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Abstract: Lanius schach is typical of species with color polymorphism. The black morph has been regarded as an
independent species by some authors. We compared the breeding ecology of the black morph and brown morph of L.
schach to explore the classification position of the black morph. From February to June in 2008, observations were made
on the breeding ecology of the two morphs. Trials, including of interchanging their eggs and nestlings, were carried out in
Haifeng Natural Reserve, Guangdong Province, China. Logistic equations were used to describe growth of the body
morphological characters of the nestlings. The results showed: 1) There were no significant differences of egg figures
between two types (P>0.05). 2) The growth of the body mass, wing length and other morphological characters of
>15-day-old nestlings could be described accurately by the Logistic equation. 3) There were no significant difference
between the body morphological characters of the 14-day-old nestlings, but there was significant difference on the
asymptotic value of the ninth primary. 4) The experiments of interchanging eggs and nestlings showed that during the
process of sitting and fostering, eggs and nestlings of the same period from the two color morphs were accepted, but eggs
of different periods were rejected. 5) Nestling behaviors did not differ between the nestlings from different patterns. We
concluded that black morph is not an independent species but a color morph of L. schach.
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FACKR M6 R (Ford, 1940). T 28R BHELE:
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2005). HHrE AN TR A 57 Mo, F200 M
WA AT R (Lu et al, 1996). %51 > ¥ (Guan et al,
2006). 45 & H K E1T 8 K (Hu et al, 2007).
A SN T R E DA EEPE T4 (Hu et al, 2006) /%
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1930; Zheng, 1998), 7485 F AN B AT 057
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1923; Zheng, 1994; Zhao, 2001; Zhang et al, 2007).
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[X (Jiang et al, 2007).
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Tab.1 Tree species distribution of site selection

3 19257 Type of parent birds

Eita7 Brown morph MA@ Black morph AR & ki Black & brown morph
KIH-#% Eucalyptus robusta 6 2 3
BPFER Mimosa sphyaria 6 2 3
1T Arundinaria hindsii 7 2 3
HAb B Fh Others 2 3 1
77 45— & First laying nest 3)JJ18 H 320 H 3725
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Tab.2 Comparisons of egg parameters

a7 Brown morph

% Dark morph

4t Both morphs

(n=20) (n=20) (n=40)
Mean+SD Mean+SD Mean+SD
HLIR YN E Egg weigh at 1st day (g) 5.35+0.21% 5.27%0.32* 5.33%0.25
Yi-K:4% Egg length (mm) 25.3920.71% 25.7520.81* 25.52+0.77
Y145 4% Egg breadth (mm) 19.45+0.61% 19.32+0.45% 19.38+0.52
H5ERTYNE Egg weigh at last day (g) 4.51+0.35" 4.38+0.27% 4.4520.28
55 5[ 1 Hatching duration (d) 14.85 + 0.67° 14.65 + 0.59° 14.75 + 0.63

a: LEFEZES (P>0.05, one-way ANOVA k%)

a: No significant difference (P > 0.05, by one-way ANOVA Test)
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Tab.3 Body measurements of two types of 14-day-old

A5 & Variable

£ % Normal morph

a7 Dark morph 4+ Both morphs

(n=23) (n=19) (n=42)
{4 Body weight (g) 45.04+4.37° 44.02 £ 1.61° 44.46+3.08
A Body length(mm) 114.1245.09° 113.40 + 4.03% 113.71+4.42
WE%d Gape(mm) 22.32+0.86" 22.44+0.57* 22.39+0.70
K Wing(mm) 60.09 + 1.32° 60.19+0.88" 60.13+1.06
K Tail(mm) 17.21+2.11° 16.51+2.19° 16.81+2.14
P9 9" Primary(mm) 41.71 +1.40° 41.55+1.60° 41.62+1.48
T Tarsus (mm) 29.72 +1.26° 29.94+1.22* 29.85+1.21

a: LEFEZES (P>0.05, one-way ANOVA Ki46)

a: No significant difference (P > 0.05, by one-way ANOVA Test)

HES SRS IR A, AREE. ARG, MR, K
FEAC . PO FETHE 320 W 2% 22 5 (P>0.05) (3% 3).

PR R AE S A R B A (R 3D
AP 1 A R (0 AR ARD 5 A AR VE  ELEEOC R M A
AR EA K B0 55 PR (30 4 5 1 A K
R, WCRTBM BRI S8 0T 4 S 3R % ) B
JE T A, AR CU#E, R, AR PO K
BAE, JEEINLLATHRMES K E N . di—
AL Logistic J7 B UG P (LR &4 S A KO R, T
WHEHARERKESH, WA K ZF0 1 P I

R SHORHAT GRS, OB AR KO R B R
ZEFR(R 4). HIRELW], PR ERAE PO WL 1
AREER.
2.3 ZIMSBHEILE

DR AR GO/ N R NP PSR A2 PR ERIER T
MROTR SRS RS E AR 55 9 RECPIT 4G4
4G, PRSI ] A L, ity
R 7 RO RN (O () 22 57 2 BAALAE, FR (Y
A Wes 7 B BEOPRR S, MBS HDT AL
WP BRI, JERRt . 5 O S A 45 R WK

x4 HEREMSERKIUNSHEATERBEXSH

Tab. 4 Simulated logistic equations and correlation coefficients of the nestlings

i (n = 23) Normal morph A (n = 19) Dark morph F P
. AKFE K 0.8620.01 0.850.01 1.021 0.249
A Bodyweight (g) - #
WHEAE r 0.130.03 0.14+0.02 1.225 0.100
AKE K 0.9420.01 0.950.01 0.408 0.996
K: Body length (mm \,
15 Body length (mm) W 0.02+0.00 0.02+0.00 0.204 1.000
R FE K 0.94+0.02 0.94+0.00 0.408 0.996
B2 Gape (mm) y ,L\?
BRI 0.10£0.01 0.100.01 0.612 0.847
KR K 0.84+0.05 0.85+0.01 0.612 0.847
K Wing (mm) . k}k
WHEAE r 1.03£3.10 0.13+0.01 1.021 0.249
KR K 0.67+0.02 0.670.05 0.612 0.847
JE K Tail (mm) . {fz
W 17.0145.74 17.01+10.18 0.816 0.518
PO G" Primary (mm) HERFEK 0.77+0.03 0.71+0.03 1.333 0.110
y BRI 0.87+0.56 2.07+1.07 1.633 0.011"
ERE K 0.89+0.02 0.89+0.03 0.612 0.847
[t Tarsus (mm) o
R 0.12+0.01 0.12+0.01 0.816 0.518

“P<0.05.
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et al, 2004). Kitk, A SREALIE o B 28 BE A ] £
RUA 57 () AT AT, 22U A .
DESFRRAEELAE, WIFSHURERRE R R, &

x5 ZIPMBHELL

Tab.5 Experiment of interchanging their eggs and nestlings

X% Object 2
455 Result .
k% Normal morph MR Dark morph i Resu Conclusion
vL1 10 5 SIS 4 R 5 SHE 4K NG £ w7
24~ 2 AL R -
Y2 18 S 9K 9 FHENK NG £ w7
2 AN 2 AN BRI -
i3 7TSHE 2R 3SHH IR IA=E X PNEL: 7= LT R
1A g0 1AM o 35 2 KR E o0 -
via 17 SHH 4R 6 T HAT 11 K 17 SHIR G 78 RED
1 A5G 1AW 6 SR -
11 55 10 Hid 2 5810 Hig A -
YC 2 U 2 4t IR 5 w2
* 6 FFMXFITAHMELER
Tab. 6 A comparison of budgets of behaviors between original and fostered nestlings
AR CR AU BB LG B1) % Frequency PR JEL (R IS 7] 7
RS I 1] LL 4511) %
R Cable B3] Preening  {#1/# Extension yk37 Stand W ;(ft b
FT Parent child 51.5 35.8 8.0 4.7 55.1
S F Seme 48.2 39.8 6.8 5.2 49.9

x T FTMXFHEREEHE

Tab.7 Body measurements of parent child and seme

51914 Normal morph (n=2)

NF¥3{E Dark morph (n=2)

AT Weight (g) 45.4
A length (mm) 118.1
24 Gape (mm) 22.9
K Wing (mm) 61.1
JE K Tail (mm) 17.3
P9 9" Primary (mm) 417

BHE Tarsus (mm) 29.8

45.4
117.4
23.1
60.9
16.8
41.9
28.9
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