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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of egg weight, egg
length and egg width at each age of pullets

Weeks No. of No. of Egg weight (g) Egg length (cm) Egg width (cm)
of age pullets eEgs Av. s.d. Av. s.d. Av. s.d.
19 5 11 37.7 47 511 0.24 3.57 0.14
20 27 61 42.0 3.2 5.34 0.19 3.74 0.14
21 85 205 42.9 4.8 5.36 0.28 3.77 0.16
22 143 441 45.3 4.8 5.42 0.34 3.85 0.17
23 193 665 47.0 8.2 5.50 0.10 391 0.19
24 214 888 49.3 6.5 5.55 0.35 3.96 0.20
25 219 1,007 50.6 6.1 5.59 0.35 4.01 0.20
26 220 1,050 51.7 6.4 5.63 0.36 4.04 0.20
27 220 1,067 52.9 6.2 5.68 0.36 4.07 0.19
28 220 1,096 54.2 6.8 5.68 0.38 4.09 0.20
29 219 1,080 55.4 6.9 5.77 0.38 412 0.20
30 219 1,066 56.3 6.9 5.82 0.37 414 0.21
31 219 1,053 57.3 6.8 5.85 0.36 4.17 0.20
32 220 1,057 58.0 6.8 5.88 V 0.36 419 0.20
33 220 1,050 59.0 7.0 591 0.35 4.21 0.20
34 220 1,049 59.7 7.0 593 0.37 423 0.24
35 218 1,014 60.3 6.7 5.95 0.35 4.24 0.20
36 220 1,025 61.2 7.0 5.98 0.37 4.26 0.20
37 220 1,009 61.5 6.7 5.99 0.34 4.28 0.19
38 218 1,004 62.1 7.2 6.00 0.37 4.23 0.20.
39 219 998 62.5 7.4 6.00 0.38 4.30 0.21
41 219 995 63.3 7.4 6.05 0.38 431 0.20
42 220 985 63.5 7.2 6.05 0.38 432 0.20
43 219 985 63.9 7.8 6.07 0.39 4.34 0.19
45 212 919 64.6 7.4 6.09 0.39 4.35 0.21
A7 211 925 64.9 75 6.11 0.37 4.34 0.21
49 210 933 65.3 7.7 6.11 0.38 4.35 0.22
51 214 959 65.6 7.8 6.12 0.39 4.36 0.21
53 216 946 65.6 7.6 6.13 0.38 4.37 0.21
55 213 924 65.7 7.9 6.13 0.39 4.37 0.22
57 213 927 65.9 8.1 6.15 0.39 438 0.22
59 202 905 65.9 8.3 6.15 0.45 4.38 0.22
61 201 864 66.0 8.4 6.16 0.45 4.38 0.22

Av.; means, s.d.; standard deviations.
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Table 2. Parameter estimates from the growth equation; Y=a¢+ait+ast+astd,
for egg weight, egg length and egg width
Traits Parameters Average
a a as as deviation
Egg weight (g) 29.16 5.2450 —0.0986 0.000629 0.081
Egg length (cm) 2.744 0.19005 —0.003641 0.00002372 0.102
Egg width (cm) 1.345 0.18261 —0.003737 0.00002569 0.130
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Fig. 1.

The growth curves of egg weight, egg length and

egg width with the age of pullets.
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Table 3. The estimates of relative growth coefficient from the allometric
relationships among egg weight, egg length and egg width

y X Fitted periods  Relative growth Multiple

(weeks of age) coefficients correlation
Egg length (cm) Egg weight (g) 19-61 0.32740.0032 0.998
Egg width (cm) Egg weight (g) 19-61 0.3500.002 1.000
Egg width (cm) Egg length (cm) 19-61 1.060+0.019 0.995
Egg width (cm) Egg length {cm) 19-28 1.3094:0.036 0.997
Egg width (cm) Egg length (cm) 29-61 0.984+0.018 0.993

Allometric relationship; Y=AXb, aistandard error.
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The relative growth of egg width to egg weight.
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Summary

This study was conducted to investigate the
relative growth of egg length, egg width and egg
weight, for the period from 19 to 61 weeks as age.
The relative growth was estimated from the growth
coefficient, b, in the allometric equation (Y=AXb).

The growth coefficient of the egg width relative
to the egg weight was significantly larger than
the egg length to the egg weight. Two phases
were clearly indicated in the growth pattern for
The growth

coefficient was significantly greater than 1.0 for the

egg width relative to egg length.

period from 19 to 28 weeks of age (1.309), indicating
a growth rate for the egg width which was higher
than for egg length. However, the coefficient was
0.984 for the period after 29 weeks of age, which
is not significantly differeent from 1.0. Positive
allometry of the egg width to the length related
well to the marked increase in egg produciton.
The pattern of relative growth of the width to
the length directly reflected on the changes in
shape index, so that the shape index continued to
increase for the period {rom the first egg to the
peak of egg production and remained constant
after then. It was suggested that the rapid growth
of egg width at the first phase might be influenced
by gonadotrophic hormones.



