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Table 1. The organ weight of breeding gander at different reproductive months

Laying period
2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 . .
Item Linear Quadratics
Month
Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
—————— Gander ------
Body weight, 525+027 5161027 5.8510.27 5471027 4611024 5191027 5371027 4801027 NS NS
ke/bird
FDBW, kglbird 5051026 4981026 5591026° 5301026° 439%023° 499t026° 5301026 4361t026° NS NS
Carcass weight,  3.63+0.18*!  375+0.18" 427+0.18"  4.0910.18° 346+0.17° 3.74£0.18™ 4.06+0.18° 3.15+0.18° NS ok
ke/bird
Abdominal fat 1144349 145349 167+34.9 1151349 5241319 182+34.9 1641349 6471349 NS NS
pad weight,
g/bird
Liver weight, 87.119.64  66819.64 8211964 6861964 6721980  80.819.64 9341964 9941964 NS *
g/bird
Gizzard weight,  167+9.95° 1284£9.95°  149%9.95°  134+£995°  122%9.08" 145£995®  142£995®  160£9.95 NS Hok
g/bird
Intestinal 183£422%  197+422%  239+422%  176+£422% 1241385  3571422° 280 £422°  2131422° NS NS
weight, g/bird
Heart weight, 392+3.62° 3724362  393+3.62°  37.8+3.62°  348%331°  395+3.62° 51.9%3.62" 3431362 NS NS
g/bird
Dressing, % 719+0.87°  753+0.87°  763+087°  772+0.87" 789+080°  75.0+0.87° 768+087°  723+087 NS Rk
Abdominal fat ~ 225+0.57  288+0.57 2961057  2.16%0.57 1184052 3381057 2841057 1411057 NS NS
pad weigh,
% of FDBW
Liver weight, 1.724£0.14"  135+0.14° 1454014  130+0.14°  1.53£0.13" 1594014  1.73£0.14°  228%0.14°  *#* ok
% of FDBW
Gizzard weight,  3.31+026"  2581026° 2641026 252%026° 2771024 3.03£026™ 275026 3.68%026° NS Hok
% of FDBW

Intestinal weight, 3.62+1.11 394%1.11 426%1.11 331+ 111 2.79%1.01 7.831.11 520%1.11 491+ 1.11 NS NS
% of FDBW

Heart weight, 0.78£0.05°  0.75%0.05° 070005  0.72£0.05°  0.79%0.05°  0.79£0.05°  097£0.05°  0.78+0.05°  * NS
% of FDBW

FDBW: Eighteen-h feed-deprived body weight.

SEM: Standard error of means for treatment.

a-¢ Means without the same superscripts within the same row under laying period differ significantly (P < 0.05).
NS: No significant. *: P <0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P<0.001.
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Table 2. The organ weight of breeding geese at different egg production months

Laying period
-2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 . )
Item Linear Quadratics
Month
Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
------ Geese ------
Body weight,  436+0.36"  533£036"  6.09%036°  585%£036°  535+040° 479%036® 4081036  4.07£036°  ** ok
kg/bird
FDBW, 3.92£0.33° 5141033  585+0.33" 5.60%0.33" 5.11+£037° 4494033 4.00+0.33° 3.811£0.33° * ok
kg/bird
Carcass 2.95+0.24° 3.67£024°  420+024° 3971024 3491026™  3.15+0.24™ 2.9810.24° 2.78£0.24° * ok
weight,
kg/bird
Abdominal 128+30.7 1774307 239+30.7* 228 +30.7° 190 +34.3" 148 +30.7™ 109 £30.7 86.6%30.7° * ook
fat padweight,
g/bird
Liver weight,  75.6+8.20° 752%8.20° 107+8.20™ 131£8.20° 111+9.17° 92.748.20™ 73.2£8.20° 82.6 £8.20° NS ok
g/bird
Gizzard 143+13.0 150+ 13.0 153+£13.0 155+13.0 160+ 14.5 128+13.0 157+13.0 122+13.0 NS NS
weight, g/bird
Intestinal 210+29.8 278 +29.8™  347+29.8" 289 +29.8" 242 +33.3% 257+33.3% 206 +29.8" 201 £29.8° NS ok
weight, g/bird
Heart weight,  35.0+2.86 32412386 3441286 34.512.86 40.8+3.19 33.01£2.86 29.1£2.86 28.412.86 NS NS
g/bird
Dressing, % 75.412.06 71.5£2.06 71.6£2.06 71.0£2.06 68.512.06 70.3 £2.06 74.5£2.06 72.9£2.06 NS *
Abdominal 3261043 3331043 4041043 3.891£043 3771048 3311043 2671043 2231043 * ok
fat pad weigh,
% of FDBW
Liver weight,  1.9340.18" 1.48+0.187° 1.82+0.18" 2.3910.18" 22640.20" 2.0740.18" 1.8340.18° 2.17+0.18° NS NS
% of FDBW
Gizzard 3.66+0.26" 2934026  2.64+0.26° 2.8110.26° 3.181029™  2.87+0.26° 3.9410.26" 3201026™ NS *
weight, % of
FDBW
Intestinal 5341043 5331043 5911043 5151043 4771048 5731043 5.091043 5291043 NS NS
weight, %
of FDBW
Heart weight, 0.903 £0.08 0.63910.08  0.59410.08 0.58510.08 0.823£0.08 0.744£0.08 0.735%0.08 0.7411£0.08 NS NS
% of FDBW

FDBW: Eighteen-h feed-deprived body weight.

SEM: Standard error of means for treatment.

a-¢ Means without the same superscripts within the same row under laying period differ significantly (P < 0.05).
NS: No significant. *: P <0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P<0.001.
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Table 3. Abdominal-foot profile score of breeding geese at various egg production months

Laying period
-2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
Item
Month
Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May
------ Gander------
AFPS 3.24%0.15°  3.29%0.15° 3.19%0.15° 3.98+0.10°  3.93£0.10° 326%0.16 3.55%0.16° 3.55+0.17"
------ Female geese------

AFPS 334+0.09°  339%0.09° 3.54+0.09° 3.8910.09° 3.86%0.10° 3.94£0.10° 3.68%0.11"° 3.68%0.11"

AFPS: Abdominal-foot profile score.

SEM: Standard error of means for treatment.
Means without the same superscripts within the same row under laying period differ significantly (P < 0.05).

a, b, c
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Table 4. Partial correlation coefficients among abdominal-foot profile score and organ weight for breeder geese

Item AFPS CwW ABW LIVW GW HW Iw
----- Gander-----

BW 0.25 0.47 0.07 -0.54 -0.45 -0.33 -0.09
AFPS -0.16 -0.677 -0.31 -0.42 -0.16 -0.61
CW 0.72% -0.24 -0.19 0.55 0.26
ABW 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.78%*
LIVW 0.81% 0.36 0.41
GW 0.07 0.27
HW 0.50

BW 0.36 0.88%* 0.94 %% 0.93#** 0.44 0.637 0.79*
AFPS 0.05 0.14 0.61 -0.04 0.19 0.02
CwW 0.97%** 0.697 0.58 0.44 0.95%**
ABW 0.77* 0.59 0.61 0.91%*
LIVW 0.36 0.56 0.58
GW 0.51 0.35
HW 0.31

BW: Body weight. AFPS: Abdominal-foot profile score. CW: Carcass weight (kg/bird). ABW: Abdominal fat
pad weight (g/bird). LIVW: Liver weight (g/bird). GW: Gizzard weight (g/bird). HW: Heart weight (g/bird). IW:
Intestinal weight (g/bird).

F:P<0.1; *: P<0.05. **: P<0.01. ***: P<0.001.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of body type score and organ weight during
laying period of White Roman geese. A total of sixty-nine ganders and 190 female geese in their first laying period
with average age of 6 months were allotted into each cage, individually. The geese were randomly sampling 8 times
(each time per month, from October to May of next year), 10 geese were sacrificed by cervical dislocation each
month. The results showed that the effects of reproductive period on carcass weight, liver weight, gizzard weight,
dressing, liver weight as a percentage of Eighteen-h feed-deprired body weight (FDBW) and gizzard weight as a
percentage of FDBW of gander goose were quadratics. Liver weight as a percentage of FDBW of gander had linear
effect. The effects of laying period on body weight, carcass weight, liver weight, abdominal fat pad weight, liver
weight, dressing, fat pad weight as a percentage of FDBW and gizzard weight as a percentage of FDBW of goose
were quadratics. It showed that the gander in first and second month after laying egg of female geese had a higher
on abdominal-foot profile score than second and first month before laying egg, onset laying month, third and fourth
month after laying egg of female geese (3.98 and 3.93 vs. 3.24, 3.29, 3.19, 3.26 and 3.55, P < 0.0001), respectively.
The geese in first, second and third month after laying egg had a higher on abdominal-foot profile score than
second, first month before laying egg and onset lay month (3.89, 3.86 and 3.94 vs. 3.34, 3.39 and 3.54, P < 0.0001),
respectively. The body weight of geese was positively correlated to carcass weight (r = 0.88, P < 0.01), abdominal
fat pad weight (r = 0.94, P < 0.001) and liver weight (r = 0.93, P < 0.001). In conclusion, the female geese had
heavier abdominal fat pad weight, liver weight, intestinal weight, and gizzard weight at onset of laying in White

Roman geese which indicated that the internal organs had been developed for egg production.

Key Words: Body type score, Organ weight, White Roman goose.
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