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ABSTRACT The present study investigated production traits, including body weight, egg production, egg weight, and egg
quality in Korean indigenous parent stocks. Parent stocks produced from a nine-combination association from five pure line
strains (C, D, F, K, and Y) were used. The body weight analyses results showed that the CY combination had the highest
body weight (1,604.9 g) and the DK combination had the lowest (1,424.4 g). The average age at first egg of the nine
combinations was 118.6 days; however, that of the YD combination was 111.6 days, making it the fastest growing
combination, whereas the DK combination was the slowest, at 126 days. Hen-day egg production was 74% or more for the
CF, CK, and DK combinations. The DK combination hens showed excellent persistence in egg laying. Hen-housed egg
production exhibited results similar to those of hen-day egg production. Egg weight was significantly higher in the DK
combination than in the other combinations and was observed to increase from 20 (43.9 g) to 40 (58.1 g) weeks. The egg
quality analyses results showed that the combinations based on the F and K strains had a bright eggshell color, with relatively
high egg weights. Eggshell strength and thickness were the highest in the DK combination (3.8 kg/cm® 0.38 mm). In
summary, the CF and DK combinations showed excellent egg production ability and egg quality, while the YC, YD, and YK
combinations with the Y strain as the paternal strain exhibited poor performance.

(Key words: Korean indigenous chicken, breed combination, egg production, egg quality)
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Table 1. Body weight of 9 combinations of Korean indigenous chicken

Combi-

Body weight (g)

' N

nation 4 week 8 week 12 week 16 week
CF 57 325429.6" 816+76.8" 1,218+112.4° 1,533+191.6™
CK 100 285422.1° 746+59.1° 1,122+88.3¢ 1,4914153.7
CcY 36 31623.4° 79346222 1,218+82.0° 1,605+137.5%
DF 77 310+23.9% 800::64.8° 1,165+89.1% 1,513+169.1%¢
DK 100 287+29.1° 756£76.7%" 1,124+112.8¢ 1,424+157.6°
DY 95 302+25.54 771+80.1°% 1,200+125.4% 1,562+169.9%°
YC 100 299+26.4¢ 78044935 1,200+76.1% 1,498+114.54
YD 77 298422 8¢ 757450.0%" 1,165+70.4% 1,468+145.4%
YK 66 313+29.6° 749+56.6% 1,131£91.7% 1,461+138.3%
Total 708 319+58.0 815+134.7 1,2374253.2 1,583+208.9

Values are meantstandard deviation.

*f. The different letters of superscript within column significantly differ (P<0.05).
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Table 2. Age at first egg, Hen-housed and Hen-day egg production of 9 combinations of Korean indigenous chicken

Combination Age at first egg (d) Hen-housed egg production Hen-day egg production (%)
CF 115.7+6.5 123.0+£25.6° 74.9+15.4*
CK 117.4+12.7¢ 120.4420.4% 74.0+10.7%
CcY 121.14£9.9% 116.5+15.0*° 73.3+£8.1%
DF 118.9+7.7°¢ 112.1£22.4¢ 69.5+13.3%
DK 126.0+8.5° 114.4+£17.9% 74.14£10.6®
DY 116.6+7.8¢ 120.3+17.4% 73.6£9.8%
YC 116.9+9.4¢ 113.3+18.8 69.6+£11.2%
YD 111.6+6.1° 122.7+£16.9° 72.949.9%
YK 123.0+9.9% 104.8+26.8¢ 66.4+16.6°

Total 118.6+9.9 116.6+20.8 72.1£12.0

Values are meantstandard deviation.

. The different letters of superscript within column significantly differ (P<0.05).
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Table 3. Egg weight of 9 combinations of Korean indigenous chicken
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Egg weight (g)

Combination
20 week 24 week 28 week 32 week 36 week
CF 41.6+2.6° 47.143.6° 51.143.5% 53.6+3.3% 55.043.6°
CK 41.342.7° 46.9+2.7° 50.243.6° 53.343.4° 55.444.2°
CcY 40.142.9¢ 44,842 5° 48.4+3.1¢ 51.0+3.8¢ 52.9+4.1%
DF 42.742.6° 48.542.7° 51.843.6% 54.8+4.1° 55.9+44.0
DK 43.9+3.1% 49.0+2.9° 52.543.4° 56.443.9° 58.144.0°
DY 38.643.4° 42,743 .2¢ 46.144.0 49.7+3.8% 49.8+4.7°
YC 37.542.4" 42,642 .4¢ 45.642.7 48.643.7° 49 4437
YD 40.142.6° 44,542 5° 47.742.8% 51.243.9¢ 53.243.9°
YK 39.543.1% 43 .8+3.2° 46.8+2. 9 48.9+3.4° 51.444.1¢
Total 40.6+3.5 45.543.7 49.0+4.2 52.0+4.6 53.545.0
Values are meantstandard deviation.
*¢. The different letters of superscript within column significantly differ (P<0.05).
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Fig. 1. Egg weight curve of 9 combination of Korean indigenous chicken.
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Table 4. Egg quality of 9 combinations of Korean indigenous chicken at 40 weeks

bﬁ;’t‘i’;n ESC YC EW AW YW ESW AH HU ESS EST SI
CF  85.683.1° 77415° 5848360 351127° 173x13° 61805 53208 71.077°  3607° 039003 7618297
CK  875822° 83tl4 57943 34731°  172613° 60105 56080 74164 36:06° 03720030 76.742.6™
CY 796:3.1% 8114 558838 33527  17.0£L1° 53305 5311 72479 35070 036004 755833
DF  8543(0° 8O:l3" 500:39° 355270 173x15° 62405 57414 AT 35070 037002 77.0:26°
DK 8528 717  599832° 36122 17ALP 61805 5609 73466 3807 038003 77985
DY 79327 7816 53330"  322422%  158HLI° 52404°  51x14°  710£132% 34:08° 035003 7698280
YC  7943.1%  8I1xl6 52345 307436° 166£1.9¢ 51065 524157 72317 35070 035003  76243.6
YD  789s3.1¢ 8114 5504420 33030 165137 544050 48H1.0°  683:109° 3406 03600  754LT
YK 8938223  80£L7 52637 3124267 161x12% 54504 4907 7074620 34:06°  037002° 75430

Total 83448 7915 56047 336833 16815 56806 531 719891 3507 0374003 763231

Values are meantstandard deviation.

#°. The different letters of superscript within column significantly differ (P<0.05).
ESC: Eggshell color, YC: Yolk color, EW: Egg weight, AW: Albumen weight, YW: Yolk weight, ESW: Eggshell weight, AH:
Albumen height, HU: Haugh unit, ESS: Eggshell strength, EST: Eggshell thickness, SI: Shape index.
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