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Analysis of seed death of Castanopsis chinensis in the dispersal process

in Dinghushan biosphere reserve

DU Yanjun'*, PENG Shangjiang’, HUANG Zhongliang', XU Guoliang'
1. Dinghushan Forest Ecosystem Research Station, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Zhaoqing, Guangdong 526070, China;

2. Graduate School of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100039, China;

3. Foshan Environmental Monitoring Centre, Foshan, Guangdong 528000, China

Abstract: Major factors caused seed death of Castanopsis chinensis in the dispersal process were studied. The experiments included

Open treatment group, Predation by birds experiments, Exclusion birds group, Exclusion small mammals experiments, and seed bag

methods. The results showed that seeds were mainly predated by Curculio davidi and infected by pathogens, and the ratio of

predation among three forest types had an obvious difference. The exclusion experiments suggested that seeds endured great pressure

after dispersal by animal predation and pathogen infection. In Open treatment group (OP) experiment, ratio of seed predation was up
to 93.3%, while it was 92.4% in the Exclusion birds group (EB), but the seed predation rate by birds was only 80%. There was a
difference between seed predation by non-mammals of three forest types, but it was not significant. So great seed death rate is the

major reason caused Castanopsis chinensis recruitment limitation.

Key words: Castanopsis chinensis, seed predation; pathogen; seed fate
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