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Abstract
degree of body weight and body size indices. [ Method ]30 heads( half male and half female) of A. cygnoides at 6-month-age were selected ran-
domly as objects. The body weight(Y) ,shank girth( X, ) ,shank length (X, ) ,chest width(X; ) ,chest depth(X, ) ,chest circumference (X5 ),
body steep length( X;) ,and keel length(X,) were measured. The phenotypic correlation analysis, path analysis and regression analysis be-
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[ Objective | To investigate the correlation between body weight and body size indices of Anser cygnoides, and reveal the influencing

tween the body weight and body size indices of A. cygnoides were made by using SPSS 22. 0 software. [ Result] There were extremely signifi-
cant positive correlation between body weight and body size indices ( shank girth, chest width, chest depth, chest circumference, body steep
length, keel length) ( P<0.01). Among the body size indices, keel length, chest width,shank girth, and chest depth had greater direct effects
on the body weight, and most indices had greater direct effects than indirect effects, which indicated the combined effect of multiple body size
indices had become the main factor affecting the body weight of A. cygnoides. The decision analysis showed that the body size indices that had
higher degree of determination for the body weight of A. cygnoides were keel length, shank girth and chest width. Taking body weight as de-
pendent variable and body size indices as independent variables, the regression equation was established by using the stepwise linear regression
method as Y= -2.432+0. 146X,+0. 371X, +0. 124X,(r=0. 924, P<0.01). [ Conclusion] The results of this study could provide the basis for

the use of A. cygnoides to improve the goose hybridization in China.
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Table 1 Phenotype values of body size indices and body weight of A. cygnoides

- CmE Bk W Wi R wmk pwn
ltem Shank girth Shank length ~ Chest width Chest depth circumference Jength Keel length  Body weight
(X0 Jem () fem (X)) Jfem (X fem SEIGARE L G0 fem (1) /g
SEY%L Average 4.451 7. 000 11.738 10.351 39. 896 26.424 16. 448 3.085
HrifEZZ Standard deviation 0.332 0.422 0.771 1.054 2.131 1.517 1.403 0.375
AR Z R CV /% 7.459 6.028 6. 808 10. 183 5.341 5.714 8.530 12. 156
x2 BEFREMEREIREEXES T
Table 2 Correlation analysis between body weight and body size indices of A. cygnoides
ﬁ@ X X RE Xy Xs X X, Y
X, 1 0.178 0. 345 0.311 0.487"" 0.446" 0.546" " 0.716" "
X, 1 0.417" -0.216 0. 268 0. 047 0.135 0. 189
X, 1 0.132 0.413" 0.588" " 0.448" " 0.614" "
X, 1 0. 196 0.333 0. 431 0.494" "
Xs 1 0.631*" 0.655" " 0.653*"
Xs 1 0.660" * 0.729**
X; 1 0.842" "
Y 1

T« FORBEAMI(P<0.05) 5 = FRH P FHHIL(P<0.01)
Note: * indicated significant correlation( P<0.05) ; * * indicated extremely significant correlation( P<0.01)
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Table 3 Path analysis and subdivision of correlation coefficient between body weight and body size indices of A. cygnoides

Pk ESi) i S HEAER [E]4EVEF Indirect effects

Tits oy el 3 X, X, X, X, X X, X,
X, 0.716 0. 295 0. 421 0. 000 0. 001 0.075 0. 046 0. 021 0. 054 0.223
X, 0. 189 0. 005 0. 184 0. 053 0. 000 0. 091 -0. 032 0.012 0. 006 0. 055
X, 0.614 0.218 0. 397 0. 102 0. 002 0. 000 0. 020 0.018 0.072 0. 183
X, 0. 494 0. 148 0. 345 0. 092 -0. 001 0. 029 0. 000 0. 009 0. 041 0. 176
X; 0. 653 0. 044 0. 609 0. 144 0. 001 0. 090 0. 029 0. 000 0. 077 0. 268
X¢ 0.729 0. 122 0. 607 0. 132 0. 000 0. 128 0. 049 0. 028 0. 000 0. 270
X, 0.842 0.409 0.433 0. 161 0. 001 0. 098 0. 064 0. 029 0. 081 0. 000
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{j{ ﬂ:_*}& GTE Ay R = =P+ R” o R' 2P, P, 23t Table 4 Stepwise regression model between body weight and body size
LB IR A B R Y E RN TR = 0. 211, R; = indices of A- cygnoides
0.001,R:=0. 134, R; =0. 073,R; = 0. 029, R; = 0. 089, R = AR . R PRI R fhithRiE 2
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Table 5 Parameter estimates of multiple regression coefficients be-

tween body weight and body size indices of A. cygnoides
FREREC

o B bR

Models B value :)teizti?;it ¢ value P

1 (¥%) -0.611 0. 458 -1.334  <0.00
EK 0.225 0.028 0.842 8.096  <0.00

2 (¥H) -1.57 0.471 -3.332  <0.01

PRERS 0.171 0.028 0. 642 6.168  <0.01

Jiz Fel 0.412 0.117 0. 366 3.514  <0.01

3 (WH)  -2.432 0. 506 -4.810  <0.01
PRERS 0. 146 0.026 0.548 5.660  <0.01

JE 0.371 0. 104 0.329 3.571 <0.01

e e 0. 124 0.042 0. 265 2.962  <0.01
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Table 5 Comparison of the yields of different varieties of pigmented

potatoes
Bout R

o AR Yeld Bk
b4 B gil%f’: ﬁ Equivalent  increase  Increasing
Variety name l(() y[f yield compared rate

&/ kg/hm*>  with CK %
kg/hm?

27515 Ziyun 1 36.63 36 648 -546.27 -18.3"
% 603 Yunshu 603 38.74 38 759 -405.51 -13.6"
22305 Yunshu 305 42.45 42 471 —158.06 -5.3
H-6 48.45 48 474 242. 12 8.1"
P Heimeigui 36. 46 36 478 -557.61 -18.7"
Tt g (CK) 44.82 44 842 — —
Qiubeiziyangyu

o+ FRTE0.05 K FEEF

Note: * indicated significant differences at 0. 05 level
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