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Abstract: There is a great spatiotemporal variability in the feeding level of folivorous insects in
forest canopy. This paper discussed the significance of quantitatively determining the feeding lev-
el of folivorous insects in forest canopy, introduced the related approaches, including sampling
design and leaf area analysis, and analyzed the advantages and disadvantages of each of the ap-
proaches. Comments were given to the related researches in China. The research approaches for
quantitatively estimating this feeding level were categorized as the approaches based on green leaf
samples and those based on fallen leaf samples, and the sampling techniques were classified as
canopy-based and ground-based. The approaches based on green leaf samples included destruc-
tive leaf sampling and in situ continuous observation; while those based on fallen leaf samples
were to collect the fallen leaves within forest stand, measure the percentage of leaf area lost, and
then, estimate the feeding level at forest stand scale. Three key research areas related to the
feeding level of folivorous insects in forest canopy were proposed.
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technique ) . FFFE L, 48K | 5 )2 1 5 ML ( canopy
crane W I A0 9 S SRR T ML ) A1 )2 38 38 ( canopy
walkway) o 4 AR I J2 HEA TR 15 56 2 #F
FEHEN T S B, 280 )25 H (Global Canopy
Programme ) 1 [¥] 5 76 )22 62 5 #L B 4% ( International
Canopy Crane Network ) &5 [E B 58 111 ( Mitchell et
al. ,2002; Basset et al. ,2003) [ JF J& , fii 15 9 2 4
“HJE AR W BT (Erwin, 1983 ; Wilson, 1992 ) £
ARMOEJZ ST R R R Z e H TR 2
FEAMALTE XS 6 2 A= Wy i i 3d | 9 i B0 e )2 45
ARG O A AR FRMIEIR AR IR
SENZ A, ( Lowman ,2004 )

TR PESI PR (herbivory ) AT §E SO ) 5T Ek
Rt AR RGBS Y A o i R
(Oesterheld & McNaughton,2000) . 5 Z H3fT #) %
MARTESZ defoliation (I H AT ) Fl folivory (&)
(Lowman,1997) . Hairston %% (1960 ) #2 H 25 {0 i 5t
fiR 1% ( green world hypothesis ) | Fraenkel (1959 ) # i}
FEL ) Ak 27 B AEI M & ( plant chemical defense ) | Feeny
(1970) XF 544 -2 Rk ( Operophtera brumata) 3 Y
5 Mattson (1980 ) XF HUE M) A 75 4 0C 3 HY 438
RAEHR R BCE B S R 2, 20 20 80 4R ARLA
ok A O HBCR o AR A - OO &R Y BF 5 e 1
(Schowalter et al. ,1986) , JL+43k , W /ME T A= 2
RGUKF- WA RS

ESRGET eSS R A ERE
e SCRIAE Y 2 e IR A0 52 0 T R IR AE X A
Pk BER N FROEARFIE S RG A 1552
ANZE E L TEMEIR R a5 HEUNMY
REARAE YDA VR R T AR e G R sy
e =Nt CIRE 2oI e ) 1 &7 17 & N 1] <2 (R 7
AR ARFNRN 77 ik 5 0 401 P A1 O IR AR i
HiFE (Cincotta et al. ,2009) , FE4 T R G K,
Schmitz(2008 ) P UC A T A2 245 RGP AR #H S
IRE R R 2R LA SRR 1 3h ) FE PA 3l ) i ey
BN SHEY A TR N8 TASR
LUIfie
1 ZHNEERMHERREMNHARENX

B B N2 (cybernetic regulator) REUSFRE
ARG R R UL ( Mattson & Addy, 1975;

Schowalter, 1981 ; Hunter, 2001 ) j& 2 i AE R 2p b i
Tl A LA HE S ( Schowalter,2006) . X FEE

HRAESRG S BAEH 1 — A T & W)
Az PR R P R R K T AT A d R T A R R
BB, X — R A K AR RS R G — &R
Gl AR S R G B RIE S O R TR R
It Ak B Ut ( herbivore optimization hypothesis ) ( Mc-
Naughton,1979) . A XHH B PE B X AE B R G4
i DHREFIRE B2 M0 OB R GRS il an ] LA
e il it & TG RAEER R A L LA S I N i
FHH O 2R 55 ( Weisser & Siemann,2004) , BHEK
WS U™ i A e O e | B A B i AR
PR RS AY B EL A K (Schowalter & Lowman,1999) | il
W 7 26 B AR LK & AR 1 8 B 1 ( Lymantria dis-
par) TEARRARFE b B8 1 J5L 46 AR AR 19 20 i ( Barbosa
& Schultz,1987)

20 4l 80 AFARJE I, A= A T IR A 3 B
BYERN—A )2 1 2 (canopy process) FY T Z %, I
B R ZHCA S TSR L 1 4R AR A ) SO A %
INEPIIBTFERS G (Lowman 1997 ) & SCICHRH
L) canopy herbivory ik e |2 N AR £ 15 IS sh 11
SRR s w2 R K T 2 B, TR
canopy herbivory BF5T B & B A 46 A5 1002 . 9T &R
SN PSR DI S Yo ER R X4
P H ] DUl R O TE R 2R M E S R g B
TGRS IR R A LA AR
B, SR FL B W 0 AE ) 1 B AN A — SE
) RRARSE Y e 3 OCHEVE I (Lowman ,1995,1997)
B T ULAY B M B B (folivorous insects ) SR LA
g O RS A R R R, 2R TR E B E |
R H AN ECE A RS AR EOR
W AR 22 AL, AR I A B B K (X Te A
1997) . Coley HI Barone (1996 ) i) SCHAZE R R, U
T ARAREE AR S AR A PR Y 7. 1% WO (BT
13 TS ) % T AT R AR AR b A i B AR | 3k —
FeB R 11, 1% (FET 21 BRTFSY) o

A28 S N Y B HBCR KT 38 B, R
WA T WELGE (0 — L S BIF Y 1 718 3 AR K 1 Hi
B onl i 2R A R YRR RS R
Gk o ARAKT (Y i T AR 2R 2RI 4 B 1 A= R
FE1% % (Jackson & Bach, 1999 ) . 411 il A A 4= K
( Whittaker & Warrington,1985) )i /D Fj 1 7= 1w J1-
A TS 71 (Marquis, 1984 ) o AR Y2, £ R4
MRS AR Rt AT RE S BOs M ) 2R K
FIEHE B #M 2 ( compensatory ) H 2 J& 8 #M 2 (over-
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compensatory ) ( Dyer & Bokhari, 1976 ; McNaughton ,
1983 ; Diaz et al. ,2004) , AN, KK Bt 9 iE
B AT LAY 2552 W AL D RV 45 74 ( Doyle et al. ,2007 )
FAR R G IC R TSR 7316 36 ( Seastedt et al.
1983 ; Hunter et al. ,2003)

2 EEESRETERUIMEEKEHERREZ

FE AR R G Y HCE KT8 A PR R
1 AT B 7 ik 2O AR S B Y
18285 B SR AR ) P 4 R B R AT A T, AR
AR AR AR K P AR s 2 A TR Ry 7 ik, B
AR I o AP Bl ) A R A A e R
AT T ( Oesterheld & McNaughton ,2000)

ANE Y- B s R 58 ARG H 1Y
FRBEYEE TOFERE TS R . W T K24
DAREAKEY) FE HESI ) E )AL 25 RGN
& TR By O S FU A BRI A T R R A
Mo AP A= W) %) 2% 5% ( McNaughton et al. ,1996)
EXF FAE R E SRR T BEh P S E RS R
BRI 0 AR IGHERR 5 sy i I ik A R,
Ji PR AT BB A2 T3 28 22 40 I JBCRE /K T i SR
XELLIE 1 3% 7 1k WE B 7€ & ( Oesterheld & McNaugh-
ton,2000) . SR, Al BP9 e gh W | 0 H 2 A PH I
KO R SrEm 7 BT BRIk, B A]
DAIE 5 o T b A A A5 (FLIR v I )
JIT ok 0 L] S B B KT A B

3 ETHRBEGREGHITAEEKE

Xof 56 J2 A S SR AT I 2R B 1Y D7 VA B Low-
man ( 1997 ) Fx Sk 95 3% 2 BUFE 7 ( discrete sampling
method ) . PR FE ST (0] 5296 2 )5, mm Ik H A
THEE (0 Wint, 1983 ; KSESE 1990 ; Nuckols & Con-
nor,1995) | F 15 7% (4] 41 Nugent & Wagner, 1995) |
ITA% (U1 Lowman , 1984 ; Ernest, 1989 ) 53R Y
(U0 Seastedt et al. ,1983) M 5 PLAF M M FR I 11
BT AR BEE TS LA R R AL B R Y K
J& , fd FHECR AR AL B A 1 ORI 7 IR ks H
R PR AL PR AR 456 i IR 1Y B TR | VA 1 HR
e 54 5 (110 Hamilton et al. ,2004) ,

AHRS T IR 2R M6 1Y 5 — R 5 ik 02 - e e it
BRI — g B 7 #EATARIC , I S TR T A6 W
IBARIC A R AT BRI N5 3 0 S S S 2
Lowman ( 1997 ) 2 b & 1R #£ 25 (long-term sam-

pling method) . FLHHAF 5T rp 2R HI3X — U5 v, @ 2478
Tk R S AL R IC R 4 R AR IR A S R
EIAREOPRHIE L, T 5 7E 52 56 % v aoh o) il B 4R R
SRASHREE )0 7 ST X A7 e T ARURT Rt e T AR )
i (] 40 Lowman, 1984 ; Lowman & Heatwole, 1992 ;
Abbott et al. ,1993) . 414>, AT LAH = AR AH BIL k(5
HEFMAAEEZE AR B R IC T A BIR, BE
J S 5 Aol T P15 Ak 3 R e i LA L 461 ()
1 Yamasaki & Kikuzawa,2003) , B I, 3 AR 1 &
FEAR KRR 8w 1 e R v, HAT, —
SE 0 FHE ) R S B R G B BRI DR ik 4
ER I BT RGE] o3 At Z2 Rl Jr 28, mT kA3 5 Al
F U 1 R 50T, B A EE K Regent {X #5828 H]
(Regent Instruments Inc. ) #E i i) WinFOLIA I /43
25, [EH Delta-T 2\ F] ( Delta-T Devices Lid. ) #E
HiE) WINDIAS % 3 SR 0 i R 48, LA D[ Skye
I#5A BN Al (Skye Instruments Lid. ) #E H A9 SKYe
T AR AR R A AT R 5

AP 2R b 3k 9 B o 78 T T ik 3 F i 8 R
7 il i JACF) P T AR 2R WAEAE T R AR R R
FLIAH" K (hole expansion) Iy ok A i 2%, H KM
T WA ER L g T A R R B
PRI EBCA T M6 2 A AS P 15 A, PR 2 AR A BB 5 T = L
TP KBy R 227 48, WER B & AE A R 2k
KB B, i A e A KR, th T A
WAk LI O, 2 S B0 E R R B B KT
# = A (Reichle et al. ,1973), Robertson il Duke
(1987) W R I LL T 25 PR BEAR « LR 7 K T 2oy i
2271 JS il A AR A Y S I DA LR R R
SE LRI Ak LR KA E R correc-
tion factor for hole expansion) B 1EZ5H . SRIMTIX—M
TEAL R B A IR 3 MR e AR AE I e A LA,
FEARTE Robertson Al Duke (1987) FYWF4E 2 451 P 3X 2
A SEBR A (HSZ X — A 1E J7 ¥ AT BEAS B AT 385 3i 1)
I, b WA SR R A AR i
([FIEFLIRARAERE R ), FLIIE T o 1 Lo 4 50 DR A A
(Lowman 1984 ) , B 7E X Bl i &0 T ARAA 5
BAE“ LAY RSB R 2",

JirA7 3% 25 LN 325 T LA B 6P E) T R e TR e
Ik R X PR 58 22, (EHE 1 B 110 Bk /8 5 2 S Ao
W TAERE R, MHMZ T , A2 RIEAR K
At

TEG PR R AT B B - GI5E T AR N
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KRB (B B AE AR RS R B R ) AR
K JG ARG bR A RUBE (7 A R s 3 (HI
SRS 2B BT R A et A o 1100 ke 2 T AR LA
A AT % S TR AR TS S B B g — ) A
W AR ME, PR S [RI R Ao 22 8] | DL K AR ] A A
FR BRI 22 [i] i R B RO AR 2 AR K, X PR 5 31
B A 25 AR TA B (Williams & Abbott,1991)

BT b A L DA IR KO 2 AR
A RGN S Y R W DT XA e bR
TARERIESE Z (8] HO A, B 38 2o 33X AN 8 BRI J0 12 1
By A S X I 7 g B S S b A 5 L
B WCE R R TE R A M R SR R SR AE 2R
AR SRIBCHEBR IR B9 BF 98 07 R B IR 7 AT R
FUBE B A2 28 R B 45 52 59 (ecosystem manipulation
experimentation ) , F Hb 55 b A= 25 2R 48 S5 IR R A9
BT X AR EMESL AT 2

4 HMBEEMHHBEKFHERE

IR R B P Sh Wy R /N B e Y eR R
SRR AR R SR TR B 2 Fh R
HOR R, AR AR Y (R ) )
A7 B AR AN BRI FH B AT A AR AR ARG
¥55 (Schowalter et al. ,1986) .

BEFFE I — D EE R TIRTEARMZ
(B4 SR AEARAR P, HCEE 7K S i B[] R 2 [ 08 22 0
ARK A ZE 244 (Lowman ,1995) . T HUAE LAY R
M2 HA AR ROEE b, B an it ke 5l )2 e B
() AN [) A A 3 b AR 23 | 2R R 28 B R0 K il
(Lowman ,1997) ,1fil H.Bg HAREI R AN, b T4
TS BT 200 2 5 M AR N A R S R e B
BN E K E I T

ot EEERN 0% ~100% , X0 T i
KBS SF IR B (Lowman ,1997) o M & 82 0w M- H 9
B RY B R, 2R R B R A
B F (Lowman ,1995) , AS[A) 5 )2 5 B A4 U K
WA 25 5 ATRE 5O i ot A 1Y
A1 o3 N BRI AR 25047 G (Lowman , 1997) o A
(7] s 740 R D, B £ 199 722 S o T BB ARKC 451
TEARBAIRSE T A A AR A A ) | B i B K
W BBR A (Landsberg, 1990) 111 B Fif 1] & BA
HCE K B EOR AR St iAoy £ S Y B Ak
2F B R PE A9 22 5946 9 (Lowman ,1997)

AR5 TE] IR 7K P 19728 S 1 T RE AR AR it 4 1

FBREEA G , W52 Sr M 25 AR I 3l s i, A
[RIMRHE FI AR PR 2275 48 # J5 2X ( Schowalter, 1995 ) | Ak
45 (McCarthy & Weetman ,2007 ) 4l ARk R 38 bk
(Moore et al. ,1991; Vehviliinen et al. ,2006) 454>
S B MU A IR sh ) i O K-, A WA WS
AT RARARAI T R A B KT 1Y BRI 5
( Nuckols & Connor,1995)

AN ] BRAARIE Y (51 G et v bR, By SRR A
AR TR T AR S ) B IR KT 28 SR R
AREFZE S5 HRMAELT RGEA & B RHEA L (Low-
man,1997) , HR R A A G T HUE Y IR, f
1N Cyr 1 Face (1993 ) X 7K AE Az 285 28 58 Fl Bl A= AR 25
RGP IBCEAR R FBR I AL, AR KRR AR S &
BE S5 F RN DI RE A AR LR RN 22 Sk o 2 — A e LA L
8 R, 9] A R A I BR AR A= 25 R G R MR K2
5 e T A el 4 T R RV 1/ 22 AN [] %) W00 s o fe e
(Lowman,1997)

5 EEXRNEERMERRIKEHRESE

5.1 REEZE NS AR ik

A E I A T M TR R R R TR R B BR
(ground-based and canopy-based techniques ) >f 4 i
JZ N SR (Ingram & Lowman,1995) o 7E45 3T
Hb T 8 AR T, BT SR R e A B R A
( pruning pole or pruning saw ) 3R HUeE J2 PN B AL 5% K
R (B AR R AR B I AR A AR B =
X BRI R AR A — SIS T A
BYAL G+ A K 0 = BE (B4 Shure et al. ,1998)
Lowman (1997 ) 458} : AAERIAIT ST R 22 R I T AH X a7
B 77 2, U AR BRI A 1], 3o A0 4
TRAEJZ AT — YRR A D I BT 15 25 R X RE
Bl — B N [] AR S J2 T (e AR AR N AR O | )2
R R RSB B BIBCR K 3 A, i
R A A R s BRSO ST s A 2
AFETTH

HETEJZHEAFLA (canopy access technique )
FEAFIE ST ] DLEAT B R GE R SRAE , T vl LB i
i 10 SR YIRS, SRS AT
i Z MR G ), AL 4 548 £ R ( single-rope
technique) . 7+ % 5 ( cherry pickers) | & 5 i 5 L
( construction crane ) . KAT %% (#l 40 S BR) Al )2
W 3E (canopy walkway ) %5 (Ingram & Lowman, 1995 ;
WK% 2007) .
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FAEBEHE SR SRR () S 2O, o TR
A Fh iR 22 R G 52 ], W A0K 5 BUR B I 25 48 7
PR R R B BRREROT r Eh &, B, E
RO RE X7 A R %
JERSFP L K — Z2 50 Bsf [a] 25 (A Aan e | it o TR
%) s (] PR 28 () an i et s B L5 ) Ol EKSE (B
FRAEMR S B A 43045 56 ) JF RIS X 25 I R 1
A RIEHERAE R (HXIFARZ T, & T2
HEABR BRSSO B AR B B b i I,
B ZEm 2 HREINGA R LN G HAT =
BRAERATAR AT BLATE HURAE | H 98 HT B 5t 5 HA R AR
Ko Z s, Hab &8N FE ST, 1 4 e
RS LR AT ATEM S RO 5% BRARGEE 2 P A HR
B R, T BB 5 AR S 1) B T) PR R DA
F R 4323 I 2 (it ke et )2 w5 B AR R ) |
R G AR A BB 5 1 T 3 T P AR b A, i L%
F) 5l Z A FEALI A, M LLAE AN R S 551 AN TR b
X RIS [R) S 3 R Rk 2 SRt 52

Jir A7 2 S RN R ST B 1) B S B 2 v
HRERIE R B ANUA] DLT i B Bl s ] 1Y) 3
A T H AN N 2 e i R 7K B R (1 5
% Lowman (1984 ) 43! >R Fi J AV 22 8 XL 325 8
IR SR ) 2 (] — b TR — B b Y R KT, &
PUE AR 5 A B 2 R AR B 2
PR R - R 28 1 2 4 R A 0, R B 2 AR A
e,

M, I EE R BT MR R R
S U B AE T 0 A DL A A AR
(2 HE A LA AT 2R G0 00 R AR T CFF 52 Hi
B2 R R RRAEBRT ) IR IE R R
Ak ST Sh A DL K L& Stk i R R
BREFMIE RS, (HR, W R X 4 D5 M0IE
Ao T VR ST ERIR IR LR B 58 24 G
BROTRHEAR | B TR AR I | sk DAL gent
TR 2 7 vk e
5.2 EFXIE RS T ECE AT R

AEXTF T RE 5 IR PR S AR T,
A — LT R FH R 7% iR i PG B 7K. Proctor
S5 (1983 ) 8 Ao 100 7 ok 2 A Vi - %) I T AR 2 L 451
VAL ARG 2 0 (9 B AKCF  (EABATT X 2R
R E LA ARG I B A8 FRAESE (1990 ) 2 BRI SC
BRI AT AR5 . Cincotta 55 (2009 ) 43 5]
W T Rk it A st T m IR K B

XT V8 A T Al HCE K F, i 0T DL SCHER.
Kasenene #1 Roininen (1999 ) , Smith I Nufio (2004 )
AN Adams %5 (2010) . BRULZAb, X A HCE PEAL 7
AR KRR E AT o A SR ) v A
() BCEE DAL 7 vk B A R 3 22 BURE 32 [T R Bk (A7
FER 22 DL K T A I 2215 N s 25284k ) |, (3 o
RIGHATET - HERAE 5 M AR I Y
A B, AT DLk Stk A e 20 it A dRE
PRUEBR BRE it B L KA i 72K P07 1) A el J2 3
Jria) by R, R 3 T3P0 AR 3 RUEE |
] e PR 22 e B BB KT

6 ENHHFMEMHERIBEHRIAK

] N — S 58 0 2 R R T AR R
A, IV (1990) 7E) 2R i Ll (7 4 22 X
HERRAM AR FF R T R R RS, LR TR AR
ARFNU AR B ) 4y it 2 A ot i) e S B
FOAESE (1990 ) SR FH T SCHE B () 51 5% I 3 it o 119
BTG 22530 T V8 SR 1 2 AR o ) L
IR AT TR B A SR R R 53R 6 A A%, i it
H AL A e B SR AR 9, BT 45 S A
A SRR AR ATIACE AR iR i 4R R
R e SRR 16.2% . XIJTH (1997)
FESUEIS TS L 1y FR AR H T 8 1) R L - B 5 I
A A FH ot T RSO 2 S 3 P R 6 P TR ORI B 1Y
FRAFTHAR , S IR A0 s A2 T 1 50 A Y
B B e AN I 2 b A X A A o ) U R
B> CRIURAIRO: (1) 773, 305 R AR 1B .

TSR P AR AR B OB A S e B [RTHE Y
TIRZRAF (2001 ) X Bk i BB R 2 0 1 O B 5% AT
B TR A FEER, IWEJURA X 5 B Ek
(I BIFFE AT 32 R M H R 3 A 97 DG T I i i O R AN
ET MO RE B AR E K, ThRAS
(2001) AFFE N B F5 , DA AR R 1L X A IL
RERRVEFES G 80T T AR A S L 5
BHER BN R, W THFE (—NERK
) A ) o et T AR | R T AR R
(ISR RAE T 0 B H BEPLIEER 10 BRI, R AR
BEALRAR 30 0 7 i 474041, TLLL4E (2005) | F
ZHEE (2006) FIYE I 7R 55 (2007 ) F0KF 57 51 050K
FEXT I BUER Z2 R A SO 45 Btk B0 R
057 Tl o

AR (2001 ) BB ZE A FRaE M, X A 5
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PAPH XU P 215 IARAR T 9 6 R ARSI
PFTERT LR, HEAT T o0 1 AR B0, 4578 1 2
PEBE R RS R H  A A A R R Y R 5 X IR
T A R U 2 2 WL vk | RIZE R AN IE
ERBRICH A IR B BE W R IR L, SRR
TES 36 38 R P A AR AR I A B i T AR, X [ A
(2009a,2009b ) 73 B FE T M0 ARAHT A 2 ] bk P RS
B (FEA) FIREAAL RS (FEA) I i A v Ui (i
FrpBCE o3 %) B Sh A28, (I A% ) 25 1D
BB LI RE BEbRIC i A Y R AR X JEE A
RSB FE P S PR A T 1R ST e B A R AR
(R PTIEPERE S X A i S K R )
SRR R,

SRR, AT AT AR AR I R R R K
ST RE AT IR e — B 5 2 PR T oRAE T Ik
(RARREEE L2 IR T IZAEATAR) M58 R, X
PSS [ PR LA Sk o RUBE A U 2 TS T A A
AR LA, X R T v AN BE A T vE A 3t T A
Fe QR PRI Py it B H Ay IR o8 I 5 ) 4
JEE A T SRR (MR IR F) 2 S5, 35 R 2 X L) [
HNE e R SCHR AT 3 ] [) PR L v 4 BT [t

7T B OE

ARMRE JUBRCETIIESE, 48 AR T e J2 £ i B L
BRI A (HICR A WL VR 2 TR A BRI 1Y
St LAR JLANT7 T A] REAT R R AR AR AR R U
IS A E R L

1) AR TR B eI AR LG &, 't
B HUR AR A2 P e W O IE R R B PR Sh ), m]
RE2 5 HAL IR SRR AR LU, B0 5 s MR
5tk (Lowman 1995 ) . {HAIWe X R AL A ORI
HAY A 5 T HL— 26 B A 4 e B BT M
R SRR R A R A R R
SeRE AR SRR AR-R SR, a5 e
ENRIE SRR IEIE AR,

2) BHURE 5B A S AR, Bl
PP R R AU X P 2 Al SR T BRI
VIR SEAE RO RO AL v 25 10 A% SR BT B2 Aol
TRAEE 3P, S SR R A S 5 L R A 4
AT AN PR R EL AR 2 AR 22 TR 3 BT 526 T AR B
PES PR BYBE A 2 o i — A H B R
KT ILAE AR B — R BV, 2R W 1
P JEHR A 1 2l ) B 532 W L A Ty e — A

7 1 (fFE4K AR 5T, 2002 ) 5 K6 56 30— {1 13
it B ] R A B BORP R A% S5 T LA B AR
T AR I RE TS Y, O & A B P R 1R
[ B2 AR W Rl R A TR A Y
47 (Carson & Root,2000) .
JRMMESHRMESREEA, MERY
SEESREARREN TIF LRI H R B R
Geta e HEAT STHRAY IR E T AN A S RGN
S H 48 BIR AL ( Schowalter ,2006 ) o A= 355 Z AL I
AW ZREE (BN IR B W) 22 e ) e il 3 oy
FHOHRA AT ZARAEH], oA Z R0 A
B RS RG] DS M RT A A, o)
—J5 T, W B B — R AR A AR MO A R
BVAF R MR FAL T —DBARAKE, &
SEM R A A T AR B Y2 2
BB EE AR ENE . SEBerP T A K
BRI E T (AR SpR) & Fhof 3k
PERARARZE Y () 3 AR S PR B e
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