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Vigilance Pattern of Chinese Water Deer and the Adaptation
Characteristics Using Flight Initiation Distance as a Metric
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Abstract: From September, 2010 to August, 2011, we tested the vigilance pattern of the semi-captive Chinese
Water Deer ( Hydropotes inermis) with human simulated predator in Songjing, Shanghai, and results suggest
that Chinese water deer’s vigilance pattern includes hearing and scanning, staring and walking away or running
away, and sometimes they bark or stretch their necks while staring. Barking in Chinese water deer mainly
functions as an anti-predator behavior against predators instead of sending signals to other deer. Stretching may
function as a trial to tell the level of threats from a predator or function as a ritualized behavior which indicates
the health status of the water deer. We didn’t observe aggressive behavior in Chinese water deer. We used flight
initiation distance (FID) as a metric to compare the vigilance level of water deer populations of different captive
status, including captive, human supplementary water deer in Huaxia, captive, free grazing water deer in
Songjiang, and wild water deer in Yancheng Natural Reserve. The results suggest that the vigilance level differs
significantly, which means captive water deer decrease their vigilance level compared to their wild counterparts ,

however human raised water deer could be trained to increased vigilance level. Experiences with human, size of
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space, population density and the existence of fences may contribute to the difference of FID.
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Fig.1 Vigilance behavior pattern of

Hydropotes inermis
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