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September 25 to October 15, 2004. We also tested the effects of the predation from steppe polecat (Mustela
eversmanni) on the group size of the Brandt's vole in the same study area. We used the capture-recapture
methods to estimate the group sizes of Brandt's voles (MNA). Meanwhile, we recorded both the feces and
holes excavated by steppe polecats within the habitat of each Brandt's vole colony as the indicators of its
predation pressure. We used the U statistic of nonparametric Mann-Whitney test to detect differences in social
group sizes between the colonies with and without the signs of the polecat activities. Totally, 91 colonies of
Brandt's voles and 658 Brandt’s voles were observed in the study site with 4 hm? in size. Of them, we found
17 fresh steppe polecat feces in Brandt's vole colonies and. five excavated vole colonies (Table 1). The results
show that the rank sum of the colonies without feces of the polecat was 1 096, while those with the polecat
feces was 3 090 (U = 315, Adjusted Z Value = - 3.241, Adjusted P = 0.001 2); the rank sum of the colonies
holes destroyed by the polecat was 429, whereas, the rank sum of the colonies were not dug by the polecat
was 3 757 (U = 16, Adjusted Z Value = - 3.514, Adjusted P = 0.000 4). The results of Mann-Whitney test
suggest a significant difference in predator preference between the two groups of colonies (Table 2). This
difference indicates that the steppe polecat significantly prefers to hunt in the Brandt's vole colonies with high

group sizes. They spend longer time in the colonies with more burrow entrances. This finding indicates that

the colonies with larger social group sizes result in a higher predator risk.
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Table 1 Data sets of group sizes of Brandt’s vole (based on MNA estimation), the feces marks and
the digging marks of steppe polecat

A 1% H 1 e e
e g U BRI e e | PRI ey DR RRE g UM
s o R | RS gy o | MER oy TR DRSO
KN Feces of dTJZIf)Sy ér\(;i\p Feces of  Holes of ér\(;i\p Feces of dﬁ'}%'%i/ G)r\o/LJJ\p Feces of dTJZI‘le)Sy
GsrigLe]p Polecat Polecat size Polecat Polecat size Polecat Polecat size polecat Polecat

7 0 0 10 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 0

8 0 0 7 0 0 8 1 0 6 0 0

9 1 0 5 0 0 9 0 0 7 0 0

7 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 0 9 0 0

6 1 0 5 0 0 9 0 0 10 1 0

10 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 8 0 0

6 0 0 8 1 0 7 1 0 9 1 1

8 0 0 7 0 0 11 1 1 7 0 0

4 0 0 6 0 0 5 0 0 6 0 0

5 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 0

6 0 0 5 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 0

11 0 1 8 0 0 5 0 0 8 0 0

12 1 1 6 0 0 6 0 0 10 0 0

8 0 0 7 0 0 9 0 0 8 0 0

5 0 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 0

6 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0

9 0 0 9 1 0 7 0 0 8 1 0

10 1 0 10 0 1 8 1 0 5 0 0

9 1 0 11 0 0 9 0 0 9 0 0

4 0 0 9 0 0 7 1 0 8 1 0

6 0 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 6 1 0

7 0 0 5 0 0 8 0 0 7 0 0

8 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 0

LPRIHUAGE S, K7 1 AOR B, 0 2R R IMBL; SORIIIGES], $r 1 R, 0 2R R,

In the column data of weasel’s feces, 1 indicates the groups were visited by Steppe polecat while 0 indicates not; in the column data of

Polecat’s holes, 1 indicates the groups were dug by steppe polecat while 0 indicates not.
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Table 2 The visiting preference of steppe polecat on the different group size of Brandt’s vole

RSP 1R B B SR 12 WLV IR ) P BRI 2L

SRR The vole's group not visited by The vole's group visited by " KIE Z 14 KIE P A
steppe polecat steppe polecat Uovalue Adijusted Adjusted
Trace type -valu
Bt B FEAt B Z-value Prvalue
Sample size Rank sum Sample size Rank sum
J&{T Feces 74 3090 17 1096 315.0 -3.241 0.001 2
24 Holes 86 3757 5 429 16.0 - 3,514 0.000 4
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