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Foraging and Dispersal of Birds on Ficus microcarpa Fruit in Urban Green Space
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Abstract
feeding frequency, foraging time, foraging amount, foraging methods and dispersal distance) of Ficus microcarpa fruits from September 2020 to

With Safari 10x42 zoom binoculars, the focus scanning method was adopted to observe the bird foraging behavior (bird species,

November 2020. At the same time, the random forest model was used to explore the effects of bird functional characteristics on the number of
seeds foraging amount and the dispersal distance. The results showed that Ficus microcarpa cloud attracted 6 species of frugivorous birds to
swallowed the whole fruit, and Pycnonotus jocosus, Pycnonotus aurigaster and Pycnonotus sinensis were the potential seed dispersers of Ficus
microcarpa. There were significant differences in the foraging times (¢=3. 338, df=5, P=0.021), but there was highly significant difference
in the foraging amount, foraging time, foraging numbers. The interpretation rate of seven variables ( number of visits, feeding pattern, feeding
time, wing length, tail length, body weight and body length) on seed foraging amount was 24.31%, and there was significant positive correla-
tion between the number of visits of birds and the seed foraging amount. The explanation rate of bird body traits ( wing length, tail length,
body weight and body length) to seed bird dispersal distance was 17.88% , and there was significant positive correlation between wing length
and body length and dispersal distance. The result showed that the functional traits of birds would affect the foraging behavior on the fruits of F.

microcarpa, and then affect the natural regeneration of its population.
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Table 1 Species of frugivorous birds feed on the fruits of Ficus microcarpa

5 i IREAR Vila] KA 11§ ity WL E] AR
Bird species Feeding frequency//¥X  Visiting numbers// 2 Foraging amount /45 Foraging time//s Dispersal distance,//m
ZILH%8 Pycnonotus jocosus 153 3.69+0. 17 2.62+0. 09 25.53+0.73 5. 44+0. 26
FAMELT D Pycnonotus aurigaster 111 3. 13+0. 16 2.29+0. 09 26. 03+0. 80 6. 06+0. 22
3k Pycnonotus sinensis 84 3. 05+0. 17 2.42+0. 11 23. 87+0. 86 5. 14+0. 31
PR Pycnonotus xanthorrhous 46 2.22+0.20 2.26+0. 12 19. 85+1. 16 5. 48+0. 35
LR GEHR S Zosterops japonicus 37 4. 62+0.23 2.05+0. 14 12. 38+0. 81 5. 28+0. 47
#5618 Copsychus saularis 7 2.00+0. 31 2.29+0.29 20.43+2.62 3.16+0.42
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Note: A. Pycnonotus jocosus ; B. Pycnonotus aurigaster; C. Pycnonotus

sinensis ; D. Pycnonotus xanthorrhous ; E. Zosterops japonicus; F.
Copsychus saularis. The greater the width of the connecting line,
the more frequent the birds eat the fruit of Ficus microcarpa in
this way.
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Fig.1 Foraging network between birds and fruits of Ficus con-

cinna
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