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Abstract: Parasitism is one of the factors that can regulate fluctuations of small rodent populations. Many biotic and abiot—
ic factors can affect parasite infections. In this study we examined the types and prevalence of gastrointestinal parasites in
root voles ( Microtus oeconomus) from field enclosures and analyzed the effects of the number of founders sex age and
time on parasite infections. The results showed that intestinal parasites of the root voles are coccidia cestode and nema—
todes; and coccidia is the key intestinal parasite; Eimeria wenrichi is a dominant species among the coccidia. We found a
positive association between E. wenrichi prevalence and the number of founders; E. wenrichi prevalence significantly in—
creased with time. In addition F. wenrichi prevalence in juveniles in high density enclosures was higher than that in low
density enclosures. E. ochrogasteri prevalence was higher in juveniles than in adults. However sex-—related susceptibility
was not found for coccidian species. These results indicate that coccidian infection varied with time and depended on the
density of root vole populations. Prenatal stress due to high density and density-dependent effects on the coccidian infection
may have a coupling effect on coccidian prevalence to the root vole populations.
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Fig.2  The temporal dynamics of intestinal parasite prevalence in
root voles. The prevalence of coccidia significantly varied with time
(P=0.002) Coccidian prevalence was higher than cestode and
nematodes( P <0.001) but cestode and nematodes had neither an

effect of time nor a significant difference in prevalence( P > 0. 05)
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Fig. 3 The temporal dynamics of coccidian prevalence. E. wenrichi
prevalence significantly varied with time( P = 0.002) ; E. wenrichi
prevalence was higher than others( P <0.001) but others had nei-
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Fig. 4 Coccidian prevalence of the first trapping period in root
voles in field enclosures. Coccidian prevalence was not different
between low— and high-densities or between females and males
(P >0.05) in the first trapping period. LF: Females from low
density; LM: Males from low density; HF: Females from high

density; HM: Males from high density
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Fig. 5 Coccidian prevalence of the experimental period in root
voles in field enclosures. LF: Females from low density; LM:
Males from low density; HF: Females from high density; HM:
Males from high density. * means that coccidian prevalence was
significantly different between low— and high-densities ( P <
0. 05) . ns means that coccidian prevalence was not significantly

different between low—and high-density( P >0. 05)

( x )

Table 1  Prevalence of coccidia in root voles of different sexes and ages ( Mean + SE)
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Female Male Adult Juvenile
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