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Modelling of Spatial Pattern of Gulls’ Nesting

Masaharu Tanemura and Masami Hasegawa
(The Institute of Statistical Mathematics)

The paper attempts the modelling of spatial pattern of nests of gulls. Data which are
treated throughout are those of nearest neighbour distances between nests for four species of
gulls; the lesser black-backed gull (Larus fuscus), the herring gull (Larus argentatus), the
black-headed gull (Larus ridibundus) and the black-tailed gull (Larus crassivostris). As the
first step of the analysis, tests of complete spatial randomness (or tests of Poisson model) are
done by means of goodness-of-fit statistics, i.e. chi-square, likelihood ratio, and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov statistic (these are used throughout). The tests reject the Poisson model against all
of the data.

Then, a model which is obtained from ecological consideration and includes no parameter is
proposed and is compared with Bartlett’s multi-parameter model for MacRoberts’ data (L.
fuscus and L. argemtatus). Goodness-of-fit tests indicate the preference of our model over
Bartlett’s model.

Furthermore, an attempt is made to investigate a unified model which fits to all of the
data of gulls’ nesting. For this purpose, fittings of random packing model (or hard-core model)
and adjustment model are made and the parameters which give best fit to each of the gulls
are estimated for both models.
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Table 1. Nearest neighbour nesting distances for [A] =v®rrhER
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[surmised]) KEDL L TOUEERTHS LA
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Table 3. Nearest neighbour nesting dis-

tances for L. crassivostris ([D])

#5332 L. crassivostris ([D]) OB TEERR

245 (Patterson [17]) PR A
o | o 1 ™ (D] m | D
i B
0.4 | 10 2.4 6 0.35 10 1.05 i 11
: b ;
0.6 11 ! 2.6 9 0.45 73 1.15 | 7
0.8 | 25 238 4 0.55 88 L2513
10 | 8 | 3.0 1 0.65 64 L3 1
1.2 19 32 1 0.75 29 145~ | 0
L4 10 34 0 0.85 20l 1 315
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CRTH2F~EZ2THAH. AHEES T L OMOHERELYREL, BROMEBEELRDHH
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BB T 2RI T DI LT - 200HETHY, BETLLLDLRS.



HE AEDOBREBE 5~ DEF L 65

3. Poisson £ LDLE

¥, BiiC 525 — 2 DS Hi Poisson SBBDOSEBHNEOERTHD L5 17
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EBomEsE Fo) L LT

(3.5) D, =sup |F(r;) —F () |

(1) & @ i NIPARDEEREHCRAETHDM, T TR—IEHAAL L RDTHL, Fh
(8) D K-S BEIDWTIE, WEDEETF —EN S~ 7RI REHTE 2D R TWAE
¥, (3.5) XD Dy HHENSBOAAHERKELKE L LOTIE AW, LhLsLr—7%
FERNLTF —ENLDORRBKEFIIAN T T I T ~2DBEDOLERE2E2TW5
(Walsh [22]) oC, (3.5) KIAMETEAIIS LTHE, ThE7r— 750 Shign
F =R OWTLEHNINADZ LS.

HEX, LORICEY T ADF — 2DOKEGA L Poisson &5 L OBMR(EA FHFhitihds
LOBEIC E 2 . 2T, BAEADT — ZITHIET S Poisson & F L OEE p 17—~ &
DEAEEHy =T ADMEE®Y) 8L s L5 EDK. Tibd 3.2 ¥EWT
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Fig. 5. Comparisons between gulls’ data Fig. 6. Comparisons between gulls’ data
and Poisson model (1) . and Poission model (2)
#M5F e A0 F— &L Poisson 51 HeR HE 2DF—x}k Poisson 51
L OB (1) L DHEE (2)

Table 4. Goodness-of-fit tests between gulls data and Poissor model
$H4E H»xADF—x L Poisson 50 L OFESERE

Larus X2 test ’ likelihood ratio test K-S test
X2 BE (d.f) LERE . f.) K-S B
[A] L. fuscus X?=131.24 (14) ! —2 log A=152,83 (14) ! D,=0,136
N =493, p=0.00384*% P<0.001 i P<0.001 P<0.001
[B] L. argentatus X2=119.11 (16) b —2 log A=131.85 (16) Dy=0.106
N=499, p=0.00238* P<0.001 P<0.001 P<0.001
[C] L. vidibundus X*=28.97 (11) —2 log A=29.46 (11) Dy=0,112
N=139, p=0.1535%) 0.001<P<0. 005 0.001<P<0. 005 0.05<P<0.10
[D] L. crassivostris X2=207.05 (8) —2 log A=224,78 (8) Dy=0.246
N=315, p=0.6476%" P<0.001 i P<0.001 P<0.001

¥ (3.7) =X v Poisson €FVOEE

*) The density for Poisson model is evaluated from (3.7).
VTSN Hy 3EHI 5. [Cl D=y h e 2250 Tik K-S B E K 1Tk P<0.10
LD RETH B, RHRE, LERRETE HoXEHI RS, 2 DMHEO 509 ik »=0.8,
LODZDD 7 FANBLDHELETHY, FEHHOE — 7 TORVDAEVAKRE L. Lichio
€7~ 4 [C] 4 Poisson € F A HTRELR LV 2D,

3.2 Eberhardt OIEE (DHEOHREE)

LT, WEBRLTWDET — 21333 T Poisson £ FALICEELINLZ bbbt ok,
FIT, R DDHE 2ADEDSHiH Poisson £F e b_RTEFSHBALON, 5
—SHBI DO RFANDL. F—E2RREETEZLR TV A ERIBERITMOBGFELY b7



N EABEOREE 2~ DEFIVL 67

gL LT, Morisita o8 (Morisita [15]) i &% 5. ZHICHL TF — 22 EREE TS
2 bhbEa it Clark-Evans o#g# (Clark-Evans [3]), Eberhardt o542 (Eberhardt
[6]) T s b7t BIFXEE DD DI LOMD AT S HEICHATET, HFEL (Poisson
EFACET) BECEELAGEVIEEND D, oTik, BECLTWS F— 2%
Eak41E LT\ 50, Eberhardt o I

(3.8 I=NZE XA (X X)?=(EBhtRE)*+1
% v %, Poisson =5 1Tl
3.9) E@)=1/7mp
THoHND, (3.6) HHWT, I LT
1 12
(3.10) I,,=E(72)/(E(r))2=7z—p/<27?) —4)m=1,273

Lleh. Grxbhntclthntio I n I, Lo kEWHBAERERETHY, I, T ASUHaR
¥—8TH 5. Bartlett [2] 12 I, D 959 E#XE4 M.P. Macdonald iz & 5 N=500 o>
Tal—vavORERELT (1.23, 1.33) 252 T35,

#EADT — 2 %L ¢ Eberhardt oif Table 5. Eberhardt’s index
BEHEL, $5RCEX. =) nEAD 5% Eberhardt O5H
BEIETE I, D959 EHERMEICA L. i

Larus j I (Ip=1,2732)
ie , V9 E ADBEEIT
?w%ﬁﬁﬁ%&éf\f) *‘%“ [A] L. fuscus 113 <Ip
COWEUC X 5 Th 7 v X AGTTE . b [B] L. argentatus 1.16 < Ip
X, vrmaERA, =vwSuhER, ¥ [C] L. vidibundus 1.30 ~ Ip
IR DERE—MENRD LT 2 & [C] L. crassivostris 1.10 < Ip

hidodn b

BOHTHARRN LS5 EADIr =~ TR WTEIITEWNCH ABEOHEREH IR
ONTOBZ ENRUEDEEN ST, Licdi-T, ZOBEREHT (BFTHER) Dahiis
L AN ETFANRMLETHD.

4, MacRoberts OF—#(CHT B3 =2DEFIL

4.1 Bartlett DZINNF A—-%EFL

HIEICli 7 X S IR AT BEBR B R % & Ah A7, Bartlett X MacRoberts o7 — x
(2ves/epEARBINECS 0 h T A) CRHLTERDL S IeeF L aREL T 5 (Bartlett
[1]).

BT BB S /i o> lower tail 13513 5 3h EAth % MacRoberts o5 — 216\ TH
EDRATIAC Eond Bartlett 2 EEAOKRESOE/ Y GbVAD T v 4 2K
wHEZI. =ves e E ADBACE, AMEOMELLYD, FMOLER L ZOBRGT P &

R 1 2 3 4

P 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.70

LEBEE, F—REHBMRELAES ELTWA. Bartlett @@ranbit, LaL, 2hb4
BEOADS v & A TENEEBERELE > TWADMhEE Y I ab—v 2 VOREMITIZ- XD
L7cvs. R=4 0FOHERY KX LT ADE=vws v b 2 ADTF — XDEERBEMNT
=8 THH OO~ 27 L FDWY THHIdEHB IR, ¥z R=1, 2, 30M%TH

(4.1)
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ZARNT-DEGAD lower tall Itk 2D 2 /er b b ZHBET540HTHAH5. BE,
EEOREAEZRNEEDY I L —v s VORBRIL, TONDLEAIERISELLTY
5. LaL, F0B, Zfid upper taill @HTXESK. £ TEEHN—KT L L5CE
XOREYELIHBENE TR THS. E6RCIFDOEESMELRLL. HEERTIL 4.3
TRIHP, ZOEFARDE D K AAEAT 2~ 255, Bartlett izzhdn5 2
~AXBAECRD LA FTEFALZBI L Tuisvondihicuny, ki hTitE

1007
i ! L.fuscus
TS Bartlettd3¥ 32— g~
(Bartlett’s simulation)

-

<

g

=

g

&

r(AX—1w)
distance (in metres)

Fig. 7. Comparison between the data of L. fuscus and the Bartlett’s model
HTE L. fuscus ©F — x & Bartlett o5/ L DB

Table 6. Nearest neighbour distance distributions of Bartlett’s model
and our model for L. fuscus ([A]) (scaled to N =493)
#F6F% L. fuscus ([A)) w15 Bartlett o 7 tbhbhDEFALDETE
FERES i (N=493 1% 7 — 1)

4 \ [A] ‘ Bartlett*’ 1 OQurs** v [A] Bartlett*’ | Ours**’
1 0 20 | 27 14 5 | 2.6 . 7.2
2 5 | 8.9 7.6 15 7 12.8 2.5
3 I 197 } 16.7 16 2 6.9 ! 0.7
4 27 48.3 | 27.4 17 3 | 3.0 0.2
5 48 65.1 38,3 18 | 2 1.0
6 71 66.1 51.3 19 1| ‘
7 70 44.4 61.1 20 0
8 79 33.5 67.9 21 0
9 48 47.3 67.4 2 | 1
10 47 34,5 56.0 | 23
11 33 32,5 42,9 | 24
12| 2 21.7 2.1 ” ? .
13 16 19.7 15.0 Wml 493 | 493.0 493.0
¥ N=500Dv.v—vav (RTERIIETHLLELLRD).
) N=1194 DEES v X AAFEWD 1 S F ~v BT, viob—Y a0l
DRI LB TISE
*) Simulation for N=500 (trial is attempted once [surmised])

*¥)  Sample mean of ten trials of simulation for single pattern of the clos-
est random packing of N=1194 circles
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babhit Bartlett o5 4% ¥ 203 MacRoberts 5 ~ 2L T, BRXDAY —~
Vv SRR T A — 2R E& T F A REEL - (Hasegawa-Tanemura [10]).
Tinbergen 13 %#D% (w7 v » % 2 DOtF | (Tinbergen [21]) DTy v H 2 (=
{iuﬁ%xu%mﬁﬁ@)@%ﬁoﬁamowf&®iémm&fmé.wﬂwfgﬁ%&
Sha L, BOTEEFESAHIT ) LRE. £ L THS b lhiE ) OiC EEICE
LB, O ONnDERHID 5 bih, whiEF &5 AREHNCZbL] L. D2 &
b, e hEr (BANI=vEsrenhE ) OBAL, BEMOBESAEN—EELVS
HEDS LT, BOMBEEREHLEIAND 7 VA AmELTEELEVIET L HERLD
ZEMNTES.

LIZAHT, bhbIIEHD i ) HERICBIL T, &id 0 s sequential I 5D
B4, BENAREBELEOT T, ERMAHD sequential 755 v & AFFHEIC & £-3< FodboiE
Dkﬁﬂéhéab 5T ARRHL, Zhdebid ) B O Do DB R B
REAES T ERRLTVA (E/ - Hift [9], Tanemura-Hasegawa [20]), T/sb b, &K
7 v & AFEOFARO LMK L T Voronol &% o< b, BEMAZDEAHBDIDH
WEHEFTohdET5D0THAS.

FZTADOMECH LT, bhbhiERKMORE 5 v & » FIED %Mo Voronol %A
P =D~V X afim b CNEBRONBLETAHES ETAEEZLDI LNTED.
CDETMMIEIDAY =) vV 7PN ART A =25 GATHIROCC ERETERL TR EL
WV ZDEFARDVTY 2 —vavEBIy, REEEROYEEY = /e h R
IO/ m AT ADF - 2D FRCFbRI. FOEEDHEFNTNE 8N, £ IR
.o 32—y s VI N=11MDOFEHET v & AEFED— 2D 2 — VB L T 10 BDORFT
BRIl o, K10 EDRFTD envelope 2L TH D, 86 BTIIFROBEESHADOK

100+

L.fuscus

g .

% NN 10@U)nf<ﬁ@envelope
Envelope of ten trials of

the simulation of our model

w3

501

frequency

0 10 )
r(A—hHn)
distance (in metres)

Fig. 8. Comparison between the data of L. fuscus and our model.

%8@ L. fuscus 0)7 ﬂ&bhbh@%r)lx&@ﬂ:&

*) ﬁ:iu [9], [20] imx Rogers [19] 2?3
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100+

L.argentatus

S 108 0347 P envelope
Envelope of ten trials
for our model

el

frequency

r(XA—HFL)
distance (in metres)

Fig. 9. Comparison between the data of L. argentatus and our model

IR L. argentatus DF — # L bhibhDE 5V L OEE

B =>trrh el ~DHTIIHDESLOLIRLTH S, £ 8 9RAHix, MacRoberts
DF — R EbNHRDEFTLED—FIL, EFANAERT A~ RZAEEFZ EaE2 T
DIEHBEVWISBLS.

4.3 BEERTE

Bartlett o =57 Lk £5 1 & MacRoberts o5 — 2 b kA58 36 & A
BBEAEREBL L - THRIRY. L, 22 TCORER, =740 BIEHOBRS M
TRDENILDT, BEEROEAX Lo ialb—vavnbBohbELRY Lk
LEARETHD. Thbb, COZODEKNR—DRBERMNLDS VXA Y FALTH
BECSIRERH Hy DBRETH S, 22T B-BEE K-SHRELYRIRS . W, XX
BIOY DkEXEFRFAN, Ny b L, 7721 KA EEY FhFh X, Y, &7
5 ERECHCAEABEIENRER

1 LN
(4.2) = (Wl 7\,‘;> 2 (Pi—23) %5,
(fe#2l, pi=XiINy, 4i=Yi[Ny p°= (X;+Y)](N1+Ny))

BIO
(4.3) D, =sup |Fx () —Fy ()|
(1z22U, Fx, Fy grnsniik X, Y ooy m%)
ThHB.

BITRCREDRYE L. phbhDEFLIC KT 5 BED X2 ks Lo Dy fEix, 10
BIDY3:alb—> 3 VRITORDEDITAHEYRLE. BRECESTHWTADET L
b 0.196 DKET Hy B3EHI LB, LL, BEX=v 22/ r HEADT ~ XD,
Bartlett = F A 0frbhbhoEF L Xl kX, K-S KREC R\ T, BT
Ll ~7c X 51T Dy DS IR KEE P 0 LIRUMKEE L e\ i 17 T H B0, Bartlett 5
ATIE P<0,005 THAHDICRL, bhbhn®F LTt Dy iy P<0,005 252 58771k
12%7<, P<O 05 LB 10 B0 b 4RITHA. Tl s mdh et LDOLEKRTIE,
K-S o Dy {Eind P<0,05 L7253 ab—v 3 vRITIZ3/10 TH 5.
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Table 7. Goodness-of-fit tests of two models against L, fuscus ([A]) and L. argentatus ([B])
1% L. fuscus ([A]) X0 L. argentatus ([B) w3525V OFBERE

[A] X2 (d.f.=12) P K-S (D) P
Bartlett 58,12 P<0.001 0.1134 0.001<P<0.005
(1) 33.26 0.0690 0.05<P<0.10
(2) 39.96 0.0619 P>0.10
(3) 63.73 0.0887 0.005<P<0.01
(4) 35.12 0.0765 0.025<P<0.05
Ours (5 41.61 P<0.001 0.0816 0.01<P<0.025
(6) i 40.47 0.0749 0.025<P<0.05
7 j 35.95 | 0.0590 P>0.10
(8) | 46.65 | 0.0715 0.05<P<0.10
© | 45.31 | 0.0686 0.05<P<0.10
(10) 36.01 1 . 0.0623 P>0.10
(B] | @d.fo=1n) | P K-S (D) P
(1 60.59 | o0.0663 0.05<P<0.10
(2) ‘ 78.02 10,0778 0.025< P<0. 05
(3 101.72 i I 0.0993 | 0.001<P<0.005
(4) 69.20 ; | 0.0656 P~0.10
Ours 79.24 U P<o. 001 “ 0.0776 1.025<P<0.05
(6) 73.76 ; ﬁ 0.0625 | P>0.10
U] 77.45 | . 0.0640 P>0.10
(8) j 82.34 ! 0.0661 0.05<P<0.10
o) 81.56 | . 0.0654 P~0.10
(10) 61.74 g | 0.0600 P>0,10

LlEngEns, bhbhoeF i, MacRoberts o0F — 226455 CI3E hizbE v B
FTieumnbanichs, Bartlett 0% .45 A — 22 F AR HETAGRALETATHD &
z25.

5. BHONEARCHTIX—MNBRINTA—FIEFILLEDOHTIES

RIS R LT, 2 20EBTEHCL L3 hbhbhDEFAEEIDAYy — ) VI I
THDOH E AT HDHTRDIRIIV 2 EEH )L DD, TOEBX, DT LORIEERS A
P8, 9 BNCRL 7o &k 5 KHBRBIRFR e G T H Hicdd, =Y HE2ADHFED X 51 upper
tail DEVIERHASHACHTRELRN2E, FLT, ¥ I X2 2DHFD X 5 lower tail
DRI D LD BHERTERNCLETHS.

T, 4, MEBECLTV28BDHNEADF — 2 uHf—MCTBTHIE AT 2 — 228
ARETFTLVINLETHS.

51 1NFA=FETFTL
bhbhl, BEBORITHERDRLEBRCANL, 1ODRTA— 2% ELROZDODE
FALDNTERETS.
1 Moy ¥ rHFmEF L
CHIIBRBEEICES L E KMo sequential 745 v X A KEDEF AT, <F A~
AIREE p TH B, OEF AL WM EE2 5 L LT, hard-core £F L
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#C Matérn [14], Paloheimo [16], Ripley [18] &5%, %7 SSI (simple sequential inhi-
bition) =5, @4 ¢ Bartlett [2], Diggle-Besag-Gleaves [5], Diggle [4] &a5H T 5.
(2 #WHETL
EoEF v EEEIRKE BCE VT AR T, —RAEE2D L BINCEN NS
EXZICBEE SR, BRABRCETATH . ZHAREKHL, #AEET AN EOME
EOFEHEE RS, RO &2 ETRE T Vv EF ARE I R E X, TWCETE S HEE
FAHEEENH B85 LORMNEARATLLGS T A TEHYDELIEY ERDO—2D %
FrELThhbhnBALK (8] [9). bhbhi S HE D 27 =X ATROEH
ThHbH. Bt cofEk s =1, ---, N) % ;O L L, fffk? o Voronoi %
Mo IO L35 L=, TS 5L RS 5 I bICEE  RROBRE, %@ 1,0
DEL ;9 DFCE s, BE TSR D AE ¢
6. X0 <30+ (g:0—x,0) M, (MZ1)

Cr-TEDLRAE. chxi=l -  NZo TEIK-TEBHLITKT 2 BHEED
RE = ERRDDLZDOTH S ((20). M XBEEDOEHEERA L~ AT EcHD ERTHD,
(8], [0] TIZ M=1 k1t T\ iz, COEFADAT 2 —2F M, t D=>TH5NET
DEHFRZTIE M=20 CE'EL, t DRKBIEARTA— R L EZ .

5.2 EFLOHTIROOFEE

ERLAET DD LI RIA—ZEFT AN ABMD N EADT — ZITH—HICEZ ETHTULE
ShkHhHicd, ETHTRDOUEEZEATS. bhbhud, BT -2 X 2e271ro.2
FA—ROEHTHY I ab—ravF—~2 Y (508G, =FADERSMNAKRDLR
7 -DT Monte Carlo v ¥ 2V~ 2 VICKIIT ) Lo ECEZWND mE L TRHEEE
Kt =

(5, 2) —2 log A (0) = Z (X,'+ Y;g) log (X;—i— Y,‘G) —> X; lOg X;

-3 Y. log Y2~ (N, +N,)log (N, +N,) +N, log N, +N, log N,
<::ﬁtham%n%n%$X3Y“mt?a %bTXanuﬁﬁxi@%>
[ENDT i3

¥ X o8 Kolmogorov-Smirnov #; it &
(5.3) D, (6) = sup | Fx(r;) —Fy’ (r)) |
(Fx, By (34 X, YO OREBRAT)
BEZL EFALHTAYI ab—r s VORTE RIEB A ESE, YO FS LTk
DV LY,

k
(5. 4) Y - 121 Y0k

k
(5.5) Fy* :l§l Fy 'lk (Yil Fy,? 3 xR FHRT I DFER)

ET5 (4D, 2L T —2108A0) 3 L Dy(0) b &reh 0-0% 10k 5T, F—212HT
BELETADAT A — 2E 0* 2HEET5H, BT DOHELLBLND 0% 12— L
D, TOBERELORRHT AN R ETED S L ETDH (R UAKRLTIE, 0% vsE
LCRDDZENHWRDO TR, 0 DEADHE O Mo EFZATULR).
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5.3 EFLDLIal—23rEhEADF—INOHTEH
5.1 CRLESODEFARLKTAHY I alb—v a3 VIRKD LS REB I e,
1) SvxLrFEEET L

N=500, Rf7lE¥ k=10, FHHOKE. AMERKHELH 2. 0.0056=<p=0,20,

(2) #AHeT

N=500, WHifEIELS v & &80, RFEN k=1, EAHOKE. BHERS

HE2E-5, 0<t<500, M=20,

THALDY I 2l s VORRBRAEEDO S EADT — AL T, 5.2 KE2 I AELYRD

o, —HlELT=v 2l mhEADT —RIT Table 8. Fitting of two models to the
— date of L, fuscus

) § : N . :E ; .

AT oRREH 8K 7_'—-—;- LT, %73 #egk L. fuscus OF — 2N THDOOET

AL, ZoDEF AR DTERLN ADBHTIED

ek - 6=6* : (1) 5 & 2FHREFA (V=500
DOWESDRENT 0~ fLE.%.’i AN (1) I7{andom packiz;é mo&el (N, =500)
NEIORTHE. —OROETHL* (Thb 0

B % 4% % —2logA(0) 7Bk fE, % Pl T2ler@f=19) | Dy
LT 8% (po*, t:*) i3 Dy () HsiskedicfET 0.06 25.55 | 0.0609
* . -t 0.08 12, 46%) 0.0393%
HhH. Fio 0% EORICHEIRAIC R L o BE T 25 70 o 0527
12 0=0% k135 —21ogA(8) (HAES) o L . o
BIO D) DETHE. =vermnt o B R V=500
SBEDES BT ADMBEFINOBT T, ggnasiom D
ubm%ﬂv>9&k°130a*@&m& 5| a6 0.0589
DEGBNS X STRL B, EO—DODOR ) 16 56 > 0500
Hix, 440 tail ~oH T EHEHTD 7 12.56% | 0.0494
RZUN T ODREIC K TRILHIHDTH 8 14.49 | 0.0455
5. Tihbb, D@ fEd tail et es O 1588 | 0.0885
RicETHD, M —2logA(0) 2HHRTH *)  B/ME#AT *) minimam value

B, /e hEADT VA ATREEFTAANDHTTDIZOWTHRABETH L. ZhbDFALA

Table 9. 6* values estimated by the fitting of two models to the data of gulls
HIK HEADTF—RECHTHODEFADHTULTDMLLESI: 6* H

Larus ] Random packing model [ ‘Adjustment model
I Sv ELARTI/ET NV i AEEF AL
I :
iopr* 0.08 (12.46, d.f.=13) 4* 7 (12.56, d.f.=13)
Al L. ‘ ’
(A L. fuscus po* 0.08 (0.0393) | >9
* = t* ) Jo=
(B] L. argentatus 2} 0.04 (23.48, d.f. =15) 1 8 (39.76, d.f.=15)
po* >0.06 2% >9
* = 1.* , d.J. =
[C] L. vidibundus P1 0.01 (19.99, d.f.=11) 1 2 (21.72, d.f.=11)
pe* 0.02 (0.0977) Iy* 2 (0.1031)
* 3 J.o= £k . " J.=
(D] L. crassirostris P 0.14 (14.97, d.f.=9) 1 18 (28.94, d.f.=9)
po* 0.14 {0.0445) ty* 18 (0.0680)

ek (= BIV 4% BHGETE 6.2) HOELRRERRDL, 6% (=p* BIU 4¥) (T8t

& (5.3) 26BbhicErRbT. BRAOHEL 0* sV} 5 &HHEOMEERDLL TV 5,
Note: ¢,* (=p,* and #,*) indicates the value obtained from the statistics (5.2) and g,*(=p,*
and #,*) is the value obtained from (5.3). The values in parentheses represent the
values of respective statistics at g*,
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100 . L.fuscus
"""""""" : Random packing model (P =0.08)
501
0
0

Fig. 10. Data for L. fuscus and the random packing model (p*=0.08)
FL10X® L. fuscus DF — &L 5 v F 21F/ e 7 (p*=0.08)

100

I L.crassirosiris

-------------- ! Adjustment model (t =18)

501 T

I =

0.0 0.5 1.0 15

Fig. 11. Data for L. crassivostris and the adjustment model (¢=18)
$11E L. crassivostris DF — x L \WEiE T ((=18)

TRGTIE, 0* & 6L,* 1BIE—-BLTWA., EFALDHTITEVIMEESMTRT, ERE
HBZEDLDTHBENE 10, LLKNEHELTRLAE. FLIORit=v 2/ m HEADT — XK
T A AREET L (p=0,08) ¥HTEHAbOT, HFIUREY I 2207~ 2 CHEA €7
v (E=18) AHTIXDIHERTHS. F 12K, p=008 D7 v x s KR ICLAHMAORE
RE— VDB E R, FE LS, WRIKEHFHAS = T (=0 (225 v £ 2801 BIWV
=18 DEGEE % ~ v FhEFRE2 . B2H TR L5y I 5 aDBREE KX~
VIZDGT, BOMBEEABEAERDT VS ((11]) #%, 2r =—TOBEOHENLIL, #
MBEEE L, BEORZ~vEFEHLTWLERLRS., KL, IO/ DWTIRE
DILEREENRE - B AT, $AEOCET LV ELBEL CLRHLENHD.
DEDISITHEADT — R T A~ E=TFTALEL TS VA ALERET AL LTAGEF
ADTOERBTIXDTELD, WTARBOEFTLEVWLBEAS 5. —BICE A TDRIKD
ZOoDETARKBETADRGT ALV ERS N, S TIREIELLHEL TR, Tk
HLIDENLBIL, EEMCR T EL5 25 —2logA(0) & L8 D, (8) EIVNEVWDILT v
HAFEET LD THLDOTIDEFADINIDHTREEIMNBELECZEFSTHS. L
ML, ZOEEHL EFCRABEMOAOLND W2 52 EICEEL TR LEB?H 5.
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An illustrative pattern of circles in the random packing model (p=0.08)

Fig. 12.
F12R FvHLAFREFAVCKTSEEE X~ (p=0.08)
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+
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Fig. 13. A pattern of completely random points (the initial (¢#=0)
pattern used in the adjustment model)
P13 LIV K ok GREE7VE ST 5 9 (¢=0) EE-*
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+ &+ +
+ + + +
‘.¢++ + + + +_‘*.; +
+ + + + +
+
P + . . +
+ + +
+ + vt +
+ + + + 4
+ ¢t + + + +
+ +
+ + 1 + + R
+ + +
+
+ + R
+ + + + +
+ +
+ + + 4 ¢t
+ * + o+ + o+
* + + + +
+++ +
+ & + +++++ +
+ . +
L+ + + +
+ +
+ 4
+ + + +
+ + +
+
+ 4+ + ++ N + + +
+ +
o+ o+ ., + +

%) SONY = VIEBBED /Y — L R UG E LTI s Rz b D
*) This pattern is obtained in the adjustment model using the
pattern of Fig.13 as the initial configuration of individuals.

Fig. 14. The pattern of individuals at £=18 in the adjustment
model*’

HUUN FASHEFLVCRTS (=18 DEGEB & — ¥

6. & w

bR ATO I T AORAHERBERS MO v~ 0 ShicF —2DH00,
Poisson =51 & DRFETIEIL ¥ - T, Bartlett oM e=F L2 e HB TS
EFALDER, DKM HKeFLDER, FOHTIXDNEHAL., ZOFT, HE X
OBROBICH HBEDHBFH TN bR TEY, Z DORBITHHRRIEN BLD 5 4% 1 —H 45
bR TD I ED, T—EnbHLMNTL - .

h e AT, BHECERABER I DS e = %R L, REDFILPIRITE
B dDiehiEh b D, FLThbiE ) ORICBELy - TEN . Hr BI85, 2Dk
BIEHIZZVOLLFBRTEY, ~2OFDILOIEYCMENRATE L, BAZ LD
WA ZS, Boubhd (v xadERICoOLTE (11 KL GRB R D). Lichti -
T, BT — 20 bHLNC - BREI OIS I, HE2ADIDX ) eiTEI%M
LTRIthbAT5DTHA.

IV L AERMOSE A E L TIDL ST TELROEE X — T LT, Bu®
FAhDL BRI, L ThbIED DBREDSDICHTH ETANERICHETHS.
COFEKRT, 4.2 CHEZ LI BERFHEE L ZALbRHLADET AVIEFE LIRS
HEWLRD.

NEADT — AT _ACHCBRTHILDITESHICH 2 cET 1L, FTREFIRLELILS
HEMBMILL O, 4.2 52T A XA TREIALIV. LML, JVv A ALIEE
FARREMETFT L, FRERD ® ADRRALORBIFHERCMHBEORATE S A h =X 2% d
AT DEDDILHIED LT 2 EERARTLTHD. IDHICFL, BROMENLHIZD D



HE AROBEBE A2 - DT 77

FROTHLERETDHE, T2 — ZAORMBEEIL, 7V 4 ALEREFLERCTCLETELE
Baxb525L, RMHEFTAMCECTIMBORGENART5TH S (AMET VTR NTRES
T 5 DU ~500 ([20] BI)). FhTh, ThbATF— 2RI B TILEL—2>DHEKE
X, BECEETARIEOREUNRIE, TALDEFALRLAN ZATHE1DTHAS.
SHBOHEELT, ZDL5 RBEORE ML LN AR, Lrl, 5 2—-2KDL
WAEREERE T AR DL s T I EREREEL L.

E 3

AHEATTHHCEL, BOFERBHERERADKE, Bl L ankHEss, @
B anieil®, JCRHBRLET. FHERAFHAEEARCREBIRIT AT 352D
HREBEE DA LA LS IEEE A G E, oKL HEL EFET. DNMUEHFREC
W IFaDF - AUEELEFEUBRYTFE- TORKE, RABRTECGE—HOHdES w77 A
DYER & A ENECHEHI I & F L. Z R EOEREL T, ok, ORI
IMABERFREAEFHATE A [V 3 72 a0blI ) BREBOWHRE] 0oL L TIbhi
DT,
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