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1 ASArEie a5 R R

L1 SRS RRES KR

ARSI K 5 98 ¥ Grinnell'™**77E 20 fHhed— 4
SRR R FH 4 i o A A Bt R i G g3 A () DR R
TEAE IEER By A 2 (8] 23 A 5 A IR Q2R L I 5 8
R ) APy 2 | A A W) 2 S AR T R G
BESEEAEH. Grinnell 7£“The Niche Relationships of the
California Thrasher”*'i (5 433 7)1 e A48
TN (niche) 4>, JF£F “Presence and Absence of
Animals”®1 (55 227 TO Wi e LAES R — A b
REy A RN EAT SR P B & F S f. HE,
Elton*'¢t:“Animal Ecology” H' #& t! T ZE 47 (1) %5 —
MRS, BRAD R A 25 A7 FEAE P AR TRV (1T AR AP S )
TR A A 1. IX R 2 R K 40~60 41, Hut-
chinson" & 45 %% 5 W #, 78 3L 3 4 19 “Concluding
remarks” — 3C 1 52t TR A& A A AT (hypervolume
niche )&

#K1fii, Hutchinson $& A& AEZL 50, #1307
HEZMS s Gt EH. FRmiz oS0
X M B WA s SCRIE AR P27 2 )5 1 60 4
W, BFSTEIEE Hutchinson A4, A2l G- H A4S
PR R B o X, I B R 2 AN ARG R
AL I AR Tz FE 52 I 2 BUE S B RUAE R
PEABHEAM I — > 2 AR IR.

Hutchinson""' %5 H T %5 by W 4 11 48 AR B AR 250
RES, <P AT (R BENS o VP b G B SU1 A7 A1 110 AR A
B, IR R R B I AR B ) 1 25 7. Colwell A
Rangel it 45 #|, & “An Introduction to Population
Ecology” ™", Hutchinson H 1T 1/4 53 (60 UO) T4 7347
TR RS AL R D B, S H AT Iz Al
fitti 4= 25 7. (fundamental niche) Fl 52 5 4= &5 477 (realized
niche) 2 HE P51 [@]IF, Athik &y Grinnell i) 42 2547 4%
o S TR S AR R AE P R A1 9K &R, Elton
a7 e 11| ) R EN 7/ e e Akl [T R B R VAR
Mt WESAMNEN ALY, 454 Grinnell Fl
Elton [¥J##t:&, Hutchinson K 5% 1 A2 2547 (1 8 25 70 9 7
FEVE 1) A= W 1 48 5 (biotic variables) 1 A4E 4 P A8
(abiotic/scenopoetic variables). 1, A7 FE IR
ey, K. 5 587TH IR IR 78 B 2576 N I RE
Ayt ae i SRS e A B G F RS
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L AR BB AT A TR AR &, il B R
2% Pulliam!"'F1 Soberén LT Hutchinson [FEEIE,
o A 2B Z AL OUFR 0 WS A% A2 &5 47, Hutchinson’s
niche) %Il 5 A 4 WK 4 7K £ 2547 (Grinnellian niche) #1152
SR 1A= A5 47 (Eltonian niche) P F. I Hp DL R B i &
5 4 0 A TR A 2 R et B T A DG R Al AR ) A R
SEMIZE AL, FROMAR AR IR A2 A0 134040, i 12 JR it
AW A AR R, — AN RO TE L
AR DL gt — R BT, AN RE
AT RIS KA 257 R 1R A IR R A TR I AR AL,
A5 73 A A (P MR A8 S n B A, L T R AR
HtF e, KFAESMMIHS I ES T Yk
T AR A0 23 ) o () 3R B0 55 4 Aol 0 A1 W 55 ) 1 50 &R
TE A Al AR A M ARl b, ek R T AT
FEfih A= 2547 (existing fundamental niche, X PR (R
A7, potential niche) 5L E 7. Jackson FI
Overpeck ™A Ky, FEAli AL A7 &M Flfe BLARL I 2B 24
A7 73 8] R BT R o B ) B KR TR, 2 — N 2 4R )
YRR AR A X — 2 ) A B S ) M 38 )
WA INE XN HEEE A A5 ] e IR A

B 1 ZFESMBSELSAZREFRRER
Ar HEAREY AR R RS0 B: AR M W
PHRE Ty (HI R e M TSR AR B0; Ne't diZED LA
EIC[RPRE R AE D T DX Ne: BT B (R, 4
FOECS R O DB, 2 AT 00 [ 7 ot P ) P AR A 2 2
Fr A3 8] ISR B RS B S B A1 R BE X TR) BT 5 7R
TS24y BRORE D O SENA, W RE 2 A1 L G A S5 A1 ) 3t HE X i)
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S BRSO ST ] 1 4, B AR IR S AR AR TG
AEAETS) i P A BAE AR 25 3 18] R BT RE R 16 B S
i KA )R SR A AR AL AR, WTRRZ AT AE AR
AL, XM )5 1 Peterson 25 N H 748 55 O BLAT
FERB A AT, 1S Fr A A4 (realized niche) & YT %
P ) a4 M B 0 25 22 Bl R IR, AEILSE 4 1
N B AR AL ], e AT SRR AR A 1 TR

1.2 AZSfrry AL e

M Hutchinson™ [y B A4 B4 &5 47 4 TR 46, 3t
W A s EAE LR S, AL )
11 60 £EHR, BhAE ZANMT B A X AT B AL

BRI, WU TSI B 20 A 22 A ] A 05
Ayt [ W i 28 (response  curve), ¥RITHE SN AE L 4k
23 JA) (R B 63k . Birch™ VR B, AN (1) L (Rhi-
zopertha dorninica, Calandra oryzae %5 )%} H.— 55 A%
e I ) PR S5 I g 288 359 A9 SSUA AN S5 R 1R 28 0 2 o0 A

M2k, TR o 2 ) A U AN U RO Af (5. ey B HE T,

X BRIt AR A AT A 2 4 AR A AL A ) — A
TR PR AR ER . Austin 25 NS5 H B g Wk +
¥ ¥ (Eucalyptus rossii, E. dalrympleana R E. fastigata
ke R ERCE NS VNHERE

RIS PE AR SR B, 30— 22 LA T
YRR B R BN (10 3 kA, A S I ) B A

TR TARRRRN, KEH T — RV A S LR,

TR0 FH A0 Aol ) 8 60 93 AT mit B HE PR 5 A% 0 A Jld (1) A
PN A T = N d e b VAR T Gt S (T
T AR A AL A A 1) 3 A AR, I iz A e
SR 3 b T A (], FOUIN A A S DX I R A AT
Ll BIOCLIM™. # & s 53 #T (HABITAT)* il
15 73 BT (DOMAIN)®? 3 £ 2 1) 35 355 19, 2 (environm-
ental envelope) Bl it 5z B AE A A EEE. B
REAE 12 B8 B N Oy A A G 5 ) v pl 22 A A R TR A
(=R ND 4RI 7 N i VS s o = i e X DR N
W%, JEMPIN PR AT X L X IRt
B, O2 Ry ZE Y e b & AR 5
Gy BT A4 42 FEAE AN A 4 B b 4 o) A 4% 1) 5 A
R0 mm 7 ENFAUYS A A AR, it 5 42
B 5o SRR I R, 552 MBORIEC: 5 G Bl
A ) AR RN X AT A, R T R R A
AL B oA DL T4 28 W) 4% (artificial neural
network, ANN)P' . 37 F ji) £ #L (support vector

machine, SVM)™, GARP"”# Maxent!" "1 J {0%.
LR AT AR L, X SRR A B R, AREIR
U RIS ARIR, G R R R, SEBR Y
BCRAFPOOU AN, A — A R KR 4 T 1 £
B, G R O RIREAS ST (R 3 AT ) B A T £ 4
A 2 [R] (I 5T X 3850) 1) 458 T 27 5% 38 2K T00 I 400 ol 14 95 £
AT IO, Z L DL SR PE R (generalized
linear model, GLM)“*! | X[ fjn i #4 (generalized
additive model, GAM)™ A1 i WL # #k (random forest,
RF)H915 0 A0 3. RV 1% 2 5o R el 7 15 4
VR C A A s S AR R IR A R R, IR AEE
X A A A0 AR OO BT [ A A T A e v
TE 43 AT DRI PRI 3 288 g A T A0 Ay A 4k g — A

(e oS Ll

2 ASAIBRp AR R R FE

JUE T SURAE S AR L4k e T 3T 100 4, {5
M TS . BE 5050 T B S U TH R Rk, %A
AbT AL BB, H R, AR R I B
(IME— iy 44 « FEASE A% () LA K bR b= A 1R 0 43 2505 X
AR

2.1 Zfz4

A I N 2 L e S I s B3 1 1 T B A
R WRP oA 58 (species  distribution model, SDM)
FIH)Fh AP B M7 (species habitat model). iy 44 2 4
TR B RR 4, FLOCHE 73 AR T Rl 2 FRAT T e Al
107, SRS PR AE R 5038 R A2 25 A7 Rk & 1 B A F1 e
SRRy 2 50T,

FH T S ) I LTI 42 ol 1) 98 A8 o A Ok 32,
AT Stk 4 Pl AT A 2R B o L e T 32 e A ) i 44
BANA AR 2 530 WRE DA, LA 55t )
4 0 <Rl A3 A R TR U9 T2TS B i S R D T
FPFEAR BT, 2Ol TYMIE e o An X, A IX
HHA LA, HIX—mIRIEA = R AESN
MR, AR A R 2 s b2t AR A A7),

SR, oAb FRARANT 21X — LUK £5 K 1) gk
B3 Pulliam™ 15 H, PR o A1 R AE A7 47— 2 1A 6
PE, (ARG, — L8y hh (AT AE T s #) i #
ILAE F 5 LAl AR A USRI IX 3, 3 26 X3 R Y
AR S A, (RIX SR LU RO, R A EIX L
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M DS BT PR, A A Ok VR R R SR
AL, xR ity A2 A T BTN S L A
Phillips %5 A 5 KSR Ay AR 1) 2 3 i e 2
T 538 — A Uik ——Y Rl SR T 3 T
“Or A FRACAE . E YR A B X — SR K
TN, FRAR G S BN AN A U, A K
65 VA LT TR TS S e (T << S G s VA R R s
AW S, PR R A ] < e o3 A AR,
FUREEFN D, AR ] R PR B AL 4 Y
EREE RIS S s AR SRR, R SR
AL AR AEIREE A5 (] R TR, O A0 21 058 2 () A 4 ]
AT #2728 SR TA 1) Je A6 A6 43 28 1 (optimal  hyperp-
lane) Rl 7> A7 AE/ ANAFAEPIRF ST, 150 Y 73 28 1R HE
TSl A 25 (0 ) BB AR TS TOL i e 4 43 At b
DN AR SR AL A0 B M I S S 381 b 1 45 ] £
g, DI, AU T AR N AR O AR A AR, ) Al
3 A PRI U R . R AT R RN ) A L M
BT AR A AR 1 e 44 R ). (HX AR AE
PR AN BE AT ]I AN 44 1], T S WD A X A 44

W PTARER M AR PR WA e A 7
2.2 HbrRB SR

b5 BRSO S B A T 5 1 A R B2 )
5 e 1 R 22 R A ) ) bR BOG FR. E s ) LA
SRVE L B [ bR RO SR A A A, 2 9B
PE A IR 1) F. AN 4 Ve VR T SR A I L 3 A
PR 5 R AR R AL 84 AR A A R 1
SR (B 2), BRI SR AR AT ((A) R SE Br AR
BARL(NGo)). it SRR SIS AT n(Go) X 48,
I3 FH 43 S RE S IR KO A, T3 B T 45 R G).
n(G )5 (A), (Go)WASE R, e AR+ 16 11 £
Mz

WA, E T R A A R R A A A
(9T B, LA 0 AR T4 A 22 0 A A 4 2 (A
PRARAS B )T SR (0038 R A A, B
OYHEIK IR, KA BEDE, T AT 10 AT I8 12 2 % b
WRAEAR AR, 7 iH, t T A R e
SIS, 2 55 HE R 40 A s B0 AR 1 T 5 b 2k
LA BT, R S A A 243 1 o 1 43 A
B R LT A AR AR A A B R, Y AR
AR, WA A,
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n(@)

K2 ZBp4Srasgs
L p(A), JERIEAR T g(Go), SRRERM ¥t n(G),
IR (TR L5 5. A RS2 1Y n(A), 1(Go) S n( G )5 R 6 AN
%, A aas Kor

2.3 HERIGR

H A& A S BAGEE 20 M. & BA AR
PBERHEA . 3 AT 07 SRR 75 3K . A 8 2 alie i
PR FEAAS I A e TR B . BRI ELIE . K
BRI B8 2 2] 5002 JLR DS Ay i IR S pE A
(1) 4k 3 T7 AN [F] 43 AN 75 B IEFE A (presence only).
iti 2L 1E SUFE 2K (presence-absence) 1 I FF A< L5 1 5t 4L
1 (presence-background) 3 ARS8, SR A a0
YEE M R R FE S AR L W 23 A 55 200K ) P A
SRR 3 28000 R, 64328 7 AR S AR TR A
T X 0. A R R[] B L AN 2R ()
Maxent [7] I 3 2 218 FIHL #5247 ) B8, GARP AR 4
SR [) 3 AT AR A B8 S R i i), A
I, ARSI, H AT G 58 A R R I A AR A A AR
MAT R, WA DBEZAREN 2. BT T %
EER VR " RItNIE O N B =8 1/ BN A B VA 7 e 3 3
TR () 2 2.

3 ASAIEERE

2 R AR AL R 0 N B, W GARP
A Maxent 5. 5i4b, ITSCAEIARESE R R H — e 2 Bt
RER RS, W openModeller™!, BIOMOD'™!, Dis-
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mo™®”, BIOENSEMBLES™ I mMWeb™ 2% 1 4
BE 7 (58 Hb ) P 3ok 4 T L 58 BN o AT RN AR, S
e S5F 380 b BE 4 R A5 Th . X B S UL AR R A AL
BT AR SIS HEme Ak . AR, I 28 T HL (g B0
SR Z R H VO T Gt By AR 45 L, H
UM TN TR R A 2 2 )

3.1 WIRARFSEIRE R R A PLE IR &

AR AR 22 WA R RO P B8 2 () 1 i
JRUAOTO 0N e A5 A T DA SR AR 0 A £ 4
A RUEAR AR X AR R IR B A6 A0, JL & S g 0] 25 4 il
] e AEAFAE MR EE IR BT S AT SR, XL ]
JE AR SR A S A ) R, IR Z 52, o, 1]
G 22 % (Rhinopithecus roxellana) A= 257 EE R 45 L
7, LR AT X AT RES AT 1400~3300 m™™ fH 8K
br b, fEZRIHLIX T ). Mg, PR e e AR
WG, 14 2 AR R XY, X e
DL 40 e A 6 5 W 1) A2 A A7 AR AL R T 3 AR AR A 7
JuEPY LR RN A AR AR AR ) ek
REAR If Hb Aty By A2 25 A0 A 0 A BRAX S e . DLt A
FH A 285 A 458 20 R O 9T 0068 B2 1K) 95 A 4 A DXl
7 SRR B A AR SR B A AR R
AR H

FH 08 30 T B 1140 4 v R0 9 4% 31 K, WF 534 AT DL
J7 A 3R AG A% Bl R EZ 0O R, JRAES G
(IR AR B2 T . Fernandez %5 NS, g
I EGAZ B ANBEAE DT AT 5 00 T A S m B AL EAf 2. —
LEEALL L5 A ) 53 A i A 5% 1R AR B (AR i 4RO B O F AN i
FHF A 25 g1,

— YR T RS TE A  E
ARATE ) DX 38 04k ok 70 W LI 90 R AE 4 BRORUEE
FR 73 A AR AELRIE 9 DX 3] RN o 2R A S A T A
BRI g Ak BRI T K B A
I INAE AT — LU AN AN I N A B 1R ) )
e oh S, ARSI )L AR, SRl
SE R RIRMERME I B 3R 2 —. DA, SR
Aty BIFFUDRIE, DL G ] o da R RS R 1) RS
AV AF A, o T R A OB )

3.2 LEWI Y AR AR T R AR S L B
P2 (A TR 28 ] T R Ak 1 e A b A R T
DR E 3, B R I AR D B Dt 7 b A J3 0000 9 A

N X, XL SRS I B AT, (HEIE R
(g R 021031 e R ST I — A B S R B, B4
FHAE CL 5000 A X (el A& by o i 1 458 ) RN 7 20 AT DX (Y
SR NAR DI EE) A AR ) () SE B 2B 2507, ARTM, BT
SR BUAEAE S5 A 2= He . R AR A T 3E
e of F AP HOAE 155 25 5%, FEAS[A) A 40 A X 4 oy 4
R[] 1) 92 o A s Ao L1 O41000 53k 2 Shy i 41k sk A A 2E 40
REAE J50 M AR Fe AR BSOS IR RE, (HAE N R b1 &
H AR S A 5 85 (niche shift), FF4E & QLR A 5K
() 2B A7 25 1) (AR A,

H T AE SR LG (A AR OB A s B AR
A 75 7 AN 7] Hh X ) B P ) ) A 2 82 B v B, 35
KT —FRHM0THE. HAE e T A AR X I
Tt A2 A I SE B AR A A R, W R, A
ARV A] DAAEJR P A NAR B ez, B8 sk
BRSO g B, Wiy T 2R3 0  B AEAE, A AR
SV ASE Y U A fi 1 FH 8 e A ke 0 B N AR AN ST Ml A
P WS R, XA ) R AT 2.
4 18 B5 05t A A2 A AT /O £R 57 1 (conservatism) 15 45
Hr 1k (equivalency)! OO+ 1O7= 1101 By Ay Fofr (16 5 il 2 2437
e 15 S BE A I R AR AT R A AR . Hedh— T W
RN, LR AR AT AE NI ) RO B AR R E, E R
IS I RS B 24 A 4 1103107 g oW O S R AE A
PSR BEAE L AL, B[] — M Bl e R [ 4 A (X (1 3
BHAEZAL— 3. (S, 55— 7T A, P
35 At AF A A7 2 B 3 3L AR 05 B RE R AN TR o kAR AR
AR Bk — W A BB AE, AR A R A58 T
0 DK BLRE SR PR A SR H A Bl ) 43 A TSI, TR g
2 M N A SRR AR 5 AR A7 T RS K1

W4, N T RE BRI 145 R, 16 R R
GEBYE R AV R REA I, R S R I T AT
FRE, 3 $R AR A2 A0 23 I RE o5 9 i g K25 ). 6T
1 AV SN (VA I 0 i 3 R B VAR 2 i e
A B G B b HE A AV, A B HE A S e R KT
RE IR TB 78 43 A X 35,

3.3 GSRERRRIZE R

JRUAE B8 KR ST UE Y] T A2 2 A R 1 ) v
BVE, i TR R AR i 2 AR SR ) S, JL4S
R Ao sz Bk, B0 b R A W 1Y
PRSI RV AR o Al DCGRAT S B R ) WL
o TSR R A S 1), IR T AR A B
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Wi 3 BRI AE 73T DR/, TR o TR A 22 3 3
(RITEAE 341 DA K (3 A i AT At A 25 A BLAR) B2
ANCREARFAEAN AL LU S ARARAE). AT WA 1 IX
i) R, A fit 5 A b AR AR 1 P A A A A ) 45 R

4 ARZSLRIR R JR T ] 5 Pk

KGR AR TAE AL 100 1R T
P, HEIERCC R AR SR AT — =14, ik
o ASH RIS, 75 AR 22 ok Ao At e 14 ) AL
ARSCAE ST R 3 A ST R SR A
A5 T ), X ) L[] I A A A R DR (K
JE& T3 1) 5 1T 1 A B k.

4.1 HEBEH—N 4 Hsilver bullet)fiyy J5%:?

“H R T4 18 (no free lunch theorem,
NFL)E 0 #5804k 3 — AN 2 LA TLE, AR
AR — Pk S E I R AR L 5 A ml RE 1 H b
R 50 [ TS T I B A5 R T . A Maxent 5
BT T2 A AT RV AT 2, IR AT A A Rk
I FA, (ARSI B 5 i DL 1) ) i, 3K 2 7
TH % RE ). G S BEAR AR 2 S ) B2 B IS
TR, HARH R DU R P SR A ) AR S A,
RS b AP A 20 Y 0 T B A 35 40 e g 1 2 7Y,
T EEAAR I AR 2 A R U, AT i) — FiAsE 2R ) 25 2R
A ER), HALTRENAAL. Kk, LA M AS
o7 AR TR S I Ak L 43 R, A% K ER
AN A A e P i) R

bR, AT R A i TR S M A i
Wi AS 75 g5t LIV ST G i s R T B 7240 T
fif 1) R RE P, BT AR S & X, R, B
HUAR 2 F 50 e Z X I A AR S0k L S S50 T i,
JH 5 30 sk SRR AR A N AR AT AR S B o R
PR WA A B, I BN S
B X o AR R B B o AR TR ) P R
.

FAh, BERIRPEAN 48 bt AR S A Y b )
] O R R K ISR FH R A1 (kappa value)
o\ 52 i & 1T AF $#1iE (receiver operating characteristic,
ROQ) 1%k T M #A(area under curve, AUC)YE by £ B F
M F BT K S PPAN AR 2 T T ORY (2R
AAIERE. R, BT ARSME A SR
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GOREAS IR A8 ) L, VAT 22 P72 ROC
SRty AL FRRIR AUC B 9 E 57 1120 R B
AT SO Bt 56 U Y | T e R A 4 e
FIE 00 B 355 A o 91211230460y 1 46 L AN A T 2
TR ORI, XSS R AR AR P AR A AL A
jﬁg"fjt%\E#E?ﬂa‘ﬁ‘%ﬁKM'B‘[l1’61’120’124’125].

LR EPTIR, AR R AN AR R R . 2Kt
BAGCRVPA SETTEAT D e m Mk R
TG O U B AT R TR e 8 Ak ke I 1)
) . RS T 5T 0 K B SR A BY T B, R
RE“#aa B AN T AT AR, A8 RAT IR A AR
WS EEAT B 2 Hr . IX A F AR B A
P AP R DU A 2O R, A R A6 B
o rotin, AR MR R Ik . BN PE . 28
PCEL 45 R B 6 1 1 2 4 PP A A PR 47 T 1
AR, 2 TR AR . B2 B SR LI T AR,

42 HERMER AT RIS
N, A AR A A AE AR RS A A A —
P WAUN IR IS 2 VN oA 2 4 5 /A Ve S O (E NSl S B BN
B, TOTRAE LSR5 v e 3 A s 2 18] v i
A, BRI P = 1 25 A 5 1 4 4k
ZE[A]. T E AR AEAE I SR A SR 4L, U AR )
K AN IR TR T S5 225 1] ) AN e 48 P A 4 5 il
AL AFAE T IR R W], 1 AR (A A Al A A
RE) AR I — S TSR i xE DA A K BB HE A 3R
BRI TR, DUAF FE A AR AR B e M T g2 S
BULBR ARSI R e TR B R A LY
K T SEBRAE AL, FARAE S FIRAE i 22128 BRI,
RABIP BTN, BT S B 70 Ay 5 200 i 15 2
(K45 R RS2 LA A R 2R K 2 i A, B2 i
PRI SRR B e B R S R AERPE I 2L 3R A
A ] b, ] SRS R HER A AR M A
IR I AR S, WA s ATt e 2 O TR,
PRI, o] 7 AR ) T A 3 P R i 3 2 T) 4R 3
iy o, RSB AN EEMIBETTTT 1. Wl 2 B
N, AR as R /NITRTSE &, WURTHE 2SRRI
TERE AR DX SR BIOPR JR TR 985 7 A 96 YL 16 4% 1) R,
BREIR) A o8 K0 LAl A2 25 A7, D) PEAR LGS RN E
T (1350 73 (a+a0) BEK O WY T B/ (ag+as)); RZ,
D SRS VR 1D 1R 2 G 0 R 1 DR3P AT OR 37 DX A B,
H B bR BN SRR AR S AL, TR 2 ay BUNRIAT. 254
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PRS0 AN ) A2 2 A SRR ok B, G TN 6 i
AR B A LI BE S A Y. PRIk, BExEE
A TR ) A0 308 6 3 R B S 5 SR AT ) B
FUH 2 M AL PR AR 2SO SR AT AR [ S 43 R
HERA R VPO 5T S — AR R, THE R R
L RSB 5R AR (R A 28 e B

4.3  FEASAIEERI e N I Bl B R R
NGB B2 Bk AL — A E K E) )
I, ARSI S AP o A LN 3R, )
RS AL S HEE M A 1. HAT, A7 L84 A8 A A%
BRI ISR 7% 1N RTE S  W0Rh 43 A (1 5 . 491
FEASAL rp 2 8 ] PR 7 i B N s RO R
POXFEMGE AT . N ZRTE 5 A LL 58 4 BUR P b i) A
SOHRR AR 133 35 v D A JEUAS JE B ) (Equs
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Based on ecological niche theory, ecological niche models (ENMs) apply statistical and machine learning theories to
analyze occurrence data and to build character functions that estimate the possible shape of the realized niche of the
species within the niche space. In the last two decades, the use of ENMs to predict the potential distribution of
species or to quantify niche similarity has become increasingly important in the fields of ecology, biogeography and
evolutionary biology. Proceeding from the concept of the ecological niche, this article discusses the theoretical basis
of ENMs in detail, and outlines the debate on the implementation and interpretation of ENMs currently. Additionally,
we address important issues that need attention when ecologists work with ENMs, and identify relevant issues,
challenges and future research directions in this field. Particularly, we recommend that anthropogenic influences on
the ecological niche of species should be considered in the future. Finally, we hope the viewpoints and debates
involved in this paper can resonate among the ecologists.
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