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Abstract: Group sizes of Brandt’s vole (Lasiopodomys brandtii) overwintering colonies could affect colonies’
predation risks. Using the number of Brandt's vole colony as an indicator of family group size, we studied
how group sizes of Brandt’s voles affect the predation preference of upland buzzard (Buteo hemilasius) in
Xilinguole typical steppe, Inner Mongolia, from October 2 to 7, 2004. We recorded the different colonies of
Brandt's voles within sampling area. All colonies are dived into two groups by whether they were visited by
upland buzzard or not. But we don't distinguish the upland buzzard visiting times on the Brandt’s vole. Then
the Mann-Whitney U of nonparametric was used to analyze the data. The results show that the rank sum of
the groups without upland buzzard'’s visiting is 1 753.5, while which of the groups that have been visited by
upland buzzard is 1 406.5 (U value = 213.5, Adjusted Z Value =- 4.764 26). This suggests that the
differences between the two groups is significant (P = 0.000 002). The correlation between times of upland
buzzard visited (B) and group size of the Brandt’s vole (N) were as follow: B =-0.733 2 + 0.044 36 N (r =
0.592 65, P < 0.05).The result shows that upland buzzards significantly prefers to high number of group sizes
of vole’s colonies. This finding indicates that the colonies with larger size result into a higher predator risk,
which explains why Brandt's vole dispersal happened during fall, In order to avoid predation risk Brandt's
vole colonies choose to reduce their group sizes through dispersal. Such result also supports the optimum
group size theory of small mammals.
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Table 1 The records about the visiting frequencies of upland buzzard on the different group

size of Lasiopodomys brandtii

RS HEIRE &5 PNUIESRIE RS i 1 H KHE SO
No. of Group size of Visiting frequency of upland No. of Group size of Visiting frequency of upland
groups Brandt's vole buzzard groups Brandt's vole buzzard

1 26 0 41 18 0
2 32 1 42 32 0
3 32 0 43 30 2
4 27 2 44 28 1
5 25 0 45 12 0
6 26 0 46 16 0
7 19 0 47 15 0
8 20 1 48 22 0
9 41 1 49 29 0
10 14 0 50 34 0
1 42 1 51 43 1
12 37 1 52 35 2
13 39 2 53 30 0
14 12 0 54 17 0
15 25 0 55 29 0
16 30 1 56 23 0
17 34 0 57 32 1
18 10 0 58 17 0
19 23 0 59 28 0
20 25 0 60 14 0
21 20 0 61 21 0
22 13 0 62 16 0
23 28 1 63 13 0
24 49 2 64 29 1
25 24 1 65 19 1
26 30 1 66 18 0
27 27 0 67 12 0
28 24 0 68 26 0
29 34 0 69 29 0
30 22 0 70 23 0
31 29 1 71 16 0
32 34 0 72 20 0
33 39 0 73 24 0
34 43 2 74 25 1
35 28 0 75 13 0
36 20 0 76 18 0
37 41 2 7 15 0
38 28 0 78 22 0
39 29 1 79 16 0
40 23 0

e W2, WM TERAE O BE 2 AT BAF Statistica (19 4H X 43 B J5 3% Ccorrelation
PG H S A 7 analysis) #4700 #1, KEBSFXE (B) S5H
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