a2
rizrsr it
1 i &p ¥

Fisheries College of Jimel University

RV Rk T R O M BE . $ R BRI
lb\'ﬁ%?/mj

S, FEU, §RE, R, ¥, KkERX
(EXEKXE, K=EFERE, 82 JEi] 361021)

CHREH

0.5+ 100-
?’5 0.4+ =
KX IE 5 AR ARHHEE B K X SRl g A KM B g0 £
ﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%%m,Miﬁ?#ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ¢%5ﬁ S -
HEEKTE, ASMEIMRA MBI & mR LR SR K % o- 2

:'EE ° "0 24.61 28.49 33.74 37.5 44.06 48.39 53.92 24.61 28.49 33.74 37.5 44.06 48.39 53.92
HH K (%) B H K (%)
12-

HHE5HE | -

A B RAADREREARERR, SMMXEH
ABERR, BHl T7MEFREFEER, ERRKEDA A
24. 61%. 28.49%, 33.74%, 37.50%, 44.06%, 48.39%F053. 92%.
/“—&\IEIXS/\EE, /—/\5226 Eﬂﬁ—l- (O 009g) iﬁQIA%HH 24.61 28.49 33.74 37.5 44.06 48.39 53.92
77d E j’jﬂﬂﬂ_”jgﬁﬁﬁé 50% H* E—/A’ uiﬂgﬁﬁhj 24.61 28.49&3%4@37;&55244.8/?)48.39 53.92 : : %ébﬁﬂ{zz (%> : :

I]]:EEO

ek
(\©)
-
|
\O
|

W
|

S
MDA (nmol/mgprot)

CAT (U/mgprot)

-
-
l

53 A& B Bk A s L AT A e | AL RE DRV 2N
Fig. 3 Effects of different protein levels on the liver
biochemical indexes of bullfrog tadpoles
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Fig. 4 Second-order regression analysis between metamorphosist
rate for bullfrog tadpoles and dietary protein levels
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Fig. 1 Second-order regression analysis between the final Fig. 2 Effects of different protein levels on mean

body weight for bullfrog tadpoles and dietary protein levels weight gain of bullfrog tadpoles



