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® 1. HERETEERK

Table 1. The composition of experimental diets

Ingredient Resting diet Laying diet
%
Yellow corn 51.87 57.01
Soybean meal, 43.5 % 13.30 25.50
Rice hull 12.00 —
Alfalfa meal 6.00 3.00
Wheat bran 10.00 —
Fish meal, 65 % — 2.50
Molasses 3.00 3.00
Dicalcium phosphate 1.80 1.60
Limestone, pulverized 1.30 3.10
Opystershell, ground — 3.50
Salt 0.30 0.30
Choline chloride, 50 % 0.10 0.10
DL-Methionine 0.10 0.15
Vitamin premix® 0.03 0.04
Mineral premix® 0.20 0.20
Calculated value
Crude protein, % 13.04 18.02
Crude fiber, % 8.47 3.83
ME, kcal/kg 2,346 2,657
Calcium, % 1.08 3.13
Available phosphorus, % 0.42 0.45

® Supplied per kilogram of diet : Vitamin A, 10,000 IU ; Vitamin D, 2,000 ICU ; Vitamin E, 15
mg ; Vitamin K;, 4 mg: Vitamin B,, 2 mg; Vitamin B,, 6 mg; Vitamin By 4 mg : Vitamin By,
0.02 mg ; Niacin, 40 mg ; Pantothenic acid, 12 mg ; Folic acid, 0.25 mg.

b Supplied per kilogram of diet : Fe, 80 mg; Cu, 10 mg:; Mn, 55 mg; Zn, 45 mg: I, 0.3 mg; Co,
50 mg ; Se, 0.05 mg.

FER TR

R 2 RINEHZ AN D EHEBEE L ZE - HRERRE GEE7H 100 g% /HIk
EEIERIN LS 7 B 150g /% BREER) BECRARKRER 5.3% » T 14965 28%6KHE
HETNAZEREmECRAREES R 14.1%5 28.4% ; EWRENREMNFAREIRR > 14% 5K 28
%REMC BESHINFARBR S 10 KB 71 RESRHEZETEE (P>0.05) - [HRRE
CBREHE - R - HEBEEIWER SERBC VLS AR EREE (P>005) =
50 {8 149 28% K E A FHIBIEE H BB FRAEIEE 21 X © 8% REMCSERHEPIEER
(23.6 ) HEEE (P<0.05) EMABHER (30.9 #0) 8 149K EH (29.2 K0 - MWIERFTHE (&
3) FAETRBR OEHRBARBIEHES 5 - ZEHMWE - Z#MFRIRE K ZERRE
ZHEHEEE (P>0.05) 2R RS ERE - 280 KRB ARG « R HERE
1BEE (P<0.05) B 14%KEM - EERIRERENRTHIE ( <0.1 ng/ml) - EEHMATH
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B » Em$E (Brake and Thaxton, 1979 ; Gildersleeve et al, 1983) - =ZES HHES (Attia et al,
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* 2. KREFSREHOGPREBREEEZY
Table 2. The effects of feed withdrawal in resting period on subsequent reproduction of
White Chinese geese

. Treatment!

Variable
CON 14% BWL 28% BWL

Maximal body weight loss, % -5.3 -14.1 -28.4
Returning to no significant difference (P>0.05) compared _ 10 71

to the control group in body weight, day
Feed intake from returning to ad Ibitum until week +

24, g/bird/day 191 £2 190 £2 194 £2
Day from initiation of treatment until onset of lay, 132 =35 153 £56 1563 =62

(mean date at onset of lay, month/day) (9/29) (10/20) (10/20)
Number of eggs laid per goose 30.9+1.0° 29.2+05* 23.6+02
Fertility of hatched eggs, % 39.71+12.2 40.2%+10.1 33.5%+4.2
Hatchability of fertile eggs, % 71241 76.8%t21 759+%1.6
Number of goslings per goose 86+t24 8.7*1.6 59%0.6
Mean=*S.D.

! CON: control, 14% or 28% BWL: treatment of 14% or 28% body weight loss by feed
withdrawal.

*® Means within each row with different superscripts are significantly different (P <0.05).
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Fig. 1. The effect of feed withdrawal in resting period on subsequent laying rate of White
Chinese geese.
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®3. KESHFERYOETEBABMEELIEE
Table 3. The effects of feed withdrawal in resting period on serum biochemicals of White
Chinese ganders’

Treatnient?
Variable ‘ CON 14% BWL 28% BWL
Albumin, g/dl dl
At the beginning of treatment 1.7 £-0.2(6) 1.7+ 03 (6) 17 =02 (5
At the end of feed withdrawal — 1.5 £ 04 (6) 12 =03 (6)
At the day of laying rate up to 20%* 2.3 £ 0.3(5) 24 + 01 (4). 25 £02 (5
Calcium, mg/dl
At the beginning of treatment 12.7 = 0.5(6) - 123 = 1.2 (6) +11.8.=0.9 (5) .
At the end of feed withdrawal — 112 = 1.0 (6> 9.0 =15 (6)°
At the day of laying rate up to 20%  10.5 i 0.5 (4) 102 £ 03 (4) 103 £08 (4)

Trigiycerides, mg/dl : L - . ;

At the beginning of treatment 52.5 £ 31.8(6) - 513 £ 13.4 (6) 464 -+ 19.3 (5)
182 (5)*  24.3.+85 (6)"
10.5 (4) 1183 = 41.7(4)

e

At the end of feed withdrawal - +.50.2

+ 3+

At the day of laying rate up to 20% 130.2 =:45.4(5)  104.5

Triiodothyronine®, ng/ml

At the beginning of treatment 05 £ 03(4) = 09 = 02°(4) 0.6 =05 (3)

" At the end of feed withdrawal - 7 08 =* 04 (5 0.5 £0.1 (5

At the day of laying rate up to 20% 0.8 = 0.3(5) 0.7 = 0.3 4) 1.1 =0.7 (fl)
Testosterone®, ng/ml l ‘ : .

At the beginning of treatment 04 = 0.1(2) » 0.15+ 0.06.(2) 0.1 (1)

At the end of feed withdrawal - 012+ 03 (2  ND°

At the day of laying rate up to 20% 2.7 = 1.2(5)° 21+ 1.9 4)°® 62 28 (4)°

! Mean=®S.D. The numbers of animals are presented in parentheses. :

2 CON: control, 14% or 28% BWL: treatment of 14% or 28% body weight loss by feed
withdrawal. o ’

® Sampling at week 35 after initiation of treatment.

** Minimum detectable concentrations for triiodothyronine and testosterone were 02 ng/ml and 01
ng/ml, respectively. :

® Not detectable.

*® Neans within each row with different superscripts are significantly different (P'<0.05).

i
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Abstract

The goose is characterized as a seasonal breeder. To study the possibility of tuning the
period, we allotted White Chinese geese that just finished the secondary laying period into
three groups, including the control, 14% and 28% body weight loss (BWL). The feed
restriction procedure of the control group was conducted by 7 days of 100 g resting
diet/bird/day following 7 days of 150 g resting diet/bird/day from the initiation of this
investigation. Thereafter, they were allowed to feed ad libitum until the onset of lay. The
geese in 14% and 28% BWL groups were deprived of food until losing 14% and 28% of
their mean body weight, respectively, and then were fed ad libitum the same as the control
group. When the onset of laying in each group had reached, the laying diet was used. The
results showed that the onset of laying was delayed nearly 21 days in 14% and 28% BWL
groups as comparing to that of the control one. Number of eggs per goose were less (P <
0.05) for 28% BWL group than that both for control or 14% BWL groups. Concentrations
of serum calcium and triglycerides were lower in 28% BWL group than those in 14% BWL
group at the end of feed withdrawal. Although there was no significant difference (P >0.05)
in feed consumption, fertility, hatchability of fertile eggs, or number of goslings per goose,
these reproduction traits for the control group had more satisfactory results than those of
14% and 28% BWL ones. We concluded that 14% or 28% body weight loss caused by feed
withdrawal in resting period could not adjust the laying season of White Chinese geese, and

28% body weight loss had adverse effects on reproductive performance.

Key words : Goose, Feed withdrawal, Resting Period, Reproductive performance.
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