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A review on social behavior-kinship linkage mechanisms in population regulation of small
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ment of Pest Insects and Rodents ,

100101, China).
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Abstract; The intrinsic mechanisms underlying population fluctuations especially in small mam-
malian species have received much attention from ecologists and evolutional biologists. According
to the polymorphic behavior hypothesis and kin selection theory, integration between social be-
havior and kinship may play a major role in driving animals’ population fluctuations, which has
become one of the frontier topics in the field. However, controversies still exist mainly due to the
lack of convincing data demonstrating the underlying mechanisms. In the present review, we in-
troduce some of the new methodological tools available for studying social behavior and kinship,
review related theories, and discuss the current literature with respect to the behavior-kinship

linkage models and possible future directions.
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A AP TR TB] AR AR RO S B s)

Fh 7 2 Fp R A . A7 R S AR | T
SR EE SIS (Krebs et al.,2007) . 5 [Am, 763

2009; Akcay et al.,2012) ; ARSI YA REPE 5 h A9 1R
%Eﬂhmﬂ%mhﬁ TR - AR AR U LR A 2

TTRAMAELDFH I LE ( Krebb 1996 Stenseth et
dﬁ%&h&”mhmmh A7 AT DA I 4

E X H AR 2RI 4 10 H (31372211) %),
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TR AR 084K ] ) 358 % 5 2R 239 IR L 1) 2 5 4
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5 DA N B 2 ( Charnov et al. ;1980 ; Kawata, 1990 ;
Lambin et al.,1991; Kelly, 1992 ; X1 52 %5 , 2002 ; Krebs
et al.,2007) . ITAER, BEA W T A 73 Fhric 2
2H 2 DL N AT 2 ) 28 25 4 43 BT (social network analy-
sis ) S 7 N T R WE T B, AT RE % B v A
VLR FRE N BB AL 2517 S R SE SR 254 A2 A Bk
BRI, DL S AR T 8 1 rb i VR i B2 5 5 2
XA S IAT R S IR R AR 2 AR A ST Y
R 0] B 2 — ( Lacey et al., 2007 ; Piertney et al.,
2008 ; Frank , 2010; Pilot et al.,2010; Meshriy et al.,
2011 ; Akcay et al.,2012;Innes et al.,2012) , H.5Z %
Sy A= gy B (A F ARG R Sh Y R R
FEAE ) S I A 5T 1Y B AR ( Azandeme-Hounmalon
et al.,2014 ;Dharmarajan et al.,2014) ,

I A BE LR T /N L Sh Wy R I
W) 1) SR Sort S A8 AR OE 5 O 155 2) A AT
N-FRGEHY BB RN 5 3) #E 21T M PRGN 5 4)
SIWAFE FI BT S ST Ry A e A = R HE 5
FEIOC RS IR BEHACK KR iaH,

1 HRFTENEHR

L1 7R

1964 4, >4 Hamilton $2 i fth 19 B2 15, iz H 7
THORTE B ARFIRE A 30 AH DT e A |3 A T]
S, BEE PCR IR 2R P H AR H B K
BA W B, DNA J5 51032 7 1k 315 22 0F 58
MR Z 15T FhRiC

TETCHESAG R R R IIEOLT sl 2R
AW, A, Queller 55 (1989) £ 1 1 3 4 R 4
(relatedness ,r) S T 7E R —Fp e | B ATE
—ANREE s AL A AR IR B IR E S
N2 B A AW 5T B AR S AR (1] Y
SEZ K Z (Wang et al.,2011; Hirsch et al.,2013; Le-
claire et al.,2013) , BEEW R B WIRAF AL, &~
WA BT AT i R VR ARt B, DA 2 R E
BUH g B I XA 55 250G F Al S B 1Y R oK
(Rollins et al.,2012;Quirici et al.,2013) ,

TR DNA BRHACR R A ) B2
PEEEA A, B A B AL A5 F 20T R OCR I
KT RFRYEE IS B S5 iZ R 1Y 4 T4
12 ( Gibson et al., 2005 ; Hubner et al., 2013; Owen
et al.,2013) i LA DNA 53 FHnicd B AR IR A
FATH RGO R TR, B TR DNA )

W Zas L B TCRCEE AL R ) (null alleles) A A7 7E
HHWBTER ) R G —, B TTRZS1E
(single-nucleotide polymorphisms, SNPs ) [ = i & |
i ARBEA p BUGE U A Re 45, [ AR 2y TR
V22 AU 15 Ok 832 Uil SNPs 15 5K 4 28 € 7
AR 53 LA DNA #824 (Hauser et al.,2011) ,
HACEE AR 3 AR AR I B D 43 B ) i 5 1 20 57 45
(v SR RN R AN Y e 2 1A S S AT G E
DNA (Gudex et al.,2014;Kraus et al.,2015) .
1.2 #hSsMIL8 bk

BN AL 2 ST SRy RE A S bl A A 1 52
TG (an i 22/ ) | O A8 B 5 5 A= 0% s SR, T A
PSSR AT A R IR B TR G A sh AR
PERIETENLE] . FEo W28 b 2 0 B s e )
FARAERER b 7/ A Y 7 (Wey et al.
2008 ; Rollins et al.,2012) , i i # 37 %1 28 W 2% Fil it
12 | REfS BV s A TR] Y 52 73 A B ( Crofoot
et al.,2011; Wolf et al.,2011) A% /AP 1L ( Fen-
ner et al.,2011) ARVIHAHE R 54716 FH (Wey
et al.,2013) %5 3 5 BEWC R LA S R i 8l 22 1) 14 5
F, HaMZorbrk 2 1T Rrh B L sh i (O
REKZE) (Bret et al.,2013;Shimada et al. 2014 ) $12>
BIASPIIGE UL ZTT BRIz s T/ N R FL
%) (Hirsch et al.,2013; Wey et al.,2013) J€f73&
(Fenner et al.,2011) 25 ( Wilson et al.,2014) %17
NEEFIRRE RV AR

2 FEHET R SHRATA-REEEXHIEIR R

2.1 217 AR UL ( polymorphic behavior hypothe-
sis)

Z AT R A SR A IR TR R R M
fE5E ( Chitty ,1967) . ZIRUIA A FRE R BATT N2
B, XM 2 B G B A AL IR, I -3
i, e 2 P A shd # b, AT
Oy -3t R BE AR T Wfe 1) 1 98 08 56 s g T 28 A ——
TE i 6 FE I SR Ve A T e P o | S50 R I
5 ) 3 HR A 5 T AR R I AR e A R T
Tl PR 55 | B A A e MV T B8 s A9 SR (Chiy,
1960,1967) . AILIE i, 22447 N LR I 1 i
PRI ZE TR, BRI RGO EER IS : (1) R
P A RN Bl i Rt vh A B AR Al FE AP RO A
I, o D 5y 8t AL R AN A5 (2) RA A S| 1
(aggression ) AfCFR M +E 247 A 2 A0 RE I 30 i) 3K 5
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A+ ( Krebs,1996)
2.2 FRZEPEFRIS (kin selection)

SR P & Hamilton A7 [ “ AN [E] 4 £
2 VBT XA KB AF T 1Y i Ak e T 4 Y
(Hamilton, 1964 ) , ZHLSIA R, A4 H o JE R
W AT R DL R s B A SR ST R 3
TEEEN FEAMARRE B SEAT Ry h AR ) SGE G B
%3 (inclusive fitness benefits) ( Hamilton, 19631964,
1972) , B, RSB S A IE R Z IR g R T
AFFIMAT A, H AT, Hamilton f9 8 2 2 K B 824
BNV R T2 At I B K a0y BF 58 Ik
(Smith, 2014 ), Ff B¢ Fh FF A2 25 22 2 11 B ¢
(Ebensperger et al.,2012; Jaatinen et al.,2012 ; Sante-
ma et al.,2013 ;Montague et al.,2014) .

2.3 &AW BN ( socio-biological hypothesis)

Charnov 5 (1980) fic 575 J& 31| 2% 2k i PR AE Fh A
PR, A A R A A e R
( Krebs, 1996 ) 5% 3% %% i 1% ( kinship hypothesis )
( Piertney et al.,2008) , Z 5658 P8 Fp 4F b 0% 2x 45
PR U 255 | A 2l HAR SC T Ay - AR
% BN B 3T 2 S IE AR A 3 2% A (kin
clusters ) JE I, 35 G B N B9 AP [B] 1A 5 21k BE4E
AR T ENTAETE AT et 7RIS B Fh
FERCE I I, MRy BN R R R AT B I, 4T
B TR ISR G AE A A AR ] - B R 2 R 2
TR, FECR RGO, B 0 TR S e
T, A7 F0 B GE B AR, iR £ T 46 982 ( Charnov
et al.,1980) , L IRAERY IO A5 51 1 — 7 5 46 i 4l
B SR, anxt /NG B ( Mus musculus domesticus ) BHF

TR AR LIRS, 3 52 1Y LA G o, b oy
AMARTE] S 73S B e 1Y) 352 4% 2% 8 B2 (Sutherland et al.
2005) , Aid A —LE 4 IE 5 U AF, W0k 4O
ZXTHETS BE ( Myodes rufocanus) ( Kawata , 1987 ) Fl1 &
Jii H B ( Microtus pennsylvanicus ) W) R HE S 284 52
W ( Boonstra et al., 1988) . J& T /i i o 5% 43 I,
Lambin 28 (1991) $2 H T —/SH7 i) fi B AR A ——< 4k
H-SRG-AT 07, BB [ R 5 O 556 S R £ A b A
PR R B (HER T ORGSR AT
S e S 7Y | NI =7/ g0 i § S NS P
A% (Lambin et al.,1991) , 5 Charnov-Finerty £ %
ANJA], Lambin-Krebs FE89TA A | M4 19 28 2V ( philo-
patry ) FEfIRGHEIE B, SRS RGN T I H L,
ARG MR T A R S IR B = AR R
SR AN PR R G AR ] - 1y
RO FEOT s i P B A AR 5 11
9, FVRERCER I8

IR AR (AR A X IHE T BT AR R %%
SERFRABIE W Ao PR, RO RERS R SR SR
FEARMELERE A IR] P 2458 2 R B0 FhRE 2 &2 1
FI5E5E 2 (Charnov et al.,1980) ; J5 FIN N, SE 55
BB TAY H SR EIE N e e, R
FECE TR, BAE R BEIN A B o A,
B SMBERE ST EAEN B RGE S B2
A54K ( Lambin et al., 1991 ; Krebs, 1996) . Fifi & W 5%
TR, W RR AR X0 47 S -3 4 5 R e 3 18] G &R Y
ST S M AL (36 1) o 5 B4 Hh AR B AR i
WIFE e T R, b RS 2 e AR R
MDA, ST b ) SR Sk ARG 8 MEVE SR A AT

R1 AMHSEMFREEEX TREMREREEZTENATEHHTN

Table 1 Predictions of two models of socio-biological hypothesis concerning density-dependent changes in genetic and kinship

patterns

24 Charnov-Finerty ALY Lambin-Krebs f5 7

RGERGT IR FEARE PR R AT 2R 2 L AR Z A

G FBRAT P R 5 | R 1 v R BT B i HIRIE ATE

RIS [ 4 S O 1) S SO M A 7 2 ) 35 4, A1

BT A RS

SR AE TR L9 BE UG E9 R IEASC

PR RS RAL SEEERAEC HEERELHETA

W % D T 114 2 [ L IR B I B T JE I B 3

WE B A 725 5 B /) IR T m K

G|/ R LSRG R LORG R B AT

AR SRR LR UE

TR L 2R B i) 2 AR A DAL A 8 R IR A6 R 1) JE R S A A, Rt i AHIMEE TR %% 8 I 3t
T Y B Z AR Jnisfl ZretE

ik 3 X W2, R T8 R AN 3 A A AR A

GBI VR T 3CHR (Charnov et al., 1980; Lambin er al., 1991;Pilot et al., 2010) .
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SRBEPE SR SRR AT 97T VR T R R AR
3 HSITHRFESNN

Hamilton (1963, 1964 ,1972 ) [ 35 % % £ #Lie 7l
T AT 5 JE A e A s R 2 T 2 BRI A T
NHEVERT R, Bk, #2347 By SR G A0 F
BRI AE BN SR AT O (0 415 H B Callosper-
mophilus lateralis: Mateo,2002) i /> A 247 A (0
H 2 B Peromyscus leucopus: Wolff et al., 1989 ; it
Marmota marmota; Coulon et al.,1995) Aw2E B E
% )R (AN KAFYE Eptesicus fuscus : Kilgour et al.,2013;
P BME Saimiri sciureus macrodon - Montague et al.,
2014) 55, TEI, F2BEXF 5 R0 AF % A5 % V1A
K AT HIAT R EAN A,

3.1 SEREEMAE

TEFE 2P FL 3 Wy v, R 22 K0 2 i o 1 1
AR A FE T H A BB ( Clutton-Brock et al. ,2012) ,
XAMEE ARG D D HBORS JR) AR B 1 HfE 1 2 2 £E R
(Solomon,2003) , FREAERFRAFIENESI YA R SGE
A4 0> ( Emlen, 1995) | 40X K N B ( Meriones un-
guiculatus ) TR L5 BT FE R B B B AR T vh
FERE)EAL AL L SAFAE , A R AE R LA W 79 352
He4iHy (Wang et al.,2011) . HE[E]EAL S0 1L ] AE
FESAT N BRGAN R AR TIN5 U R G AE
174,

KRV EL(Agren et al.,1989) ZLHA B ( Tamias-
ciurus hudsonicus) ( Gorrell et al. ,2010) I ( Surica-
ta suricatta) ( Carter et al.,2014) S5 5 FE WG4 304
RE M — L6 5 VR 3R AT B 4 i (R 456 138 A P2 W45, )
TALRERIRIRE & R . Horh B AURIE R LG 1E
B 4l (cooperative breeding) \HEATE & (collective for-
aging) i (sentineling) 55 . A 1E & #1545 H
AP ME RS RE A TE 22 B I ] A0 BE A (Auclair et al.
2014) T8 It 50 FT 9 /0 20 P HC Al 1l 53 19 7 T 4%
¢ (Santema et al.,2013) , HAAE AR , 30
PREWS AL EL AT DL R S MR BT o, N, B A
N\ B ( Octodon degus) J&—Fp AL () 5VE T 4k 15
), ik BLRE IS AR 4FE 1% 2% 22 Bl 2L e AU 0 e 2
XiF 85 INAS TR 2l A7 1) T B X 9K (Jesseau et al.,2009)
Xan, 1E B B R A (fission-fusion ) s A RRE 1) ) Fh
FE (2 0T KPR L 3h Y, I R AR A
X BREDY) R K NFIR G H B AT
SE MR Y R 2 OC RN 20 & A B, Shets

WA SETEZ B E MR G X RFLZMER N 2R
25 & 1F R 1% M Y 2 (Smith et al., 2008,
2010)  HAR, i T EI A Y Sl 45 5l H B (re-
ciprocity ) , JEE B AR W EEFT N B R E M
R AP 8 W R T 2R 2K 8] 1 & 1E ( Clutton-
Brock ,2009) .

21 18] 4 G 3 o i/ B A 1Y) B R A
A [RI 45 A R TSR SRR IO A7 3% RN AT iR
FERE R IR T RNRE AR, o ATTLAT S5 ok
R REARZ B RAT ., (HA WL RY], SRS 1Y H)
PR LT AT T &, AR il BE 2w 15 1F
T Bh 3 ) E IR 25 ( Clutton-Brock ,2002) . 3f
PRI 0 BAETT R B S8 2 2 R R R IR S, i
& FEMSEE R YR SR T N R AL
B ILIAESE
3.2 RGCFX SR B R

ANEUTEFL B 0 B X (Bt ) AR A R e T
HATE s g R AR s SRk, B S5 AN T
(hnA= S i, A0 A5 BT IR o041 ) N E PR 3R (A B
5 1 HARROLAE ) B UIAHOC  H L DOIRBL S 25 B -
AUARSCREREA A E) 22 5 . DRI, 255 7% U 7E
pas AMAE AR RS AR 4T T sh et
AT NI B SR A R ) F A Y AR AR
I B/ NI LS, R HCRRE 9 I R SRR R
P G = B33 A [ B AR 45 ( Matoeq et al.,
2004) ,FEA B9 5 R S50 AE — 2 A S b nT Ll aod 41
HEBEBE (social fence ) £ IR 1 FA A=A RIIT A,
HASE T RE SR I 2R AR (ANE BE Procyon lotor
Dharmarajan et al.,2014) ., 73—J5 T, FCAH 98 IR 55 4
( Perez-Gonzalez et al.,2009) 5% kF 52 i1 28 F 1B (in-
breeding depress) ( Lukas et al.,2011; Banks et al.,
2014 ) 38 H L2 KSR ) A (LS R A 5L
natal dispersal FIZFH Y HL breeding dispersal ) , DA 4
Frokm | ) S8 & AR . AR, B R R
(Cynomys spp.) R 5 HAh ZE S HEAH R 47 B
M JR——21 1 AR e = 2 S I B AT R i 1) 1 41
iT (Hoogland 2013 ) , #5 75 A= b 5 3% & & AE Y UL
fit M T SRR ) TE AT, SRR WA A S 1 R A A=
YN SO 17 Sl S - G A I L i ) G T
(Hoogland ,2013) , SRR 59 H0a] E‘J*X@f( A
Jai A 1 55 2 J AR A A T ke TR SE ) T RERZ
RIES) 555 At 25 PR B 52 0, DR O R 6% 572 i (R 3
G WA ESE (Arnaud et al. ,2012)
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3.3  AEME(familiarity ) A3 HIME

FEEAT R W SR G ARON AR SR A TR A T
SELAMATRI A 3£ 2% 38 51 (kin discrimination) , H B
KERGHEN W S LIS 5 Fha] BEAILHI . 25 (8] 5347 ( Bee-
cher et al.,1981) 3t F e il 22 1 B9 AL M (Reeve,
1989) FMIICHL (Lacy et al.,1983) U %5 3£ [H
(Keller et al.,1998) F14E 45 AE A5 5 ( Guerrieri et
al.,2009) . e, 280N FL B ) 32 B AR AR
PR HAE R (Mateo,2003) , RIAACKE I & 75 G 4
1AL A ) B 2 1 B 2 K A A 1 [ R L
YRR . DRI, BCRYE P BB/ R R A RE R
E T S B AT AR A 2 S A b B i e B
S, et BN B R IR S AR R e A
2 1 2 3 T A ME B9 HE B ML A ( Villavicencio et
al.,2009) ; AR TARALDTHC , 2478 M X0 I T B (.
ochrogaster) At 2 B Sk 75 %2 (1) 35 22 AL EEHL ] ( Lucia
et al.,2012)

BT S i AR 10 2 G B I B A A
i, BICRG R ECG A ER AR OG . B e
Wk A S R R AR R R AEAT R FIRIRCR W 2
S, MARTR] SR 2% 0C 2 X B AT Ak 23 S A 1 52 6
TN ) A 3R B SR 2 OC &R Y O 0l T ek AR
(Maher,2009) ; 1 /& #K 5. ( Neotoma fuscipes ) I 5 5
YGRS AR AR R R L B AR R G ME 2
[8] (Innes et al.,2012) , B KE AR A HLE17 A
FORG RS . R, XA ) A= 1% 52 SRk O sh L
SIEAERE SRy T SR G , LA BB AT AR 6 244 1 2R
Bt SAEsE g 5 G Z RS X SR AT FO e F
AT R 8 Sl A oA T o 8o SR AL A N [ Y
TR,

4 FHEOK P MTEE IR F&-1T H B A

4.1 SEGCRG5IHUAAE
TERGIEBENEHIS R GANMAR R B i fh 2 2
APERMED frE 2 wh e (b ORBE)  RA AR
TS feis 5 SR M, b, M R % &R
B RKEE (M. glareolus ) FhEE 4l 44 #b 78 R HI A7
B3R5 (Ylonen et al.,1990) BF R RGHEA T
FETS RER A 10 258 4 (Ishibashi et al. ,1998) it
R B M. oeconomus ) H5i 2 s (B8 J& BBk Ak A
BEEMEIUR) 23 T B HE#b 70 R0 ME FUAE TG 3
2 T % ( Andreassen et al.,2006) . {HA WS LI,
FRGRFX RS ST B, BA AR SRS H

JILHY BRSO RE IR ) 25 R RSS2 S H (IR R B 4
KN AETE R AR RE) WA B 2T (Kawata,
1987 ; Boonstra et al., 1988 ;Ims, 1989 ; Dalton,2000) ,
RBIFTEEHET A S5, b T A AR T RE X S
g R A TR E S T LLAS B 52— A e,
AN SR G SRR ARG W a5 A — 8 J2 DA i Bl
(Dalton,2000) , H.3B5FE I3 FAF 5 R FEAR A N 3%
AU 2 w5 FE 2 M7 [RIASE A T BRLUZE5, an ZR
FEFNH FL(M. pinetorum) ( Solomon et al.,2006) ,

A7 AR FEIAE S 0 %o 538 % O R e R A BB
AR TG ARAENG 0 S UE 2, A AR 22 5 (A5 R i) —
BB ] A2 5 35 52 86 ( Ishibashi et al., 1997; Lambin
et al.,1998) LA Jz T 4 2k %t 5 S8 F B (49 AF 5% ( Char-
pentier et al.,2012; Fernandes et al.,2015) K% 7 F
AR SR L 26 G B0RE (AT 37 R A B T R Y
I EFHAR IS ST AE) o SRRV AR s 5 T
FrACHr BRI 2 R A B2 AL, ST [R) 4% B i 29
TAARFERAT A ZR B, PRI T2 0] 80 B 5 0%
I SRR AR 2T 55, JF QT I B S HRIE
4.2 REATN-RER )

T2 B2 T 29 R S 2 A A 35 12 B B o
FETIm Y B AR VL8 ) A8 4k, I 3Rk 38 W T AN [
iR 65 B 25 P A0 23 (A0 T O (Il (9SS ) 5 [l
FHE B 26 % 2 R 2 BRIV R 28 8 RIS ) 3524 O 2R
RIS AR AT RS S ok, 36 G 4 4 110 8 ST FI g
20T DU 5 B TR G B B R AR A AT
SRS AR OCHE SR, ERH R E IR R IS
B4 55 5 T 18] Y I iy 235 2R 7T R BORPRE I 5 ( Lambin
et al.,1998) ,

H T, S RE s sl B rh R GO R AL AT h
FRIVE FH B 76 B 26 19, 2% ( Martinez-Padilla et al.,2014;
Scandolara et al., 2014) FH %L 3 ¥ ( Pilot et al.,
2010 ; Meshriy et al.,2011; Hoogland, 2013 ) H #% iiE
SE AR HAE HPLE AR xS —, S EY
B8 1 > 28 MRS R AR T J5 SRR BLAD S AR Bt IX.
SRR AR (W1.3) 2B T SE B 5 Hh 3
YR ALY | FFAS Wy e 7 ( Sutherland et al. 2005,
2006)

AN A 0 S AR SR R B A A SR I A T A
TEZE5E  EANTRIAL AT SR ES X R R A2 1k
R Bl 7 AT AN [R]  2n Z2 580 BRI 2L T AN mT g
A BT AN W B BB AR SRR I B T Y
SN T B T TR 2T R 5 T RF S S T A
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EEREAE OHE3SE HE3M

XF /AT B () A= 5, AT TAE e 4 B I S
7R G A R A () ek A B R Y IR i G e
FEPRT ML ] B BN R G B (DL AR M) 1
EPHL( Ylonen et al.,1990) o 55— J5 1P, B JE P A0
S Wk S0 R T R AT R - A R T R LA
25— R W G S AP R D AT S -ist G
YEFH R B BH I 1Y) 3 2% 800 ( Lacey et al., 2007 ;
Frank ,2010) , 1 20 J& & A AR B2, W02 800 (AR [ 119
G} B A6 B 3 2% OC FR 3 I 1T AR (Maher,
2009) . {HALAT AF 5T A BAH S O BR 42, Q4B B A 3%
1\ 2R B FR A b B = 28 2% 45 ) (Quirici et al.,
2011) , HoR & e 45 0 FL A B B 28 I 09 50 A T o I
A 5 ( Quirici et al.,2013) o LUn, il fE PR ARG R
6 57 B ( Dipodomys ingens ) 2 Wb A % 3 5 Jon i 4
Ja LY RO RS SR RS AR, 3 A AR B+ 2
Z2fE (Meshriy et al.,2011) , B, KRATFEEL
AR SRR P 52 BRI 5T, DA 3 AT Bl U 3
AR OR ST A E AL IAR

SRR UL, AR B ARMRE b XS A2 AR e R U Y
S UEATISR G Z o X AR R T N FEAL T A TR AR ST,
o I LA S AR 28 B I R SR S5 VE FH I
[FIERE, SR 1G4 BT AT I R AR, BEA Bt
H A A T 0 BN [R) AR 3 S0 R AR S FP R i
AW TR AT A EE S TR GE T BRI
SrFAPEHRSS A BeAh, B E A B L 2 A PR
FEAREBIBFSE EL /D (Pilot et al.,2010) , R4 &
FEME 5 2R G S50 Z 18] i AH AR R BLE S FP STt
SRR OC R GRS 5 T LR A

5 B 2

L N IMT AL AT ISR G A I S
XF SRR RE R B BIEST SR G R TE AE TPl
HORSVER  Fe 2 W USRSl s Wy 1 SRR Y SR 0 1
W sl (WM 5 Lagopus lagopus scoticus: Piertney et
al.,2008) . AEEF X /N Y IR L 20 ) Fh 3 55 9 FE AL
T RIS, B 22 o R R AR S0 0 A B K
MG RHMB B Z RO R B . 2y Y
AR (Wnfik T DNA Fil SNPs ) 193z I, o %5 5 F
KRR A FRAG R4 T AT RE , HETE
AT 2Rl sh g B SR FPRE (Smith,2014) | it
2SR B AE B B iz T/ N L S Ak
FERYAT 2 AIRIRE RETS AR E T . ok, sh
APERFE (personality traits) B A ST 0 24 o 56

R — PG B AW A 2, E52
BAT R, BRFIAPERRAE A AR SRR AT
T EAF BRI B 25 R AR T I
BALYE(Wright et al.,2014) | U HEE BAL &M 3h
PR (Cronin, 2015) . TEAERFAETE B1EF 4.
FEA B0 £ 10 /N B 2L Sh AR rh sl A PR R 2 5
HARE2ZSE MERRIE )25 5 5 4L 58 4 Jey S Fil
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