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Abstract; The present paper aimed to study the comparative test of the production performance of Lhasa white chicken of cage rearing and
free range rearing. Lhasa white chickens of the same batch (3 weeks old) with similar weight were selected as the research object. The exper-
iment was divided into two groups,one group of free breeding,one group of cage breeding, each group of 600 feathers,male and female half,
feeding up to 43 weeks old, the production performance data were collated and analyzed. The results showed that the weight of the free range
Lhasa white chickens(6 weeks old, 18 weeks old, at birth) was lower than that of the caged Lhasa white chickens. The weight of the 43 week-
old free range Lhasa white chicken was higher than that of the caged Lhasa white chicken,and the weight of the free range Lhasa white chick-
en was lower than that of the caged Lhasa white chicken. The egg age of caged Lhasa white chickens was 8 days ahead of time than that of

free-range chickens. Caged Lhasa white chickens were 27 days ahead of time than free range white chickens ( egg production reached 50

YR ELHR 2019 — 10 - 08 % ). The egg weight of caged Lhasa white chickens was 0.49 g
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[ XZ 2018 ZR G-50(Z) ] ; EZE ML H AR R—hi iR A between the two was not significant (P >0.05). The 43-week-
Lo old egg weight of Lhasa white chicken was 0. 04 g higher than
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that of caged white chicken,and the difference between the two

Ve I EBE (1967 — ) L e, ST 5L, B ST 7 1) Sy 25 008 35 o ol B was not significant( P >0.05). The average daily feed intake of
F 5/R7EHE, E-mail ; maxueying006@ 126. com,, caged Lhasa white chickens was 14.40 g lower than that of free-
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range chickens,and the difference between the two groups was extremely significant( P <0.01 ). The average daily weight gain of the free-

range Lhasa white chickens was 0.07 g higher than that of the caged ones,and the difference between the two was not significant (P > 0.

05). The average daily weight gain of caged Lhasa white chickens was 0.08g higher than that of free range chickens,and the difference be-

tween the two was not significant( P >0.05). The total number of eggs laid by Lhasa white chickens was 4,343 more than that of free-range

chickens. In the free-range group,the average number of eggs laid by Lhasa white chickens was 78. 85 ,while in the caged group, the average

number of eggs laid by Lhasa white chickens was 95.76,and the difference between the two groups was extremely significant (P <0.01).

The average laying rate of Lhasa white chicken in the free-range group was 27.67 % ,and that of the caged group was 34.20 % ,and the

difference between the two groups was extremely significant (P <0.01). The egg to egg ratios of Lhasa white chickens raised in free range

and caged were 4. 67 and 3. 51 respectively,and the difference between the two groups was extremely significant (P <0.01). This study pro-

vides a theoretical reference for the future breeding methods of Lhasa white chicken.

Key words: Lhasa white chicken;Free range rearing;Cage rearing; Weight ; Average number of eggs laid ; Average daily food intake ; Feed-gain ratio
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Table 1  Determination of the weight of Lhasa white chickens with different rearing methods of different weeks

2H 51 R
IANTY XY INAY 1330
3W RESFHME (g) 126.07 126. 86 127.04 125.83
FrifE 2= 7.21 7.05 6.76 6.49
R (g) 139.70 139.40 139.20 139. 40
B/ME(g) 110. 40 110.20 109. 80 106. 90
AR ZH( %) 5.72 5.16 5.32 5.56
6W WM (g) 345.68 331.90 348.48 333.66
bRz 27.46 27.88 33.39 28.48
BRI (g) 432.10 419.80 456. 60 430. 60
/M () 290. 00 280.20 280. 50 280. 50
A ZR( %) 7.94 8.40 9.58 8.54
18W RESFHE (g) 1194.98 966. 90 1214.03 973.17
PRz 101.22 58.02 69. 52 60. 44
KM (g) 1415.30 1237.00 1405. 20 1174.50
B/ME () 952.90 830.90 1065.70 918.50
AR ZH( %) 8.47 6.00 5.73 6.21
ik IRFEFHIE(2) 1348.41 1190. 64 1643.57 1272.63
bR 65.55 108.53 108.11 114.76
BRI (g) 1542. 10 1373. 80 1854. 00 1552. 10
/M () 1211.40 905.30 1431.90 1021.50
AR EZR( %) 4.86 9.12 6.58 9.02
43W RESFHE(g) 1645.43 1310.95 1628. 50 1334.52
PRz 107.28 60. 24 104.97 129.36
KA (g) 1824. 60 1521. 60 1795.70 1654. 50
B/ME () 1432. 60 1090. 70 1423.40 1111.20
AR ZH( %) 6.52 4.60 6.45 9.69

eSO S PTG RS CL LN iR SN [= |
4:139.70.139.40 g, B H B0 5" XS B A3 B
XA 1) B /IME 43931 2 110. 40 (110. 20 g, B R4
FIHLE™ XS Y A0 Bk RS (A S (1) 48 S R B0 ) R
5.72.5. 16 FEFRA B B 113G 1Y 28 3G (BEAG {A 4y
Wk (348.48 £33.39) . (333.66 +28.48) g, % 3
S ETA S PET A GRS SN OB TN = K2 S 1 D
456. 60 ,430. 60 g, 78 % 24 I PL 1% XSG 19 A X | BE A
A 1 Fe /ME 43 591 R - 280. 50 ,280. 50 g, JE IR ALY
A S DTN /AD CRES LN i DR & i o
9.58 8.54,

IR i Y 3 E A SRR CRES FEREEN
AR H: (1194.98 +101.22) | (966.90 +58.02)
g, BUIRLH BPLEY PRS2 3G BE RS 1A (1) d5 K AE 9 5]
4 :1415.30,1237. 00 g, HF=4H BIHLE G RG  BE

X0 A 1) e /MEL 43 ) 2R £ 95290 ,830. 90 g, 1SR4
OETA S PPNV RSP ET N i RN S & 8
8. 47 .6. 00 ; FEF= A M HL B A (14 24 X BE A 44 43
BA: (1214. 03 £69.52) . (973.17 £60.44) g, %5
ENE A S PCYOPAS CIE S P R U il R S N = 2 1| o)
1405.20 ,1174. 50 g, 58 ¢ H WPLE> I B9 A XY | B
XK FE [ e /M 9 1) R 0 1065. 70 (918. 50 g, FE SR 4
(IHLE™ XS 1 A0 | BE RS R (14 48 S R0 R
5.73.6.21,
= BRI P B XS B A XS RS REE 5
WA : (1348.41 £65.55) ,(1190. 64 +108.53) g, 8
EiH A SR IOFA GBS CT NG iR Sy N =il o
1542.10 ,1373. 80 g, HUF%4H A9 HL % 0 19 A X K
XS AR T () e/ IMEL A3 51 24 : 121140 1905, 30 g, HiF= 4
HOE DA R PLTNFAT IR E I NG DR 3 & il
.27 .



AR 2020 £5 1Y

uuuuuuuuuuuu

F2 FEMAFARALTEBBE = EEEIEMR
Table 2 The performance indexes of Lhasa white chicken with different feeding methods
415 E R
TLEH () 148 140
TFr= HAE (F=HEEIAE) 50 % ) (d) 205 178
TF-EE(g) 46.34 +2.97a 46.83 +2.97a
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