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Table 1. Composition of experimental diets

Ingredients
%

Yellow corn 65.80
Soybean meal, 44% 30.85
Dicalcium phosphate 1.50
Limestone, pulverized 0.80
Todized salt 0.40
L-Lysine 0.10
DL-Methionine 0.05
Premix* 0.5
Total 100
Calculated value

Crude protein, % 18.75

ME , kcal/kg 3038

Calcium, % 0.8

Available phosphorous, % 0.4

* Supplied per kilogram of diet : Vit. A, 11,000 IU ; Vit. D,, 1200 ICU ; Vit E, 10 IU ; Vit. K, 2
mg ; Vit. B;, 2 mg ; Vit. B,, 5 mg; Vit. Bg, 0.2 mg ; Vit. By, 0.03 mg ; Ca-pantothenate 10
mg ; Niacin, 50 mg ; Folic acid, 0.5 mg ; Choline, 300 mg ; Biotin, 0.1 mg ; Fe, 80 mg : Mn, 50
mg ; Cu, 10 mg: Mg, 25.3mg ; Se, 0.15 mg ; Zn, 60 mg. '
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Fig. 1. The shape and measuring position glandulae uropygialis of duck.
A RFEFLIEEA (pluma, circulus uropygialis) ; B.RIEFLEE (papilla uropygialis) ; C.
FEFERREE (lobus glandulae uropygialis) ; D.E# (length) ; E.45# (width) -
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Table 2. Effects of water bath on growth performance and uropygial gland (UG) in female
Muscovy ducklings

Treatment

It SE
o No water bath Water bath
Body weight, g
3 wk 170.7 169.9 5.0
4 wk 340.4 366.8 11.1
Average daily gain, g/day/bird 25.1 28.13 1.28
Daily feed intake, g/day/bird 70.4 76.5 8.7
Feed efficiency, gain/feed 0.38 0.39 0.05
Uropygial gland
Absolute weight, g 1.46° 1.76® 0.04
Relative weight, g/100g BW 0.44° 0.49° 0.01
Lobus glandulae uropygialis length®, mm - 19.00 19.94 0.26

* . Means with the different superscripts differ significantly (P <0.05).
©) The means of left and right lobus glandulae uropygialis.
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®3. KEHELERERERCE
Table 3. Effects of water bath on growth performance in Mule ducklings

Item Treatment SE
No water bath Water bath
Average daily gain, g/day/bird
1 wk 5.21 5.53 0.22
2 wk 21.92 22.57 0.69
3 wk 30.51 30.70 0.97
means 19.21 19.60 0.61
Feed intake, g/day/bird
1 wk 8.88 10.91 0.84
2 wk 46.63 40.89 1.56
3 wk 91.57 71.19 4.57
Means 49.02 41.00 2.25
Feed efficiency, gain/feed
1 wk 0.62 0.50 0.08
2 wk 0.47 0.55 0.01
3 wk 0.34 0.44 0.02
Means 0.40 0.48 0.02

T4 KEHELFRERRIE
Table 4. Effects of water bath on uropygial gland (UG) in Mule ducklings

Ttem treatment SE
No water bath Water bath
UG weight g
1 wk 0.35 0.31 0.02
2 wk 1.16 1.11 0.07
3 wk 2.11 2.01 0.05
Relative UG —— g/100 g body weight ——
1 wk 0.40 0.36 0.02
2 wk 0.52 0.44 0.02
3 wk 0.45 0.44 0.01
Lobus glandulae uropygialis length mm
1 wk 11.06 10.58 0.26
2 wk 16.36 16.80 0.35
3 wk 20.69 20.14 0.27
Lobus glandulae uropygialis width mm
1 wk 5.10 4.81 0.12
2 wk 7.31 7.23 0.16
3 wk ‘ 8.90 8.83 0.08
Lobus glandulae uropygialis index —— length/width ——
1 wk 218 2.20 0.04
2 wk 2.24 2.32 0.02

3 wk 2.32 2.28 0.03
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Abstract

This study was conducted to determine the effects of water bath on the growth
performance and uropygial gland in Muscovy ducklings and Mule ducklings. This study
included two experiments. In exp.l, thirty-two female Muscovy ducklings were allotted into
two groups which were water bath (WB) and control (C). Each group has two replicates,
mash experimental diets containing 18.75% crude protein and 3038 kcal/kg metabolizable
energy were fed. Feed and water were supplied ad libitum. Experimental period was 1 wk
(3-4wk of age). In exp. 2. Eighty Mule ducklings were divided into two groups (WB and
C) and the experiment was done in duplicate. Feed and animal management was the same
as exp. 1. Experimental period was 3 wk (0~3wk of age). In exp. 1 and exp. 2, the body
weight was measured for each duckling weekly, including the start and end of experiment.
At the end of each experiment, ducklings were slaughtered to measure uropygial gland
performance. The results of experiment 1 indicated that there were no significant difference
in average daily body weight gain, feed intake and feed efficiency between two groups (P>
0.05). The uropygial gland weight of WB group was larger than that in C group (P<0.05).
In exp. 2, there were no significant differences in average daily body weight gain, feed
consumption and feed efficiency between treatments (P>0.05). Water bath had no effects
on uropygial gland weight, length and width of lobus glandulae uropygialis and lobus
glandulae uropygialis index. Mule ducklings provided with water-bathing pool did not
increase uropygial gland weight, but Muscovy ducklings did. The reason maybe the latter
had higher water-bathing behaviour.

‘Key words : Water bath, Mule ducklings, Muscovy ducklings, Uropygial gland.
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