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T —2 L B TR E X AT LT
VA S, AR 0 T N R R U A AT R A SR 1)
A I W NS BT AT N DN (S N w7 ]
M EE, Il 4t 8 o — & uE g BoR
) 2 1E A BRARI N ERAS, kL A B H il sk 3 d,
U E SRS ] 2 3449 22,

(i) FPRELSHIRPBES S, MAREEL T ) M
F X A B b B4 A AT B8 T 5 B O R B KA
100 m), WRIGEAEKAN, BE . PEHE2EFE5N
BUAF RS . AR . AR 4 S RRAR IS
‘I"ijtj'ljéﬂ[”’%].

1.3 Ediorbr

Fi 44> EETE I B p BT 58, A AE
g € H A% 3 8 A9 B T3 0 AR sh i H (e
KA FJ5 22537 (one-way ANOVA)HIWT 2= | 26
BRSRANRIL . BRI A i
X EFT R, SR ¢ KR AR F IR = 2 T

= 80r ) 200365168~85158
il
%0
ES)
<
=S
*
B
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61
KIUNMRRE (d)
o 30 ()  2004F3528~47378
W 25
20
3 15
<
# 10
1 6 " 16 21 26 31 36
FITMRRE (d)

RITHAIEIBEL

RITHAMEIEE

HRshiE B )22 5%, H Spearman’s rank correlation
test 43 HT H B B0IE 25 5 | Bk . W nlikisk
KN KT Z B EE R . R 5 K S A KR e
BT H AR R, BRI 9.1 kg SR
AR Giit TR SPSS 13.0 B 4F4r M, BT A
B AG: 56 #8 J2 XURE L P<0.05 1 M AE 48 Ho R il FE AR
FrifE.

2 IR

2.1 BV SNEE SRS

WEREAE S — oo i LR S, MR8l 5
Sh—AHT, 4 A4S 3 ISR (] B BT E AGHT H &
KRR ILE 1. HA E 2R (A 1(a) MR ZE(E 1(b)Y
SR T L, NIk E FE T EEEE 16,75
km?, &ZEFEWHEFIE 10.5 km* (B 2); HE % 61d
WEREGE TR 67 A4S, EFIEI 79%, B HE 7
F&AE 2.8 IR(SD=1.9, JEFIHN 1~12); %760 d AYHE
B 42 4, HEFIEE 49%, HA4HE 5 #%
ffi [ 3.9 (SD=3.5, LK 1~16); & Z=58E L F
FH&E.

AF 5% 300 1R B2 51300 A BT b T D s g il 6 LI 3. F
GRS R A 85 AR #S, Rk /N B iR R Y
FI TR 21.25 km?, B FEIX S (f# H 5 B
s B AR 1909 5 HOA 51 AN HLE D5 #5 (4
12.75 km?), XA~ X3k A7 Bl ARG 85%, A

20045105298~125268

1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56
KIUURKH (d)

(d) 2005513258~35288

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 6 11 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61
RITVRRE (d)

Bl 1 2003 4E 6 H~2005 4£ 3 H 4 MEEHRITBR/NEFESLBBREHE NG HE FK R &

1507



M 3 0B B 2013F6F £58% %168

12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

(0]

P

Q

R

S

T

U

N

(0]

P

la

R

S

=10 R T

| 7R T u
4w
1~3 R

0R

B2 NEIMESLBEHRE 2 NEFTREMNAER
(@ HZ; (b) &% ZAIMEFRE TR SINER, HIER 2
FR AT RSCFRASRESE N, RYIRFRIZE 1518, e
FI P E

SRR

RUTMEKRH (d)

Bl 3 2003 4E 6 H~2005 4£ 3 BAFR#IA/NEEES 25
WrEEBE N BT R 5 # BT 2%

KA 60%.
2.2 BT R R ZETIAE R

/NE R H B B 25 & 765 m (SD=344, i
Fl A 350~3500 m), HE 3R g3 AR K
(one-way ANOVA, F; 53=7.46, P<0.001), 7EMFE
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FRE B B 3h 0 B BOR BF SR 45 2R 5 )1 4 22 %
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a) —HE L Mk 2 H5T (one male, multi-female unit, OMU); b) £ i £ 41 £ PG (multi-male, multi-female unit, MMU); ¢) £tk 4
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A
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5% 5 ] 25 1514 410 12.8 106.6 123 [44]
EX: A 23.3 180 7.7 70.3 123 [45]
[EE=Ail| 10.7 800 80 7.5 68.0 1234 [46]
/=i 9.56 80 8.4 76.2 1234 [47]

1 4 22 4%
JA 2 VPR 225 90 4.0 37.6 134 [48]
Ji 2R Y RE 18.3 2100 112 6.1 58.1 134 [49]
Pl B 40 320 8.0 73.0 1234 [50,51]
HAN 20.35 837 120 5.9 55.4 234 [52]
eIl 35 935 400 11.4 89.1 234 WA, K EREE

a) FHMKEARE: HEe 2 0.1 kg, NE2H 9.4 kg, B4 220k 7.8 kg™ b) 1=6FMK, 2= SERE K, 3=41 RIRASHK, =951t
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i = P FEIR = I N L N R X N N O
Ji RAC W) 245 B K T B 3 Rl B 5% e R0
SHAbPEE A, b E A 2 Yy R R AR RS AR
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