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Seed predation by rodents in northwest Yunnan Province

YANG Xiaolan, GONG Hede

(Ecotourism Faculty, Southwest Forestry University, Kunming 650224, Yunnan, China)

Abstract: To determine the possible effects of plant species, seed density, habitat, and time on seed predation,
a survey was conducted for two years on seed predation of 54 species in two habitats of northwest Yunnan
Province. Artificial seed deposition were conducted in the field to collect the seed predation data. At each
habitat in both years, the sample size for each density level per species was 30, i.e. 5 replications in each of
the 6 experimental days. Results demonstrated that (1) the average seed predation rate in 2005 (17.4% ) was
much lower than in 2006 (66.6%) (ANOVA, P<<0.001). Also, (2) seeds suffered much more predation in the
less disturbed habitats (46.2%) than in the heavily disturbed habitats (33.9%) (ANOVA, P<<0.001), but (3)
seeds suffered similar predation in both high (40.3% ) and low densities (39.8% ) (ANOVA, P = 0.519). (4)
Seed predation rates strongly differed among species (ANOVA, P<<0.001) with no relationships being found
between seed length/weight and seed predation (Spearman’s rank correlation, P>0.05). Finally, (5) effects of
seed coat hardness on seed predation existed in 2006 (ANOVA, P = 0.007), but not in 2005 (ANOVA, P =
0.325). From our results, it seems that seed predation by rodents may be affected by varied factors which
should be more considered in the future studies. [Ch, 2 tab. 34 ref. ]
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Table 1~ Seed length, weight of 100 seeds and seed hardness of the fifty-four plant species

ik Kmm T ik IR IR
/g mm Hig
JEAH Cupressus torulosa * 4.14 0.458 T ¥ Prunus sp. 24.15 197.134 JEH
JH Juniperus formosana 4.50 1.143 A% || #%7% Rosa omeiensis 7.13 4.463 AR
LAY Fokienia hodginsii ® 480 0461 i 4 LLA#S Crataegus chungdianensis ®  5.82  3.103 3 i
K3k 8L Wr Dipsacus chinensis 4.89 0.668 L7/¢ £ %l Photinia sp. 2.62 0.328 L/
FUE 5 Salvia sp. 3.70 0.327 L7 ¥ ¥ Cotoneaster sp. ™ 5.64 3.167 dEH g
2 Sapium sp. 747 11.815 fifi KAPRAE Cerasus cerasoides ” 10.17  21.567 figi
FH F Phyllanthus emblica * 5.24 1.698 fifi 3K Viburnum betulifolium 6.22 2.308 ¢
11 & 5. Oxytropis hirta * 4.50 1.941 AR || 2 Viburnum sp. ® 5.66 2302 R HE
k& Sinopodophylum hexandrum 4.37 1.745 g I3 % Sambucus adnata * 2.81 0.219 e
44 W Acacia farnesiana ™ 6.44 8.176  JEEA# || PUHRTE Cronus sp. * 5.56 3.374 AR
K Acacia auriculiformis ® 475 1.849 fifi %4 Rhamnus sp. * 4.99 1.890 i
A Leucaena sp. 7.41 4708  AEHHE || A 42 Abies forrestii 11.31 2.009 e
21 5.2 Taxus cuspidate 6.73 8.494 fifi w U ¥ Pinus densata ® 4.85 0.857 i
ik Hippophae sp. ® 3.58 0.896 i 1K Pinus armandii ® 13.60 32950 df¥ff
W% K Hemsleya pedunculosum ® 11.25 7.488 g Wi ¥ Pinus yunnanensis 5.61 1.539 i
5 ff Exbucklandia sp. * 6.14 0.373 ) LK Pinus massoniana " 4.58 1.008 iR
kT2 Codonopsis forrestii * 3.52 0.710 L7 AN Pinus thunbergii 5.36 1.446 )
1% 3% Swertia bimaculata ® 1.98 0.204 fifi I eAS Pinus caribaea ® 8.87 1.854 e
2% Coriaria sp. * 2.25 0.134 L7 EH Cedrus deodara® 13.53 9.087 )
AL FEFAEE Thalictrum uncatum ™ 6.08 0.624 # ZF M ES Keteleeria evelyniana * 12.72 7.294 R
155 AE Anemone sp. ® 8.89 0.973 L7 = K2 Picea asperaia * 3.53 0.403 L/
5 % %€ Michelia yunnanensis * 6.37 5762 AEwHE || 2R Bauhina sp. 1553  24.663 JEH if
A Hg Bombax malabaricum ® 5.53 3.396 fifi %55 F Dodonaea sp. * 3.54 1.122 R
KM= vi Ligustrum lucidum * 6.63 2.478 i T/ F Sapindus sp. 1333 137.928 JH il
B Toxicodendron sp. * 465 2.104  AEWHE || FOR§ SR Iris bulleyana ™ 4.58 1.773 ¢
AW Acer mono ® 9.97 13.289 fifi tii A Phoebe zhenna * 9.55 23501 R 6
K Pyracantha sp. * 2.53  0.206 ® PR Bischofia sp. * 3.60 0.597 L4

YW : a. 2005 4F 3R A (41 Fi); b. 2006 4R 1 (35 i) .
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ZINZFTT IR B 1B B R AE A R A O FAE 58 T B 38 22 57 (3R 2) o 2005 4R (19 b 19
HEARN 17.4%, BFRT 2006 4F(66.6% ) (P<<0.001); K+ PUAE s i) Fh 1~ Pl B 4 (46.2% ) 3%
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Table 2 ANOVA for the effect of species, density, habitat and year on seed predation

AR ik AifE Bz FAi P 5 AdE HrE FHE p
FEh 1 183 338 3374560 <<0.001 || A= #5xss 1 157 2.892 0.104
A8 1 11 466 211.048 <<0.001 || Z:HsxFpzk 53 403 7.420  <0.001
4 B 1 23 0431 0519 || % xAhk 53 69 1.276 0.275
FIIES 53 3 365 61.932  <<0.001 || 45 {5k BE x5 i 1 41 0.753 0.396
RN 1 342 6.289  0.020 || 4 {5y <A BRI 21 709 13.055  <0.001
Ay 5 1 25 0461  0.505 || 45 {8 B xfp 2k 21 58 1.076 0.434
AE xR 21 1 650 30378 <0.001 || A= b x5 xfp 53 66 1211 0.322

Folt - B4 08R BEA AE S S R () 22 5 (3R 2) 0 2005 4F 41 FiAE 4 b 1 B B R VE 1 Ry 0~94% , -3
Bl 1250 46.2%; 2006 4F 35 FHL Y Fl T B9 B ERVE B Y 0~100% , -2 8 2R 66.6%. 1 2 a
AR, ARG R 2 A B 2 A LA BT D0 T, Al B R EORL R AR R A R R T B A
KAk (P>0.05), F£ 2005 4, il Kz fifl B X 4 62 56 J3E G {35 R Wi (P = 1,132, P = 0.325); 1 2006 4,
i Foft Bz 14 b 4504 £ 9 I (82.5% ) 35 i T M A 2 A EE A BB 1 (59.7% M 61.1% , Fhm = 5.141, P =
0.007),
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ABETERI - B 00 B 5 AT AR S AR PR 2 S, M AE 2005 AF 1 B 9 B I IR T 2006 4F
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