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Effects of Pinus armandii seed size on rodents caching
behavior and it’s spatio-temporal variations
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Mengla 666303, China; 2. Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: Pinus armandii, a native pine species, has large (about 300 mg), wingless seeds, and distributes from
central to western China at an altitude of 1000 — 3300 m. To determine how the seed size affects rodents caching
behavior, tagged seed releasing and tracking experiments were conducted at 3 sites in Northwest Yunnan province in
2006 and 2007. Our data indicated that for all sites and both years, compared with the smaller seeds, the proportions of
cached large seeds were significantly higher, whereas the consumed ones were significantly lower. Meanwhile, the mean
and maximum values of caching distances were also significantly increased in large seeds. Seed fate was different
between the two years and within the three sites as there have different rodent community compositions.
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Tab.1 Measurement of mean distance (m, Mean = SE) and frequency of seed caching by rodents for
the first and second time in seed-tracking experiment

Hi SRy

Site and year

B I S P T 2 R
Measurement for the first time

S5 YR ) B R IACE
Measurement for the second time

PR MY

Large seeds Small seeds

PR AT

Large seeds Small seeds

JEVH 2006
Nixi 2006

W7k 2006
Mingyong 2006
4E71 2006
Weixi 2006

JE7H 2007
Nixi 2007

A7k 2007
Mingyong 2007

4EVG 2007
Weixi 2007

3.05+0.62 (19)

3.71 4 0.47 (44)

4.40 +0.52 (59)

3.44.40.36 (56)

1.87 +0.34 (22)

5.43+0.67 (45)

1.48 +0.27 (15)

1.92+0.50 (12)

3.23+0.43 (36)

2.65+0.35 (41)

1.37+£0.47 (16)

3.01+0.52 (16)

7.85+2.94 (5)

7.93+4.25 (4)

535+ 1.37 (6)

1.50 (1)

20.05 + 7.45 (2)

430+1.70 (2)

4,68+ 1.65 (3)

391+ 1.16 (3)

(F1, 3= 4.57, P = 0.040), 7B 4RI 2 74 (1) 22 55 A

24

W AE 2007 4, YEPY I ZE ik B B (F) so= 431,

P =0.042), 1 Je PRI K ) 25 AN B 5 o

M5 BT RY B TR LE A

PAEHAE 3 NS — 3Rl 3k 4 Fhmg ks (R
2), Hrb i 5 (Apodemus) I NFIAE 3 ANl
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Tab.2 Species and number of captured rodents at 3
study sites in 2006 and 2007

2006 4 2007 4
IHETES i
Rodent species Jevs Bk i e Bk 4
Nixi Mingyong Weixi Nixi Mingyong Weixi

PNER g}
Apodemus latronum
e L B
Apodemus chevrieri
P2 1
Eothenomys custos
Niviventer confucianus
it

Total

L, BeEERE . HA, BRI D E P R
(Eothenomys custos)F1#t§i(Niviventer confucianus).

YV A S ECR AR AR TP A R R ) . )BT
FILEVE T 2007 4 1R 4 1A 2 5 i KA T 2006 4,
MAEBZK T 2007 A (1WA S Y8R s A 3 s . S8
B R b B 3 MR R BAA B, LR L
12 3 G K WA B(Dremomys  pernyi), 7)€ P4 A1HA
TRERA 43 AT, AR JE VI I /D & B AR IR
(Callosciurus erythraeus), 157K — & BB
ek BU(Tamiops swinhoei), {E4ETGEAT KA BIES) o

3 it i
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W LAY I ) 0 o~ D i FRD 3o 2 A ol 14 B
FE, Bahid R b R AE, AL AR R 2 TR (Rl

(Clarkson et al, 1986). fRZiFHaH, WikishHh
TR S, LU G R i e RE R 3R A
(Stapanian & Smith, 1978; Clarkson et al, 1986),
G ) 0 80 e 2 AL o PR KM 7 R fig B M
/N (Vander Wall, 1995, 2003; Jansen et al,
2004; Zhang et al, 2008; Chang et al, 2009). A1)
WFFCA ], WA SIS R M1 1 4B i T /N A
¥, TR KA EL N TR (B 2)0 (1)
AN EAE 2007 SEHJEVY, WA SR T2 1)
AT, IR PR A KA B — O A T
R (R 1), HEE 2 M7 I I, T
PRI A AN, KA I B A5 S /s T
¥
3.2 FF R/ RE 55 B9 #20

TEPTAT A R R R TR 36 v, KR 1~
9 FR) S 2 SR T /N 13 1) 0 X130 Y i 13 ) 49 B 1
I K i e B R ORI AT B, AT B 0
T KB R Ih & . 2 ER T H—4
Tl fR) KA 5~ 4 ¥ By 1) 0 KT /N b B A% B 1) R
1% (Brewer, 2001; Theimer, 2003; Jansen et al, 2004).
Xiao et al (2005)BFFT I, Fh—-H4 05 (1) ~F- 5 2 25
MR KPR 3 2 Bl Ao PR 38 KT e 25 4 v, IRk
RS KRR 1, B 3).
3.3 [EH ARG S RE R AR R T Az B S

AN [F) 1t 068 W6 AT 50 49 1 D R £ AT O AT
SO FEPIAE, LR K7 IR H ) B 2 B e,
AL JEVE A IR B SR e AR(E 2). XAl 3
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