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[7.8]

4 1
5 1hnt , ,
10
[6]
1.2
1997 7 1998 7
6 (3 ., 3 )
, 646.0+9.94 g, 733.3+7.51 ¢
140 cm x 120 cm x 180 cm , 25 cmx 25
cmx 39 cm 19: 00 1997 11
, , 25 cmx 25 cmx 39 cm
4 260 cm X 490 cm,
3 ., 130MEmMSs ', 0.44uE/ m’st, 0.014 E/nPs*
il 3y 3
24 h
1.30U E/ nfs™ !, 0.01u B/
s t, 24 h
1.3
Satidica
+ (mean + SE) (ANOVA)
, P<0.05
2
2.1

13.32+2.61 /hnf (n=
10) , 4.54+0.68 /hnf (n=10), 1.8+
0.37 /hnf (n=10) , ;
12.66 +0.54 /hnf (n=10) 14.33%
0.66 /hn? (n=10) 10.08+1.83 /hnf (n=10) 4.88+0.82 /hnf (n=10)
142. 22 g 269.83 g ,
4 5310.42 g/ hnf 4 512.34 ¢/
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hnf? 2 975.88 ¢/ hnf 1 316.77 ¢/ hn?, 1 ,
2.2 6000|

= 5000 O iR
| Meadow in sloping area
4000/ WO )
o | \ AW 1 M areyd
12 ) g 3000 Shutkie o flutavee
B 53 AN
’ 4 200401 Brush m flat area
= 1000 B 3 17
Brush in sloping area
(F (11, 105) 3
L1990
=0.750, P=0.910) (
1) 12 )
1
1,2, 11, 12 , } ) !
Fg 1 The biomassdf preysin different habitats
2/ 3,
L 5! 61 7 1 8 1 ]'/3!
1 ( 2) L}
( 3
1 ( : min)
Table 1 The dfect o moon sage on time of polecats usng different habitats (Time: min)
Moon N Meadow in Meadow in flat Brush infla Brushin
dage doping area area area doping area
1 10 142. 90 £ 36. 62 35.30+15.67 53.70+28.22 46.40 +24. 88
2 8 176.75+41.48 94.38+47.78 3.75+0.00 63.38+32.56
3 13 157. 62 £49. 53 22.46 £11. 37 112. 54 £ 55. 36 45.00+35.91
4 2 57.50+0.00 141.50 £ 0. 00 0.00+0.00 0.00+0.00
5 14 119.07 £34.57 88.14 +37.40 59.57 +31.56 7.86£5.59
6 9 148.11 £39. 82 41.22 +29.40 10.56 £ 0. 00 2.67£0.00
7 13 195.54 £61. 18 66. 77 £ 24. 89 18.92£10.75 15.39+£11.85
8 7 122.71 £49. 63 78.29 + 66. 02 49.57+37.51 20.71+12.65
9 6 173.00 £ 36. 63 35.83+0.00 0.00+0.00 15.00 £ 13.10
10 13 137.23+£34.86 86.08 +£29.00 20.00+12.00 0.39+0.00
11 14 143.29+41.04 62.64 £25.00 37.71+£19.59 82.43+40.77
12 8 123.00 £45. 79 217.63 +94.52 17.86+12.11 3.13+0.00
2 ( : min)
Table 2 The efect o noonlight on time of polecats udgng different habitats (Time: min)
Moon- Meadow in Meadow in flat Brush infla Brushin
light doping area area area doping area
145. 83 = 20. 46 93.15+24.48 51.75+19.99 30.95+10.24
Bright (n=40) (n=40) (n=40) (n=40)
148.86 £ 24. 27 70.26 +18. 37 11.14+4.50 35.40+12.56
Dark (n=43) (n=43) (n=43) (n=43)
F (1, 81) =0.010 F (1, 81) =0.570 F (1, 81) =5.680 F (1, 81) =0.070
Ted P=0.925 P=0.453 P=0.020 P=0.786
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3

(

Table 3 The dfect of moonlight on time of polecats usng different habitats

in reproductive and non-reproductive periods (Time: min)

. min)

Reproductive Nonrreproductive
Habitat SX
type Bright Dark Bright Dark
137.90£55. 18 88.91 +36. 37 170.53 £27. A4 209. 42 +43.92
Meadow in (n=10) (n=11) (n=19) (n=19)
doping area 107. 00 £ 39. 62 114.50 £ 0. 00 116. 25 £ 40. 64 110. 46 + 30. 38
(n=7 (n=2) (n=4) (n=11)
177.80 £ 80. 32 171.64£54.70 45.16£20. 4 17.00+£9.95
Meadow in (n=10) (n=11) (n=19) (n=19)
flat area 102.14 £35.95 75.00+£45.00 93.75+53. 05 60.00 £ 25. 4
(n=7) (n=2) (n=4) (n=11)
106.30£55.79 2.73+0.00 18.32+13.66 4.74+0.00
Brushin (n=10) (n=11) (n=19) (n=19)
flat area 59.14 + 32. 69 0.00+0.00 61.25+28.90 32.64+13.86
(n=7 (n=2) (n=4) (n=11)
37.50 £25.01 51.73+33.85 17.53+ 13. 36 10.68 £ 7. 66
Brushin (n=10) (n=11) (n=19) (n=19)
doping area 67.86 £26.50 8.00£0.00 13.75+£0.00 66. 73 £31. 92
(n=7) (n=2) (n=4) (n=11)
2.3
3 , )
(F (1, 38) =35.864, P=0.000; F (1, 18) =13.557, P
=0.002; F (1, 18) =35.184, P =0.000), (F (1,
38 =0.007, P=0.934; F (1, 18) =0.330, P=0.573; F (1, 18) =0.200, P=
0.660) ( 4
4
Table 4 The habitat use of polecats in different light levels
Light level Habitat with burrows Habitat without burrows
1300 B s ! T 8.86+1.27 (n=20) 1.14+0.23 (n=20)
F 15.30+1.72 (n=20) 15.10£1.65 (n=20)
0. 44y B/ s ! T 7.78+1.69 (n=10) 1.37£0.42 (n=10)
F 12.40+2.18 (n=10) 10.60+£2.26 (n=10)
0.0llJE/mzs‘l T 8.52+1.20 (n=10) 1.38+0.13 (n=10)
F 11.20+3.55 (n=10) 9.50+1.35 (n=10)
T: Time (h) ; F: Frequency

1.78+0.74h (n=10) ,

=0.000) ,

10.17+0.70 h (n=10) ,

(F (1, 18)
13.70+1.90 (n=10) ,

=67.173, P
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15.00+2.30 (n=10) , (F (1, 18) =0.190, P
=0. 668) ,
3
[9 11] , [12]
[13] '
’ [14] ' '
(6]
(anti-predator) (avoi dance-predator)
. 10
m y l ’
Schwab' ! ( Dipodomys merrian-
mi) , (D. nitratoides)
ber (D. ordii)
[17]
[18.19] (felid)
[20] [18,21] .
(canid) [19]
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THE INFL UENCE OF MOONL IGHT AND SIMW ATINGLIGHT
INTENSITY ON THE USE OF MICROHABITAT BY POL ECATS
( MUSTELA EVERSMANNI)

WEI Wantong  ZHOU Wenyang
( Northwest Plateau Institute o Bidlogy, the Chinese Academy o Sdiences, Xining, 810001)
FAN Naichang
( Department d Bidogy, Zhgiang Normal University , Jinhua, 321004)

Abgract: The noonlight especidly itslight intensty isone of predation risks that obvioudy irfluenced many animd's
in usng their microhabitats The radio-tracking in the field and very low light intendties (0.01 to 1. 30u E/ nfs %)
dmuaed noonlight in the laboratory were used to gudy their irfluences on the use o microhahitas by polecats Our
results showed that the polecats increased the usage of the shrub areawith norefood. They used shrubs asthe shelters
to reduce their predation risks They increased the usage o the shrub areas under bright moonlight wasone o the anti-
predators drateges Regardessof the smuaed noonlight intensty used, the polecats mainly utilized the area with
nore burrows for longer period, and used the areas without burrows for dorter period. These reauts indicated tha
polecats have formed a grategy to become anti-predators and not the avoi dance-predators during their evol utionary pro-
cess

Key words: Polecat (Mustela eversmanni) ; Moonlight ; Microhabitat



