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M ERR I AMFHANHTFHE2dARBEHT R, FETHREENESR T, #
HHBEWNA T RS, ELXH M FEENI.8%, IV HMEEASL<Sm, AT HHEE
H24.76 m,3 MR FT HAFE A0, EFHE LT HEEZR,BHEMHTEH &
HEFHBHBRAESHE RN R ARELZR, BHEMNFHRAYT REBHEE
ATEEMF(P<0.05) , P ETHFMFEFAF TSR BN TFIFAHT REZTLAEE
EZRHER2ANFHFUFEN TN TR RESHEZATEEMHF, B sh 4t
WHEMTFEEERTFHE SR 28A,
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Seed dispersal and predation of Castanopsis sclerophylla by small rodents in habitats with
different disturbance intensity. LIU Bin'>, WANG Rong'**, LIU Ying-liang’, XU Gao-fu*,
CHEN Xiao-yong' > * (' Department of Environmental Sciences, East China Normal University
Shanghai 200062, China; > Zhejiang Tiantong National Observation Station of Forest Ecosystems ,
Shanghai 200062, China; >School of Life Sciences, Guizhou Normal University, Guiyang
550001, China; *Qiandao Lake National Forest Park, Chun’ an 311700, Zhejiang, China).
Chinese Journal of Ecology, 2011, 30(8) : 1668-1673.

Abstract; In this study, the Castanopsis sclerophylla seeds in three habitats under slight, moder-
ate, and serious disturbances in Qiandaohu area of Zhejiang Province were tagged and tracked to
investigate the impacts of disturbance intensity on the predation and dispersal of C. sclerophylla
seeds by rodents. The rodents trapped were identified as the members of Niviventer fulvescens. In
the three habitats, all the seeds were eaten in situ or dispersed by the rodents within 2 days. In
the habitat under moderate disturbance, the seeds eaten in situ had the highest percentage
(37.8% of identified seeds). The seed dispersal distance in the three habitats was mostly <5 m,
with the largest being 24. 76 m, and the seed dispersal all presented negative exponential distri-
bution, with no significant difference among the habitats. The fate (eaten in situ or dispersed) of
sound and infested seeds in the three habitats had no significant difference, but the maximum dis-
persal distance of sound seeds was significantly larger than that of infested seeds. Except in the
habitat under moderate disturbance, where the mean dispersal distances of sound and infested
seeds had no significant difference, the mean dispersal distances of sound seeds in the other two
habitats were significantly larger than those of infested seeds, indicating that rodents had definite
capability in distinguishing sound and infested C. sclerophylla seeds.

Key words: disturbance intensity; seed predation; seed dispersal; rodent; Castanopsis sclero-
phylla.
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P-4 PR AR P tH AT B () F AT AR R R
HE i %5 HE EAE F (Wang & Smith,2002) , i)
AW, V2 AE R (0 HIE 5 HC ) 118
WG] 2 WY BOLFE 3 — o P 3l bR W 2 AR
RINEFL S e i, X LESh X R T 2 Y B
ER R E 22 G B, — O i, R IX — 3k oy, o
I R FRE 08 A 1 R T B X R P Rl
V1) SEHT RN HICHT SR AN RS2 ), AR it 175 100 7 2% 4K
BB, S B0 Wy B e S8 R ME ( Terborgh et al.
2001 ) 5 53— 77 I, 33X 26 50 W) 7 5 32 R A 1) ok
R BEAC T L AR A (4 35 5, 18 /0 T Janzen-
Connell ZLN Y A AT S22 5 Fh 8 & R A4
BTG I AT 4™ KN EE 1Y 5345 36 [l ( Price et al. |
2000) . Btk B9 G U 3l 6 R B CR DL &Y
BRI FIRE ) B BAR SR | S A FIHIL R ) B 2
W,

Wk U5 Sl 0 - B B iR as I G RS2 2
FRER R s Fil 2, VF 25 R, TR/
HEHE TR & & (Xiao et al. ,2005,2008) 552k
A (CBRRIE A5, 2006 ; 84 25 06 552009 ) | 4 £ 19 XL
B ( Lima & Dill, 1990 ) L K B[] A1 245 (Lu &
Zhang 2004 ) %5 | &R 23 52 W W U5 sh 8 8ORh 17 0 1
REAE 2T 5 00 B AR T 0 iy Az RO BV 1 2
}4 ( Forget & Vander Wall ,2001) . T4 (45l0E AR
TP &[T+ o0l BB 4, SRR KR AE S R
GETNZAERZE . YA RE B A sk
WA RGBS 1), AR A= ) 2R G 1Y) % 1 3
Tl FIEREEIR A ( Pickett & White, 1985 ) , B 2 JE il
PRS2 AR, ] S Ao (B e U A S R T R
WORWBHEAFIN S RG G R, K ENA, 2Tk
AR EIYIRRNE 2 B RAT TR R AU A
TR TP 8z , 58 1T e AR H P Fh 3 80
& Jy , FE T 00 B AT 8 4B AR RIRI A BRI
TXE — I 7 F G PR AR A S R 48 45 BIHIE S
(Terborgh et al. ,2001) , SR, iX Fh BE 42 59 15 4
R TR E DASE LB UL 38R0 0 ek A R R
SR SRS Ry, T B — oY

] 7R 0 b DX T A Y X, K
U & S A 23 10 sh 452 DI A A S A T2 2 3R
JRE YA H g AT AR /N PR B X RN
K TP PSRN RT3 8ok Jm vl LA T Sk
W] AP TR AN A R PR LA B . ¥R ( Castan-

opsis sclerophylla) R7E3FRFE TR, iz A K TR
R VLV B AR 4548 F B2 1000 m LLF L,
Rif TR M A I e i DX 4t ] o R P 4 b 22
— e TR IR AR TR T Sk AR A Se i M O
FTRHIIE FC LA it DAy D0 5 1 2 o] P A 1) 2
TEF R AR 2 B0 DX, v il 2 b A PEAR B A A
P AT KRR AR (SRAE4R , 1980) o
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Hh BRI XA 5 e A A R 22 S AR R LA
B R BRMR G R L A AR A B BRI AR |
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#1951 h, =0 CHYIE AR 5409.9 °C, 4 Bk
6231.4 C, LRI IR il , i £ 5 (s,
2003) ,
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il AR R X (R AE4, 1980) , HIE DI LI ek
3, BRI LLAAGE o] AR A NSRS A% L
My SR AT EIERCA ML, RRRE N
50 ~120 cm , AHLF AR 9 ~120 g - kg™, FH31.1
g - kg™, pH fH 5. 15 (TR &4 ,2003) o IZHEIX AT
TETRE I ENLE M, H iR R RS
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HREE[ 1 5 R 2 S gl e B b EL
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S A RIR B G K, 3 R i g
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Fig.1 Percentages of seed fate of Castanopsis sclerophylla
in plots of different disturbance intensity
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F1 AETHEEEM R EHET TR B8R
Table 1 Seed dispersal characteristics of Castanopsis
sclerophylla in plots of different disturbance intensity

e BRIk EEIME PR BRI
BERS(m)  SREE (m) B (m) HHE (m)
1 800 N 2.7420.30 a 0.92 22.41
2 1800 R 1.02+0.13 b 0.51 14.20
3 2300 7 1.68+0.20 b 0.54 24.76

BRI (E AR DR RSB A ] 7 Bk R e 3 22 5%, AR 5
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BE 40 5
H—. =
& /2
20
o , , . . .
0 5 10 20 25 30

15
Y HEERS (m)
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Fig.2 Seed dispersal patterns of Castanopsis sclerophylla
plots of different disturbance intensity

(y) SYBEEE () M AAAEM T X Ry =exp
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