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Effect of Tannin Supplementation on Production Performance and Diarrhea Incidence in

Weaned Piglets
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Table 1: Effects of tannin (T) supplementation on average daily feed intake (ADFI) of weaned piglets.

Treatments
[tem SEM P-value Ref
Control TO0.15 Zn0 0.16
ADFI (g/pig/day) d0-21 525 +352° 576 +40.1° 623 +49.7° - - 1
Control T0.10 Zn0 020 T+ ZnO 0.10+0.20
ADFI (g/pig/day) d 1-14 469 491 470 514 16.41 0.21
d 15-28 700 746 695 751 30.42 0.44 2
d 1-28 585 619 583 633 20.40 0.26
Control T1.0
ADFI (g/pig/day) d 0-7 551 555
d8-14 1001 1059 81.8 0.46 3
d0-14 776 780 45.3 0.44

2PMeans within a row with different superscripts differ significantly (P < 0.05).
Remark: 1=Xu et al. (2022). 2=Liu et al. (2020). 3=Girard et al. (2018).
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Table 2: Effects of tannin (T) supplementation on body weight (BW) and average daily gain (ADG)

of weaned piglets.

Treatments
[tem SEM  P-value Ref
Control T0.15 Zn0 0.16

Final BW (kg/pig) d 0-21 1577 + 2.55° 1759 + 2.89° 17.91 + 2.45 - -
ADG (g/pig/day) d 0-21 360 + 18.7° 440 + 25.6° 462 + 21.5° - -

Control T0.10 Zn0 0.20 T +Zn0 0.10+0.20
BW (kg/pig) d1 7.81 7.81 7.80 7.81 0.01 0.91
d 14 12.84 13.97 12.67 13.37 0.18 0.09
d 28 17.70 17.75 17.95 18.65 0.33 0.27
ADG (g¢/pig/day) d 1-14 333 335 354 359 10.75 0.26 2
d 15-
361 378 394 406 11.86 0.08
28
d 1-28 347 356 374 382 9.18 0.06
Control T1.0
BW (kg/pig) do 7.35 7.80
d7 8.54 8.75
d14 9.99 10.07 0.521 0.49
ADG (g¢/pig/day) d 0-7 135 122 ’
24.4 0.46
d8-14 208 188
d0-14 171 155 20.9 0.44

2PMeans within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05).

Remark: 1=Xu et al. (2022). 2=Liu et al. (2020). 3=Girard et al. (2018).
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Table 3: Effects of tannin (T) supplementation on feed to gain ratio (F/G) and feed efficiency (G/F)

of weaned piglets.

Treatments
[tem SEM P-value Ref
Control T0.15 Zn0 0.16
F/G  do0-21 1.46 + 0.03° 1.31 + 0.03° 1.34 + 0.02° 1
Control T0.10 Zn0 0.20 T+Zn0O 0.104+0.20
G/F d1-14 0.71 0.71 0.72 0.70 0.02 0.86
d 15-28 0.54 0.54 0.53 0.55 0.03 0.98 2
d1-28 0.64 0.61 0.62 0.61 0.03 0.89
Control T1.0
G/F d 0-7 0.51 0.42
0.077 0.92
d 8-14 0.43 0.36 3
d 0-14 0.44 0.38 0.88 0.82

2bMeans within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05). Data from Liu
et al. (2020) and Girard et al. (2018) were converted from Gain: Feed (G: F) to Feed: Gain (FCR) by
calculation (1 / G:F).

Remark: 1=Xu et al. (2022); 2=Liu et al. (2020). 3=Girard et al. (2018).
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Table 4: Effects of tannin supplementation on diarrhea incidence and fecal scores

Treatments
[tem SEM P-value Ref

Control T0.15 Zn0 0.16

Diarrhea incidence (%) 10.16 + 0.11*  7.95+0.05°  4.86 + 0.05° 1
Control T0.10 Zn0O 0.20 T+ ZnO 0.10+0.20

Diarrhea rate (d 1-14, %) 9.337 3.50° 3.00° 0.83° 0.01 <0.01 2
Control T1.0

Diarrhea rate (d 1-14, %) 43% 26% - 0.007 3

2bMeans within the same row with different superscripts differ significantly (P<0.05). In Girard et al.
(2018), P-values indicate the main effect of Diet (Tannin vs Control).

Remark: 1=Xu et al. (2022). 2=Liu et al. (2020). 3=Girard et al. (2018)
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