER/NES AR LA RS THAR
o B R SE N 1, Bk K A S TR 228 3R R A R Y
3 Tic A5 2k 3 SC RV Y, U2 U T 43 T Y DG B R
¥y (Zhouetal,2017) , RSIHES T4 EE L. procerum
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R4 T A A AL ) I 2552 i (Wallin and Raffa, 2000) o
B RS S 3 W R R O S S 1 2R Ak A R
JNEE H N H B A= BB Y ZE BE (Franceschi et al., 2005;
Keeling and Bohlmann, 2006) , Tfi £ 2E F. 58 ¢ Bl 1)
B AF A B, — R B ARAIE TN g A A
WAR . Hw T A5 F w0, Y E Y
B O B A ) R K TR A 4 R AL, BRI IS A
Yy w2 S TE /D & B Y #E P (Wadke et al.,
2016; Itoh et al., 2018; Zhao et al., 2019) . fE AL HF £
Uk B Bl /)N a8 R T s B Y [ I, K 3 26 ) B A Ak
/e A B AR BT /N A R I A O i B
D-# P % 21 fig K /NaE B A B 08, AT HE K
RE, B HMEAEENAERKREEAAREMER. 2
Jig R /INGE R AE A B L. procerum VE 2 AR A1 fif
F g8 1 By FC R i 25 32 RS b i R YR D-AA B, BB A
B AR F 52K MK (Liv et al., 2022b) o = A2 /\
INEE A+ ik /NEE Ips sexdentatus Boerner F £ A2 BB
E. polonica Fll Ophiostoma brunneo-ciliatum Math.-Ki#rik
Y] AR 3 3 B 24 It /N g AR (P (Lieu-
tier et al., 1996; Hammerbacher et al., 2013; Wadke et al.,
2016) . WI#AK/NEEEA B L. clavigerum 1 O. mon-
tium BE % 5 4R 22 35 Ak 1 A0 2 Pk B D Be
PR, LA 2 S 2R A S W VR R PR A B 2 K (Dig-
uistini et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2021) .

L e R A OGRS )\ VG /NBE Ips nitidus Eggers i
- % Ophiostoma bicolor R. W. Davidson & D. E. Wells
FE BT AR Rz 5 o IR R R i R PR RN S AL Y
k& o & 3, 68 N /N 8 IR L 3 PR AR L O
bicolor 5E 5 1) &1 M B B B B B 5, 5 B R A
LA S B I AR B ST A B, R B A G L T M 3R
K e R SRAT ARUIE AR OB R B ARk, R R B
P B B At AR RE A B ML G (Wang et al.,
2023), $& & T /INEE HUAE 3 0 A 2 3E Pk
24 FHENEHRERR

/INak BB 7 AR A B R S B R 2 E] Y
RO A58 R, Lk ) 2l e il A A S AR B .
PR R, KGgSE R B WA N TR AT, T LA™
M REAIE Y, AR B2 FRE
Wi 2 L il 6 M 0T A AL & W) % (Morath et al., 20125
Macias-Rodriguez et al., 2015) , X 254k & ¥ A L B %
T 3 2 S B R T R A KRB B Ok 52 i L TR ]
) 5 4+ (Cale et al., 2016), it 7] LUAE 2 5 A58 15 5 5
(Davis et al., 2013; Davis and Landolt, 2013; Schulz-Bohm
et al., 2017) S 0 /)y &k HUAT g, 51 /N EE HURE 1) B B,

T W/ G R AR Y A S, A B T e AT AR A
TR B2 P (Koski et al., 2024), JE i — & fh 245 B
F Y5 St [ U4k (Zhao et al., 2019) o 5 = 42 /A Hi /)
%% 4 B9 Grosmannia europhioides(E. F. Wright & Cain)
Zipfel, Z. W. de Beer & M. J. Wingf 1] L | F % %5 ¥ 1F
R IR, S R AR AR R 2-H T
i MB(Zhao et al., 2015) o [LFA K /INGE 2L BT L. cla-
vigerum F Ips pini (Say) 14 £ B % Ophiostoma ips( Rum-
bold) Nannf g 8K (-) S 2 T ¥ 545 B 5 Ak R (-)-Th
[ (Cale et al., 2019) , ¥l 20 44 B¢ /N85 22 8] 49 Fl 4 Al
) 55 4, RUIK BRSE R B FIE/Dat RR T
A R EREEN.
25 ENMAERMEYRPMER

W5 7 28 TR UE W BB 68 7 A L 0 A IR
G Wy, FEPUIR R P A F AR, ek R
AR P (Davis, 2015; Flérez et al., 2015; Kandasamy et al.,
2019) . LBEREVEZ /N ak MGIER G EZ R0, 9 E
55 AR FE A A CWE, DT 515 /N & B Yot o
AR R, NG AGA R B S BT, R
UE ) R Bl . £ AT DUAE UG R B /N EE Xvlosandrus
germanus( Blandford) 4= (K Wk 5225 . Ambrosiella gro-
smanniae C. Mayers, McNew & T. C. Harr, Ambrosiella
roeperi T. C. Harr. & McNew Hl Raffaelea canadensis L.
R. Batre % 4 £, [A] i B8 6% 90 1 bo 38 N A9 F 4R B
& Aspergillus 1 Penicillium(Ranger et al., 2018) ., 413
K /N5 Dendroctonus rufipennis (Kirby) £ 4= EL T Lepto-
graphium abietinum (Peck) M.J. Wingf 7] L) & 2 #01 il (1
{8 8 Beauveria bassiana (Bals.-Criy) Vuill ) 4 K ( Davis
etal., 2019) ., Bg B K/NEERF 25 1L 4 B B Entomocor-
ticium sp. A Fl Ophiostoma ranaculosum(J. R. Bridges &
T. J. Perry) Georg Hausner, J. Reid & Klassen i i 5 5+
il T X N R B £F 4 B Ophiostoma minus(Hedge.)
Syd. & P. Syd ) 4= & (Hofstetter et al., 2005) . P4 #4 K
/g I A 1 % B Ogataea pini(Holst) Y. Yamada, M.
Matsuda, K. Maeda & Mikata 1] UL j= 4 2 B . Wi Ak ik
FUA-3-5 4, X SE 45 & Py a] LLIA 4 o A T AR
TR FLBE Entomocorticium sp.f =¥, I3 B & 5% R 5
T H AR RE A A K (Davis et al., 2011)

3 WAREAGEERE

SR LRI R MR G5e 8 55 /N aE R A AR HOR
A5 B B /INEE SRR F B A T A G R B AR
I, (B2 B0 R G 7 26 TR B IR R HL B 1 D RE
fiE, 1 DA 3 Ab— A~ T T e B A O 4 A /N B R A A
I 6 T R AR R I — A B R AR (K 2) .
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Fig.2 Prospect of management of synergetic infection of insect pests and pathogens based on ophiostomatoid fungi

3 KEZLXERSSEM . BEEANF A

/N B BT E A JE AR R 2 R U, X s
A AR s BRI EE R ERR, BT H
AL A A 5 5 PR O R AR A ) G s AL R
/N &E TP O minus 5 /) & ORAE AR E PR R
(Hofstetter et al., 2006) , £I g K /N & £ A= B 5& ot 47
TE X FE AU 35 P10 ¢ & (Shi et al, 2012) , X S FE T AE 4R
FLTH EA XN B B T .

AN AR AR 3 B Pk, 2 50 B AR MO U
FREA A T ) — AR AR (Jamil et al., 2022) o A
[F] 288 AU 4K W5 7 28 L TR O 1 B W) B 2% S, de b
BASRBOREME, 7R F EPHEr R Rk, ik
Prh B 55 BOWPE, 518 % R R AR PPE T
i (Liu et al., 2024) o 4 568 E. polonica 4% Fh B
F O. bicolor T At B 3 19 21 F¢ = #2 L Al Jak /N9 BE,
R 7R 0 7 A T ) K JBT S P AEE A 4 DN 15 B Ak 3
75 T 27 F Ptk (Liv et al,, 2022a) o F FH 55 75 B Rl
A A B A A R T 5L 7 A i
W BIRAE VR I FA AN 2 42 FR AR 3] T A L 56 UE ( Wang et al.,
2024a) . K W57 25 B 55 BOW B Ophiostoma canum
(Miinch) Syd. & P. Syd.i/5 3 $2 i 75 4% 22 FA BU 1, HKHT
Leptographium wingfieldii M. Morelet ) < T 1 A {2
(Krokene et al., 2000) . X — B4 fif B T /NEE HL R/
TR B 0 VR LA, SRR R R AR/ E U
FBI, TG RN 32 R AN R AR A

B K B I 3 (Solheim, 1992, 1993; Lu et al., 2009b) .
R X Al 5 82 95 1) B 3 2 R FH 55 B T K B 9 AR
AR A MR 5] - o 55 7 TR bR Hh 1 dsRNA EL i 2
CHV-1 i 2 5 77 3% A% 3% B 50 BOW 1 B A, 0
W TR B 7, A 21 R 4 B 96 2R (Rigling and Prospero,
2018). 558 @ Fh O. bicolor "1 & B T A0 4 1Y A58 1E
X RNA 4% # ObEV1(Zhu et al., 2022), J& 77 1 [7] Az 52
P 55 T PR AR TP I L BRDRG BE — R B S O e Y
ERL, B 2RS4 277 E REPUEEM, K2
TSI A AN, X TR A 2, K b
X 22 4F D)oK Al ) — Ff 8 7 W A 2 B R, R B
K4 1) B 76 %% 3R (Postma and Geijn, 2016) . 4k 45 3%
B 5K T 58 KL T (Verticillium) 49 11 4k 35 0w M
AR, R GO G 7R R 45 R G B RN AR A Y R
A3 LR T RO, R BIRPRE . Kk
762 BB A A B R AR B TR B AT DU SRS PN A R
A 1 2 b E R A R, R ) A /)N B R A A
A B AE {4 19 48 FH (Klepzig et al., 1998) , 3 8% 7 & A i
Al T % (Cartapin-97) , |32 F & 4CH A4 14 i 101 Ak 32
32 KEFRXEFNSHHME (fusion ) dsRNA £
AFhERFEE
VERARZ) L b5 = IR EOR H 4, RNALE YR
2 1E A6 X 2R bR 3L B 4 77 A2 TR Z) 52 1 (Singewar
and Fladung, 2023) . H i, ZWHF5R KW, 5T dsRNA
B AR AR LR AP 7 i PR IC B A Ry S e L IR AR AR
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RUE LA B B 0% o 5 A AR R S5 0 A, SRS i T
[ B9 N A AT & (Kyre et al., 2019, 2020; Hollowell and
Rieske, 2022; 5K 75 35 4, 2022) . SRl , £ B A FIFR A
Tl ] RNAL B AR, RRAEL H 5 THE) . el 7
R AT RNAL A5 T B, S5 90 AR MO R 35, J0 L4l g
P B B AR, AR R R I B R — o R AR
Y /- 5 B RNAi(MIGS, Microbe-induced gene silencing)
2 TS % 0 (Wen et al., 2023), 1, 5 3& 1 T 75 K
S JUE BT IA

Kxse R B CWIEM &) TTE B A8 . AR B
- SERE B2 vhoE B DR AEA A ke T 4 40N 14 f (Jan-
kowiak et al., 2021; Bilanski et al., 2023) . Mt4h, H 4 i
H R B SEE K 1) 4 A AR A R R Y - 5T R R AR
Tot st 5 A K o R 0 A A6 N S A, MR B DY
A RW G A B ) i B, H 5 /NG A
B2 R ) 45 R, R K B e R L 2 — Fh AR Y
RNAi A 335 A= 4, I I H & R4 b 8] 7 JH 2548
33 KEEXERTMER/NERS|FEA

K5 KB W 5 /N a8 Uny R A AR il =5 e R
TR AL, BVAET A AR S S AL AR DR E B R
(Zhao et al., 2015, 2019; Kandasamy et al., 2019) . %= N
ik 56 2% B, Grosmannia penicillata (Grosmann) Goid, E.
polonica # Leptographium europhiides(E. F. Wright &
Cain) M. Procter & Z. W. de Beer 25 7= 2 it 3% & YA HL
b6 P RE 8 W 5 LA B s A2\ Vi Nk . BT
AR A B, R K W 58 28 L TR B 6% S B bR [ 9 &4
FRAC, KB = 42 /\ i /& (Jirosova et al., 2022) .
I HBREE RN, BRI AENREMCRESFRG
Yrxt /N gk R RE R W SRR T . X ORI B sE 2k
B B oINS 515 VE R, S B By M 5 B
AL TR B
34 MAKBFTERERER AR EHRR

K W72 25 H B P 1Y Esteya vermicola J. Y. Liou, J.
Y. Shih & Tzean(Ev [# ) © 8% UE W1 % #A #F 2 L H A 5%
KACR, IF BAE B 6 55 e © 8 #5071 (Pires et al,
2022) . & E R Ev 5& B SG 52 R b 51, ] LR 4 A A
T M LR B A RIS 5 a
M (2009—2014 4 ) — AR £ 75 30%~50%, Tl K 2 Bv
T AL B BR 5 1 AR RSB TS . AE 6 a 1Y TR
W, Ev T8 #B AT LA F2 A (1) AR 25 4 v 43 15 21 (Wang et
al.,, 2018) o IT4Ek, 75 [ (Y 2 B YDA /1N G A L A
KNk AR B 4 B 4815 T Ev I8 (Wang et al.,
2019, 2022) . % J& 0958 A Fh Esteya floridanum Y. Li,
Aratjo & Huler 1 7 3 1 R 47 19 i 577 A8 b1 2t 5 25 2R

(Lietal,2021). HTHl, 7EMAM L U FEE R IX R
K GST S LR B AR B T OOk B 2 ) B, L
A RE R B B A5 DU A AR PR T, R F T A b 2
Bii ¥ 19 B A 7 9% R (Vicente et al., 2022) o
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