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Establishment of Crossbreed and Comparison of Growing Performance
for Commercial Korean Native Duck

Kang-Nyeong Heo’, Ji-Hyuk Kim®, Sang-Ho Kim, Bo-Seok Kang, Chong-Dae Kim, Han-Tae Bang,
Jae-Beom Cha, Hak-Kyu Kim, Hyo-Jun Choo and Eui-Chul Hongar
Poultry Science Division, National Institute of Animal Science, RDA, Seonghwan 330-801, Korea

ABSTRACT This study was conducted to investigate the performance of crossbreed Korean native ducks for production of
Korean native commercial ducks which are adapted to Korean environment. A total of four hundred eighty ducklings (1-d-old)
of crossbreds from A and B lines (derived from National Institute of Animal Science) were used in this work and divided
into 8 treatments (4 replicates/group, 15 birds/replicate) with 4x2 factors (4 groups, AA, AB, BB, BA; 2 genders, male and
female). Ducks were fed diets based on corn-soybean meal for 0 to 3 wk (22.0% [CP], 2,904 kcal/’kg [ME]) and 3 to 8 wk
(18.0% [CP], 3,002 kcal’kg [ME]). Body weight of AA group was higher than BB and BA groups (P<0.05), but there was
no significant difference on body weight at 8§ wk old. Body weight gain of AB group was the highest among groups (P<0.05),
but there was no significant difference on body weight gain among crossbreds at 0~3, 3~8 and 0~8 wk old. On body weight
gain, feed intake, and feed conversion ratio, male was higher than female at the age of 3 and 8 wk old (P<0.05, P<0.01). There
was no significant difference on uniformity and livability. However, production index of male was higher than that of female
(P<0.01). These results may provide the basic data on growing performance and productivity of crossbreed Korean native
ducks for the production of commercial Korean native duck.

(Key words : Korean native duck, crossbreed, growth performance, livability, production index)
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Table 1. Ingredients and composition of basal diet

Ingredient 0~3 wks 3~8 wks

Corn 57.10 61.00
Wheat bran 2.30 10.30
Soybean meal (CP 44%) 35.80 18.10
Corn gluten meal 1.60 7.00
Soybean oil 0.90 1.00
Limestone 0.45 0.70
Dicalcium phosphorus 1.40 1.00
DL-Methionine (80%) 0.10 0.05
L-Lysine (50%) 0.05 0.05
Vitamin-mineral premix' 0.05 0.05
Salt 0.25 0.25

Total 100.00 100.00
Chemical composition
ME (kcal/kg) 2,904 3,002
CP (%) 22.00 18.00
Methionine (%) 0.43 0.38
Lysine (%) 1.21 0.77
Ca (%) 0.73 0.63
P (%) 0.64 0.56
' Provided following nutrients per kg of diet : vitamin A,

1,175,000 1U; vitamin D3, 225,000 IU; vitamin E 1,900 IU;
vitamin K, 891 mg; vitamin B;, 50 mg; vitamin B,, 2,250
mg; vitamin Be, 750 mg; vitamin B, 600 mg; Ca-pantothe-
nate, 2,500 mg; niacin, 15,400 mg; biotin, 110 mg; folic
acid, 30 mg; Co, 50 mg; Cu, 1,750 mg; Mn, 36,000 mg; Zn,
24,000 mg; I, 600 mg; Se, 25 mg.

Calculated values.
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Table 2. Body weight of crossbreed Korean native duck at the
age of 0, 3 and 8 wk old

Weeks
Treatments
0 3 8

AA, Female 47.6+0.33"  937.7+13.5%  2,483+21.5°
AA, Male 49.7+0.37°  964.2424.3®  2.718+25.5
AB, Female 46.5+0.48"  940.0+21.2%  2,480+60.7°
AB, Male 46.6+0.11°  1,006:14.2*  2,827+33.7%
BB, Female 47.8+0.21°  896.0+18.4°  2,453+23.3°
BB, Male 4724079  930.9£18.2%  2,741£19.6*
BA, Female 46.6+0.25°  920.3+12.9%  2.484+17.3°
BA, Male 45.140.73°  940.2+7.81%  2,766:+45.9%
Crossbreeds
AA 48.6+0.45  950.9+13.8"  2,601+54.8
AB 46.5+0.23%  973.1%17.2°  2,653+83.5
BB 47.5+0.41°  913.5+13.7°  2,597+65.8
BA 45.8+0.45°  930.247.92°  2,625+66.7

Genders
Female 47.1+021°  923.4+8.79°  2,623+19.4°
Male 47.1+0.51 960.4+10.8*  2,763+18.5°

P-Value*
Crossbreed - - -
xGenders
Crossbreeds *k * NS
Genders NS * wk

AA, A line [$]*A line [8]; AB, A line [ $]xB line [3]; BB, A
line [#]xA line [$]; BA, B line [$]*A line [$].

! MeansS.D. (n=15).

2 Means£S.D. (n=30).

? Means+S.D. (n=60).

4 Provability of contrast : NS, no significant; " P<0.05; " P<0.01.
"¢ Means with different superscripts in the same column differ

significantly (P<0.05).
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Table 3. Body weight gain, feed intake, and feed conversion
ratio of crossbreed Korean native duck at the age of 0~3 wk old

Table 4. Body weight gain, feed intake, and feed conversion
ratio crossbreed Korean native duck at the age of 3~8 wk old

Treatments BW FI FCR Treatments BW FI FCR
AA, Female  879.5+11.6™' 1,490+18.3®  1.69+0.02 AA, Female 1,556+29.1°  7,021+131.9°¢  4.52+0.13°
AA, Male 913.6+£34.4®  1,531+37.1° 1.68+0.03 AA, Male 1,755+13.7%  7,154£195.4"  4.08+0.09%
AB, Female  899.2428.3™ 1491+23.2%®  1.66+0.04 AB, Female 1,535+50.1°  6,814+51.1  4.45+0.18®
AB, Male 946.3+6.18"  1,525+6.25"  1.61+0.01 AB, Male 1,834430.5°  7,472+155.9"  4.08+0.07%
BB, Female  841.1423.7° 1,433+43.7° 1.70+0.02 BB, Female 1,564+1.73%  6,877+101.7°¢  4.40+0.06™°
BB, Male 870.2+15.8*  1,471425.8™ 1.69+0.03 BB, Male 1,824+7.67°  7,566+91.3° 4.15+0.05"4
BA, Female  870.8+17.7%  1,487+29.9® 1.71£0.05 BA, Female 1,567+20.5°  6,653+231.4%  4.25+0.11%
BA, Male 901.6+4.64™  1,485+23.6"  1.65+0.02 BA, Male 1,819450.1°  7,165+123.7*  3.95+0.14¢

Crossbreeds Crossbreeds
AA 896.6£17.9%  1,511+20.6 1.69+0.02 AA 1,655+46.9  7,088+109.6 4.30+0.12
AB 922.8+16.7°  1,508+13.2 1.64+0.02 AB 1,684+71.8  7,143+164.4 4.26+0.12
BB 855.714.3%  1,452+24.2 1.70+0.02 BB 1,694+58.2  7,222+165.7 4.27+0.07
BA 886.2+10.7°  1,486+17.2 1.68+0.03 BA 1,693+61.3  6,909+164.2 4.10£0.11

Genders Genders
Female 872.7+11.4%  1,475+14.9 1.69+0.02° Female 1,555+13.6°  6,841+73.5° 4.40+0.01°
Male 907.9+11.6*  1,503+13.4 1.66+0.01° Male 1,808+15.9%  7,340+83.3° 4.06+0.05°
P-Value* P-Value*
Crossbreed « « NS Crossbreed o o *
xGenders xGenders
Crossbreeds * NS NS Crossbreeds NS NS NS
Genders * NS *x Genders * *x *ok

AA, A line [$]*A line [8]; AB, A line [$]xB line [$]; BB, A

line [$]xA line [3]; BA, B line [$]*A line [$].

' Means+S.D. (n=4).
2 Means+S.D. (n=8).
> Means=S.D. (n=16).

4 Provability of contrast : NS, no significant; * P<0.05; ** P<0.01.
#7¢ Means with different superscripts in the same column differ

significantly (P<0.05).

T vl e Ao AtR e T-Eo] FA HlE =4 e
YhP<0.01). wuEFe] 2 Al S TES F9Ad At

o7k ek

AA, A line [$]xA line [3]; AB, A line [$]xB line [3]; BB, A
line [$]xA line [3]; BA, B line [$]xA line [3].

' Means£S.D. (n=4).
2 Means+S.D. (n=3).
3 Means+S.D. (n=16).

4 Provability of contrast : NS, no significant; * P<0.05; ** P<0.01.
#7¢ Means with different superscripts in the same column differ

significantly (P<0.05).
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Table 5. Body weight gain, feed intake, and feed conversion
ratio of crossbreed Korean native duck at the age of 0~8 wk old

Table 6. Uniformity, livability and production efficiency factor
(PEF) of crossbreed Korean native duck at the age of 8 wk old

Treatments BW FI FCR Treatments Uniformity Livability PEF
AA, Female 2435£21.5°"  8511£136.8  3.50+0.08" AA, Female  85.0+4.58' 91.1+2.21 115.3+1.21°
AA, Male 2,669+34.4°  8,686+167.9"  3.26+0.09™ AA, Male 94.143.95 93.3+3.84  140.0+£11.02*
AB, Female  2,434+60.4°  8,305£58.9*  3.41+0.08"° AB, Female  82.5+6.85 86.7£3.84  112.7£9.17°
AB, Male 2,780+33.6°  8,998+154.8"  3.24+0.04™ AB, Male 84.9+4.35 95.6£4.43  149.0+4.58°
BB, Female  2,405+23.1°  8310+58.4%  3.46x0.06™ BB, Female  85.1£9.99 88.9+4.43  112.7+6.64°
BB, Male 2,694+18.9"  9,037+72.9° 3.36%0.05" BB, Male 87.3+4.41 95.5£2.23  139.7+5.55%
BA, Female 2,438t16.9°  8,139£259.9°  3.34+0.08™° BA, Female  90.0+5.77 91.1+4.43  121.3£7.97*
BA, Male 2,720+46.4"  8,650£141.2"  3.18+0.09° BA, Male 87.7+5.78 93.3+0.01  145.3+6.36"
Crossbreeds Crossbreeds
AA 2,552+54.3°  8,599+104.4 3.38+0.08 AA 89.5+3.29° 92.2+2.04 127.7+7.41
AB 2,607+833  8,652£171.6  3.33£0.06 AB 83.7+3.78 91.1£329  130.849.33
BB 2,550465.9  8,673+167.8  3.41+0.04 BB 86.2+5.07 92242.67  126.2+7.17
BA 2,579+66.9  8,395+174.8  3.26+0.06 BA 88.8+3.81 92.242.04  133.3+7.04
Genders Genders
Female 2,428+15.4%  8317+76.3° 3.43+0.04° Female 85.6+3.25° 89.4+£1.73°  115.5+3.15°
Male 2,716x18.7"  8,843%79.5° 3.26+0.04° Male 88.5+2.27 94.4+1.38"  143.5£3.33°
P-Value* P-Value*
vl . * v T R
Crossbreeds NS NS NS Crossbreeds NS NS NS
Genders ok o ok Genders NS * ok

AA, A line [$]*A line [$]; AB, A line [$]*B line [$]; BB, A
line [#]%A line [$]; BA, B line [#]xA line [$].

! Means=S.D. (n=4).

2 Means+S.D. (n=8).

3 MeansS.D. (n=16).

* Provability of contrast : NS, no significant; * P<0.05; ** P<0.01.
#7¢ Means with different superscripts in the same column differ

significantly (P<0.05).

T A ARSE = Peking: 2.8]9] E3F Al71E 67 0],
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£290.5 g, 854 A5 3,450+£220.3 golow, I &3
A7] 2 EskAlFH Akt 12l Kim et al.(2012)2
A%}t BAGC EFQe]9 859 AlFol 47t 2,6099 2,772

PEF, production efficiency factor; AA, A line [$]xA line [8];
AB, A line [+]xB line [$]; BB, A line [+]xA line [$]; BA, B
line [¥]*A line [8].

' Means£S.D. (n=15).

2 Means£S.D. (n=30).

? MeansS.D. (n=60).

4 Provability of contrast : NS, no significant; * P<0.05; ** P<0.01.
¥7¢ Means with different superscripts in the same column differ

significantly (P<0.05).
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R
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0.01). 0~3FF N = ABS] FAFo| 7Y =% 2m(P<0.05),
3~8F R I 0~87F % o] TAFE wHlF Abelol|A] Frelxbrt
AATHP<0.01). 0~35%, 3~85% L 0~8FH 2] AlFA
HEFH Al a2 a2l wE folake HelA] o
Attt ok HlaoA e SAE AARAFE B AR TS0
el A G=7lo] Aol vls] A YERStP<0.01). wHlz
7} ol i Fd=eF AEELS FHQ1 A7t I
o}, Ao AEAF7E el vl =A YERATHP<0.01).
2 ATE g Eee]e] A, ddE, AEE 2
AR Gell tigt 7| 2A 85 AT RN, T EFTL
A stel] Ego] Hazt 5kl

(A1) - EF], wulxd, 445y, ddE, AEE,

A5

AL AL
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