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Morphological Comparison of 13 Species of Mammals’ Femurs
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Abstract The morphological characteristics of 13 species mammals’ femurs were compared. And some parameters were measured, such as fe-
murs length, width and thickness.The results showed that there were certain taxonomic differences and common features among femurs of differ-

ent mammals.There was a clear difference between the femurs of herbivores and femurs of carnivores, such as the position of the great trochan-

ter, the shape of the femoral head, the femoral neck, etc..These difference could be used for classification and identification.There was a cer-

tain relationship between the morphological characteristics of the femur with the animal’ s activity mode.This study would provide some inspira-

tion for the classification or identification of animal bones.

Key words

JEASEEH E 1 25 22 5 R s o 284 s W R Ge e Y
FERIEZ — WBHERI ARG LS5 T RE A HLIE 1
AERIZEA R, SHRER AL 5 AR TR 2% I A 2535
R o S HAE AR — R, S A ST R A
PCAGAERLIA A — 5 (LT 2548 A2 A A A BZ AL, LA
SR AEAL RE S MBI A7 A S R BE I 2546 8h
WIS A D D A R b e T AR

TEER B HIE A BT T3 10, X 3 Sk B A =585
FEBZ . Sk BB I i B, R a
RSB AT TIRAR ST, M AR R
TE TS B IR AR , DA 85 Sk A B PO M SR B A A
THEZER, BRI E R ILBIE S0, WA B T RS
ESUEDI WS AR S SR I PR e VA IER
GRBMRR" o KPP RIS BB SR b AT TR
I3 IR AR I A BT o

TEER KBS BT RIS, A E D . N
JE SR 1 T AR AR T — S8 PR R 5 S ) BRI R 8 4]
AR BRI T AR S AT AT T 1
B IR AT T ORAT IR I A 22 5
AEIFSE o Christiansen' ' 1] FH JBR 462 DO I K 1 O B AT
58 A LA 1 AN ) Sl K R LA AR ABLBE 25 o SR, X AN ] 5
PO 18] AT A DO T b o S8R 13 Bl 2R
MR SRR LB A KB HOHEA T T LIS
1 #RE7F*

L1 &8 DUE MOl S S il b IS /Y 13

Es£mAE T Ao B B 4T kAR TR B (2015-LY-242) ,
&R EE1979—),F ,iT F WA, TR, ML, AFHF LI

Mo R F A IR TR

WimBHE  2020-07-09

Bone morphology ; Femurs ; Comparative anatomy ; Greater trochanter ; Femoral neck

S CRLAEARE 2 Ff RERE 2 B RBE 2 b RIRE 2 B EERL 2
MR LR SRE 2 Bl BB AT G TEILER 1, WA E
T2 [ IS DO, I —LE SRR T 4K

F1 BERERER

Table 1 The basic information of samples

oy HAZRE A% || o FEAZR ARG

s Fe

Sample Sample Sample Sample
No. No.

name number name number

1 FAi e 3 8 R 1
2 bl gEg 1 9 EiES =y 1
3 FERE 1 10 SR 1
4 RREE 1 11 Ve i)ia=y 1
5 IR 2 12 AR 1
6 N1 I N T
7 AU 1

12 #ARFAE BRIk Gl W R SR B, T
BB B R Z Ak R AR 4 PR OLIE 1,
ATHEE A B TPl b, SRR - 1A
it ( Angelavonden—Driesch ) 5 [ B Yl s Wl i i
B (L) FE(W) JE(T) 55808, I 247 e b ik
FEMH AL T liebn = R R BB AR - RO T e K Lk
S8 W, L3I T, SE W, R IR T, (172 LA AR 5E W,
FUJRERE T, , HARI T L LR 2.
2 BRE5GH
21 REBESHENLE ZWEER, ARZERERBE T
SR RRURTE . B Sk FNREE 7 ARG g B2 A3 LA
LB TG ASAARBRIE R, A PPy (4 BB Rl He s ULk
2. HESIYIE R TR A S W B S B A7 .
5,3 MECE VRS W I R T R ARG v e Sk B



49 %2 3

I E

13 #h & £ B R 09

FoY 374

73

Z BN asRSh B AR Sh P K 1 A Sk L P-4

155 5 RE RSN R TR T BB Sk B 2 5 RS (9 R 1wk

@ 0262 82 (z 92 5z 42

EFmeE ko

8 L 9 S ¥ € Z iw

L0L6 8 ¢ 9 & b g N

LB T 2 B8 3k 53 R IG5 1155 3 5 5L 1AVIRS 5 6./ NFG 1 5 7. AR IR 5 8. B THT 3 9. B PN UAS 5 10 /NI 5 L1 B 5 12,4188 5 1381 1A) 74

Note: 1.Backbone ;2.Femur;3.Greater trochanter, 4.Interrotating fossa;5.Interrotating crest ;6.Lesser trochanter;7.Outer edge crest ; 8.Patellar face;9.Inter-

nal patellar crest;10.External patella crest;11.Medial condyle;12.External condyle;13.Intercondylar groove
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Fig.1 The composition of tiger femur
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Fig.2 The measurement of femur
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Table 2 The morphological features comparison of femur
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Fig.3 Comparison of the relative width of the upper and lower

ends of the femurs of 13 species of animals
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Fig.4 Comparison of the relative width of the upper and lower

ends of the femurs of 13 species of animals
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Fig.5 Comparison of the relative width/thickness of the upper

and lower ends of the femurs of 13 species of animals
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