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Tablel Theingredientsand nutritive vaue of experiment diets
(%) 1 2 3 4 5 6
Ingredients (%) Food 1 Food 2 Food 3 Food 4 Food 5 Food 6
Corn 39.0 36.0 32.0 11.0 0 0
Wheat bran 0 0 0 2.0 0 0
Soybean 0 0.5 10.0 26.0 29.0 29.0
Hay powder 60.5 60.0 60.0 60.5 58.5 55.5
Mineras 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Tannic acid 0 3 6 0 3 6
Sarch 0 0 0 0 9 9
cP 10 10 10 20 20 20
DE (kJ/ g) 2.19 2.20 2.15 2.14 2.16 2.18
CF 18.19 18. 20 18.6 18.7 19 18.9

Note: CP: Crude protein; CF: Crude fiber ; DE: Digedtible energy
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Table 2 Two-way ANC!'Asor the effectsof tannic acid and protein on BMR in root voles

Suice SS SM df F P
0 DayO
Tannic acid 0. 0005 0.0002 2 0. 023 0.9774
Protein 0. 0000 0.0000 1 0. 003 0. 9604
Interaction 0. 0002 0.0001 2 0.012 0.9883
Error 0. 2420 0.0101
Totd 0. 2427 0.0104 29
5 Day5
Tannic acid 1.2211 0.6106 2 45. 608 0. 0000
Protein 0. 2232 0.2232 1 16. 676 0. 0004
Interaction 0. 1333 0.0667 2 4.981 0. 0155
Error 0. 3213 0.0134 24
Totd 1. 8989 0.9139 29
10 Dayl0
Tannic acid 3.2280 1.6140 2 199.731  0.0000
Protein 0. 0228 0.8228 1 101.822  0.0000
Interaction 0. 4153 0.2076 2 25. 697 0. 0000
Error 0. 1939 0.0081 24
Totd 4. 6600 2.6525 29
20 Day 20
Tannic acid 3. 4866 1.7433 2 101. 95 0. 0000
Protein 0. 6607 0.6607 1 38. 642 0. 0000
Interaction 0. 3385 0.1692 2 9.898 0. 0000
Error 0. 4103 0.0171 24
Totd 4. 8961 2.5903 29
10% , 3% , 5 BMR
0 10.94 %, 10 20 BMR 0
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23.82% 23.54%, 6 % , 5 BMR 0
18.68%, 10 20 (P>0.05) , 0 29.07 %
27.71% (3

3 BMR (M+1SE) (m o2 g h™?}
Table3 BMR (M *1SE) (moz g *h™?) of root volesfed different diets
(9 0 5 10 20
Sample sze MB (g) Day 0 Day 5 Day 10 Day 20
10 %
10 % Protein
Control 5 10.53+2.03 3.610+0.326 3.618+0.501 3.620+0.447 3.602+0.544
35/’% o 5 11.22+1.98 3.610+0.622 3.988+0.553 4.455+0.415 4.616+0.335
6 Tannic acid
o% 5 10.88+2.55 3.508+0.572 4.270%0.714 4.570+0.655 4.6810.345
6 % Tannic acid
20 %
20 % Proten
ontrol 5 10.73+2.65 3.602+0.467 3.604+0.536 3.621+0.364 3.604+0.458
3% 5 11.63+2.46 3.595+0.569 3.835+0.478 3.977+0.521 3.988+0.601
3% Tannic acid
63% \||_. 5 11.25+1.96 3.604+0.633 3.930+0.617 4.127+0.647 4.184+0.588
6 Tannic acid
Note: MB: metabolic body mass
20% , 3% , 5 BMR
0 6.67 %, 10 20 (P>0.05) , 0
10.63% 11.21% 6 % , 5 0 9.05 %,
10 20 0 14.50% 16.09 %
3
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RESPONSIVE PATTERNS OF ROOT VOL ES TO TANNIC ACID

L1Junnian*? LIUJike? TAO Shuanglun®
(1 Norwest Institute of Plateau Biology, Chinese Academy of Science, Qinghai, Xining, 810001)
(2 College of lifescience Zhgjiiang University, Zhgiang, Hangzhou, 310029)

Absract : BMR of the root volesfed 3 % tannic acid diet at day 5, day 10 and day 20 were higher than that
of the voles at day O by 10. 94 %, 23. 82 % and 23. 54 %, regectively ; and BMR of root volesfed 6 % tannic
acid diet at day 5, day 10 and day 20 were higher than that of the volesat day O by 18. 67 %, 29. 07 % and
27.71 % on the 10 % leve protein diet , regpectivdy. BMR of the root volesfed 3 % tannic acid diet at day 5,
day 10 and day 20 were higher than that of the volesat day O by 6. 67 %, 10. 63 % and 11. 214 % , repec-
tively; and BMR of root volesfed 6 % tannic acid diet at day 5, day 10 and day 20 were higher than that of
the voles at day O by 9. 01 %, 14. 50 % and 16. 09 % on the 10 % leve protein diet , repectivey. These pri-
mary resultsindicated that dietary tannic acid could sgnificantly increased BMR of root voles ( Microtus oe
conomus) , and strongly supported the hypotheses that tannic acid could sgnificantly increased BMR of small
mammalian herbivores.

Key words: Root voles ( Microtus oeconomus) ; Tannic acid; BMR; Protein



