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Tablel. Average Body Weight Per Chicken (g)

Treatment C T Ts Ts
Initial 281 281 281 . 281

Ist week | 384(103) 373C 92) 375( 94D 367( 87)
2nd 494(110) 470( 97) 478(103) 468(101)
ard 618(124) 573(103) 602(124> 591(123)
4 th 755(137) 687(114) 738(137) 727(136)
5th 867(112) 801(114) 856(117) 846(119)
6 th 975(108) $14(123) 972(116) 958(112)

Figures in parentheses are average body gain per week.

Table 2. Body Weight Gain Per Chicken (g)

Treatment C T, T, Ts
Initial Body Weight 281 281 281 281
Final Body Weight 975 914 972 958
Total Weight Gain 694 633. 691 677

16.52 15.07 16.45 16. 12
100 91.2 99.6 97.6

Average Disly Gain
Index of Weight Gain

t 97.6%, TIEE 91.2%9 H&E=Z Hglom £ 3
A mpuiel zo] Rl Wik HMIHERE B
g (P<0.01) HEikel #ES A= M CE, TIE,
TE Mol = FEZF dded CE, TE, TEet
TiERel = EEEe] AEET BES A

Table 3. Analysis of Variance

sv | DF| ss| Ms | F
Total 15 | 10,551 ‘
Tretment 3 9265 | 3088.33 | 27.(9**
Repliaction 3 223.5 84.5 0.74
Error 9 |1032.5| 14.72
(F0.05:3.8 F0.01:6.99

Table 4. Duncans Multiple Range Test

Treatment

T,| ™ | T, | C

Average Weight Gain 4 636 I 677 | 691 694
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Table 5. Feed Intake Per Chicken (g)

Treatment C T l T, I Ts
Total Intake 2575 | 2323 | 2558 | 2495
Average Daily Intake | 61.3 |55.3 | 60.9 |59.4
Index 100 | 90.2 \ 99.3 | 95.9

Table 6. Analysis of Variance
sV ’ DF [ ss ’ MS \ F
Total 15 | 164925
Treatment 3 | 159725 | 53241.5 | 128.63*%*
Replication 3 1525 508. 3 1.23
Error 9 | 3725 413.9
F. 0.05:3.86 F. 0.01:6.99

Table 7. Duncans Multiple Range Test

Treatment ‘ T, l T ‘ T, l C

Average Feed Tntake | 2323 | 2495( 2558 | 2575

R E | BB HER fREREoR Xk
Et fAREsRAE g HAHEE fRe £ 8 9 ¥
% 103+ 2stek. CEG.75)7F 7H3 T2 TRE(. 700
TE(3. 69)¢) JHe = welx ouk HFiEAE: st

Table 8. Race of Feed Conversion Per Chicken

Treatment ‘ C i T ‘ Ty i Ts
Total Feed Intake(g) 2576 | 2323 ‘[ 2557 | 2495
Total Weight Gain(g) 694 | 633 ‘ 691 | 667
Rate of Feed Conversion | 3.75 | 3.67 | 3.70 1 3.69
Index 100 | 98.9 ‘ 99.7 [99.5
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Table 9, Analysis of Variance

sV DF | ss | wMs F
Total 15 | 0.009912
Treatment 3 | 0.004056 | 0.001352 | 2.54
Replication 3 | 0.0004555! 0.0001518] 0.3
Error 9 |0 0045905) 0. 0005101
F0.05:3.86 F0.01:6.9

Table 10. Average of Carcass Weight and Dressing

Percentage
Netmem ' i
y C T T T
Items T ‘ ’ ' | ’ ‘ ’

Average Body Weight (g) 975 | 914 | 972 | 958
Average Carcass Weight (g) | 605 | 581 | 640 | 620
Aversge Dressing Percentage | 62. 09| 63. 52| 65. 88/64. 77

Table 11. Analysis of Variance

sV | oF | | ms. ’
Total 15 | 8544
Treatment 3 |7.428 |24.76 | 25, 01%*
Replication 3 225 75 0.76
Error 9 891 99

F0.05: 386 F 0.01:6.99

Table 12. Duncans Multiple Range Test

Treatment ' T ] C l Ts ‘ Te

Average Carcass

Weisht (e ‘ 581 ’ 605 ’ 620 !640

Table 13. Analysis of Variance

sV ] ( ss | MS [ F
Total | 15 | 37.1304
Treatment | 3 | 31,9556 | 10.66183 | 19, 2%*
Replication | 3 | 0.16145 0.05382 | 0.1
Error 9| 5.0133 0.55704
"~ F0.05:3.8 F0.01:6.99 o

Table 14. Duncans Multiple Range Test

'C!Tll’rain

Treatment

Average Dressing
Percentage

62. 09 ’ 63.52 ‘ 64.77 ‘ 65. 88
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Research of Caponizing 1. Effect of Partial Caponizing and Administration
of Diethylstilbestrol on Young Chickens

Chang Ki Kim, D.V.M., M.S.

Department of Animal Husbandry, Chungbug National College

Abstract

This experiment was carried out for 42 days to investigate the effect of caponizing and diethylstil-

bestrol (DES) on body weight gain, rate of feed conversion, weight of carcass and percentage of
dressing in young chickens. The chickens used were 128 male Hamphorn of 30 days old.
In the body weight gain of chickens, control group was higher than the other groups (P<0.01);

T, group was the lowest group. Rate of feed conversion of control group was higher than T; and

Ts groups.
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