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Abstract

With rapid global environment changes and growing human development,
studying the distribution pattern of biodiversity at various spatial scales becomes a
very important task to conserve biodiversity. Taiwan is an island with wide elevational
range and is very suitable to study distribution of species richness along elevational
gradient. Previous relevant studies in Taiwan seldom included bird species richness
data below 1000 m. | conducted this study in old-growth forests from foothills to Mt.
Ho-Haun (183- 3110 mas.l.) in central Taiwan in 2009 and 2010. | established 32
sampling stations to investigate community compositions of birds and trees along this
elevational gradient. The objectives of this study wereto (1) investigate the
distribution patterns of primary productivity, bird density, bird species richness, tree
species richness, and energy consumption of birds along elevational gradient, (2)
examine the relationship between bird species richness and primary productivity, and
(3) test three assumptions of energy limitation hypothesis. In this study, | estimated
Leaf areaindex (LAI), an indicator of net primary productivity, by measuring leaf
coverage. Results show that both bird species richness and LAl were hump-shaped
along with the elevational gradient. However, tree species richness decreased with
elevation. Results support energy limitation hypothesis and its three assumptions. |
conclude that energy availability isa very important factor in determining bird species
richness. Inusing LAI as index of primary productivity, | also discuss some
corrections about the measurement of leaf coverage and the value transformation,

which should be useful for future studies.

Keywords: bird species richness, elevational gradient, leaf area index, primary



productivity, energy limitation hypothesis.
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&k A5 f R (biodiversity) 5 e @ E Fk o d A PHEAY KB E
#REE RBEABE S FAFEFe TRE- B B EF AR A G
WEREBALY TE 2 2B CREZRR - behRTE R nT S RAYE A
(Speciesrichness) t 4 3 + cras # R | (heterogeneity) = & 24 4+ 23 4 i & RETR
BAB R AT F X BB R0 BBk A P S BB I aE b d gk
RPN o HIR A AR o ARF AR RO AR B 0 L AR
REVER RO AV - R R T P RE R R A R RIER
TR 0 I 2 S IR E B F 33 R AE - Gaston (2000) A & fE A T
FRR(REEAAP) ARBEHFRA (PR AR £ - £OF%) 2

Tp R RS I B Rt LB

PRy BERRLAFTETRDEERRARG ¥ A RE TR T LK
AR - HEREPFRAEFRABRFRE DRI gHE AR D
1N 4 P (Stevens 1992; Brown2001) » » 5 A3 S5 B AE § A AR
¥R R IR % i 5% (Navarro 1992; Paterson et al. 1998) - iz &> Rahbek
(1995) 5o 90 e f 3 R H S HF M > § T L HenB R E P EEF R BB A2
R 2 g % (hump-shaped) ~ # el % > B IR f AP = 7 % % Bl ik 21% - Rowe
(2009) =% B & M (Utah) b Feie (70 Al L8 cnd g IR Y
B g a4 5 e Gk B T o Marini (2011)4p 1 o' P % 7.1 (European Alps)
PR AE R AR IR ks # o Williamset al. (2010)% R M B
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LR B BB TA 4000 2% 0 F Y F Z T AF I T EY ey
Fd ooEm R ELRFL RIS SR (7 1993 FakH_ > 1995) -
Lo TEFTEFGER BELPIIFHAFBETA SRR R
VRO il 3 RS o i3 AT (FF ek 20035 3F § 2 % > 2004; Lee et al. 2004;
Dingetal. 2005)® > 35 £ 8L R enb i BE 5 & LA AR P § RS kA
FORTEFREFFrALY GRS LY AHF FEF T AR~ MARIER o LA
Ding et al.(2005) %7 3 % ¢ » Ptk o Bl 5 0 K E i 1400 m > 30 ¢ BT M
AR R G 2 R T AR R 0 B R T F 3 200
m> ERNEBERFARGRL LGSR G R RHG R

P L_#FIH':“T’B"’,%%@‘J ’*;Fjl*‘d‘*ﬁ'*”*”%é 'HOR A PR g N o

TERRE R R AR PRGN - KRN IR BT
FHNNFE o - a F o - b RATR BB BV AT R PR ETE
(Wright 1983; Gaston 2000; Ding et al. 2005; Storch et al. 2006; Williams et al.

2010) - ¥4 2 BE F ¥ &N - BT R ] oniti £ (available energy) £
Ll ® P47 A BicenE & ¥4 (Hutchinson 1959; MacArthur 1965,1972) - @ 3
P A FrfIr i BE A s RN Ao %d b TR LT X B i
SRR AL R E R o Fltpe ko o B F A i R R4E
- A_= F e (solar energy) > ¥ — B &_4 A& s (productive energy) (Storch et al.

2006) > T F L K MIEHBRTLT AL HEHRWIEBRG B oL FORER

1 s (Blhof i @ % ) Fla BB MY 5 B hA F 5% (Rohde 1992; Allen
etal. 2002) - & I ¥ 11422 A& 4 (primary productivity) & 7 2 > ¥ ;g:} B2
e ad A4 ORGRF B E oAkt A4 g SP Rl s R TN

g Bind o @ BB 4 Pk S £ (Waide et al. 1999; Mittelbach et al. 2001) -



-k A A AR ARNA S 3N G el B R T g
4 2 4 (net primary productivity, NPP)# g 25 # jE @ % » @ % B R 2k A 5
T B ikyp e { % & 40 £ (actual evapotranspiration, AET) ~ e 4 385 A 5 4F
3P R E 5 ff 4 dic(leaf areaindex, LAI) ~ & 20 & fi fefldt B 3 < R A P
¥ (biomass) ¥ ¥R & fp B Ead A 4 hdpfpihe gt vt M gt R R R
=Rl sk O TRCE S PR 1p #i(Normalized Difference Vegetation Index,
NDVI)o 27 7 F & adf3d 28 7P MLwEind 24 AARPR O T
EARE AR RIS E R A EL PR AL REFOLFER
g2y (Dingetal 2005) > & *F F a2 FAETE DF FEAAEY kpoard
Bof GRlEk o PR E RN LT Bedkeb et a2 A 4 almic g L o T A AT
THRALPREURAAAR 23 FRFEG A BRl o R AP

A A i .

Watson (1947) = & £ & % a‘ﬁ&‘{ TEHErdpdaftraErE e f
froe Hd L - H HhE s AT E-H 1 FAESFEF PRI ORE ~ F
WERd ) » GF T Fdi st &4 ohE & 359%(Gholz 1982; Bréda
2003) o Ft o E G fidp e AR kg Y o - wURITAR Y £ & 9
Sl s kR F R NP S ARIE AR EE G gk E o R jF S
FRAF &R 2 2 B eni B 47 ap * {4 (Chason et al. 1991; Smith et al. 1991,
Dufréne& Brédal1995) - 2/ 3 # ¥ it T 2B A ®REF ¥ > P TREL LN
EFHOR EREFPFRERRALTOM B 2R ERAZF O HW AT Y 2 R
ke ® FiRg G A Renfl A2k (FFig) » 2006)  Flpt AR E R a1
p Levy & Madden (1933)% # 2 L% = 33 % ;2 (point quadrat method) #72 & ! &
Eofdpcpl €202 > M ARG § P EHELE BlEar i) o Levy &

Madden (1933)# 7% % cHBE4% > 3 42 h A H_Aifsh i 223K £ 3 441 (vertical pins)



ke ALT] g fE L B (S ] R L ek L S A RS S B B
=72 o Groeneveld (1997) 1 gLtk > A A2 % ¢ “TRIF R F £ % A (cover
repetition) (& kRt > LB o k¢ B ERF T 8) & A gt
B 1% 5 ff rig 5 (contact frequency) > # ® 12 N; 4 57 2- (Goodall 1952) - £ ] * T
71 5% % (Norman & Campbell 1989) » % RE} & %3 ¢ HE G fidpdc -

N; = LAIixK;
% 7 Kj &)k iz dic(extinction coefficient) - K % I & E£ R 7| 258 £ 7 4L aq
vk TR BRI E A A E G (s 4p M (Thomas &
Winner 2000) - &2 7548 7 ik £ 545 52 0 (2 94 i 4 su3t ET—,?F\ e JE EE )k
% #i<(God & Strebel 1984; Campbell 1986; Wang & Jarvis 1988; Campbell &

Norman 1989) -

B AEAE O REARE P EIRRAPE D AAERERE Y B €7
F2E @I % | (clumping)#4 # (Nilson 1971) » » ri}u‘;g BB e R o F]P AR
FraRdwme? > B LD RS f'?j!{ TIEEL gk(Smith et al. 1991;
Berbigier & Bonnefond 1995; Kiniry 1998; Thomas & Winner 2000; Nagel & O'Hara
2001) > # 3 J& 1R AR Ki 00 Bigdk o B Y g H KRR B 5
AR X EEKIEEARY AERMELR RS R RRRAR O
FARaPAEHL8 0 FPrRL KEr 2 gz i@y §d ok

P82 K k% * o ¥ b £~ 5 (Lang 1987; Sophie 2003) 14 i¢ #* % £ & % & 3*

(quantum sensor)if & & & i®* 3 »xif b+ (photosynthetically active radiation, PAR)
fte g k2 BT E G Fip Ry ¢ S 47 2 ik iR Beer-Lambert T iE
kFHBHGAKE > LH kL Rk E R il B F A

Fre 2 it o a3 2y (Campbell 1977; Groeneveld 1997)#& | » ik

FTEIRREB KR Y P KET 05 ki~ * > & Thomas & Winner



(2000)5573 B ¢ 0 AR AR I i R o AR Y F Y hE R Aok ¥ A e
Fh A RARF RO REE 0 F]P ATy E ¢ e Tk il 2 05 &
M W BBk E G fhdpfic A R i BT IB 9 R R
RAM R (50 S RGEAFF I ARPBEFFSERTR T EE 5 DApH B
fho BRERGEA LB fpihehE o fidp il AP 7 F L0 RE G A
SRR EREE S8 /Y S L - S
IMREARPREFBAEER 0 0 E B ER B4R fhoeE v 47
Wright (1983)#-4 & & f4 M % (species-arearelationship) (Preston 1962) -3 ¥
"EA L RS TP aE RIS SR TR AR RS
(species-energy theory) % j& ff 4+ fE5 % A& - » A Ta B s (energy
limitation hypothesis) » it £ P24 B2 E @ B F] 0 — B B fra & B i B483 > »
PR A I i ARG ’i'ﬁ»ﬁv%ﬂz”& gLREB AL G RING
kR4 Ak R BEEE REES o B2~ 7 (Williamset al. 2010)32 5 it

TR T AR Y B R e AR %t Bt o BB e B PUH R AL

TAE e > PIT G0 R AR A IR0 s Rt AR o (D & H A2
A4 B ,ﬂ‘%gziga‘zié'_.iéjﬂié'_i e Ry i@%”?é_—,ﬁ’iﬁ"’fﬁziﬁ
HEHLRALI LM Q) YR AERARALY AT RE R AL AN - &

Dingetal. (2005):#%7 7 % » BB A% £ F @ &0 B U BGpF - FIRE 5§
FAEEF RS A A4 2 Bl A SR AT R T iR
Baeilt- HIFEAFELFEBF FRESGANERLY L LG EH AR TR
e s % o Dingetal #4H F T B RFEAMFH O R EFREAL Y BH LN
H- i B4 B2 M UAIM GT 0L iE S R Btk R rUiER
7% 5y F]& o Dingetal (2005):n 5 - » ®BOTHR BN T REERKZEH
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A G RE EH RO A B A E Y B Tt s
PMEZHBBE PN EFF Y iR T 6wk 32BN AP (R
- JeaFiH R d 183- 3110 me iz 32 B B b A W 4 2 ARRE R R A (183
243 m) (4 BPfrzk) (62 ¢ AP AHRE ) FRREEL R § HEEs&T
EESFAL Y (646-715m) (4 BEfEzb) (52 ¢ GHEES HEF) R 48
B R Y R F (1286- 1600m) (8 BBtk ) (152 ¢ HALETFHRE ) 3
HET S B & B 42 TR (2010- 2215m) (5 BB-fRaE) (162 ¢ f fioh kR
T ¢ B OB A B2 H % B E(2680- 2874 m) (5 BBk ) (152 ¢ ALE E B
BT ) MZ ) F FF L (3103-3110m) (6 BBk ) (8% @ GH 4 %

ﬁ%%

AT EZ 2R BN 3000 2 2 o Flp kb EHEAGE S 7 SU
(19840) “+# T i3 4p HF ~ FHREHRT ~ HEHRF B — T HHT 2 HT
ul%%@%g’?; %ﬁﬁ#gjiiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ%oipiﬂ%égﬁé

A B B A R deT

(=) Biphd
ARFRAFTGLE00mMILT o AT P i A P ARE R P A
(Moraceae) 5 i (Ficus) £ 44 (Lauraceag) shte ++ 5 B4 %3 - 2 R B¢ 7 kF
* (Ficus fistulosa) ~ # % +3 (Ficus septica) ~ 12 2 jZ ¥ 3 (Ficus irisana) ; #-4%¢ 2

A fw(Machilus zuihoensis) £ = 3+ F g (Litsea acuminata)

(=) twheted



AHRBAEAF YL 500mE 1500me AFT G ¢ it koL EES R MA
EEE R o M EES R AR fl(Fagaceae) & R e e 5 A ERE AL
1 &3 ®k £ 7 ##(Pasania harlandii) 22 £ & %

(Castanopsis cuspidata var. carlesii) » @ #-#1 3 & 7 & # 1z (Cryptocarya chinensis)
£ % #2(Cinnamomum subavenium) ; jEEf B~k 5k fo H 0 B0 L2 f il e e i
BECBIPFAIRP R CLETE R A R A E LR

(Pasania kawakamii) » @ f-fL 03 & 4 48 5 7 %rfp (Machilus thunbergii)

]

(Beilschmiedia erythrophloia) ~ 4 2 &£ ¥ 4w (Machilus japonica) 5 ¢ b » B35 4a

#* (Cupressaceae) s ﬁ (Chamaecyparis formosensis) 7= gt 3= it 5 R4 o

() #HF
ARBRAT N5 1500mE 2500 me AFT 7 ¢ ik & G IR JEEE R R I
BERF  EFRFURPERLIPOEFRERES c DL RS RS
ol BEER RLPREEEE - REERFUEPOBEL E AL B
oo H R L AL an% £ A7 A & 5 (Neolitsea aciculata var. variabillima ) ~
]

Penk bz s ERREEY L ERP A -

(z) #H:—Z4HF
ARFREASTNLE2500mE 3100me AFT 5 P i A S HERT 0 2P
¥~ 4L (Pinacese) i1 - /448 17 (Tsuga chinensis var. formosana)*+ +£ 54 & & g4 > @
TR e P F R R 1 4 A L (Symplocaceag) i 3 L Ak
(Symplocos morrisonicola) ~ & #*(Theaceae) 725 ¥ #4 + (Eurya glaberrima) ~ 2 %

w7 §(Celastraceag) sh4m & # 4 (Microtropis fokienensis) = i -

() #1H%



AR REAT 5 3100m oo kY P il & Lo F R PR R 0L B

Fexb o § P rugaflan S84 12 (Abies kawakamii) 7 B £ B e b A o

(=) HHARF
AHARAT G5 2500m 3 3100 Mo 2 2 3100 M 2 b G TR o &
P et i Aol F EREOIA B § ¢ £ 4§ (Gramineag) 1 L

(Yushania niitakayamensis) = #4344 -
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MR GREL e d RIS RARY Y o BRI A K BRI ST A
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1. 5+ (Altitude, ALT) @ E8 X §F 5 P> g BofRrb e 1515 me = poy

GPS(Garmin GPS eTrex Vista)** Jx it 245 e G Bria L (s 8 T35 .

2. #a¥ % & (Tree speciesrichness, TSR) : 3+ & 15x15mtk=> ¢ %75 9% 2 /&

<t 1leme ® A+ %3 L5m stk fEdk o

3. E & ffdp #ic(Leaf Arealndex, LAI) : ¥ & fii g #c i d 2™ 2 34 (Norman &
Campbell 1989):* & @ 7 o
N; = LAIxK;

RN S S EAE 2 RIF AR S S M AR B
ﬁ;tl‘/]? rafd g o e s KR 5 Tk o (extinction coefficient) o i 2 7 g
(Campbell 1977, Groeneveld 1997)#% | » A2 F i 5 B B & § £ ik ix ¢ K
BEFLO0b Rk A A ig* 05 KRl 2y 4 ¢ anl )k thle o ¥ ¢
SRR AN L S NPE A =iy v}*Jc (HRREE > 199 ; #r47 > % > 1997 5 M
F4% 2007 # A g w2008 Repr % 0 2009) § ¢ ¥ 6 k4 ik

it 7 o S R R A B B0 6] (R AL 4) S 3 010 chp AL o

RN T A TS RATL A RATL B R AT 0§ iR 7 13

AP FF AR E Y P AP AR EE LI E S ST TR

ad

2 Bk b iig e F ﬁ?“f"ﬁ\-"“x‘f%‘__ e IR = WA o i 3 B T

Lo

#HA~ % & (Tree speciesdensity, TD) @ 3+ % 15x15m = @ #75 398 & j2 + 3¢

lem: & 4% B3 15mni faputAthilicr L4 & T ftA R R o

2. AHas 2 R (Tree species diversity, TSD) : s £ & &4 Shannon-Wiener

diversity index (Krebs 1999):+ & :

11



H'=-> PixIn(Pi)

PR AR R R PG ¥ IR o o 2IVEHEN % ¥Te A

Jodnt B o

3. 4% % = (Tota coverage layers, T-C) : 3+ ¥ #7F L3 A2 R E K = o

4. Tia% ¥k = (Mean of coverage layers, M-C) : 3+ & 74 £-8 &k 2 T30F ¥

5 ¥ &K % ¥ & =< (Herb coverage layers, H-C) : 3+ & 0-05m=Z-3  =x s 35%

6. i#AK % F A& = (Shrubcoverage layers, S-C) : 3+ & 05-3m=-3 k =x T 35 %

7. =%k % ¥ % =% (Subcanopy coverage layers, SC-C) : & & i P4k 5k 2. = 5
BRI - o ted MBI TR ER o FERERPNEE RS TR EA

,

=N ©

8. #t= % & E k& =t (Canopy coverage layers, C-C) : & & BBfkkz #t5-A& & A

P - oo MFHETRE R PR R PR TR

9. &£ % 2 £ & (Foliageheight diversity, FHD) : x££ 5 2t £ & £ 1V
Shannon-Wiener diversity index 3+ % » 2 0-2m =2 & = chT3o% ¥ & < § F
B ko 2AMEE KT IRE R E TRk o et BB L3P k=

12



ARE g R

10. & A4 4~ T 3999 3  j&(Mean of tree diameter at breast height, M-DBH) @ * #

LA

B e (FEF 5 B L3Mjw) chi gz LT 350 o

U\

11 A x99 % & =% R % ¥ (Coefficient of variation of tree diameter at breast

height, CV-DBH) : B~k b ¢ h h 459§ £ (S eifif 404 12 2 358 -

12. & & {64 4,59 § %75 7% (Total treebasal area, TBA) : 3+ & 15x15m = 254k = ¢

TR E AT AN lome F AR B LEm e A Ee ff 0 LA h
F A RMES 9B U o ff o

13. #+= & & A (Canopy height, CH) : B~5 sp B = @ eropip B 2% > 3p)
BIEHLREETRIBR

O BREENZ

I

EMEEALW200 E = P By T ES T ERER A RERF OB L
Bop MIaFLB AREFE 0 A A S N1 7 gk #2 (point counts) (Buckland et al.
1993)it TPt apE ¢ EMER TR GE LA Ad v 2B A AR (BT -
FaEg okl FlE) HiF 0 Fmn _a:ﬁ Aan F R NMEAR AN NG SRR
HOoOHEHMWIIEPFHAERE T AHEA AL T TEET O SHPEEER R
SR AT e m 3 A B PR B AR e s VBT L p b o
B1iFe A ALEAT -PREYAE- A Ay AR BIREY P BB
BERAREER P NEF O ARBEAF AR - KRR A RDFRED L R

1A

FoPfRib LG A 16X BEWAETH > 2 F 2 PR - BT

13



BEApl  MpREA S ERAnd AR E S PP FE IR MR A1 TR
ppdia 150483 p I 3 PFREFT & - BoiRAEE X IBT 6 4480 EPRF
P T B FERI P, AR Bl SR B2 B A B Ak e
R Y R ORI S ek K BMEN B4 2 B oEEga] i 10

v

m & e §E o

5 %% ¥ 2 & D (No/ha) 2 ™ 7] 2 542+ & (Reynolds et al. 1980) :

N x10*
7xR%xC

BONZFIEREE R P e b i C O R FLAHLZ(M) o L

% 5% 7 7 R(1993) % F 4§5(2006) sh A o R A AT 4 A ah
S (- ) 218ra L C RIS BN RS Sl R B IR E R A

FRb AR A0 6 68 N BT M 1 S B L 2 e fE o

ERERAE D 638 F BEfkab g L R OA (diversity index) s § 845
3 & (evennessindex) - 5 #pst B & 41 * Shannon-Wiener diversity index (Krebs

1999) » 3+ & N 4T
H'=-> PixIn(Pi)

H' R AP RS S R R S PIZ SIS HSHEFREHER TR 2

Gl om KA R AT

S i 4 B sk enf fdc o

PP b A E T Rk A AT 4R 2 & 4R 5(Leeet al. 1999,

14



Shiuetal. 2005, %] 4=% > 2010)% ¢ FF BIFH > #F L FRIFTR DL > B35
* Dunning (2007)% ¢ 05 588 ¢ T o AT T ATREIINEM o B F ;ﬁd b
ZEH BRBEL TR S E R R Lee ¥ £ (1999)3F 4 ¢ #rix 412 1 |48

ﬁ?%o

B bR RS EHE FANG) > ®RT A Nagy (1987)#14k M & K P 5 4
FENE - BB MaE p g
i i) 4= £ (KJday) = 8.88x # £ " (q)

EFE - BRRWaE p A SRR o NHAZER AP REDTRPRT AR

(g

o

S AN A TR L PN e T S A
F 3 W

T ?c LA 7
B 43 4% 2 Microsoft Excel gk &3+ 5 a4 > 700 R2.12.0 si3- #rfg:e (7
MOS test (Test of Mitchell-Olds and Shaw) (Mitchell-Olds and Shaw 1987) 14 %

Kruskal-Wallis one way ANOVA (Kruskal & Wallis 1952) s 3 i 4 47 o

MOStest Az4s T s * *0 i it 2 4= F fonk > S0 R E A TR R E TR CER
(stabilizing selection) ~ z_w % #% (directional selection) ~ 1 2 4 4 :E # (disruptive
selection) e ip3& o A7 ¢ o 1% MOStest kBl 5 % H 3% R ~ 54§

EHR - SETIONA SHEFENIREY CEo i EkE TS 248 0L
TR LR E DR o - SR AT 2 2 R R TR e B R TIERI W b A2

FoOTHRPIFAEASGARCET ERI AP - f AP M U 3 4pBE - & AR g o

RMAETT Y AP M R2120 § ¢ 4L 1 MOStest shistyt A 45 4 ¢

(package) > #- — & 4T F AL 7 A F kR 0 H 5 & B3R (null hypothesis)

15



LB ALA F rIER] D s & (Y = a+ bX + cX?)2 & iE (hump or

pit) > € 7% AFHX)d ) BB B FEREFLITFE > B R A NHRERAE
B BRI E PR A B MR FE A F OB RR 8 AR Y
H P oSSl F AR S 1 p<0l # R F AR E ] B2 iR

B Bk (A 5 K

s
[aad

EIA

N

SEIF A THEREBR T 2 =5 fREK(C0)
P ER O ARG e Wk R G B R s T o

*F 3§ ¢ o Kruskal-Wallisoneway ANOVA i & §38 * % fgip (7 5 Bofk b
BHEHART RIS S FlF > d R ARF2ZFhL Bl o - Adr N A
i Ptk R2.12.0 ¢ LT kruskalme chfiit A 454t e o AT Y g AR
Kruskal-Wallistest » &} il 5% 5 8% > B PR TG AT RAKRY R
T HFLR ORVEFLRELBAF 2 F i £ f(multiple cpomparison) % #

LR TG ABRARTZIF LI FHEFLE A M RPIE R Aod - 0T o

16



-~ E¥ERHSES
WEFAEe SR AT 424 1264 0 § ¢ a2l 4 (Fagaceae) ~ 4L
(Lauraceae) ~ % 4 (Moraceae) ~ % #*(Theacese) ~ % + vt f(Euphorbiaceage) <1tz 4~

LS H P LEY RS o

HHEXFROBLEEF o ARSI P RE G R ARARREES
“EE AR B @ bp ( MOStedt, p of hump at min = 0.85; p of hump at max = 0.08;

R=031) (Bl= )e AP 4 ° AMESFFBEF R B B ALES T

i

B ARTEETE3AFE ] (15xI5metRG g ) AT REG P AL

r

v

R R TR (F124) =2 RBMELE oA ERHERS Z NI LERG

_g_.
TR
mE

BRSO HG kR EF R L PR kR R R R 25

e

B AR A B A R R b e I 5 5 B ks # (MOStedt, p of hump at
mm:Oﬂﬁpmmmmmmw<ODLR%05n(@i)wﬁﬁaﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ?&
4 A4 gt R R BT A A4 00 AR GRS RO

EoffigdcToE 5 846) 8 ~ MAHA RRERF - A 20 A HE BEF -

Foho RS PR EH e SR HEST R T RN1I3AEr FlF 5 ¢ 0 A
PREACEAEBEAES CEEBRLABR CNZEARMESFNFEARE BB
EEF (AHRF) FEEFLE HEBrTFFALARFITY I HFLE
(Kruskal-Wallisoneway ANOVA, p<0.05) » & & 2 B eife ¥ igfpr e 5 £ &

17



(Dunntest, p < 0.05) (% — )« 4% ¢ 500- 1500 m £ 3100 m 2 + 2 fF chfs 35 i

v O BNRREERDA

1y

HEEEHEN AL BBA6 L 5 AT 2 ¢ ] 9 ¥ (Egretta garzetta) -

*mﬂ

1 F§(Cuculus poliocephalus) ~ # (Halcyon coromanda) ' % 7. #(Zoothera
dauma) % 5 * i & & GEH 6 o FL R 04 e TR RS TS BRIS
W3 FAT6H F Y FH A (Timaliidae) § 557 16 /8 A fasgi 5 ol n] 5 4F
e LS LB T AL TN 0 LB R E SEE R R S AR

7 o

DAY B EELRREF AP AL 2 A T % (MOSted, p of hump at
min=0.14; p of hump a max = 0.01; R>= 0.11) (Blx )eo ® ~ 4 AP sb g &7
HHARA AR T E 20NOA B AR ERNA B AR EARA A
I EEETE (THiE 5 20L48NoJ/ha ) 2o d TR R g R EHAR R INE
M (THE 5 1398No/ha ) Flpt R R > A3 AP EEREERR AR D

R ARE S TR o

B AE SR AP R RIS RE kA F (MOSted, p of
hump a min = 0.03; p of hump at max < 0.01; R*=0.47) (Bl ) & T 4B & & &
PP AR RENERRARE ML EFY O ENETRBRB IR RV
POEFHER LR ARERR LR DTIOET L 245 - MARTF

i ﬂ"H’,‘% T £3 ;i-— badl =

K
bl
>$‘\-
k“\ﬁ
=}

PR TiaE L 22%@ BAKERED S 197f;§,’

PR LA EFLHERER SRS (BFEFRTHES 1448)

18



(g

SETN BT B A AP R L P S L B A+ (MOSted, p of
hump at min < 0.01; p of hump at max < 0.01; R°=0.68) (Bl= )eo %2 & Tt p o
MARPHET P (PARBRREESS R DL B8 FH K (15
5 2502KJ day) » & 129 IRk b ST R AT B S (TI9E S

2627 KJ day) » B g FARPREA A LR X0 FRRF RN (THE

% 929 KJ day) -

BHET IO E AR PR oen® it 5N 5 RiE ko F (MOStedt, p of hump
at min=0.04; p of hump at max < 0.01; R*%=0.52) (B~ ) & ¥ a K % L Lo

BWEE 3 (ML LHTTHEL 45479) » 8 ~ K540 RlvR o

s PREYEARZA%4 F 4 B (species richness- productivity

I

relationship, SRPR)

EALRREFY G EofifpE H o A AY R R RGNS
( MOStest, p of hump at min < 0.01; p of hump at max = 0.42; R>= 0.38) (@ ~ ) - &.
TEIAETAREFERY e FlpERoe T (L H FREFES fidpicT o
B3 357 FEpEHSSPBEY AT R(THEL 1448); 0 o Fip B
b % CGEFHRFED g T o6 5 846) 5 Y 5 R R (THES

24%8) »

BAERR SN BRI BRI - KRR T A A ¢ 5 (DE s
FApBEE SRR ERALT 2P G- QL TR EL L FEFRR AR D

M iR ()6 ATERARRE LAY G AN G o

19



BT EREG Y O Eo fipE a2t £ 1 1 4p M (MOSted, p of
hump at min< 0.01; p of hump a max= 0.40; R*=0.36) (Bl1 ) & F ¥ & LERE:S
PR T (bl H E R TIE L 357) HEa RAEY BARMN (L5
5 929K day) ;s @ eE o fAp Bl F BT (AriZE T2 TI06E 5 8.46)
A

\

H*

E’er

1“‘\“
[

et kB (L s 2627 KY day) -

o

e

b

5

1“‘\“

WA BB EKEHARAE R T 4P (MOStes, p of hump at min <

0.01; p of hump a max = 0.19; R>= 0.60) ( Bl -~ )o & 4 #f i £ 442 % £ K &

(4o 4 FHF2 T1E 5 929KY day) & 48 m R His (TE 5
13.98No/ha ) ; @ te b dfic 42 B i F o % (oph A% 2 TI06 5

2755KJ day) > b #p ¥R RAEF (Ti5E 5 21.48No/ha) -

FreREge  LHEEHARRHEEFBEE AT 494 (MOStes,
p of hump a min < 0.01; p of hump at max = 0.49; R*=0.63) (B L - ) % - ® & ¢
EAEEHARAR BN (4ol F FH®2 THE 5 1398 No/ha) @ Bl ¢ % ik
FAEBEFAYFRAREK(THELS U )0 § REP B EELTARARS (40

AR RO A AR F 2 TiaE A W % 21.30 No./ha ~ 21.48 No./ha ) » B2 # &

k“\

BraEsRE™F (ToEsrn s 2448 224)-

20



- FBEHRZ A AARPA L DA F RS
AEFTP P BEGREBRYROM B AR AAER ERA s
Bl o B %FE g P RAYFAE Y AHREF (91500mag) ¥ AME G
YRR AR R LB A AR R T i > BERE IR L AL e )k 2 F (asymmetrical
hump-shaped) > i&tk ih% % 212 77 7 4p 2+ (Shiu & Lee 2003; Leeet al. 2004) - ¢
3 % »ofp(mid-domain effect)in s h— B3 § ¢ Y G R £ b R UE
v o A E b 0 2 E AL (symmetrical) shsri sk s F o0 @ R B K
e FEABIFRFBETF R 2 F #5824 4] (Colwell & Lee
2000; Jetz & Rahbek 2001; Colwell et al. 2004) - X @ > g&4efe b 37 7 973020
AR B R s v I A R e - o e g LA R A L RO R i S PR
R 2EEHKFE > Ad ARG HE RS (WwEirsd A ERE ) HEAY
BREEEL G AR AR P (FFakde > 20035 3F § 2% - 2004; Ding et al.
2005) - 3F a4 (2009)crF7 7 » "I EHFAE H AR LA FARGFR L s T
PG HEIE B REER S BN E 2 T A FR A LA # o

MR 4 R R e R

.~

PEEHEFELFRROTF 7 ORBERTHATL & PP TP e 7
+(Root 1988) » .4 *+iE & B K7 WY WEH AT WA R i
Eondchikdp e m BARPREERDOEE 1L F (5 Dfp b1 Fpt A e F
FHREEERASTROPEL 2 T4 § i (Shiu& Lee2003) » it a § 4
EE s F ok w(Venier et al. 1999) - e 32 #7 7 (Shiu & Lee 2003; Lee et al. 2004;
Dingetal. 2005):%.5 £ 45 M4 2 5 A LB KA LSS RM % 5 £ 2bdck

BR AR R S ERERAER AT R A AR h o T AP IR
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L% op s 183-3110mm§v®7$" BN RE R REAEA LY BER HREF 0D
AR FER o eRag Ry BITE S T HRFHBREFEY R R I

2% 4p % (Rahbek 1995; Williamset al. 2010) -

AAEFPFAE G RIS RMBNE BB TR AR B ERER
GUNT R @k A ES R E R b B B Ak 4% 600- 800 M 2 F chiE
BwR -EELSRFALZTIRERS - EEES F AP dr KAy Al i 5

FAEBEBFEFY AFOAMPFSFEE R o LF S KBRS RO AR
Feood WAL FREDEFIRPFE  FP A ARER DA AR EE
FAF o i E (201057 F ¢ 0 R A AP H;N (Generalized linear model,
CLM)#ZFH 4 HA PSSP REFRADEEFF > §9 ¢ 71 ¥ F N2
HE X 30 o B {3 w iR H E B2 (forward stepwise selection) i 5 3% 11 %
2 5% £ :2 % (percentage of deviance change) < % %]+ » ¥ 10+ = iRl E $ £

SREE M o {4 in(2010) T T B R AT 0 L EREFFE Y > B A
eify it %]+ (best-performed descriptor) @ # f#$# 27%:1ik £ (deviance) > F]pt g
% &(2010)e 5 ¢ o LT AR A A RMESF R E B ARG NIERIFF o A B AL
HiEpd 52 LB L REI hFE2- A EREFARPAL B AR &
AREARIEFE GRS TR RRAFT T IR AEETIRLD LG
(2010)F7 7 % ¢ HHE RS A ML B R P EL2F o ¥ {4 2(201007 3
B ATHE A A AES A F R B 34 500- 1000 m s ¢ A
B oo™ 500m T iR ke R F Bk Ma R A AL AE R R BN
WAL % > AAEF P EEF R 73542 500- 1000 m g B iR E e 4
FEB AP ARERNFZZALFEEVRS PR LI 2 ARMES
FREFREEZATFRAEFEIINRS E - FENT > AP TR A FFFY

FAFIEXINERPE A BARY R EREREM %o AMBRE F o d g
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AATENER A ZERR SR ALY I RELEY FNMBARE R
i BHRA A F) A KE (7 5 @ sl sa g (Ding etal. 2005) 0 3k 4 g ¢ & IR
RE RSN Lor I St/ 2 i LK S IR R e T N e

o FI K A d Y F %A 100-200m g PR S F E T &0 A4
BRI AT AR RRA o ST R AN E AL A P A RE R AR R A
Mo BT AMER R AEREE LT o A e kR B2 4pE 2
W o e F A RS F R 2PF A S FRDLB SRS AR R SR A

PR R G R R Y RS B SRR o

PARAGEF Y SIS FREER Rk S R A nE
PR ARFL LT hd R0 FL E o fidplc b fik2 22 G g § 7
Foas - ER 41 B F el LR £ 6 o 24 3y 5 (Whittaker &
Niering 1975; Gholz 1982; # % ~ % - 1986 tk 4% - 1994 M+ 4 % > 2007) -
EEBPEFEG ki AELE Y O ARTALAB IR - FEHEIEE
ZEG g B ARG (A 2 2 2 = 1)) M G (RS
1994) ¥ & F A FEFT (R ERDE ) b HEE Lo Mg leh ¥ d i
Aj0 FAE - EAkA 2 A4 M B gt s (RE A 219995 My 4 % 2 2007)
b 3 R EG A RS A TRITRE BFVRE Y D 2R

A (E847 2 % 0 1997 5 HRF A iR > 2002 & A R EPFT 0 2008) o 1Y
IR RE - E iR e T L YA L E G Ak R
FRECARTORMES (MFA%02007)» B A LFHES fidpledd

T H DR LR 2 R

A ER G AR A A S R s A S

B s FRES gl AR ERE RS F R G AT P 0 &
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e
3
i
fali o
W
1:&;
e
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e
F_
¥
*
853
&N
1
44_
e
0
[§)
=
»
‘_
,‘m
o
e
.\
ga
't
TR -1
=K

I Ed R R A RB o A E G b PR R A EHLE
AR REARRF > 2 WL aptek(Caopy) RERAEER K AKS 2K
FARE S Rt o AP ROt E 8 R R R TR R R B A B &2 = B & (subcanopy)
RN cEI TS TRE AP EAEFEF SRS T Y TR
$o & B e E G AE U B %k AR e jz(Monk et al. 1970; Lewandowska & Jarvis

1977; +R&% > 1994) o ipfh ez o 4 REFER R OE S SR EETET -

ST EBWRG AR AF Y Eo gl X PHEEAY - EEE TR
B2 BRBFFEPE D ARBRFF Y X kA EE R AL &SP
%1% (Waring 1983; Gaston 2000; +k K142 » 1989) o f & A ¢ I0.L T f & & 5 K
BERFREALPHM T TERELFLAA LT A RBERRER RS &
EAFLSFAFTNLL WAL L BAKY TS EIL LAY
Fodm oK ERIEE A A RERI S BT M F A4S RIER (Sul984a
Su1984b) - B kB ATFL M H o ST L FRIE PFEF I A K
Flikok @ fote 0 FI kA A K BT A SRR R [ S ER R i
FIPEPEFIEY REBREPF WL L T4 225 B4 EoF
B REES IE F] 3 B T o 0 Y R RN AR AG T4
Lottt THFiE R EHRES L - WA Fla Eo s A bod

AE Fem AP AKE RREEAN ML IR LES S L g £

= BHPEERREA L AS G

PRERREELEZF DM G - E—{}:;ﬁé%lgﬂf%\f'ﬁ“Tﬁ%ﬁm;i‘{{
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(Turner et al. 1987; Turner et al. 1988; Adams & Woodward 1989; Currie 1991;
Rosenzweig & Abramsky 1993; Tilman & Pacala 1993; Wright et al. 1993; Huston &
DeAngelis 1994; Gaston 2000; Mittelbach 2010) - fiz&= 3 § ¢ » F RAF T X f

REPAYRREELEZ 1 4p B¢ (Turner et al. 1987; Turner et al. 1988; Adams
& Woodward 1989; Currie 1991) » » Gaston (2000):% = ° ## 32 = & (geographical
scae)t » FAEFRENELZ T AT FARGFARTHRE Ly 3 NAH
J‘Ff s AR I kR % (Rosenzweig & Abramsky 1993; Tilman & Pacala 1993;
Huston & DeAngelis 1994; Mittelbach 2010) - ¥+t & 487 F %7 7 & % » Wright et
al. (1993)# Gaston (2000)z% 5 te? B 2B ¢ BT » A EATF 7 F B 4 f8

S o gy A

—=h

i ? P e PREG AL R E DM BT §

;’f }L" ’ L_iz%‘l"g\l'?\:’. ‘x‘F‘*”%é F@ﬁ;’i"’b\ik&ﬁh/i%” ,§_4#é$%mﬁﬁ7f§
BRI AN 4 R - B R st A AR B E Y R
SRE O HET B IUHBR e B R R AP B R F o o

BAFT Y RS EFLREELIEOEG A EREEFFEE SRS
H AR L R S e p iy (R 1500 M B F 0 T LR~ R FURE
DA ARTRE R AR R R AR L T8 ) et B R TRP AR
FRRT > Fiaeddd Laffdb iy g RAFHGR 720 ¢ B i
AR Rz b ¥ - 2L £ & hP TS o @ Dingetal. (2005) 7 ¥ A 4
LREFEFFBEY RO EM B2 HFH BT R R T REERY G T
- ¥ ¥ 11 %8 7] i (body size hypothesis) % ## 2+ & % - Ding et al. (2005) &%= 3 £2

e

REL AR Y e A TG AR 0 B 2R % EH S (actud
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A

evapotranspiration, AET) » @ 5 £ * ix R i B Bofh oh gyt it ip B 2§
B ofhdndc o 0t b > 277 MOStest 4 45 23 e i3 o 5 ¥ £ A F FoR A )
SEF R AR ERATEFRPN R T REE ST AU ST
(U-shaped)e 277 3 ez R4+ p E /301 2z st & U ass-
BARFRLT O AR OB EBARTEwE KL A4 > T 247 e it 0 F
PRAELFIIEFIRARIL AT ORGP AERARAL LA TR AP

M

N R S TR

Ji

EF LR RO AFE T BN AY RS EA RS A4 T4
BEcris % 0 L3 Wright (1983)4% ! ehar £ 24 B3 » iz 7 Ding et al. (2005)
ToLig F AR T enmeiE kB % 4p B o Gaston (2000)#%: ) A E HF R E R E 2R
MG TRIR R RREET A RES CRFREDREE SN Y
£ & o & Dingetal. (2005)5%= § % ¢ - * B Rendp i R R EF AR
HiEg o ey s 1 T iag L (precipitation) iz B Thornthwaite & Mather
(1957) 574 d1 e N EE > RS UF B R FATE OBk & ~ T 7 d Rosenzweig
(1968)4% o) e i 2 ;8 » JE1F 2 B t5 e 1 302 4 Z 4 (above-ground net primary

productivity) °

log,, NPP(g/m?) =1.7003x log,, AET (mm) —1.7661

1“‘\‘-'3

N

LA rE
Wl o Flpt i Dingetal. (2005)5#7 3 ¢ 0 s E A A R FAFAE LR

AR IE ST NS T BN O SN

g SRR P e R 2 B ISE RN R G B R DB

v

e FHE Y PP PR AT o X RFLFF D BN BRE N A

m m

4R e AL IR Y A B Y R E G A ek 4 B eh
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RRERR MG LRI Y TR R S A @ e

wm
B
oy
o
s
J’%F

TR R F s B ] B B R S o @ B EGE e g

R TR N R 7&5‘2:}&%1‘%% B SR TR S R E S

L] B (Wright 1083) » st 3 ¢ 4 B chd FoEH B > Fla 3 b3S ARG R

FRERREERSR

BFGRAF T BR P AR LIUIBL o8- HRF LRI AT G LT
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o~ EARPRRE FF 2 THE S #HARATD) EAE REE (SO

HEFALERFHD) M2 A2 gt 395 €5 % R lc(CV-DBH) & & & #4447 &

FaREFAR Hegs 53 L2 BHRPAFF ¥ L 2 (Kruskal-Wallis one way

ANOVA,p<005) - A a2z Fef o5 L8 (PRAE>FH LT

B FERE LR ) (Dunntest, p<0.05) -

0-500m  500-1500m  1500-2500m  2500-3100m 3100 m-
TD (No/ha) A+ %A 183333  417333% 2958.73° 4515.56 1533.33°
TSD HHEE S AR 1.21%® 1.62° 1.22%® 0.90%* 0.1
TC BREE=X 13.27% 15.252 11.31% 8.62° 7.14°
M-C TR ER= 0.83% 0.95° 0.71% 0.54° 0.45°
H-C FrERERX 1.89% 1.99° 1.64% 0.48° 167®
sc AR BREE S 102 1112 0.79° 0.48° 0.79°
SC.C ZFhRER = 0.96° 0.65% 0.54% 0.40° 0.23°
c-c Bk REA = )3 1.20° 0.80% 1.32° 0.34°
FHD FEFRLAR 2.28° 235" 2.36° 2.19° 1.07%
M-DBH (cm) * *HEF T3 4.52* 6.89% 7.29% 11.69° 9.68%
CV-DBH *REFER 0.99° 1.69° 1647 1.66° 0.90°
TBA (m?ha) S E U ER S 28.93° 127.65% 139.56% 348.55° 158.27%
CH (m) CEL TR 10.14° 16.89% 18.62% 21.71° 1359%
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LB L PR

L7z (m)
vz gt FEAHLE(M THWEQE  THEHE N
Fefd Phasianidae

4 A Lpg+8  Arborophila crudigularis 60 265.0 2

R Bambusicola throacica 50 270.0 2

THRg Lophura swinhoii 20 1100.0 2
-k Ardeidae

TEHE Gorsachius melanophus 50 414.0 4
B Accipitridae

s = H Spilornis cheela 50 800.0 4

BEEE Accipiter trivirgatus 40 276.0 4
GEF Columbidae

R Columba pulchricollis 60 330.0 4

&% g Streptopelia orientalis 100 215.0 2

RFE g Streptopelia chinensis 50 159.0 4

R¥E Chalcophaps indica 80 124.0 2

g Treron sieboldii 50 245.0 4
HFEFL Cuculidae

&8 Cuculus sparverioides >100 151.0 4

=8 1] Cuculus saturatus 100 811 4
g Strigidae

WA Glaucidium brodiei 80 58.0 2
A Megalaimidae

145 Megalaima nuchalis 80 85.1 1
N Picidae

|k A Dendrocopos canicapillus 40 233 2

xR A Dendrocopos leucotos 60 108.0 2

Sk A Picus canus 80 137.0 2
~Nd B Pittidae

N~ R Pitta nympha 50 74.3 3
Dl & L Campephagidae

Al s 5 Pericrocotus solaris 50 14.0 2
+ B Oriolidae

* K8 Oriolus traillii 60 74.0 2
¥ efl Dicruridae

| E ke Dicrurus aeneus 40 27.0 2
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Hg- (F)F g 5 o Befkeb e R AR L P v L R
A2 (M)
vz gt FEAHLE(M THWEQE  THEHE N
EX-CF Monarchidae

2 ¥ Hypothymis azurea 40 124 1
B Corvidae

™78 Garrulus glandarius 60 161.0 2

e Urocissa caerulea 70 205.8 3

pran-4 Dendrocitta formosae 70 104.0 2

%78 Nucifraga caryocatactes 100

E ¥ g Corvus macrorhynchos 50 518.0 2
# AL Hirundinidae

K Lo Delichon dasypus 100 145.0 2
o g L Paridae

Folg Parus ater 50 9.1 2

FELE Parus monticolus 50 12.3 1

F g Macholophus holsti 40 125 3
HAHE Cettiidae

B Cattia fortipes 40 10.0 2

il Cerria acanthizoides 60 6.4 3

] Abroscopus albogularis 60 59 1
LB LA Aegithalidae

= Bf L Aegithalos concinnus 30 66.1 2
R Sittidae

K LTg Sitta europaea 40 22.0 2
o Troglodytidae

4858 Troglodytes troglodytes 60 8.9 2
kg Pycnonotidae

o TREEF 48 Spizixos semitorques 30 27.9 3

v Ef i3 Pycnonotus sinensis 50 29.9 1

= 248 Hypsipetes leucocephalus 50 50.7 1
raA Regulidae

YERH S Regulus goodfellowi 30 5.9 3
A EHP Megaluridae

R ! Bradypterus alishanensis 60 9.4 3
Be P Cisticolidae

ERAA Prinia inornata 70 8.3 1
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Wi (F) g E 7 o SRk T g B L ¢ v %

A (M)

~ 5

f_ﬁ ~ ‘l‘j}i ;}'Vi‘

R4 gt HrAHAHLEM) TIHHME(Q) THME
.k Sylviidae
T 3 g Paradoxornis verreauxi 30 5.9 1
aHF Muscicapidae
i k38 Muscicapa ferruginea 20 12.0 2
S Ficedula hyperythra 50 8.5 1
F I Niltava vivida 60 33.0 2
IR Tarsiger indicus 60 14.1 1
& ¥ k98 Tarsiger johnstoniae 40 14.5 1
0 & i§ Cinclidium leucurum 60 251 1
L Turdidae
T 8 vl 8 Myophonus insularis 70 122.6 3
| E 8 Brachypteryx montana 50 21.6 2
iR Timaliidae
O viErR A Garrulax albogularis 60 75.5 1
1 e tg Garrulax poecilorhynchus 80 84.4 3
& g Garrulax morrisonianus 80 99.0 2
* % Liocichla steerii 60 31.6 1
< Feel Pomatorhinus erythrogenys 80 63.0 2
i o 4 Pomatorhinus ruficollis 60 39.6 1
B9 A5 Pnoepyga albiventer 60 12.0 2
L i B Stachyris ruficeps 70 10.5 1
XEFA Actinodura morrisoniana 40 32.1 1
AEECE Alcippe cinereiceps 40 10.1 1
BB AR Alcippe brunnea 60 18.7 1
A X Alcippe morrisonia 40 14.3 1
RN Heterophasia auricularis 80 47.6 1
FRER Yuhina brunneiceps 60 12.4 1
CEY Erpornis zantholeuca 40 12.8 5
i Zosterops japonicus 30 9.0 1
i S Dicaeidae
SRR Dicaeum concolor 50 6.2 2
TG R TE Dicaeum ignipectum 40 6.0 2

2R Prunellidae
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Wi (F) g E 7 o) e T P L L v L L R
AL 2 (m)

R4 gt HrA#HLIEM) TiomE(Q) THoME A
58 Prunella collaris 70 44.0 2
(X Fringillidae
e N4 Carpodacus vinaceus 30 22.7 1
=g Pyrrhula nipalensis 60 24.6 4
] Pyrrhula erythaca 70 21.7 1

*EUE LakiR R E S £ (2010)5F 2 L S L8

1: Shiu, H. J,, T. S. Ding, J. E. Sheu, R. S. Lin, C. N. Koh, and P.-F. Lee. 2005. Morphological
characters of bird speciesin Taiwan. Taiwania 50(2):80-92.

2: LeeP.F,, T. S. Ding, and H. J. Shiu. 1998. Body size relation of breeding bird speciesin
Talwan. Acta Zool ogica Taiwanica 1998: 47-59. (Appendix 1)

B F Ao T EER G ET SR D Efde s FE D 020100 S LTS ol £ R
g itk -

4: Dunning ., J. B. 2007. CRC handbook of avian boddy masses, 2nd Edition. CRC.

5: LeeP. F.,, T. S. Ding, and H. J. Shiu. 1998. Body size relation of breeding bird speciesin

Taiwan. Acta Zoologica Taiwanica 1998: 47-59. (Table 3)
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Mg s R PRI T A Mg 2 P LR L R Y Y oo

P ¢ Pt # ¢
Cyatheaceae ) %4
N Cyathea lepifera
Podocarpaceae  %if 4%
BRF Podocarpus fasciculus
Pinaceae ™ #*
- E Pinus taiwanensis
EZNIE N Pinus armandii var. masteriana
4547 Tsuga chinensis var. formosana
b QLR Y Abies kawakamii
Cupressaceae  p #*
oA Calocedrus macrolepis var. formosana
K %ﬁ Chamaecyparis formosensis
Juglandaceae  #F #4
+ % Engelhardtia roxburghiana
Salicaceae 1§ frft
oL e Salix fulvopubescens
Fagaceae 3L 4
+ E Rk Castanopsis kawakamii
£k Castanopsis cuspidata var. carlesii
EEE Castanopsis cuspidata var. sessilis
L Cyclobalanopsis pachyloma
P ¢ Cyclobalanopsis stenophylloides
LA Lithocarpus lepidocarpus
A Limlia uraiana
ek E L # Pasania harlandii
< EF Pasania kawakamii
PR < Pasania konishii
ERE A Pasania nantoensis
AR Pasania hancei var. ternaticupula
B oL Quercus spinosa
Ulmaceae ] f*
oL e Trema orientalis
fe 2 J:fﬁ] Ulmus uyematsui
%t Celtis formosana
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g ()~ AR g ah A gL L F L P2

# e v gt
Moraceae % #*

L ER Ficus caulocarpa

ke A Ficus fistulosa

2 s Ficus erecta var. beecheyana

EERB Ficus septica

mER Ficus irisana

<7 F Maclura cochinchinensis
Urticaceae & firf*

K }ﬁ Debregeasia orientalis

£ A% Oreocnide pedunculata

£ EFFr Boehmeria watersii
Proteaceae L Fs P At

MR £9:28 Helicia formosana
Magnoliaceae ~ + fiF

5os F Michelia compressa var. formosana
Illiciaceae  ~ & % 4

S = llicium arborescens
Lauracese  f-F*

A Machilus zuihoensis

7 ¥rip Machilus thunbergii

Bh Machilus japonica

A E A Lindera communis

LEEAGF Litsea acuminata

E ¥4 Cryptocarya chinensis

L Cinnamomum subavenium

7% Beilschmiedia erythrophloia

BEITAFF  Neolitsea aciculata var. variabillima
Trochodendraceae  * 1§ 4
4

b %&aﬁf Trochodendron aralioides
Berberidaceae /| BEF*

o B Berberis kawakamii
Actinidiaceae  FRjEF"

Theaceae # #*
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GE- N AW SR Yol SRS (LSS SN SESNS P S S

e ez g 7
=R S Camellia furfuracea
LA E AN Eurya chinensis
kA Eurya nitida
EE A Eurya glaberrima
VIES N Eurya strigillosa
=1 Schima superba
E A3 Ternstroemia gymnanthera
5 RAE Pyrenaria shinkoensis

Hamamelidaceae & #45 #*

G| Sycopsis sinensis
Saxifragacese LB ¥ 4

) =B Itea parviflora

A G Hydrangea chinensis

Rosaceae ¥ ficft

o %% ® 928+ Pourthiaea beauverdiana var. notabilis

5 BEAE T Prunus phaeosticta

3 LB H Photinia niitakayamensis

&~ o Sorbus randaiensis

o A e Eriobotrya deflexa
Fabacese & #

L Archidendron lucidum

oA e R Ormosia formosana
Euphorbiaceae = ¢ #*

v o+ Mallotus paniculatus

o Macaranga tanarius

= ?? A Ep % Glochidion philippicum

A2 0 A ER % Glochidion acuminatum

IR Sapium discolor

OB Margaritaria indica

FATESLY S Antidesma japonicum var. densiflorum

iv % Bischofia javanica
Rutaceae =% #

LoV Melicope semecarpifolia

PR T R Tetradium glabrifolium

Sapindaceae & &+ #L
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GE- N AW SR Yol SRS (LSS SN SESNS P S S

ot Pet E

He P Euphoria longana
Sebiaceae b FF
HIKE e fHF  Meliosma callicarpifolia

g Meliosma squamulata
Aquifoliacese % § #*

v AR llex ficoidea

vkt T llex bioritsensis

Celastraceae {7 #*

[ERCE=a N Perrottetia arisanensis

¥ Euonymus tashiroi

AmiE % (] Microtropis fokienensis
Staphyleaceae 4 iw i #*

- %03 Turpinia formosana
Elaeocarpaceae 1+ & #*

2 & Elaeocarpus sylvestris

4 Elaeocarpus japonicus
Myrtaceae  #* £ 4 #*

o A Syzygium buxifolium

ik Syzygium formosanum

3 %’%%—% Eucalyptus maculata var. citriodora
Melastomataceae =~ ¥ > FL

A Blastus cochinchinensis

LS Melastoma septemnervium

Ardliaceae I 4cft
o~ 4 £4%  Fatsia polycarpa

A Schefflera taiwaniana
ph i Schefflera octophylla
e ] Aralia bipinnata
o AR Dendropanax dentiger
Ericaceae  H FB - #*
Z L Fg Rhododendron pseudochrysanthum
o ¥ e Rhododendron ellipticum

Myrsinaceae % & %
| AR Ardisia quinquegona
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s ()R gk A G2 L F L R P 2 Lo

& Pt gt
LK 2 Ardisia cornudentata ssp. morrisonensis

Ebenaceae  1F w4t
Styracaceae % L A #*
Symplocaceae % A
Oleacese  » A #!

Rubiacese 7 ¥ #*

Verbenaceae 5 #LE 2
Caprifoliaceae % * #*

VISl
it A C T

bl A

L g 5
N

B A
Rk
ENNTE QN

R B EZ
A H L

ERNTRE
B R R
K

L

Ardisia sieboldii

Maesa perlaria var. formosana

Diospyros morrisiana

Styrax suberifolia

Symplocos theophrastifolia
Symplocos glauca
Symplocos caudata
Symplocos nokoensis

Symplocos morrisonicola

Osmanthus matsumuranus

Psychotria rubra
Gardenia jasminoides
Tricalysia dubia

Randia cochinchinensis
Lasianthus microstachys

Lasianthus obliquinervis

Clerodendrum kaempferi
Callicarpa randaiensis
Callicarpa formosana

Clerodendrum trichotomum

Viburnum integrifolium
Viburnum luzonicum

Sambucus chinensis

* i% f& Floraof Taiwan (2™ edition, vol. 6) -
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ez R Bk ER B

Bk b o Bl
¥ 2 ~rg Al A2 A3 A4 B1 B2 B3 B4 cCl C2 C3 C4 D1 D2 D3 D4 E1I E2 E3 E4 E5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
#A %A (No./m?) ™D 019 021 013 020 082 088 053 088 019 013 008 024 018 024 015 020 012 015 036 047 061 052 035 069 048 022 - 022 008 032 023 007
AR B R TSD 084 147 128 125 208 209 235 239 077 170 123 128 092 143 087 160 137 061 178 081 153 169 163 075 031 011 - 026 027 013 008 0.03
BRRER T-C 13.27 11.41 13.78 14.63 13.91 1451 10.05 1220 14.76 15.99 20.04 19.17 13.82 18.06 16.61 16.94 938 913 10.06 760 948 966 856 739 994 754 434 390 427 962 1163 905
TR FR M-C 083 071 086 091 087 091 063 076 092 100 125 120 086 113 104 106 059 057 063 047 059 060 054 046 062 047 027 024 027 060 073 057
FAERER H-C 213 144 205 193 226 148 099 146 259 259 217 218 207 211 215 182 151 211 143 121 127 040 022 062 062 051 223 200 211 093 143 133
EARRER S-C 109 058 119 123 066 077 035 041 093 103 172 203 129 188 157 157 054 054 063 049 018 042 030 026 073 070 053 048 053 105 084 132
cFhRER SC-C 087 107 100 092 073 075 063 065 075 078 065 054 020 086 088 058 048 029 052 046 057 056 063 028 036 015 - - - 032 061 047
Bk hER Cc-C 051 053 048 077 122 160 101 163 081 09 161 127 130 059 052 119 070 113 071 015 119 126 075 161 156 144 - 048 002 084 066 0.02
HESRLER FHD 234 223 225 230 243 243 242 236 245 245 235 220 207 237 238 226 240 224 244 240 241 239 244 208 225 182 - 007 011 227 243 154
A A E TSI F E 42 (cm) M-DBH 477 443 400 489 527 529 558 453 1012 10.10 1145 619 581 452 760 944 978 499 596 768 561 1203 874 862 894 2013 - 358 640 1394 1412 20.06
ARESRE SRR Gk Cv-DBH 080 113 093 110 125 156 144 142 309 133 151 194 170 166 194 137 153 172 191 131 168 143 109 137 265 177 - 060 081 156 126 115
A A g p B F Yo ff (cm?) TBA  48.05 2459 9.76 33.32 240.12 307.75 103.12 182.29 173.35 49.58 39.20 91.19 46.93 42.93 78.59 113.09 58.93 36.10 99.77 231.82 358.59 444.51 244.76 382.03 314.94 356.50 - 73.65 26.93 273.54 314.74 260.74
AR F & (M) CH 105 90 97 114 172 189 160 205 141 157 192 170 185 117 129 152 128 163 147 118 166 178 145 190 192 181 08 10 10 133 122 41

62



g~ R PR K B R 4 (NoJ/ha)

s RO
LA 4 gk 4 Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 Cl (2 (3 C4 DI D2 D3 D4 El E2 E3 E4 BES Fl F P P B Gl G G G4 G5 G6
- A Alcippe morrisonia 211 149 236 348 323 261 236 274 199 371 133 093 066 027 040 013 - 027 - - 053 08 171 028 - - - - - - - -
B d AA  Abroscopus albogularis 033 088 138 122 011 017 - - 277 307 130 236 153 242 360 248 141 236 118 230 206 - - - - - - - - - - -
ELE M AB  Alcippe brunnea 155 177 133 144 149 188 188 265 088 059 024 024 189 059 - 024 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
SR T AC  Aegithalos concinnus - - - - - - - - 14 - - - 071 - 047 - - 118 - - 307 253 152 101 076 - - - - - 094 024
nEETE AC2 Alcippe cinereiceps - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 027 - - - - 114 171 085 227 142 - 013 106 252 225 225
PESNIE AC3 Arborophila crudigularis 033 011 011 011 - - - 033 - - . 012 - - - 012 - - 012 - 035 053 - - - - - - - - - - -
XELA AM  Actinodura morrisoniana - - - - - - - - - - - 027 - 027 - - 013 027 - - - - 085 057 028 - - - - 066 - -
BEEE AT Accipiter trivirgatus - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 014 - - - - - -
L4l B Bambusicola throacica - 080 103 - 024 024 032 008 025 - - - 017 008 008 034 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
3 ARERY BA  Bradypterus alishanensis - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 012 012 - - - - - 025 - 013 025 025 065 012 012 041 006 006
T Er BM  Brachypteryx montana - - - - - - - - - - 017 - 042 068 102 119 119 076 - - - 018 055 036 073 - - - - - - -
E 74 C Corvus macrorhynchos - 016 - - - - 008 - - - - - - - - 025 008 - 08 102 076 018 018 018 018 018 - - - - - -
N CA  Cerria acanthizoides - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 035 006 006 012 246 215 088 234 354 177 307 354 283 318 283
B CF  Cattia fortipes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 114 028 043 043 057 027 066 066 027 080 013
k- ] Cl Chalcophaps indica - 012 019 006 006 006 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
K CN  Columba pulchricollis - - - - - - - - - 024 012 024 018 047 024 018 - 012 012 006 - - 013 - - - - - - - - -
=871 CS  Cuculus saturatus 016 012 032 002 - - - - 008 - - 013 008 - - - - - 004 - - 009 027 - 025 005 - - 004 - 004 008
E 8 CS2 Cuculus sparverioides - - - - - - - - 007 014 007 004 011 004 004 004 - 004 - - 018 - - - - - - - - - - -
Flet it CV  Carpodacus vinaceus - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 101 025 - 152 076 307 024 118 141 118 024
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ek ()~ 2 PtkaE S AR R £ (No/ha)
S LR L

L4 g L 454 Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 C1 C2 C3 C4 DI D2 D3 D4 EI E2 E3 E4 E5 Fl F2 PF3 P F5 Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
o] R A DC Dendrocopos canicapillus - - 025 087 050 037 - 025 040 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
CRES A DD Delichon dasypus - - - - - 008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
pon- DF Dendrocitta formosae 024 016 008 024 020 057 032 041 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
= 39 VR = DI Dicaeum ignipectum - - - - 037 062 - 050 119 027 066 040 080 212 106 027 053 172 027 080 053 014 - - - - - - - - - -
KA S DIC Dicaeum concolor - - - - 056 127 056 127 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
< AR A DL  Dendrocopos leucotos - - - - - - - - - 012 006 - 024 006 - - - - 012 024 029 - - - - - - - - - - -
2 E Erpornis zantholeuca 099 037 062 112 174 199 124 050 013 - - - 053 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
* 9T 48 FH  Ficedula hyperythra - - - - - - - - - 034 - 008 - 034 017 - 102 051 017 068 051 - - - - - - - - - - -
Y G Garrulax morrisonianus - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 007 - 013 007 110 167 110 078 142 126 066 083 139 123 116
G GA  Garrulax albogularis - - - - - - - - - - - - 012 - - - - 03 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ik GB  Glaucidium brodiei - - - - 006 - 006 019 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 007 007 - - - - - - -
2§ GOM Gorsachius melanophus - 024 - - 024 008 - - . - . : ] ; ¥ N N N N B B N N N N N B B Bl B B B
1w g GP  Garrulax poecilorhynchus - - - - - - - - - 007 - 013 013 013 027 007 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
v B A H Heterophasia auricularis - - - - - - - - 285 272 312 338 308 342 308 292 285 308 305 305 288 007 028 046 028 - - - - - - -
24l HA  Hypothymis azurea 448 261 472 398 211 149 099 112 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
v 248 HL  Hypsipetes leucocephalus 151 111 111 088 239 135 064 302 - - - - - - - - - 017 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
78 J Garrulus glandarius - - - - - - - - - - 012 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ERC R L Liocichla steerii - - - - - - - - 383 389 413 472 318 354 371 330 307 301 177 401 271 019 114 063 038 006 - - - - - -
9 k98 LI Tarsiger indicus - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 051 063 063 139 088 024 - 071 083 071 094
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Hidge ()~ LBtk 5 A% A 4 (No/ha)

S LR L
L4 g L 454 Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 C1 C2 C3 C4 DI D2 D3 D4 EI E2 E3 E4 E5 Fl F2 PF3 P F5 Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
4 % +kag LJ  Tarsiger johnstoniae - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 027 - - 040 - - 057 156 114 071 172 053 053 027 080 027
R LOS Lophura swinhoii - - - - 05 - - L T L T S L T S -
I¢5 M Megalaima nuchalis 044 075 075 056 152 099 084 140 123 109 126 099 116 046 030 060 007 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
i B 3f MF  Muscicapa ferruginea - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 531 - - - - 114 - - - - - - - - 053 -
A% Ml Myophonus insularis - - - - - - - - - - - 009 - - 009 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
v Eag ML  Cinclidium leucurum - - - - - - - - 112 088 071 088 077 012 047 124 112 112 183 124 200 063 069 038 - - - - - - - -
F LI N Niltava vivida - - - - - - - - - 041 041 035 012 006 012 047 - 059 059 024 041 - - - 025 - - - - - - -
% 78 NC Nucifraga caryocatactes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 002 - - - - - 002 002 - -
ES - OT  Oriolus traillii - - - 039 - 050 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
FAELE P Parus monticolus - - - - - - - - - - 017 034 017 - 076 042 034 034 - 017 034 027 - - 036 009 - - - - - -
B9 PA  Pnoepyga albiventer - - - - - - - - 012 035 035 071 059 071 083 141 - 106 153 024 035 - 038 013 063 - - - - - - -
R PA2 Parus ater - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 036 064 027 073 173 051 017 051 144 102 102
#78 PC  Prunella collaris - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 043 - - 009 009 -
T PH  Macholophus holsti - - - - - - - - - - 027 040 - 053 040 - - 053 - 013 18 - - - - - - - - - - -
AL EAEH PI Prinia inornata - 008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
EA S PIC Picus canus - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 010 - - - - 007 - - - - - 013
N5 PN  Pitta nympha 032 024 032 032 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
a2 POE Pomatorhinus erythrogenys 012 019 025 040 009 022 012 016 040 027 060 007 027 007 - - 013 027 017 020 007 - - - - - - - - - - -
REE o) PR  Pomatorhinus ruficollis 0.83 094 083 122 083 066 039 133 018 - 012 006 024 - 006 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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Hidge ()~ LBtk 5 A% A 4 (No/ha)

s 8 L

L4 g L g5 Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 C1 C2 C3 C4 DI D2 D3 D4 EI E2 E3 E4 E5 Fl F2 PF3 P F5 Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
Ao K PS Pericrocotus solaris 016 040 032 016 072 032 032 040 034 017 - - - - - - 017 - - 017 085 - - - - - - - - - - -
9 Bf a8 Ps2 Pycnonotus sinensis 263 199 151 151 016 - - 032 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 009 - - - 018 - - - - - -
+ L Eg PV Paradoxornis verreauxi - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 126 - 025 - - - - 141 189 -
ES:] PYE  Pyrrhula erythaca - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 009 - - - 042 035 - 013 026 035 -
k] PYN  Pyrrhula nipalensis - - - - - - - - 012 - - 012 012 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
TERTE R Regulus goodfellowi - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 328 - - 404 328 - - 165 731 566 236
R S Spilornis cheela - - - - - - 016 - - - - - - - - 017 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
TR oA sC Streptopelia chinensis 016 064 016 - - 016 - 032 - 3 ; - z b = : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
KLY SE Sitta europaea - - - - - - - - - - - 053 040 - 027 - - 027 - 106 080 - 057 028 - - - - - - - -
EA SO Streptopelia orientalis - 012 032 040 012 - - 008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
LA B SR Stachyris ruficeps 195 215 158 187 057 089 057 089 212 217 191 152 173 204 191 208 160 134 078 082 104 019 065 028 009 - - - - - - -
o REGH S  SS Spizixos semitorques 088 111 155 133 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
& g T Treron sieboldii - - - - - - - - - 017 076 - - 034 034 - 017 068 - 034 017 - - - - 055 - - - - - -
%5 TT Troglodytes troglodytes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 083 024 047 106 059 024
T RESE u Urocissa caerulea - - - 008 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Fndh Y Yuhina brunneiceps - - - - - - - - 083 088 106 012 171 106 230 177 407 513 189 147 212 562 587 429 341 032 - 012 - - - -
P z Zosterops japonicus 088 066 - - - - - 088 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
ARB R (M) 183 198 213 243 646 663 670 715 1286 1346 1345 1379 1460 1500 1548 1600 2215 2210 2100 2060 2010 2680 2681 2688 2774 2874 3103 3078 3122 3057 3101 3110

B R 208 205 223 228 203 195 121 209 223 215 190 191 211 198 222 197 238 257 144 192 244 235 240 148 228 166 111 59 114 222 213 119
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pir ()~ & BHEsk L 6% % (NoJha)

Bk b o Bl
LER 4 Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 B3 B4 C1 C2 C3 C4 DI D2 D3 D4 EI E2 E3 E4 ES F1 F2 F3 F PF Gl G2 G3 G4 G5 G6
ERFr#AYE A () 20 26 24 23 23 23 17 2 21 21 24 26 28 24 21 22 19 26 16 23 25 24 24 21 24 20 1 10 14 16 17 14
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