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Abstract

Saturated soil hydraulic conductivity is a necessary parameter for many
hydrologic models, because it is closely related to infiltration, soil water mO\;ement,
flow pathway, and chemical transportation. The Fushan Experimental Forest is a site
for long-term ecological research supported by the National Science Council, while
the Liukuei Experimental Forest is a demonstration site for forest ecosystem
management financed by the Council of Agriculture, Taiwan. Both sites’ ecosystems
are obviously affected by forest hydrologic characteristics, such as saturated soil
hydraulic conductivity. However, these fundamental data in both sites were
insufficient that were inconvenient for hydrological modeling and biogeochemical

studies. Therefore, the purpose of this paper was to investigate saturated :soil

B AEMEAREERERR  BAEE
PSRBT EKREERIERRA
CEMREAZERTHEEHARAER



2

hydraulic conductivity systematically using the Guelph permeameter in the Fushan
watershed No.1 and Sanping watershed No.4. Results showed that average hydraulic
conductivity was 10.5X10* cm/s in the Fushan watershed No.1, and was 29.7X10*
cm/s in the Sanping watershed No.4. Based on statistic analysis, hydraulic
conductivity data were significantly different between ridge and valley areas in the
Fushan watershed No.1. On the contrary, these data among ridge, hillslope, and
valley areas were strongly similar in the Sanping watershed No.4. Comparing Fushan
and Sanping watersheds, both hydraulic conductivity data demonstrated significantly
difference among ridge, hillslope, and valley areas each other. This obvious difference
may be due to soil property, topography, and rainfall characteristics.

Key words: Fushan watershed, Sanping watershed, saturated soil hydraulic conductivity,

Guelph permeameter.
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BRI LK N EEERFL KRR PR ATRRINBHZ— HBREHAS - LI#
KB ~ RIS RACEEmE R VIMEMN - BLARASEE & RIIA R IEHE - S
BARMABREZGHRMERRCERERE » WEHERMOK R IEEYIHERR - BES
3E TR B AR K BRI R R SEA » K SUR R FE R B A st (L B 3R A
R EAE - Bt AHFEENTERERGuelphi®iEst » HRIFMAEBL—IRKE
FIUSEEKEKNEEEZHYE - BRET  BIL—REKETHKNETER
10.5X10* cm/s » BILTHE LA K NEEEEZE TR P NSREKEFHKNEERE
| £$529.7X10 em/s » [LTH ~ ILAEE AR EEREAEER - f4) - BIL—5REm Y
SR SE K IR AR R AEILTE ~ LMEsILS - KN EEEEREER - I RNE st
KRR o
BRSRE : TRILEKE - BFHEKE « EFMIIBKNEEE « Guelphi2i&at

SO
—

KE TR LUK SRR IR RIESRBIEG 2 2% » RATMARKE LN B
AR B R RABRENE » TEFRS KSURA G » LK) {8 & (hydraulic conductivity)
ERERERNZH, - ISEAEGREEIAE - KRS RERBEFRHNT
4t » B B4 p L {E e B Y HERR (Govindaraju et al., 1996 ; Fares et al., 2000) - +1%/K /1{&
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S Y 42185% (%8 (coefficient of permeability) » #15E 15 € & (Darcy’s law)# i1 i » 7]
R EHISREEHETS - FRENXT2EARZERGE  BRNAERSZRIH
TEMEE%S o Daniel(1989) @ L& \EARIE [P TN RE LB KN EEERZE
%> BensonZ (1997) AL UER R A XRBAR B/ AR 2 251 o RlEHE G KELL
TIEA B E R AN ~ BE - FLEE - FRESER DIBEEME RS2 - B
BHREHEER 2 > LATERS LK S - Zhuang (2000) FE A/ \ KRR Ui {4 T 50K T)
{#:E & » Poulsen (1999) Al LAPYFE A [F14R 20 43 47 BRI B FEBRF0 LI AK N EERE - A2
22 Ry B B FE R BB > AT A R EBE BB - DK EEE
—BERKNRTEREREEFRENNERZ— -

L EREILARABEN G RIBERREREBZ—  BI991FERBLK  EEH
HERR  LEISEIL—%HE R KBEERE TR BRI ERRKCRE
ZHEBhAEL(EEN - BER » 1999) - S RABARKUBRZGHRMERER
R REE - 81964 N BFEER I HRARE KB  BFEKEIRBEEH
Mok BB RRB 2 — (BEHE - 1999) - MRBILKBETEKESRE ENKE
A BRI S G R R HOK SRR B2 A o BE KSR ERERE » X SHRAIEEA L
W ZIR o Liaw (1999) i A Ak U R TOPMODELAZE 748 11| 8 /K (B8 s » B B HFE
LI ER B AR S B T K DR R - iERE A LR A E > EEAERA LESE
(B LY e PR TG E 1R A EAR ILL BB MR R T K i (subsurface flow)iF » 7R RAERE H M
ML - IR BRBREERIEY) » FILUKNEEEERE 2R -

SR EHE L K B T KRR SR R B — D R AR IR R - IR R Y E
{t. 2 (biogeochemistry) F ;& it 4 X 4 #ll (streamflow generation mechanism) 2 i 72AT
T WEPREITERERFERAMERERRE » LHKNEEENRES LT
ZAE o I AHFZE B BI7ER A Guelphi® 5 3 218 1L R o 7 42 K IS BRAT 8k )18
TR > WS KEZ R - WREIRBRRAEBA SRR -

— ~ Guelph &5t RE

Guelphi®E it 2L S HEEIRIES B R E AR/ L HKNEEE - R1EE 5
FERAE@ELD - BREFRNEER TRAREKRER AEERKERFIEHESE
SHE FR o QIS REIKIGS ST » 3R Mariottedl IR R IR 25K 58 - LUEZEBE)
SRR T KRR o & HIESE AR N THAE BRILREHEE » ELIREE
ARl BIERSVE S » BRAE KA T BB RR T KA Ek - GuelphigEat BHIH
Bl 12102~10° cm/sfE(Soilmoisture Corp., 1986) -



@ 1 Guelph Z2%E 51855 (Model 2800K1)

A I AR 8 12 B 0k CHZAF B HFL » K A R E L FL » 30 HCE S @+
o KA FE BT B = HE ) &R (B KB - 45 5E » 1996 : Reynolds and Elrick, 1985 ;
Reynolds and Zebchuk, 1996) ([i#2) : (1) & /K BE 7= (vertical hydrostatic pressure) ; (2)
HhiLa5] 1) (gravitational force) 5 (3)FEHIE {'EFH (capillarity force) - (342 =6 1) B A%
WHEE KR THBQ, » QRQ. KM ERQ)SE :

Q=0,+0,+0 (1)




Guelph Permeameter

Soil Surface

L e

Qg Qv
2 Guelph B sTEARE(EHE Reynolds and Zebchuk » 1996)

#5522 (Richard) A » AR Q)R T 5ENRR

2
0 =2—7EH—KIS+7zrzKﬁ.+?¢m o)
K QU W% B B (cm¥s) ; HE/KER (cm) 5 1B+ 7448 (cm) ; K BEF I 1k
B cm/s) 5 o B RS (cmYs) ; CRIR RS » MEL >t E 18
H/a = [ 5[ o 2 1! (Reynolds and Elrick, 1985) « MM = K 7R 7k 38 S AR 1.2 1k -

ENATSK H K SR (K, » LRSI KBERRE -

E—REHR :

27H,

C. P ©)

2
0 = Ki,+m K;+
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E_RER -

2
0, =27Z{2 Kﬁ+7zrzKﬁ+2”H2

2 2

¢m

FER 2K Q) R (ST /7R BREN W] K18 LK W8

Kfs =G,0, -G\0,
Hrh
G. = H(C,
, =
75[2H1H2(H2 ‘H1)+72(H1C2 -H,C))]
G, =G, A5G,
H\C,

= MRESIRRAELE

(—)HREIH

1

AR EKE

BRI ARAR L BB A 18 L — SR 88K R - HFE38 ha » R4 E44% » IBIE N
670~1,000 mfd] » £#HiK760 m([E3) - EFH%IE18.6 °C» LI7H %%(24.8 °Cy» 1
ARK(12.3 °C) » HH¥HEE 4% » F MM E3,404 mm » B =07 7558 R i R R
ERMEZE » 20 A RILEARES - MR ERBRS N ERAT - 2000) - 18115
RSB RAREKREEMRRMERR DR BEE - BAHEMES 58
R > LAKEER (Machilus kusanot) ~ &M (Phobe formosana)E S18% 5 (LIKIE
MRS EILR » LIFEC (Engelhardtia roxburghiana) ~ K (Machilus thunbergii) ~
(L BE IR (Helicia formosana)% B+ : B HHBHEEREBLY  LEERER
(Castanopsis carlessii) ~ $k¥& (Meliosma squamulata) % 5 (5B (FKEIHRZE » 1995) -
BELBEERT BEEAKRE & tEEEEELREHEL  EMEY

(pH3.8~5.0) (FRILIRE » 1996) -

4
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150 m |
B3 BlU—REKERSIERMIE

2. BETIREKIE

LR A BB E TSR EKIE » TfE21 ha > FKES% » BIE T
845~1,235 mi¥] » £i#E715 m(E4) - FEHFR21.1°C» LITARE(R4.7°C) » 1
AH{E(15.9 °C) » HH¥HRAES3% » EF M E3,169 mm » B ZiF 52 74 e 5. it B e
AERYEHRS T » LEHAGEVTREREFT > 1998) - A LB/ RAEES A
M K54 T2 (Neolitsea komishii) ~ (L% 7 (Murraya euchrestifolia Hay.) ~ #&
1t (Cinnamoum camphora) ~ &4 (Castanopsis formosana) ~ 4 (Beilschmiedia
erythrophloia Hay.) i 5815 K (Eurya hayatai Yamamoto)Z (FHHZE » 1991) - 1'E
BEILE > AEEBERENFEES  ERTHREMEKGQNEDSFHERK - L8
BEBREKEHE L LEEH  RNRBEERGELETR ol % o LRI+ H
1% B AR B RRAT » 1997) -
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B4 RENREXERBUBRILIE

(DRBERE
HHEREABEI - VSRR ~ A - BRRBHIEGSEE M TR LA HE

5 BL % 8% LA Guelph 2 & 3+ B £ @ H (Ragab and Cooper, 1993) « [F . » & Hf 7¢iR

GuelphiZ &zt (Model 2800K1)IR45 B I8 L — 5% K 5 25 PU 9% £ /K [ 57 4% + 338 7k 88

B - FAEGFZL0T (Soilmoisture Corp., 1986) :

1 YGERES < e B SRR 72 R IR 43 5 1L TE (ridge) ~ LB Chillslope) & L] % (valley)
= KEG - BB LB EUE 5 R E 10~ 15{EEE5(E3 - B4) -

2. BPOLER - MR - LIER6 cmi) L BIZ%E20 ey +7L » 3 LISHRIFE IR TL
AL - #§Guelph BEEHBEMILA » WIFRNEETK - BIRIFLE S+ 15 A%
K> #Guelph B5E3HRIME S » U LUK GE B 5 ) + 38Kk 1 {8 o sk
EZERAEMMS cm > FRENREKEESS cm » BRISKTIER, (cm/s) » BEZ A
EZERAE EREMI10 cm » BRIREFER, (cm/s) - RS EBIERE A2+ 535.39 cm? »
FLMUER, B R BN AT (R AR B Qi R Qo (cm?/s) » B A 7522 (5) BIVAT 3K H 8l + 438 7K
IMEEE(K,) -



fg - SR

(—)BU—REXKE

AP BIL—ERE KR T AT I0MEEKE » HrAPIUTEI45E ~ (UE145E ~ LA 12
i o (WTEES 1 3K H{EEE T 21.5X104~18.5X10* cm/sfH] » F4985.9X10“% cm/s ;
Ll B8 & 1 2 1.6X10 ~29.3X10* em/sfd] » IR#5 8.6 X104 cm/s
4.0X10~54.3X10* cm/sfs] » Z549£518.0X10" cm/s ; 2 ERHEEEHO$87E 15 I 10.5X107
cm/s o 3K {5 B A 88 R {R Bl (coefficient of variation) K/NAILA B E(0.88) ~ 1L

fER2(0.82) ~ ITEAR{K(0.78)(FK1 ~ [ES)

1000 m

0 150 m

o Kgi = 0.0005 cm/s

O 0.0005cm/s < Kg < 0.0010 cmy/s
@ Kr >0.0010 cm/s

B5 BU—REKELIRXKNEERZHIHE

L 18 33 A 72
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R1 BU—REKETBXNEEEREBR

Items Mean Max. Min. SD Cv
Ridge 0.00059 0.00185 0.00015 0.00046 0.78
Hillslope 0.00086 0.00293 0.00016 0.00070 0.82
Valley 0.00180 0.00543 0.00040 0.00158 0.88
Total 0.00105 0.00543 0.00015 0.00110 1.05

SD: standard deviation; CV: coefficient of variation; unit is cm/s except for CV.

HERRBIL — SR EOKE 1 LK N EGE RN ALA RS ~ (UERZ ~ ILTERE -
{BRRIET LR SREL » AHH 72 LU 2 B43 47 (analysis of variance, ANOVA) 5 i% » i L
{SHEIE 195 %I F R E (ki » LLBILTE ~ LA RILAR LK HEERE 2 2R » BH1E
Ly — SR SR K IR LI TR B LU SR ) S i 7 52 (RS » (LI ER L28 +380K ) (o
B EER - BILTHE A LK N EEERIEREERGE) -

BRTERAE LUK RS - AW RIRERIS RIS IR » BB EY
WRR16% » (IRERI T EB46% » (LB BBM TR EB60% » 2 EHE RS
S RIS 40% o MHRBESERE (X » %) S AN IBEE (Y » om/s) 1T WBR A4 » i
FIEBALRESE - 7R G)FIR - HIREIES0.46(ES6) -

Y = 0.0002X°4% 8

K2 BU—REKEIBEXNEEEBREDH

Items F Critical value P

Ridge vs. Hillslope 1.448 4.225 0.240
Hillslope vs. Valley 4.015 4.260 0.056
Valley vs. Ridge 7.485%* 4.260 0.012

Ho:aj=ay; H;:a;#ay; «=0.05; ** : significant.



11

1.E-02
-
. ]
0 - . n
5 1.E-03 | u I |
v I . I
I 1
]
-1 ]
1.E-04
Ridge Hillslope Valley
80 &
60 | | i
g ] | "
‘é’_ 40 | ™ L]
7] ] [ -
20 | ] =
I [ ]
0
Ridge Hillslope Valley
— - ——
1.E-02
.
-
2 . . = "
§lE03 | ™ ® . "
= ]
X - LI "y [
] ‘ u -
] . -
1.E-04 T . T
0 20 40 60 80
Slope (%)

B6 iEl—REKELTEXNESERRERRE

(D) BT OEREKE

AIFFER B USRS K S A A 36K, » HALTHI2E ~ (WAF125E ~ i 12
B o MREIE LR S BAE - EEREETSE - R BB E ROKIRWGE £ AR HE - FTLIEH
HERIYANERBEKE T LN ES « WLWIERS LK S F 8 E 7 2.7X107
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~63.9X10* cm/sff] » £459£521.1X10* cm/s 5 (UREER T 1212.7X10 ~58.5X10 cm/s
fil » F19£530.6 X10° cm/s 5 (A @AM 13.1X10%~81.5X10 cm/sffl » TP
37.4X10" cm/s 5 2 ERHREERIRER S HI529.7X10 em/s (3) « ER LK HEEER
SRAREANILULTER S (0.83) ~ (AR Z(0.61) ~ [LFRAISERK(0.48) - B8 R4
o W LMERBEEOS%ET 1% » BRIBT USRS KE LTEE AT ~ IUEE LA ~ 1LTEH
A K EEES AR (GRY JF7) -

0 O Kg = 0.0015 cm/s

0 100 n
© 0.0015cm/s < Kg < 0.0040 cm/s

@ K. > 00040 cvs

B7 BREOREKETEKDEEEZRSHE

ITERR BRI PSR L £538% » LI IEARBEH IR B50% » (LA KB RS B B
56% » ZERERBEHI I LRI 48%  HHREIRE (X » %) 8 H 3K S {EEEE (Y > cm/s)
EATEER T 0 METBIEBBRER - WX OFT > HBIREE0.38(ES) -

Y = 0.0001X0°768 )
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K3 BEMREKEIEKNHEEERAEHER

Items Mean Max. Min. SD Cv
Ridge 0.00211 0.00639 0.00027 0.00174 0.83
Hillslope 0.00306 0.00585 0.00127 0.00146 0.48
Valley 0.00374 0.00815 0.00131 0.00229 0.61
Total 0.00297 0.00815 0.00027 0.00193 0.65

'SD: standard deviation; CV: coefficient of variation; unit is cm/s except for CV.

K4 BIUREKETEKNEEEBRMDH

Items F Critical value P

Ridge vs. Hillslope 2.080 4.301 0.163
Hillslope vs. Valley 0.751 4.301 0.395
Valley vs. Ridge 3.837 4.301 0.063

Ho . a;=ag s H] ca;Fag s a =0.05

(2B —SREREFIREKE2 L]
AR - W LMEREREEISHIEBIE » BARIL— IR BT IUSEE KT - 5
i TELTE ~ (LRI B 4 K ) (@8 B 3 2 R 72 B (R5) -

K5 BU—REBFIREKETRKNEEERRYUDN

Items F Critical value p
Ridge 9.890** 4.260 0.004
Hillslope 24.868** 4.260 0.000
Valley 5.810** 4.301 0.025

Ho:a;=ay i Hy:a;#a,; «=0.05; ** : significant.

h - BREERRRREY

(—)BLU—REKE
1. LK N EEE
IR LEA B bk TR A R (MO 5 > 1996) » IR ILTEM A F38 » +(LE
RRR UEEST B LSEE L UMb RS E



15

BRELEMEEL  ILAMBENUMBRERIUAEELEE » TIBHS REGH
PR KR - BRI —REKEIUTERIUBTE B LSS %8 VX TE
TR EE LS EEL > L RPEAEERIE  HFALBER) St = E L8
RNEEESBEINAEIRE - Gt ISEETBELCEH S TE  BEAERS
ML REOR » SR JOK N ER S - RSRBOHERINEE - (UTERILE
sth [ 1 S K ) (G AR - (B 1143 st 5 + 888K ) (858 B HI AR R R 12 L L TE R 88 » AT
REBIL-REXBELEXNEEIEERFAENTHSENE > EHEENY
(heterogeneous) it o SRIREZ B HEIT K SUEHESR L2 {E T 700% » NEISBEEKE
R — LK EEE  MEESSIUTE - BT R (LA FHE » 353 5IETE 138K
FEEE - DR EEE SR -

BIEKETRE M T RBREE L REEE L (FoLEE > 1996) - B +1EE
MR LK A E 1 (Cosby et al., 1984)1840 » 1&IL—5R KR L FKHEZE AN
10.5X10% ~10.0X10*cm/sfEl (Liaw et al., 1999) o 4% bt 85 81 Guelphi% & i il 15
Z 3G 1 JOK N EE AL 82 (10.5X10cmy/s) » RllGuelphi8s&Et Frifilig 2 ik
BEEES o HPCosbyE (1984) JILRIEEREA ST » FEM LB E B 1K
THEERE ZRAR » MGuelphiZ Bt RIEF/E W - H A FLIEE 2R E IR R (pipe
flow) » ¥t LHUKNEGEHEBREK » LEHRERMMME » KL - GuelphiZ2iEEtFh
BB Z@IL—REKE T EK N EEE L ER TR E I H R ARG Z LK NE
HERE -

bR T FER IR E S HEEOK EE A - IR eI st T Ak H A KGR ER SR Al 517K 77
EEAE - B2 5 (1999) FE A sth T K H & i X ok EAER » AEEILEKEAKNEE
B f5 R 5I82.5X10% em/s k& 3.4X10* cm/s « FHERA A ST FEAE R » #okER B AT
BryK W EE AR R R - R KRB R KR T 256 cmBEH#1T > MGuelph
BB RIRTEMR T20 cmBRE i > —MW S » KN EEE G+ IEFEE 2R
&R (Beven, 1984) » A LUK G B& A 15 # 7K 71 {8 B BA BEI (K R Guelphi2 B 3t &
% °

BRILZ It o BRZRER (2001)E fE A KBNS E B - oy i L SRk BRI E L4 (B
®HE20 cm > FESRES65 cmB40 cm)Z /K HEEE » #5RHR1S6.5X10°
cm/s R 1.9X10° cm/s » [ Big & i GuelphiBE 3t Rl S 2 LK W EEERS -
Bagarello K Provenzano(1996)&#gi » FEFR#R T HEIREN L4k 1% » M EHERE LI KHE
ERANG 2 DK MBS R HAEG S PR A Guelph8E 2+ P EF /P18 2 K N EE
B MEHEEZERESELILNE  TRERRERLHEPH LA R R M AFLERR -
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K& LB REFA - A ST E) (preferential flow)IR SR » EMK N EEER S -
FHIE) S SR IR B2 H A BA 784 & & (Mohanty et al., 1991; 1994) -

R L M - ARIAGAE /T AR B LB N EE RS G/HRAR - R
i Guelphig&Et ~ TIRERHEM ~ #G BB R ENS E S B i - R RE RS
REOMEEZE -

2. W H L BOK N EEE 2 RRR

B KEFAERBOFIPRER/ ) HEZESKFHILTEA6%) - LIE
(46%) K 1145 (60%) » BHERM LR BEARHIMBA AR IH ~ HE REHAR - 171 L2 BT S A B K0
(AR R (R L IR T St SRR - R s BB L G AATETI T o #38 404% 32,
EATEER A 190 1K EE R B 2R BRI - AR B)FR » K
BERRBE R KON EE R - TR EERE IR B A R SR % - sl + R RRAY > LABUKD
HEEES -

(D) FIusREKE
1 £HOKNEEE
RGN BB L RPE WM S S A REART » 1997) » B3R TUSR &K & LT (& +
WEERIS0 cm» IR HEIFGHES T BRI BN ERT AR LR S40%K A8 -
Bfg LIH & 60%F 0 g 5 LI K L1145 3 5 R 3R SR EL AR AR - - 3EIE EEK930~50 em »
DR wEirGBERLtRE BRI AR T IRE30% 4 & B L1%580%
BEAE - R EE SRS KEA G ILTE ~ ILERLA ST RBERIER » LIEhEA
i FERCKEREFLEE FINKAR - B LIS R BT TR ILUTE ~ IURE R ILE
il T 3OK N EEE I SR E R - BH&ERGE M (homogenous) » BL8 1] —5E
SKEBES AN o R EET K SURBESAC R 72hF - 7T % B R E R KER
R — LK MEERE » DRt AR LIRIERERF - Lo R MR
EITO IO MR 2 HBAERET » RIRFELIAR R ZRE 5 MaE5e -
2. SRR B A K W EE 2 BRR ,
BitE L — SRS KIE ML » B3 7P PSR SR K B AR AR BA I T 193 B K/ MIRFF B LU TE
(38%) ~ LLIAE (50%) Be ILI# (56%) » {ELILITRIE A 77 353 BE A& = 12 4B LU — 5t SR 7K &
(16%) - A% ERERF 32 Guelphi2 EH BB N E - BB 5 » FiLIARRER
7P PY g% SR K 5 AR LA AR B PR R R RIR &R - LHRE LS B  HIRTIORE
FEAR56% o %18 36Ak BEAETT WER 734 » 18 AN L 47K I {58 BE Bl of¢ &5 7 2 4 BBl P o
32 KO -
THOKNEEEEHBREER  FELEAFE LD LIBNH A WORER N ~ &
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B LA - RESERTEEMSEE2E - BEEMFEE ot LATEG K N{EE

B SRERXKEERARMEATIE - B HBEEAE R KRB (Zhuang et al,
2000 ; Poulsen et al., 1999) - [RENBHAFEIS - B HIBEAERR RIIRMEKE -
EWRER LiE R SR EEKEA KN EEEETRS - Bt AR EALIKE
VEE 28 K EHEER /7 ik B E Bk B8 Z R » $ERFERRTRBIR0.46(18
(L —5%) % 0.38 (BB F IUR) » {EH EZE FIFEE /K #E(p<0.05) » KRR AAC & BE AR Y
(DTM) K i 3 B 3R % 45 (GIS) » {5330 55 HE oK B (B 2 K [ + 48K {8 B ) 22 ] 70 fff o

ERU—SFRETIUREKEZ L]

B UgRE K R R R EILTE ~ (RS ILS » ZEOK W EE R L RR L — SRS K R
BHES  FHEOSEL—IEE KRN85 IR TR E BN Y - thfi REMRF
WEER - EHIEWEAE - BEREKE DIRHEARB IR KL - R RIKIE 7
S RE14.0% - 42.5%43.5% (k3R F » 1997) s BREIL—IREKE IR LA RS
K~ YRR EVRLIE 2 L I5Y BI B3 36.6% ~ 33.8% % 29.6%(BREAZK ~ fAl 2241 » 2001) - (/2
¥+ 4 SR EI 1 15K ) {#E B85 (Cosby et al., 1984 ; Poulsen et al., 1999) » FrLA
TSR &K B 18K W EE R -

R AT T ERL—REKEBI0% » BENREEKESI8% » HRE
BRETE  (HEREE LB 8 E40 miB{E A2 R (DTM) 2R H 2 SR K RV 193K
FERS > BB LK E B 44%(Liaw et al., 1999) » B E/KEB59% (B2 H% » 2000) »
g K ERAREMt E AR LK B SRR - LB BB - BILE KRN RZES
25 ERTNERS3,403 mm > 4A EIARRBERE57.6%GKiFT - 2000) - {HETFE
KEHEIRESE > ERNES3,169 mm » 47 BIARN BEE R FE92.5%(FaFT -
1998) - R BT &K@ FEN « BRXETRES » FTLUKE HIEF RARREN
%0 LUKAR THERE & B AN30%HREFT » 1997) » MRBILEKEAR LIERESER
H10%(F K155 » 1996) - HAFETERER L0 8REh » FTLBZRE 5 MEFLBEEmMAl+
$98 7K 1838 7548 i (Buttle and House, 1997) » &bt » 57 PUSR & /K (& 38K F) {8
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