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Table 1 Composition of winter diets of red deer nnd roe deer
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DTGB ).

Hfx
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12 1 | 2 3 M F
E L ' | I |
61,0 50,5 52.7 35.4 46.0 100
% Populus spp. ) 26.6 7.4 28.4 15.0 L0a
18,8 16,6 18.6 21.8 10.1 100
¥ Bewula 3PP. 81,5 33.8 46.7 34,7 44.2 100
. 8.6 1.9 1.1 . 13,1 B.7T 04.7
% Salix spp. T 1.8 T 1.3 T « 62,5
irs . 6.9 11,9 7.2 7.3 8.7 100
A® Tilic amurensis 7.3 31.8 33.2 16.7 24.5 T
: _ 10,4 T 1.3 T 3.2 B4.2
MEFE Quercus mongolica 7.2 1.8 6.4 4.7 1.9 93,8
*EHAE Sambucus coreanc T 2.0 1,0 2.0 1.3 89.5
.o T .T 4.1 1,5 62.5
HEyd Aralic mandshurica
T 1.6 T 2.4 1.3 80,6
Wi Acer tegmentosum 7 = T - - sis
; _ 1.3 T T 1.5 T 73.7
E®F Corylus mandshurica T T T - 1.0 T 5.0
#F Corylus heterophglic L.2 T T 10.6
Podus asiati T T L1 T 65.4
nE e T T T T 12.8
. T 1,0 T T B3.1
p magck =
W N¥ Podus i T T T r T 3.8
N8 Tilia mandshurica T T _ T _ T T 78,8
T 1.6 T 2.2 1.4 €8.8
WNER Acanthoponox T T T L, T T 63.1
senticosus T T T T T 56.3
w¥ ¥ Pheliodendron T T 31.6
T T T -
amurense T T T T 12.5
B84 Acer mono ’ T T 15,8
T T 28.3
Wi Maackic emurensis T T T T T 31,3
] . T T 15.8
S5 T Syrings amurensis — T _.T T 5
M EF Evonymus pauciforus T ; T T 10.5
T 18.8
. . T T T.2 13.4 5.5 84.2
Lk Pinus koraiensis T 1.2 3.5 6.2 2.7 T5.0
kit Larix olgensis T T 10,5
T T 1,2 T
X Carex app. T —_— . 2.1
* iy T T T T 37.5
B 100 100 100 100 100
100 100 100 100 Ton
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¥ 2 SEREAER A S i B 5 4 A E B T Y A 1) 3E k(2 >-0,05).

Table 2 The selectivitiea of browsed plants by e, 5 BAAahESpnESY

roq deer ond roe drer 0,65, KL EHRK(0,89), D

E**' 8| ® HEMESMNEECINELZTH R TI

Tozd-o.  €2.02), AFESMANES R E £k
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Table 3 Nuiritlonal composition of winter diets of red deer and
roe deer {Dry matter basis)
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s I
sty - Em AwN . | &

EMlin=12) |+0,30/+0,15 +D.13|-D.15

A 1
2 1 2 3 THMN
ERAR
cP 8.08 7,95 8,10 8.04 8.04
8.79 8,22 8. 46 9.390 8,47
cC 94,14 43.89 34.00 93,24 33.79
32,01 32.58 31,30 33,12 32,37
51,55 - 51,85 51,82 &2,08 51,80
ADF 51,52 ‘ 51.76 51,77 51.47 51,83
c 25.23 ! 29.74 28.31 29,19 20,37
28,41 | 28,57 27.58 27,98 27,64
HC 14,31 ! 14.38 14.29 14,88 14,41
16,47 15,68 18,43 15,41 18,00
21,60 21.58 21,68 22.25 21.80
ADL 24.45 22.54 23,52 22,84 23.94
.28 39.19 3.25 32.21 32,98
DD 35 i - Lt L]
M 23,82 51,27 25,89 31,27 l 30,28
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T 1 c
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BRE—FRE EXHIAEBNAEE, AR, BEX ERMESNRBNEE— ST
Y6, ALIE TP AR P80 Ah SR AU TR SE A v A M TR ZE L T 2 e B v B R 4R 1)
T3 ¥ B AU 17 94T TOT 2%,
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5o B ITECEH Y BB 2R T B B A 4 (R /2t 2o BE LR, e M BR A B Btk 55—
113, 4cm, TG EHHESS—172,6cm)*, HIL A &M RORA SERHHLE, B0 T E
RUNA7E B 2 LS E BEE — B EN TR Hanleyil Ak R R 4 1Y Mk
AR AHHEETHRAGRENRD Y, ERFR IS SanESRREEREAT
. AASHEARHESOSHARAEE, THNRNSDNZS SRR TRHABELSE
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COMPARISON OF WINTER TROPHIC STRATEGIES
BETWEEN RED DEER AND ROE DEER iIN DAILING REGION

Chen Hua-Peng Xiao Qian-Zhu
(Depurtment of Wildiife, Northenst Forestry University, Harbin

Comparison of winter diets of red deer and roe deer showed that the
plant spzcies in winter dieis of these two animal species were primarily simi-
lar, but the percentage of each plant species was significantly different, Prin-
cipal foods of red deer and roe deer were composed of 4 plant species (Po-
pulus spp,, Betsla spp,, Salix spp, and Tilia amurensis) and 3 plant specics
(Betula spp,, Tilia emarensis and Populss spp.) respectively, Red deer had
strong szlectivities to ligneous plants compared with roe deer, A significant hd
negative interelationship was found between thc selectivities of plants browsed
by red dear and the content of hemicellulose but wasﬂt for roe decr, Crude
protein and acid detergent lignin were lower and digestible dry matter higher
in red de=r diets conpared with roe deer, These two animals species showed
a certain overlap in food niche and red deer had broader food niche than
roz deer during winter, Roe decr might intake energy through an approach
different from that predicted by the traditional theory in winter,

Key wards, red deer (Cervus elaphus), roe deer (Capreolus capreolus),
nutritional strategy, niche breadth, niche overlap,
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