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Table 1. The composition of the experimental diet
Ingredients 0-4week 5-16 week
Yellow Corn 62.00 62.00
44% Soybean meal,44% 32.20 24.00
Wheat bran 0 7.00
Alfalfa 0 2.00
Molasses 0 2.00
Fish meal,65% 2.50 0
Calcium carbonate 0.90 0.70
Dicalcium phosphate 1.20 1.40
Salt 0.30 0.30
Choline chloride (50 % ) 0.10 0.10
DL-Methionine 0.20 0.15
Premix 1* 0.40 0.20
Premix 2° 0.20 0.15
Total 100 100

Calculated value

Crude protein (% ) 20.22 16.57
ME, (kcal/kg) 3165 3081
Crude fiber (%) 3.71 4.36
Calcium (%) 0.80 0.75
Total phosphrus (% ) 0.65 0.68

) T ) R

L:Vitamin premix: Each kg containing vitamins A 10,000 IU, D; 2,000 IU, E 20 IU, B, 1 mg, B, 4.8 mg,
B¢ 3 mg, By, 0.01 mg, Biotin 0.2 mg, K5 1.5 mg, D-calcium pantothenate 10 mg, Folic acid 0.5 mg,
Nicotinic acid 25 mg.

2. Mineral premix: Each kg containing Cu 15.0 mg, Fe 80 mg, Zn 50 mg, Mn 80 mg, Co 0.25 mg, I 0.85

mg.
+ =4=A
ﬁ?n%;ﬁiﬁqﬁﬂﬁ
I3 Rk
Fﬁ;ﬁ%ﬁ?%' 0= 4l T st R FE‘EI?@‘ [ PP 2 B o fl I:T&H BES > H'JPLIIﬁE«Vﬁ » ') CW
SER WB A IV o B B T WC S ”'WFJ (P< 0.05) T BW A R RGUR A (P <0.05) U
A EE 149% - "ﬁi‘%ﬂziﬁ 6 = 12 gl Tt g Z/D% 3 FA o v 8 a0 1)
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Table 2. Comparison of body weight(g) in 0-4weeks from different types of hybrid

Breed Birth 1 weeks 2 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks
BW' 1115+ 9.0 321.7+353> 628.4+87.9 7159+ 110.5° 9322+ 151.0°
WB? 1155+ 11.0 282.2+383° 606.4+83.1 1183.9+166.7°  1390.0+ 188.1°
w(? 1152+ 8.9 2963+33.7° 602.5+78.6 979.7+ 134.6°  1244.1 £ 147.2°
cw! 1122+ 9.6 357.1+34.0° 656.6+892  1009.1+1289°  1366.9+167.5"
Mean= SD.

**Means without the same superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).
'The BW was Brown Chinese geese male to mate White Roman geese female.
“The WB was White Roman geese male to mate Brown Chinese geese female.
3The WC was White Roman geese male to mate White Chinese geese female.

*The CW was White Chinese geese male to mate White Roman geese female
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Body weight (g)
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Fig. 1. Comparison of body weight in 0-16weeks from different types of hybrid geese.

A3 PSSR 612 HEHE (2) 1o
Table 3. Comparison of body weight (g) in 6-12 weeks from different types of hybrid geese

16

Breed

5-6 weeks

7-8 weeks

9-10 weeks

11-12 weeks

BW
WB
wC
Cw

1969.1 + 325.0°
24352 +297.1°
2159.1 +311.2°

2568.8 +305.3*

3029.7 £ 326.3°
3502.8 + 407.2°
3150.6 + 358.3°

3294.4 £ 363.3"

3833.4 £437.8
3932.3 £455.3
3740.6 +£443.3

3907.2 £451.3

4222.5+709.2
4274.0 £453.1
4144.5+£512.2

4459.4 £554.8

Mean=+ SD.

**Means without the same superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).

BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
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Table 4. Comparison of body weight (g) in 13-16 weeks from different types of hybrid geese

Breed 13 weeks 14 weeks 15 weeks 16 weeks
BW 4356.3 + 533.4 4754.2 + 467.7% 4947.5 £ 453.0 5166.3 +£709.2
WB 4390.0 = 639.5 4586.2 + 533.9° 4781.1 + 564.8 5147.8 £453.1
WwC 43332 +567.3 4496.7 + 501.2° 4728.8 +£493.3 4868.8 +512.2
CwW 4611.3 +588.4 4925.4 + 487 .4° 5099.4 +£501.3 5333.8 £554.8
Mean+ SD.

**Means without the same superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).
BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
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Table 5. Comparison of the characterlstlcs of carcass of the hybrid geese at 16 weeks of age

W55

BW WB wC Ccw
Live weight (g) 5170° 5150 4870 5330
Carcass (g) 3620 3710 3400 3740
Dressing (%) 70.13 72.03 69.86 70.05

Breast and back (g)

Thigh (g)
Heat-neck (g)

Wing (g)

Feet (g)

Inedible part (g)

Edible part (g)

Abdominal fat (g)

1647.5 (45.51)°

503.5 (13.91)
458.3 (12.66)
528.9 (14.61)
139.7 ( 3.86)
231.7 ( 6.40)
285.6 ( 7.89)

192.2 ( 5.31)

1463.6 (39.45)
556.9 (15.01)
492.7 (13.28)
615.5 (16.59)
142.5 ( 3.84)
241.1 ( 6.50)
293.1( 7.90)

88.7 ( 2.39)

1427.0 (41.97)
483.1 (14.21)
461.8 (13.58)
525.0 (15.44)
136.3 ( 4.01)
2142 ( 6.30)
278.8 ( 8.20)

156.7 ( 4.61)

1637.4 (43.78)
505.3 (13.51)
500.4 (13.38)
538.6 (14.40)
135.0 ( 3.61)
209.4 ( 5.60)
317.9 ( 8.50)

177.7 ( 4.75)

BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
“Means of 8 birds

°The weight of cut-up parts in carcass percentage.
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Table 6. The six part cutting weight of carcass from different types of hybrid combination geese in 13-16

weeks
Breed Head-Neck Thigh Breat-Back Wing Feet Fat
%

13 weeks of age
BW 13.30 £ 0.76° 13.88+ 1.61° 38.66+3.23 16.96+0.84 4.05+0..41%® 1.95+0.38°
WB 14.06 = 0.44° 1559 +2.01* 39.45+1.54 16.19+2.17 4.43+0.34* 1.96+0.81°
wC 13.79 £ 0.56™® 14.56 + 1.05® 39.43 +1.87 16.05+1.93 4.08+0.38° 2.64+1.27®
CW 13.46 £ 0.61** 13.84 +1.84° 3933+1.66 1572+1.65 3.83+0.47° 321+ 143%

14 weeks of age
BW 13.66 £ 0.76° 16.83 +1.71* 39.86+1.51 1632+ 1.77° 4.12+0.29 2.51+0.69
WB 14.69 £ 0.39° 14.73 £ 0.82° 40.69 +1.98 15.03 + 1.35° 421+0.13 2.97+1.51
wWC 1441 £0.58® 15.07 £ 1.05° 40.06+2.14 16.83 = 1.48° 4.03+0.19 2.93+1.27
CW 14.00 + 0.42° 1457 £0.99° 40.23 +1.78 15.83 £ 1.55® 3.85+0.25 2.56+1.43

15 week of age
BW 12.43+0.59° 13.79+0.38 43.09+1.90* 14.72+1.77 3.93+0.46* 3.23+1.18°
WB 13.95+0.11° 13.64+0.35 41.61 £2.61° 14.47+1.35 3.72+0.10®° 3.15+1.01°
wC 14.15+0.23* 13.82+0.36 41.19+1.71°® 1529+ 1.48 3.79+0.19® 3.17+1.23°
CW 12.82 £0.32% 12.88+0.33 44.84+2.12* 14.05+1.55 3.52+0.35° 4.68+0.88"

16 weeks of age
BW 12.66 £0.29 13.91 £ 0.21™ 4551 +0.68" 14.61 £ 0.29" 3.86 £ 0.07"° 5.31 + 0.44%
WB 13.28+0.26 15.01 £0.35* 39.45+0.97° 16.59 + 0.27* 3.84 +0.10°® 2.29 +0.50"
wWC 13.58 £0.28  1421+028° 41.97+0.71° 1543 £0.21° 4.01 £0.12* 4.61 +0.45®
CW 13.37+0.25  13.51 £0.33% 43.78 £ 0.82%° 14.40 £ 0.31° 3.61 £0.09° 4.75 + 0.48%
Mean+ SD.

»bMeans without the same superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).
BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
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Table 7. Comparison of the chemical composition of breast meat from different types of hybrid geese in

B S S B A

13-16 weeks
Item Moisture Crude protein Crude fat Ash
13 weeks of age %
BW 73.67 +0.61 23.25+0.52 1.32 +0.78" 1.31 +0.05°
WB 73.06 + 0.73 23.12 £ 0.31 1.85+0.15% 1.22+0.01°
wC 73.18 £ 0.63 22.96 +0.75 1.99 +0.13%® 1.26 = 0.06%
CcwW 73.30 + 0.67 22.83 +£0.33 2.15 £ 0.65° 1.23 +0.05"
14 weeks of age
BW 72.79 £ 0.77 23.82 +0.67° 1.56 + 0.55° 1.34 + 0.06
WB 72.88 £0.15 23.16 £ 0.01%° 1.89 + 0.62% 1.30 + 0.08%
WC 72.72 + 0.47 23.07 + 0.36° 2.30 +0.33% 1.25+0.05°
CW 73.23 £ 0.47 22.77 £ 0.60° 2.36 + 0.69° 1.26 = 0.08%
15 weeks of age
BW 72.41 + 0.85° 23.76 £ 0.63 2.02+0.54 1.34+0.08
WB 72.68 + 0.53% 23.40 = 0.19 2.05+ 0.44 1.31+0.05
wC 72.86 + 0.67% 23.18 £ 0.50 2.39 +0.44 1.29 +0.07
CW 73.51 + 0.45% 23.59 = 0.60 2.11+0.39 1.24+0.10
16 weeks of age
BW 72.08 + 0.97% 23.61 + 0.69%° 2.46 £ 0.57° 1.33+0.12
WB 71.65 + 0.63° 23.70 £ 0.40° 3.38 £0.30° 1.25+0.08
WC 72.51 + 0.64* 23.02 +0.22° 3.04 + 0.85% 1.33+0.14
CW 73.18 + 0.95% 23.09 + 0.49%° 2.62 +0.78% 1.28 £0.05
Mean+ SD.

**Means without the same superscripts within the same column differ significantly (P < 0.05).

BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
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Table 8. Comparison of sensory properties of breast meat from different types of hybrid combination

geese in 16 weeks

Item Flavor Tenderness Juiciness Texture Overall
BW' 3.9+0.74 3.9+ 0.74° 3.5+0.71° 3.8+0.63 3.8+ 0.63
WB? 4.7+£1.16 4.5+0.97% 45+0.97 4.5+0.97% 4.6+1.07
wC? 4.6 £1.07 4.9 +1.20° 4.4+0.31% 4.8 +1.32° 4.6 +1.07
cw* 4.6 +1.07 4.6+ 1.07% 4.3 +0.82 4.6+ 1.07% 4.6+1.07
Mean+ SD.
**Means without the same superscripts within the same column under treatment differ significantly (P <
0.05)

BW, WB, WC, CW are the same as table 2.
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Abstract

This study was conducted to investigate the effects of hybridization of geese breeds on the
characteristics of carcass. There were four hybrid combinations. The BW was Brown Chinese geese
male to mate White Roman geese female. The WB was White Roman geese male to mate Brown
Chinese geese female. The WC was White Roman geese male to mate White Chinese geese female. The
CW was White Chinese geese male to mate White Roman geese female. At 13, 14, 15, and 16 weeks of
age, 8 goslings (4 males and 4 females) were sampled from each pen and sacrificed for measurements of
carcass traits.

The results were obtained as follows: The body weight for CW was found to be the highest among the
four hybrid combinations at 16 weeks. Weight for WC was found to be the lightest among the four
hybrid combinations in 16 weeks. The dressing percentage of carcass and yields of cut-up parts of breast
and back, thigh, head and neck, wing, feet, abdominal fat for four hybrid combination geese were BW
70.13, 45.51, 13.91, 12.66, 14.61, 3.86 and 5.31%; WB 72.03, 39.45, 15.01, 13.28, 16.59, 3.84 and
2.29%; WC 69.86, 41.97, 14.21, 13.58, 15.44, 4.01 and 4.61%; CW 70.05, 43.78, 13.51, 13.38, 14.40,

3.61 and 4.75%, respectively. The data can provide information for the meat processors.

Key words: Carcass traits , Breed combinations , Geese.
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