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ABSTRACT

A total of 514 birds were used to investigate the influence of body weight and shank
length at hatch on the body weights at various ages in growing pheasant. Statistical model
included the terms of hatch and sex as fixed effects and the two covariates of body weight
and shank length at hatch. In this model, the effects of hatch and sex on the body weights
at the age of 4, 8, 12, 16 and 20 wk, and the average daily gains from hatch to 8 wk and
from 8 to 16 wk of age were highly significant(P<0.01). All the regression coefficients of
body weights and average daily gains on the body weight at hatch were also significant(P<
0.01). Their estimates were 3.05, 7.21, 13.89, 15.18 and 15.33 for the body weights at 4,
8, 12, 16 and 20 wk of age : 0.111 and 0.142 for the average daily gains from hatch to 8
wk, and from 8 to 16 wk of age, respectively. On the shank length, only the regression
coefficients of the body weights at 4 and 8 wk of age and the average daily gains from hatch
to 8 wk of age were significant(P<0.01).

Results of this study suggest that body weight at hatch do significantly affect the body
weights in the growing periods up to- the 20 wk of age, but the shank length at hatch
influences the body weights only at early age.l)

(Key words : body weight at hatch, shank length at hatch, regression coefficient, pheasant)

72 QoA BapA AEe Ede ZY], T
M E o HE 37, RI2A(LE, §5) 5 AR
290 98 Ve Ao AT Yok T B

o £ AFUGE BA/1FY UF Rzl ) AFHUL.

_1_



2 F9E 5

#o] Ar)e FAF 807 2A9] AA7|He] A3
27 g o8 F2 AFHL, 2 Felr @
F2 233 AA7A Y] B 2xe = 28n
B3iekd 2o uield WSE ZaEie Aoz ¢
#HAx AcH(Jull,1952: Nesheim 5, 1979:
North, 1984). # Ah&el 3lojA] Woleje] R84
HFo] AL A7t AFDN7A B U2 %
< A Eo9, R3] AFE Eole BAZ VM
oo} v 2 HEE FaAo] st

e SA vlgtd JFEErl =AM |47
T 23 ZHejxn it} E=F § wolele] BRI A
2 14.2~18.5 g9 WHE AT o7t 23
(FFED A, 1993) AT 2o {370
HAREo] T2 5Aol Utk AWYH d3E
(1993)2 Ho Adus7 A¥E FEF Hst A
B} At A8 FAANEE FIAEE 433 ¥
T3 A F A2zt Foolale] AFE 2 A
g gde T3 Aoyt fle Ao Hag v
Aot FdER AF(1993a)L HEA A &
7] FEE AS Y ATTAC P d7elA
1257 olddle A#e] fln, 1654 £ 205%
< F3A ASH 0.30~0.449] o] e R
2 Uehoy o 9l wER] 23t

mekx B A3 23 A5 FFo] Aelrt
F4A AFES] U dEFE ZARBY AH55H
e AT Zo)dde) AAE HESD, $FY
Helg] &R g 72ARE A Fetux 73
SR}

Mz 3 g
2 A0 o849 Aae 19944 39¥H 697

A 2% @92 TR0 AA A3RAD Aol E
AZHE FEAGHAN 205H7AN ArSSRA

Aok, HFEH ]88 AvEe 205737 A

Al Asrt BAYEE 2% 339 ¥ 514 59
A& Audct. §384L AFdEta Al
el FFASALY] 39 HIEEdr RaaedE
ez oz ASHAG. F5L FIHAREH 453

Hof BA] AFat F7del dolrt AR nlAle 9%

< FHHTE P 1% 20FF A= 8AIRE
H53 16417 25 7L HE3ld 495
. Alge 8FRMAE AldsEE iEAES] o
HolZlAl8 & FAIFY FAdA:, 8F% o|FHH
20537 & SANIANERR SASHAT.

AAEE 317 st F3hA] AAE Zoie} 9

& RAstn B3lA] A F(g), F3A] Bl Aol
(mm), 473, 8, 12, 16 2 2053 AL AA
H42 3Asn, $4718 $43A7(0~8F%) <
$4%71(8~16F%) 2 Yol 435 (g/day)
< Ao

EAH YL vt o] AFstn HAaASH
(Harvey,1975) 2.2 ¥4& 3t}

Yijxk=#+Hatch; + Sex; +5ix) + Boxa + Eijic

A7IN Yk © §4971 AF SR, v = 35
7, Hatch; & ¥#3a¢ &d(i=1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, 7), Sex; = A9 9% A9(G=1.2), x1 ©
HE3A] AFell g HEHA, 4 = AF A
AASF, x2 © F3A] Bl Zolo tid HaH
2k, B & 7ol ool tigt AAAF, epe &
Ao NID(0,0)2 7Pgsigtt. HLakxiest 4
o] e nFEAARR 7P o 2o g
f#(least squares estimates)E ¥71 & }
Hatchi=5 Sex;=0 ©2 A|&(restriction) 2 7}
& F 7 gl dd FHXE T3t

da A oa

3 A3 F7hol dolrl 847 A g
TS ZARY] A5k AFE BAZE 2 W3
FAHEN R Table 19 Vel

1FEHRZ p| ke dde gake 4,
8, 12, 16 % 205%9] AFoAM JojAd BF 1
Z(P<0.01)E #3tA vehda giien, $4
AN0~8F%) 9] d25AF 84371(8~16F
)9 dBgFAFd M= 1= F4(p<
0.01)8 HojF3 itk o) Ade FIE HE
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Table 1. ANOVA for the effects of hatch, sex and covariates of body weight and shank length at hatch

Mean square

Source

it  BW4' BW8 BW12 BW16 BW20 AVDG8®  AVDG16*
Hatch 6 4375 22402**  46529** 40718 55185  7.143** 7.617**
Sex 1 8657** 514310* 3007331%* 8679983** 10823173** 164.002** 1584.362**
x° 1 4761*  26558**  98543**  117651**  119919**  6.283** 10.336***
x2° 1 2279*  14242** 10189 10914 9331 4.541** 0.071
Error 504 223 1364 3637 4083 4258 0.435 0.903

' BWY, BWS8, BW12, BW16 and BW20; body weigths at the age of 4, 8, 12, 16 and 20 wk, respectively.
2 AVDG8 and AVDGIS; average daily gains from hatch to 8 wk, and from 8 wk to 16 wk of age, respectively.

3

wx P<0.01.

x1 and X2 body weight and shank length at hatch, respectively.

Table 2. Least squares estimates and standard errors of the effects of hatch and sex by each

traits
Effect : BwW4! BWS8 BWI12 BW16 BW20 AVDGE AVDGI16
___________________________ g e e
Commonmean 105394 333560 625.344 818517 880.638 5678 8660
Hatch(wk) +0.760 +1.882 +3.073 +3.256 +3.325 +0.034 +0.048
1st 15,628 46.723 49.106 46527 30.047 0.834 -0.004
+2.542 +6.291 +10.275 +10.886 £11.117 £0.112 +0.162
2nd 9.931 9.075 9.343 ~-1.639 -25.490 0.162 -0.191
+1.657 +4.100 +6.695 +7.094 £7.244 +0.073 +0.106
3rd 0.723 -0.624 22.314 -26.729 -22.005 -0.011 -0.466
+1.577 +3.902 +6.372 +6.751 +6.895 +0.070 +0,100
4th -0.435 -10.606 -23675 -30.593 ~-22915 -0.189 -0.357
+1.410 +3.489 5698 6037 +6.165 +0.062 +0.090
5th -4.938 -19.492 -29.869 ~20.096 -3.345 -0.348 -0.011
+1.536 +3.801 +6.207 6,576 6,716 +0.068 +0.098
6th -3.367 3.156 2.692 24,901 56.237 0.056 0.388
+1.800 +4.453 +7.273 7705 +7.869 +0.080 +0.115
7th -17.493 -28.234 -29911 7.629 -12.528 -0.504 0.640
+2.270 5618 +9.174 £9.720 +9.927 +0.100 10.145
Sex
Male 4.196 32.342 78.206 132.865 148.364 0578 17%
+0.673 +1.665 +2.720 +2.882 +2.943 +0.030 +0.043
Female -4.19% -32.342 ~78.206 -132.865 -148.364 -0.578 -1.79%5
+0.673 +1.665 +2.720 +2.882 +2.943 +0.030 +0.043

! BW4, BW8, BW12, BW16 and BW20; body weigths at the age of 4, 8, 12, 16 and 20 wk, respectively.

2 AVDGS and AVDGI6; average daily gains from hatch to 8 wk and from 8 to 16 wk of age, respectively.
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Table 3. Least squares estimates and standard errors for the covariates of body weight and shank

length at hatch by each traits

Effect BW4' BWS BWI12 BW16 BW20 AVDGE AVDG16°
Covariate
b 3.054" 7.213™ 13.804™ 15.182" 15.327" 0.1117™ 0.142™
+0.661 +1.635 12.669 +2.828 +2.888 +0.029 +0.042
b® 3.769" 9422 - 7969 8.248 7.626 0.168™ -0.021
+1.178 +2.915 +4,761 5,045 +5.152 +0.052 +0.075
t-value
by 4.62 441 5.21 537 531 380 3.38
b 320 3.23 1.67 1.63 1.48 3.23 0.28
P-value
by 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001
b 0.002 0.001 0.095 0.102 0.139 0.001 0.780
R squares
Model 0.357 0.529 0.658 0.819 0.845 0.521 0.787
xit 0.031 0.019 0.019 0.011 0.009 0.014 0.005
X2 0.015 0.010 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.010 0.000

'BW4, BW8, BW12, BW16 and BW20; body weigths at the age of 4, 8,.12, 16 and 20 wk, respectively.

2 AVDG8 and AVDGI6; average daily gains from hatch to 8 wk, and from 8 to 16 wk of agerespectively.
*by and by regression coefficient estimates on the body weight and shank length at hatch, respectively.
3% and xz body weight and shank length at hatch, respectively

*+P<0.01.
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