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Study on the Crossbred Hybridization of Gushi Chicken and Indigotic-crura Yellow-feather Chicken
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Abstract
by crossbred hybridization.[ Method ] Taking G line hen of Gushi Chicken as maternal parent,taking cock of Gushi Chicken G line,fast indigotic-

[ Objective ] To take full advantage of excellent local germplasm resources of Gushi Chicken and improve the production performances

crura yellow-feather chicken S1 line,Guangxi Yao chicken as male parent,the crossbred hybridization was made and crossbred combinations( GG,
S1G,YG) were obtained .The production performance, slaughter performance and meat quality of crossbred offsprings were determined and the
crossbred hybridization effect was evaluated. [ Result | Crossbred combination with S1 line as as male parent, Gushi Chicken as maternal parent
could effectively increase the production performance and meat rate of Gushi Chicken,increase the intramuscular fat content,so as to improve the
meat quality of Gushi Chicken.[ Conclusion ] The research could provide references for the research,protection and utilization of Gushi Chicken

germplasm characteristics.
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Table 1 The average body weight of cocks at different week ages

o

FATHA JEiy Week-age

Crossbred

combina- 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

tions

S1G 29.95+0.21 114.80+3.36 a 294.40+6.92 a 611.77+21.45 a 865.74+126.17 a 1 266.90+184.97 a 1 631.80+192.42 a 1 851.38+292.40 a
YG 30.55+0.49 102.97+1.33 b 228.63+14.18 b 474.87+30.57 b 710.94+81.60 b 1 118.47+118.68 b 1 282.61+185.94 b 1 570.56+205.89 b
GG 29.80+2.12  90.17+0.68 ¢ 213.80+17.95 b 446.03+12.17 b 615.87+94.76 ¢ 936.53+115.40 ¢ 1 175.67+153.32 ¢ 1 415.55+203.09 ¢

1 IR/ ING FREFRoR 22 5 8 3% (P<0.05 )

Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences( P<0.05 )

R2 BREABSGHTHEE

Table 2 The average body weight of hens at different week ages g
A JE#E Week-age
Crossbred
combina- 0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
tions
S1G 30.60+0.57  113.93x1.51 a 284.37+13.63 a 511.30+10.46 a 737.06+124.72 a 1 096.63+£136.21 a 1 329.53+116.96 a 1 580.69+248.74 a
YG 28.85+0.35  104.90+2.51 b 230.67+£9.36 b  409.60+2.43 b 587.07+75.55b  844.77+92.71 b 1 034.45+120.89 b 1 297.04+168.55 b
GG 28.95+1.20 86.73+£1.66 ¢ 190.90+£12.50 ¢ 362.27+8.98 ¢ 525.81+£55.28 ¢ 774.97+93.54 ¢ 949.97+118.05 ¢ 1 104.12+145.20 ¢

o FPIRFEV NG FhkRoR 2 57 8% (P<0.05 )

Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05 )
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Fig.1 The comparison of feed-gain ratio of 14-week-age chicken

in different crossbred combinations between different sex
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Table 3 The comparison of slaughter performance of cocks among different crossbred combinations
TS . 3 % SN Y R SN Vi R R 2R T
IRACU A R JERE Ja R el R ExEy rai Exigio e JENG &
Crossbred . . Slaughter Slaughter Semi- Semi- Eviscerated Eviscerated Abdominal
. Live weight : . . . .
combina- weight rate eviscerated eviscerated weight rate fat weight
tions 8 g % weight // g rate // % g % g
S1G 1 881.67+212.77 a 1 597.20+167.92 a  84.94x1.47 1 458.87+216.12 a 77.37+£5.65 1 126.22+135.38 a 59.86+2.17 33.23x12.71 a
YG 1611.33+78.54 b 1 392.05+63.36 b 86.41+0.70 1 266.25+58.62 b  78.62+2.05 088.73+48.68 b 61.36+0.47 12.43+9.52 b
GG 1 501.83+106.73 b 1255.30£100.99 b  83.63+4.14 1 167.90+84.18 b  77.78+1.86 894.78+92.43 b 59.52+3.27 14.65+13.19 b
HECH G (RS ML M SR JERALA JULEIAS S 5 BRI
Crossbred Abdominal Breast Breast Leg muscle Leg muscle Intermuscular Thickness
combina- fat rate muscle muscle weight rate fat width of subcu-
tions % weight Vi 2 rate // % 2 % mm taneous fat / mm
S1G 2.89+1.10 a 184.08+33.52 a 16.27+1.11 253.68+62.65 22.53+5.21 12.00+3.33 5.65+1.16 a
YG 1.25+0.94 b 158.37£13.93 ab 16.05+1.65 252.55+16.11 25.56+1.41 9.02+2.78 4.37+0.96 b
GG 1.67£1.62 ab 135.78+17.34 b 15.19+1.35 218.25+29.15 24.36+1.41 9.32+2.40 4.46+0.58 b
L : RIS NG TR 25 57 B4 (P<0.05 )
Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05 )
F4 TRAFXAEHCEFMERNILER
Table 4 The comparison of slaughter performance of hens among different crossbred combinations
PPN y JE A [z e AR ERED A R e HENR &
BB N . . . . .
. . . Slaughter Slaughter Semi- Semi- Eviscerated Eviscerated Abdominal
Crossbred Live weight : . . . .
ombinations . weight rate eviscerated eviscerated weight rate fat weight
com g % weight /g rate // % g % g
S1G 1 589.00+86.15 a 1404.43£71.57 a 88.41+x1.52 a 1296.47+67.48 a 81.61+1.53 a 1029.17+50.02 a 64.80+1.37 54.78+14.71 a
YG 1324.33+90.29 b 1 150.87+84.64 b  86.90+2.08 a 1028.72+96.56 b 77.64+4.00 b  847.00+86.95 b 63.85+2.34 36.62+16.67 b
GG 1 080.33+24.68 ¢ 906.82+19.39 ¢ 83.97+2.45b  849.93+32.37 ¢ 78.68+2.48 ab  677.48+42.48 ¢  62.69+3.16 17.67+6.76 ¢
BIE
PR TS BT Bl B B W15 Bl
WA . Thickness
Abdominal Breast Breast Leg muscle Leg muscle Intermuscular .
Crossbred . . of subcu-
binations fat rate muscle muscle weight rate fat width taneous fat
com ) % wcight// g rate // % g % mm mm
S1G 5.02+£1.20 a 184.18+13.63 a 17.91+1.30 223.17+19.54 a 21.66+1.06 b 16.35+1.54 a 6.80+0.73 a
YG 4.11+1.70 ab 140.90+18.26 b 16.72+2.19 193.55+£19.81 b 22.87+1.06 ab 13.88+2.63 b 5.52+0.73 b
GG 2.57+£1.02 b 113.85+13.59 ¢ 16.83+1.97 156.85+9.53 ¢ 23.18+1.20 a 7.64+0.90 ¢ 4.21£0.65 ¢

L : RIS/ NG FREFoR 25 7 B 4# (P<0.05 )

Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05 )
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Table 5 The meat quality comparison of breast muscle of cocks among different crossbred combinations

B i Ko S R R FE IR (P>0.05) . 13K 6 AIHTL GG 24
XS BRALETY] 1 52w T S1G(P<0.05) ;GG By TH o & i i
FEEHT YG(P<0.05) {55 S1G ZH A B (P>0.05) ;3 14
44 pH, JpH, \pH,_, 7KK FUILPY AR I & 53 00 1 3

. N . o =1 INASEL
Sty Wiy wkage g (PR K
Crosshred pH, pH, pH,_, Shear force Drip loss IMF content ry tent ontent
combinations kg/cm® % % conen conen

% %

SI1G 5.72+0.10 5.57+0.12 0.15+0.10 1.00+0.24 2.21+0.10 4.07+£0.49 a 26.70+0.48 73.30+0.48
YG 5.74+0.17 5.62+0.13 0.12+0.03 1.32+0.47 2.34+0.28 2.81+0.15 b 27.26+0.93 72.74+0.93
GG 5.76+0.14 5.68+0.15 0.09+0.08 1.32+0.47 2.68+1.42 2.87+0.14 b 26.94+0.74 73.07+0.74

AR/ NG F R38R 22 57 0 3 (P<0.05)

Note; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05)
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Table 6 The meat quality comparison of leg muscle of cocks among different crossbred combinations

L . N _ AL JA =N
St W ke e PRERE K
Crosshred pH, pH, pH,., Shear force Drip loss IMF content V tent ontent
combinations kg/cm® % % conen conen
% %

S1G 6.15+0.20 6.01+0.17 0.14+0.04 1.28+0.17 b 1.41+0.32 7.51+1.12 24.05+0.25 a 75.95+0.25 b
YG 6.29+0.13 6.11£0.09 0.19+0.07 1.40+0.21 ab 1.42+0.17 7.17+0.99 23.50+0.40 b 76.50+0.40 a
GG 6.11£0.13 6.02+0.08 0.10+0.07 1.62+0.07 a 1.91+0.58 6.59+0.20 24.10+0.35 a 75.90+0.35 b

L : RIS/ NG PR R 22 57 B 4# (P<0.05 )

Note; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05 )

M 7 8 A %0, S1G #39 ig L BT ¥1 1 K F GG
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Table 7 The meat quality comparison of breast muscle of hens among different crossbred combinations

ot — ! o EE
Ascal e L) L SZPS IMF #7 it T)‘%Jfa‘j o /J(vz);; i
Crossbred pH, pH, pH,_, Shear force Drip loss IMF content r) tent ~ontent
combinations kg/cm’ % % conen conen

% %
S1G 5.65+0.08 5.50+0.05 0.14+0.08 1.39+£0.32 a 2.08+1.01 3.85+0.30 26.76+0.45 ab 73.24+0.45 ab
YG 5.67+0.00 5.53+0.01 0.14+0.01 1.34+0.16 ab 0.61+0.05 3.71+0.25 27.08+0.42 a 72.92+0.42 b
GG 5.70+0.10 5.65+0.16 0.05+0.23 0.98+0.01 b 1.70+0.80 3.89+0.12 26.47£0.29 b 73.53+0.29 a
0 FPIARFRV NG FhERoR 25 7 8.8 (P<0.05 )
Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences(P<0.05 )
#8 AEHEESEBRRAA R LE
Table 8 The meat quality comparison of leg muscle of hens among different crossbred combinations

o . . - A~ EL JAOL =X
st Wiy wkae g (PO K
Crossbred pH, pH, pH,_, Shear force Drip loss IMF content vy " [' L ’ |
combinations kg/cm’ % % comen comen

% %

S1G 6.00+0.09 5.97+0.07 0.07+0.11 1.19+0.38 1.65+0.31 7.69+0.12 b 24.40+0.37 75.60+0.37
YG 6.01+0.09 5.96+0.02 0.05+0.08 1.17+0.02 2.29+0.48 10.97+0.14 a 24.68+0.18 75.32+0.18
GG 6.09+0.12 6.030.12 0.06+0.22 1.24+0.03 1.82+0.96 7.170.16 ¢ 24.29+0.39 75.71+0.39

T [FFUA R NG TR 7R 22 57 .35 (P<0.05 )

Note ; Different small letters in the same column indicated significant differences( P<0.05 )
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