36 1 Vol. 36 No. 1

2015 1 Acta Ecologiae Animalis Domastici Jan. 2015
1 2 1 1 1 3%
b b b b °
(1. , 471003;2. , 4550003
3 s 810001)
L ] ( ) . .
50 . ~ ~ N 2
18%.13%.11% 8%, . \
o ) : (43%) >
(25%) > (14 %) > (7%)> (3%, .
L ] ; ; ;
L 1 S811.6 [ 1 A L T 1005-5228(2015)01-0070-06
4 p)
o I ',
s s (8]
[6,7,9-15] [16-20] [15, 21-24]
[1]
1978 ,1979 o ,
[z-s] . ’
’ ) [25]
. , DNA t2s] ,Harris & Miller*”
. £z Schallert'™
[3-5] . ,
(Pantholops hodgsoni) . R
b [0] o
. . 80
0 0 1
, 80% 70%
o 1.1
% [ ] 2014-03-08, :2014-04-26
L ] (30500073,30870370) ; (No. 2006-N-152)
[ 1 (1975, ,
E-mail: pingsunny@msn. com
* [ ] (1959-, B s s

E-mail: xqzhao@yahoo. com. cn



1 s 71
. 99°35", 37°05, 3 240 ol ;
~3 270 m, ~ s ’
R . , 06.08.10,14.15,22.,26.27.28.33.34.35.39.
. 377. 10 mm, 1 484.5 44 .50 15 , 1312 ,
mm, —0.5 C, 125 d, 21 50 C ) .
1100 h (5~9 ), 1.2.3
, (Popalpigena (relative
lindm) . (Stipa spp) . (Leymus secalinus) | density, RD),RDi R
(Sabrotanoides bunge) | (Potentilla spp) . RD1 =( /
(Stellera chamaejasme) (e8] )X 100% .
[} ’ ’ :i
s o 2005 . 06,
12, 30 hm® 08.10,14.15.22.26.27.28.33.34.35.39.44.50
[26] ,
1.2 , 50
1.2.1 2006 9 ,
, 67 RD
2
’ 2.1
1.2.2 N (
‘ ", 21 50 D, 9
Anthony (1974)"7, ) ( )
, 2 2 7, 5
’ C ’ 3, 3 . 2 2
o 5% 5% (1: 1,
. 3, 2 1 1
3 min, 200 s
, 1 1 1, 1
° : 1, I B |
) o s 43%,
20 , %
( b 25% b Ay
) , ' : 14%.7% 3%, 5
’ N 92y D
), ( ’
2.2
s )
[30-32] 2 ’ N N N
5 . 50
60 C 24 h, 2 g
’ 20 .60  .100 (Carex tristachya) . (Le-
’ 0.15 mm 0. 30 mm ontopodium leontopodioides) (Poa in-
. dattenuata) 18%.13% 11%,
R 100 2 min,
3 h , 8% (koeleria crista-
) ta). 7% (Thlaspi arvense L) . 7% (Ko-
200 3 min, .
bresia humilis) | 6% (Agropyron cristatum

Linn) 6 % (Leymus secalinus Georgi) ,



36

1

Table 1 Food items of Tibetan antelope in September

Family Genus Species
Gramineae Bromus Bromus japonicas
Gramineae Agropyron Agropyron cristatum Linn
Gramineae Stipa Stipa sareptana Becker
Gramineae Stipa Stipa purpurea Griseb
Gramineae Achnatherum Achnatherum inebrians
Gramineae Poa Poa indattenuata
Gramineae Koeleria koeleria cristata
Gramineae Elymus Elymus nutans Griseb
Gramineae Gramineae Leymus secalinus Georgi
Com positae Lactuca Lactuca tatarica
Com positae Heteropappus Heteropappus altaicus
Compositae Taraxacum Taraxacum dissectum ledeb
Compositae Leontopodium Leontopodium leontopodioides
Compositae Leontopodium Anaphalis lacteal
Com positae Artemisia Artemisia scoparia
Com positae Artemisina arayi Artemisia waltonii
Leguminosae Melissitus Astragalus polycladus
Leguminosae Melissitus Melissitus rutenica
Leguminosae Melissitus Oxytropis glacialis
Leguminosae Thermopsis Thermopsis lanceolata
Leguminosae Thermopsis Herba Abri
Rosaceae Potentilla P. multicaulis Bge.
Rosaceae Potentilla P. bifurica.
Rosaceae Potentilla P. anserina L
Scrophulariales Pedicularis Pedicularis kansuensis

Scrophulariales
Scrophulariales
Cruciferae
Cruci ferae
Cruci ferae

Ranunculaceae
Ranunculaceae

Umbelli ferae
Umbelli ferae
Cyperaceae
Cyperaceae
Boraginaceae
Boraginaceae
Labiatae
Labiatae
Caryophyllaceae
Gentianaceae
Liliaceae
Iridaceae
Polygonaceae
Thymelaeaceae
Rubiaceae
Plantain
Ephedraceae

Chenopodiaceae

Pedicularis
Pedicularis
Torularia
Torularia
Torularia
Aconitum
Delphinium
Bupleurum
Sphallerocarpus
Carex
Kobresia Willd
Microula Benth
Microula Benth
Elsholtzia
Elsholtzia
Melandrium

Gentiana

Allium

Iris

Polygonum

Stellera
Galium
Plantago
Ephedra
Axyris

Pedicularis alaschanica.
Lancea tibetica
Torularia humilis
Thlaspi arvense L
Descuminia sophia L
Aconitum gymnandrum
Delphinium grandi florum
Bupleurum triradiatum
S. gracilis
Carex tristachya
Kobresia humilis
M. tangutica
Microula sikkim ensis

Elsholtzia ianthina

M

Dracoce phalum heterophyllum

Melandrium brachypetalum
Gentiana dahurica Fisch

Allium tanguticum Regel

Iris ginghainica Y. T. Zhao

Polygonum sibiricum
Stellera chamaejasme
Galium verum L
Plantago asiatica L
Ephedra mohnosperma

Axyris prostrata L




2
Table 2 Relative density (RD) of plant species in feces
RD RD RD

No. Species RD value No. Species RD value No. Species RD value
30 18. 064 21 0.762 26 0.076
25 12. 805 32 0.762 29 0.076
35 10. 899 11 0. 686 38 0.076
45 7.546 50 0. 381 2 0
13 6.936 24 0. 305 7 0
48 6.707 8 0.229 9 0
31 5.793 12 0.229 14 0
47 5.564 18 0.229 16 0
34 4,954 36 0.152 22 0
46 3.43 41 0.152 28 0

4 3. 049 1 0.076 33 0
23 2.515 3 0.076 39 0
20 2.058 5 0.076 40 0
17 1.372 6 0.076 42 0
27 1.372 10 0.076 44 0
37 1. 143 15 0.076 49 0
43 1.143 19 0.076

’ o

Note: Three valid decimal numbers are kept,and numbers before speciecs are sample codes marked in september.

3 ’ N N N N ’ 34 2 % H
N N N N N ’ 41. 7 % 5
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90.55, . 14 ; 14.3%( 3.
3 14 NN
Table 3 Relative ratio of stem, leaf, fruit, flower in 14 species plants %
Species Stem Per cent Leaf Percent Fruit Per cent Flower Percent

Brome 31 4.5 0 0 9 4.4 0 0
Thlaspi 1 0.1 0 0 90 44, 3 0 0

Taraxacum 17 2.5 0 0 0 0 1 4.8
Plantago 23 3.4 0 0 4 2 0 0
Leonto 0 0 168 41.7 0 0 0 0

Gracilis 14 2 0 0 1 0.5 3 14.3
Carex 234 34. 2 0 0 3 1.5 0 0
Agropyron 46 6.7 21 5.2 9 4.4 0 0
Achnatherum 23 3.4 33 8.2 9 4.4 0 0
Poa 82 1.2 29 7.2 9 4.4 0 0
Koeleria 36 5.3 59 14.6 4 2 0 0
Elymus 13 1.9 26 6.5 6 3 0 0
Leymus 44 6.4 19 4.7 8 4 0 0
Kobresia 74 10. 8 14 3.4 0 0 0 0

[1.3.3335]
[36]
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Eating Habits of Tibetan Antelope in ex situ Conservation Based
on Fecal Micro-histological Analysis

SUN Ping' ,GUO Yuping®,XIONG Jian-li' ,ZHANG Jiliang' , WANG Zhan-bin' ,ZHAO Xin-quan®*
(1. Animal Science and Technology College, Henan University of Science and Technology , Luoyang Henan 471003, China;
2. College of physical education , Anyang normal university, Anyang, Henan 455000, China;
3. Northwest Plateau Institute of Biology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Xining, Qinghai 810001, China)

Abstract : By fecal micro— histological analysis, we studied the diet of Tibetan antelope in Tiebujia are-
a, Qinghai Province,then compared it with these in Kekexili Natural Reserve, and tried to find the possi-
bility protecting antelope via ex situ conservation. Comparisen between fecal samplesshowed that four kinds
of species Carex tristachya, Leontopodium leontopodioides, Poa indattenuata, and koeleria cristata were
the main food diet of Tibetan antelopes in Tiebujia area,accocenting for 18%,23% ,11% and 8% of total,
respectively. Anyway, stems of C. tristachya, leaves of L.. leontopodioides, fruits of Thlaspi arvense, and
flowers of Sphallerocarpus gracilis, were the most favorite parts in the food of antelopes. Other families
accounting for higher proportion were as follows: Gramineae (43%), Cyperaceae (25%), Compositae
(14%), Leguminosae (7%), and Cruciferae (3%), respectively. In conclusion. Tibetan antelope showed
similar food diet of monocoty-leden in Tiebujia with that in Kekexili area.
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