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BREICEDIAANAIXIDNEICH T DHE

FIRESE
T493-8001 BB —E ML ARTIL AF R LE114-1

[ZL&HIZ

H=X VT2 DL, I AR RORH#EM TEATR, INBRENOESEO L EE %
FZRWHEEDINZEZED (LR 1985, i 2003). EDIRSEIZE TNBIDEITA A~
XV Tenodera aridifolia Tl%, 126~423fH72 VDR8N DD (FEIED 1977). BEEIZL DY
<X VDI T DRI < O ESIN TEY, Fagan (2002) 1T BHEICLD <%
YOI THIHBELESMEL TLD <X, I~FVINEDEFENRF LORRET 5 H
T, BEIZIDHAEEE R L.

HETIMOEMIL, SNDADEMBIMONDOERELZ 5255 2505, A EIOFHE
LTI, B~FVDINFEDMITH AT Monema flavescens DEF=C Y EHEDMAINEE T, BIH
ICEDEEDNOEIEAHZAIENTE, BHENPINLITMSENDOEEZEL 5.2 TWHEEX
iz, BHEINEH T T DM A S BRI, FREH TIIRWVLODOFZEITD 72
W ZZT, HETOMOEMDNSNDMDOEMBICE DL A B 2 T EHDHE-
MIFELT, HEHTEL RO oloA A <XV DI T2 BEIC LA RIS\

~7z.

FEMBLIVHAESE
A e B IR P RIS DA R T | B X, S S BRI B X O B R —
T, BYIZY X Pueraria lobata 72E 0 MAEMHEID, HHNILALT L IEX Erigeron
canadensis R°BAZTIIT THF I Solidago altissima 728 INESG HE M ~7=. Fim, AX A
Pleioblastus simonii 7&E D0 5350 /A 737 Rosa multiflora 728 DIRAR DL, 3L OHT ¥
T Salix gilgiana °FF X T X S. Subfragilis 2L CHERRSNDY X REEREN, 2oL
BIZEENDDBHDLOTEEREL Tz (e 1988, 771% 2001) .
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FAAEIL20054F 38 8H~4A12ADME 6812017, 3 VPR EL-BIEKRA~IDRE
RN LAESTH=FVINELIRL, H DT TIREA L DFEOL DN, HHARIREL, HRH D
IREETORmILRELI. Fo, 6H12BDOFETIL, 3A 8A~4A 1A DMIZH~=FVD
IREEAFER Lo HUIRIZ R > TODIREAERL, R0 o7 IRgEE LIV CTHRERZ R~ 7.

AARZHOL <XV INEIZ T2 BEOHEBELL, EEOBEDIIMIA T — Sy
M@ CREBFZHES, MRGEOBRESRINTOAERICE-T, BEEHDVIIH
EEIOHEBEOHELZ I I~ )OREICE T A E A INEL-.

S

L =XV OINEEHR D RE

EERICLHEE, FTHROGHEEARELBEE, BLORRIN TVEIEAHIL
ELZ AARZH (RN, HE, TE R/, KE, Xk, BH) TOI<X)DINENTS
ERRICLAHBOBELI T, MRBEREICIYaUhT Parus major, ¥<HT P.varius, 37
5 Dendrocopos kizuki, 7~ 7 N F A Corvus macrorhynchos, 71/r A Garrulus glandarius &
BEORENRHEINT (B SOXME)IIZTE 2002, HEE, AR, @K, BN, @ - B, &
A FME).

2. PREEHRINIA~FYDOEE
EBOHEBRERINAIFVIOBIAAI~FY, ~NTul~<xY Hierodula
patellifera, T2V I~*Y T. angustipennis ol (MR, FA, BIR, B, fil- S,
HH ).
FEH TEHR I CIVERINTINEL, A<V OLONRT3ME, ~Frah~<FIDbL0
25 8{E, FH8LEZ o7

3. AAH=XVIREDOH L5

PRFEDFHFEHFTDO LM L E13113.8£40.4cm/Z o7z, FRIEDH>7-IPFE (N=35) D
Hyih b i, 128.5+£33.7cm, BRIED > 7- RO FHH E & 1X115.2 £ 41.4cm (M=37)
T, WA OBEEITITAE ERENHY (Mann Whitney U-test, 2=3.26, £0.01), H#hi_E & 70cm LA
Tizdhorz SEDIIE ST R TTIEL, MBENSHERINLA 7. 7238, 15)IZINEDKIEDE
K, BRIEOHENHW CERD T
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4. BEOWMBEZZ I -A L <X VINEORIELHRDK

lal® 1bIZBHEICLAHREZITHLIAEMRINIA A A~FVDINEDFTEETH
5. INHOMNG, EIIIIEOFHLEICHLINERRLEL TITRDILTWDEEZE X b, E
BRI, RELZINEOI LW ERE S BEOLIE (£ 1) T, FLEICINTIEEALTE-T
VWRDaoTz, [ 1aldi Y ay 7O/ AET, HEMTHEBR O Y av h 7% MR LIZZIC
W LTz v PauhTiE, EOFOREOMLEIH7-IFEICHVFTE, TR0 oEnbLIf
FEREL TV, —J, B IR REHRIZBWT, ARV AT B RSN
Tedb LR S (F i A FAE) . B ladif &I B SImEESNEICE DN,
Ib TIFEHINE AR WO TS, Wl AR ICITHENR ZHD28, Wing 1BD&T
BV, WELTINEN O R T2 BEE R E T DIO0REEEELZ 81T, BRI DR
BIZTER o7z

X la. ¥V ayhT I LA RIE.
Fig. la. Predation marks of a Great Tit on an ootheca of a mantis.
[ 1b. NRYH TR L DI RIS

Fig. 1b. Predation marks of a Carrion Crow on an ootheca of a mantis.

£ U, HESNIIBROMAREL R, 3OICXK S LIS ERE L, PEOHAE
WEMTZ. P, MELHICHFO IR HEIN TRY, FEOHAIRNS L > FEIE
PREFRFROZE, MREOE, HEEEOPEEDELE IThH-72LbEZONIN, 4 EO
FENSHM T HZ LT TERD -T2

BFEARLLTEEL T, fiREZIT TORWNAA I~V DIgE 1{H)51%, 58 58 IC8h{EH
SELTZR, BT DI T, FHBRRE D P EOINFE 2B DINTSE LA 7. F
72, 6H 12 HICFHEM CINEL /oA A I ~F VDI THDH L, HEROE) 7= 1EH TS
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{LDRBIAH DT, HRIRENH-7-IE ETIIPNERITAK I ANREL TEITEL, Sk
DFEBNIEL, PIZFESTODLDIIIRNSE DO BB CElah o7z, 7D 3EDINE
T, AVAF T LVREHEEND UM EE 2000) FAEBIOREDRBAHERSN
2. AR E DRV IIE TEORIZS N Do EINNT, F A ORE TIREDHAINE
B RO oTT28, R TER) T,

R
L BRICEDHBRREFSICLDE
BEFED» S BRI LD LRSI IRB~DBRRIISEIOREM THLE RSN, B
BIZX D =X ) DIPEA~ O RITFFBRLH DO TRV L BHERR TE T,

£ 1LRAESRNOAA AR INE~OHRBLUHREERE.

Table 1. Rate and extent of damage from pradation in each census route.

HRE HRENADILOMEHERE
AR FER  IREOK Pradation mark WaE®R Extent of damage with pradation mark
Census Date Egg Predation
route (2005)  capsule " i3 rate (%) 1B (%) $(%) 34 (%) #
Existence Nonexistence Low Moderate High Total
A 8 Mar. 31 14 17 45.2 2(14.3) 9(64.3) 3(21.4) 14
B 19 Mar. 8 6 2 75.0 0 6(100) 0 6
C 21 Mar. 4 0 4 0.0 - - - 0
D 24 Mar. 17 8 9 47.1 2(25) 2(25) 4(50) 8
E 27 Mar. 1 1 0 100.0 0 0 1(100) 1
F 30 Mar. 8 7 1 87.5 1(14.3) 3(42.9) 3(42.9) 7
G 31 Mar. 1 0 1 0.0 - - - 0
H 12 Apr. 4 0 4 0.0 - - - 0
1 24 Mar. 0 - - - - - - -
&t
74 36 38 44.4 5(13.9)  20(65.6)  11(30.6) 36
Total

1&; BVREOBAIR. SI#EE SOV TI~OBEEHEIREN

Low; Damage is low. It is supposed that there is not influence to an egg.

o hEEOCHAR. BENHETREEINTVDS, BYKDOIRZEoTVD

Moderate; Damage is moderate-intensity. It is reaches it inside, but it is supposed that a some eggs are
remain.

M BEOHVEAE. AREMNELL, NEAEHISERITESS, IDIFLALHDV NI TR THHER
ENTHD

High; Damage is high, Sponge part remain with like so peel, but most and/or all of egg are predation.
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FAEH TR LZINEITBHICA I FIDOEDOTHY, ZNHITH T A A FEITAT. 9%
(35,/73) 2> 7. Fagan(2002) DHFFETIL, KEFEHFHLAF 2L FIZERTIRE DD
<XV Stagmomantis limbata D JNE\IRt T HAX A B A Aphelocoma ultramarina
Bonaparte L ELT- B RIIIO%Z o= HESN TVA.

SREED M EEi, MEM TR E CEB T 54V ~FVOEIREEICH
KTBLEZON. HREZTINBLZTRDSTINETORIOFEHDEZ, vV
ARy TRE LT, AT HAO BENEEBTARECRAEZITRIES Vo7, 1T
BB MORELZIT T O TIIRVDEE 2B, Fagan (2002) DFFFEIZRW TS, A
BRI IREEOZ T2 2T PROEEDFH D, HREIEDST-Z L2 BEL TB.

2. BB I=FVIDSMIZEX DR

50 5RBLV 6A12BDFET, MREZITTVRWIIETIZINN L L=, ikiER
ERFEUEOLDTIINEBBEHL, SMERHLNLRD o722 800, RIZVAE DR
VHEIEBRRARE Lo TROMBINECTERERETAOEH O TVSAREMNE I ON-.
7o, BEICEDMARMIZEXINTEIZEL TORSTY, SIBZDORDORARLICEEBL T 5
LU o7z, HBVNES LTS IEDIIEAN TRAZLTREMENE 2SN, LiL, 2507
IRERAFER 32857 EBIL, S EII ThR) 7.

MRIRICBEAL T, 722 0B AR BICIAHEELEN TY, S OBREL DEE L (R
RV & RITET, ZTORITHBENIZINENDOIIHH TS LG REFEICES LD DL
Exbh, LK EbAEIORE T, PREU EOMBENSALN30ME (41.0%) BNEYL
B2 A A <X ~DBEFETH I LE XL,

A EIOFEIZL T, HIHOH <XV EGRL BHEEFMOMIC, KE/2HEBEERNHLL
DRI NI

#
AEIDRETIE, 747 TEEPLRIAFETELED, GIIRERTOEAERIZELDTRA
ARBNTENC, E, BB, BEMRCE, SZARMEE, BRE—, BFEA, THELR, NAE
(E+FIE) n& RICHHBEEHEBERVVE 0 WIhoR 2 Icb LIRS sa L LT3,
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AAREHOOINELE, BRICLD XY DOIIEICNTIHAEDEET, HREREICIIIVard
2, ¥Y<RAZ, a5, NIRIHFR, BT REN), EROESREBENI. RE)IAEBEE P.LLUTHR
~fz, BRICEDEHRSNDA A <X Y DI T DB EFIL, RELINEDLT.9%IZHHN
. BRICLDMBERITINELZ T 2T B TESITEDENHY, ZIHEBROTEE
HIZE o THELBLEE X b, i, 12l B BB RICEDEEL RN TH, SMHBORELOBE
(AR VHER) B RITLT, ZOHITMENIZINEADINH D NI S LS REFEIZELLYD, HERED
HDORA=FIDSEICH L TEREEL 5 2 TV k.
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Predation damage of birds to the egg capsules of mantises

Takayuki Akatsuka
114-1 Higasitsuchitori, Kitagata, Kitagata—cho, Ichinomiya, Aichi 493-8001, Japan

Bird predation of the egg capsules of mantises (subfamily Mantinae) was confirmed by
observation records from different areas of Japan. The bird species responsible were Great
Tits Parus major, Varied Tits Parus varius, Japanese Pygmy Woodpeckers Dendrocopos
kizuki, Carrion Crows Corvus corone and Jays Garrulus glandarius.

The predation damage of birds to the oothecae of Chinese mantises (7enodera aridifolia)
was studied along the Kiso River in the Chubu district, central Japan. The predation damage
was confirmed in 47.9% of the oothecae examined (A=73), which suggests that bird predation
imposes a considerable strain on mantises. There were differences, however, in predation
frequency between the heights of the oothecae, with greater predation of oothecae higher
from the ground. It is assumed that these differences are atributable to the behavioral
characteristics of predator birds, such as foraging behavior.

When the oothecae are damaged, they lose a buffer against the outside environment and

the eggs and larvae cannot survive, even though they survived predation.

Key words: Egg capsules, mantises, Predatory bird



