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A comparative study of autumn diets of Alpine musk deer ( Moschus chrysogaster)

and Alashan red deer ( Cervus alashanicus) in the Helan Mountains, China
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Abstract; The feces of Alpine musk deer ( Moschus chrysogaster) and Alashan red deer ( Cervus alashanicus) were
collected in the Helan Mountains, and their feeding habits in autumn were studied by microscopic analysis of the feces. The
fecal samples and plant samples were collected from the habitats of Alpine musk deer and Alashan red deer, and 40
compound samples were obtained for each species. The autumn diet proportions of Alpine musk deer and Alashan red deer
were processed using the frequency conversion method. The results showed that the diet of the Alpine musk deer consisted of
30 species of 20 families in autumn, including Lonicera edulis (11.96%) , Asiragalus spp. (10.17%) , Salix characta (8.
32%) , Spiraea spp. (6.82% ), and Leptodermis ordosica (6.18% ). The diet of the Alashan red deer consisted of 29
species of 12 families, including Stipa spp. (22.15% ), Ulmus glaucescens (21.14%) , Poa spp. (16.90%) , Potentilla
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parvifolia (11.62%) , and Populus davidiana (10.00% ). The Alpine musk deer and Alashan red deer shared nine species
of food plants in total, and the index of niche overlap was 83.75%. The Shannon-Wiener index, Pielou uniformity index,

food niche breadth index, and largest species diversity index were higher in Alpine musk deer than in Alashan red deer.

Key Words: Alpine musk deer; Alashan red deer; diet composition; autumn; Helan Mountains
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Table 1 Diet composition of Moschus chrysogaster and Cervus alashanicus during autumn in Helan Mountains

AR 2 BB
Relative density (RD)/% Sequence
R MR WU WREDE  SLE RS
Family Species Moschus ce;m Moschus ce:)us
chrysogaster alashanicus chrysogaster alashanicus
MIEL Salicaceae BEVIMI Salix characta 8.32 - 3 -
11# Populus davidiana - 10 - 5
PAB} Pinaceae HMF B A2 Picea crassifolia 3.58 - 11 -
iRt Ulmaceae WA Ulmus glaucescens - 21.14 - 2
KA Juniperus rigida 2.27 - 17 -
M TR Sabina vulgaris 0.38 - 28 -
HEARL Betulaceae FEtRF Ostryopsis davidiana 1.72 - 20 -
#iF} Chenopodiaceae KMk Kochia prostrata - 0.16 - 21
LEGRHE Ceratoides latens - 0.37 - 16
HHA} Urticaceae RIS Urtica cannabina 0.16 - 29 -
TEAEF Cruciferae PEJFIT Prilotrichum canescena - 0.14 - 23
/NEERL Berberidaceae /NEBE Berberis spp. 2.09 1.11 18 9
FEH AL Saxifragaceae INIHZSTHE Ribes pulchellum 2.57 - 16 -
TRl Rosaceae INH-4: 55 Potentilla parvifolia - 11.62 - 4
WEEM P. glabra 1.1 2.07 25 6
2 Bk Amygdalus mongolica 3.13 0.00 13 28
HHEL Rosa xanthina - 0.23 - 20
FEL Spiraca spp. 6.82 0.00 4 28
MIF Cotoneaster spp. 4.84 0.01 7 27
& LMY Sanguisorba alpina 1.62 - 21 -
WA Prunus sibirica 1.35 - 23 -
8} Leguminosae B Madicago spp. - 0.06 - 24
WK T Lespedeza spp. - 0.77 - 12
HiX8)L Caragana spp. 0.71 1.06 26 11
B Astragalus spp. 10.17 0.06 2 24
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Emﬂy iiﬁtijﬁ o LI g% BT 25 b e LLEE BT 38 I i
Moschus Cervus Moschus Cervus

chrysogaster alashanicus chrysogaster alashanicus
Ji 5 52 Melissitus ruthenica - 0.32 - 17
ARJBE} Oleaceae 4T 7% Syringa oblata 1.43 - 22 -
DA} Umbelliferae W52k A8 Seseli intramongolicum - 1.49 - 8
JBEA} Labiatae KAEHIF Nepeta sibirica 4.92 - 6 -
B} Compositae # Artemisia spp. - 0.03 - 26
K% Erigeron acer 3.47 - 12 -
FA[3% X% Saussurea alaschanica 2.6 - 15 -
/NLT % Dendranthema chanetii 3.99 - 9 -
RAF} Gramineae £3F Stipa spp. - 22.15 - 1
B#K Poa spp. - 16.9 - 3
YK Prilagrostis spp. - 0.24 - 18
FEILE Roegneria spp. 0.61 2.06 27 7
FeiE4 % Bromus inermis - 1.11 - 9
PO Elymus spp. - 0.75 - 13
S Aristida adscensionis - 0.24 - 18
PERIE} Rubiaceae SBT3 Leptodermis ordosica 6.18 - 5 -
BAFL Caprifoliaceae WEEE R B A Lonicera edulis 11.96 - 1 -
INI 212 Lonicera microphylla 2.62 - 14 -
PRl Cyperaceae B Carex spp. 4.25 0.38 8 15
HE Kobresia spp. - 0.15 - 22
HAF Liliaceae . Alliums spp. - 0.70 - 14
EHEHIY) Bryophytes 0.02 - 30 -
YA Bl Tuberaceae YR Tuber spp. 3.78 - 10 -
K22 F} Pyronmataceae i [RHBFL & Geopora cooperi var.. gilkeyae 2.09 - 18 -
22T BL Cortinariaceae LY T Cortinarius purascens 1.23 - 24 -

e i = FR RIS R PRI B 20 L)
MEYZREVE R Y A 2507 SR, R 1B Y Shannon-Wiener $5 41, Pielou ¥21 VE4E SR &4 A4 45437
GERETRRIA R T IR S (£ 2) .
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Table 2 Food diversity index and niche breadth of Cervus alashanicus and Moschus chrysogaster

= o2 T
X He s 1 LI o] iz 3% 1 g
. L. Cervus Moschus
Comparative item K
alashanicus chrysogaster

BHFPIE Food species 31 29
Shannon-Wiener Z £ 3541 H' Shannon-Wiener diversity index (H') 3.06 2.07
IR YIFP SRS H,, The biggest species diversity index (H,,, ) 3.43 3.37
5IBEFE % ]’ Species evenness index (J') 0.89 0.61
He 57 5E FEFE 8L B Niche breadth index (B) 17.29 6.78

4 it
4.1 IRk
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