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ABSTRACT The profitability of pheasants breeding is
influenced by many factors, but eggs quality is consid-
ered as the backbone for successful pheasant breeding.
The objective of this study was to determine and com-
pare various quality characteristics (physical, morpho-
logical, and mechanical) of eggs from three pheasant
subspecies: common pheasant (Phasianus colchicus col-
chicus), Mongolian pheasant (Phasianus colchicus mon-
golicus), and black pheasant (Phasianus colchicus vs.
tenebrosus). A total sample of 180 eggs (60 eggs of each
pheasant subspecies) was collected from pheasant hens
kept in aviaries in their first year of production (43—47
wk of age). The average weight and volume of eggs from
common pheasants was significantly lower (P < 0.05)
than those from Mongolian and black pheasants. No

significant differences between three pheasant subspe-
cies were observed in albumen and yolk weight and per-
centage, while egg shell weight and percentage were
significantly higher (P < 0.01) at eggs from black pheas-
ants. In comparison to eggs from Mongolian and com-
mon pheasants, eggs from black pheasants had the
thickest shell and the highest shell strength and required
highest force to egg breaking. The values of breaking
force and other mechanical characteristics depend on
the direction of the loading force during egg compres-
sion. The data obtained by evaluating certain character-
istics of egg quality can be useful to breeders when
choosing a pheasant subspecies, as well as for choosing
quality eggs for hatching and their storage.
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INTRODUCTION

The common pheasant (Phasianus colchicus colchi-
cus) belongs to the genus Phasianus in the family Pha-
sianidae. Native to Asia, the pheasant was introduced as
a game bird to many parts of the world. Currently
pheasants are found at different latitudes in Europe,
Asia, Australia and Oceania, and North America.
Pheasants were first brought to Europe by the Romans
and Greeks. Different subspecies that were later brought
to Europe were interbred to produce birds with highly
variable plumage color (Johnsgard, 1999;
Kokoszynski et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2019). In Croatia
pheasant was introduced at the end of the 18th century,
but significant pheasant breeding began in the second
half of the 20th century after the knowledge about
pheasant’s artificial rearing has been adopted and indus-
trial production of their food began, and then more
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pheasant farms were established throughout Croatia.
Pheasant farming has greatly decreased during the war
in Croatia in the early 1990s, but in recent years the
interest for pheasant rearing in Croatia has increased
considerably. The motivation for the growth of pheasant
farming is an increased demand for pheasants as hunting
material and their meat for the gourmet food market
(Janjecic, 2004). Pheasants are considered as one of the
favourite game birds for a large number of hunters and
their meat characterized low fat and high essential fatty
acids and amino acids content which make it of a higher
quality compared to broilers, ducks, and geese
(Adamski and Kuzniacka, 2006). The European native
population is estimated at 9,700 to 16,300 mature indi-
viduals with a stable trend, whereas the overall Euro-
pean population, including introduced populations, is
estimated at 4,140,000 to 5,370,000 males, with an
increasing trend (BirdLife International, 2021;
Chiatante and Meriggi, 2022). According to Directive
2009/147/EC of the European Parliament (Council of
the European Union, 2010), wild birds are not to be
hunted during season of breeding or rearing, and the reg-
ulation of the non-hunting period is left to the EU mem-
ber states. In Croatia, non-hunting period for pheasants
is from 1st February till 15th September and for hunting
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pheasants a hunting license is required. Nowadays,
pheasants are mainly breeding for purposes of hunting
tourism, especially in countries of rich hunting tradition
(Ristic et al., 2010). Although they are edible, the pheas-
ant eggs are mainly used for reproduction, very rarely for
consumption, and their market is very limited because of
small and seasonal egg production (Tserveni-Goussi and
Fortomaris, 2011). Pheasants are usually held in aviar-
ies, although there are some farms where the birds are
kept in cages during the reproductive period for eco-
nomic reasons (Krystianiak et al., 2016).

Eggs provide nutrition and protection to the develop-
ing chicks, therefore, the egg quality is of immense
importance for the hatchlings (Ashraf et al., 2016). In
the northern hemisphere, pheasants start laying in early
spring and continue until mid-summer; however, total
egg production, fertility, and hatching rates vary and
tend to be unsatisfactory (Kozuszek et al., 2009;
Ozbey et al., 2011), with reported hatchability rates of
fertilized eggs ranging between 41 and 79%
(Ozbey et al., 2011; Kontecka et al., 2014). Considering
the value of pheasant chicks, together with the low egg
numbers and variations in fertility and hatchability, suc-
cessful incubation of all eggs is particularly desirable
(Demirel and Kirikei, 2009; Yamak et al., 2016). The
physical characteristics of the egg play an important
role in the processes of embryo development and success-
ful hatching (Narushin and Romanov, 2002). The egg
morphological characteristics such as weight and per-
centage of main components and the correlations among
them are also very important because these factors influ-
ence egg quality, reproductive fitness of the chickens,
and embryonic development (Oblakova,  2006;
Popoola et al. 2015). The mechanical characteristics of
eggs represent their strength under various loads in
terms of several parameters such as breaking force,
deformation, firmness, and toughness (Abdallah et al.,
1993; De Ketelaere et al., 2002). Eggshell must be strong
enough to prevent cracking in order to preserve the
embryo until hatching (Altuntas and Sekeroglu, 2008).

Common pheasant (Phasianus colchicus colchinus) is
the most widespread subspecies of pheasant in Europe,
including in Croatia. The body of male pheasants is cov-
ered with dark brown plumage, their head is green-blue
with a red area around the eyes, while the females have
their whole body covered with gray-brown plumage.
The weight of common pheasant males ranges from 1.2
to 1.6 kg, while females weigh less than 1 kg. Of the
other pheasant subspecies in Croatia, the Mongolian
pheasant (Phasianus colchicus mongolicus) is the most
important as the largest pheasant subspecies, and it is
easy to recognize by the white collar around the neck
that is not connected in the lower part. The Mongolian
pheasant is more durable in worse climatic conditions,
and its females lay slightly more eggs than common
pheasant females, which is why it is preferred in artificial
breeding (Janjecic, 2004). The black pheasant (Phasia-
nus colchicus vs. tenebrosus), also known as the melanis-
tically mutated pheasant, is a subspecies of the common

pheasant that was initially bred in Europe for hunting,
and is characterized by a very dark plumage color. From
the point of rearing in captivity, black pheasants are
considered as good egg producers characterized by high
chicks rusticity and ease of artificial breeding
(Bagliacca et al., 2004). The same authors reported that
the average live weights of males and females of Mongo-
lian pheasants were 1.513 and 1.322 kg, and that of
black pheasants were 1.497 and 1.269 kg, respectively.

The objective of this study was to determine and com-
pare some physical, morphological, and mechanical
characteristics of pheasant eggs from those 3 subspecies,
which are also the most represented subspecies of pheas-
ant breeding in captivity in Croatia.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Animals

Pheasant eggs used in this study were collected from
experimental farm located in Dugo Selo (latitude 45° 48’
N, longitude 16° 14’ E), a small town near Zagreb, capi-
tal city of Croatia. On this farm 3 pheasant subspecies
were kept in separate aviaries with dimensions
400 x 300 x 250 cm (width x length x height) and sex
ratio was 1 male: 8 females, so the eggs were fertile. The
pheasant feeding was ad libitum with a commercial diet
for pheasants (19% CP and 11.7 MJ/kg ME), properly
adjusted to their age.

Sample Collection

Eggs were randomly collected during May 2019 from
each pheasant group in their first year of production (43
to 47 wk of age) after collected enough eggs for hatching
according to the available space in aviaries. Eggs were
examined within 24 hours of collection. A total sample
of 180 eggs was evaluated, consisting of 60 eggs from
each pheasant subspecies (Figure 1).

Experimental Design

Length and width of the collected eggs were measured
using an electronic digital calliper with an accuracy of
0.01 mm. To evaluate the egg weight, eggs were sepa-
rately weighed on a precision electronic balance reading
to 0.01 g. The geometric mean diameter, surface area,
volume, specific gravity, and shape index were calcu-
lated using the following formulas (Altuntas and Sekero-
glu, 2008):

D, = (LW?2)"*
S = JTDg
V =m/6(LW?)

SG = (EW/V)



QUALITY CHARACTERISTICS OF PHEASANT EGGS 3

Figure 1. Tested eggs from three pheasant subspecies. (A) Common pheasant, (B) Mongolian pheasant, (C) Black pheasant.

SI = (W/L) x 100

where L is the length in mm, Wis the width in mm, D, is
the geometric mean diameter in mm, S is the surface
area in cm?, V is the volume in cm®, EW is the egg
weight in g, SG is the specific gravity in g/cm?®, STis the
shape index in %.

The shell thickness was randomly measured from the
3 different parts of shell in each egg using an electronic
digital micrometer with accuracy of 0.001 mm and was
averaged. A total sample of 180 eggs was used for the
determination of mentioned physical characteristics.

To evaluate the egg weight, eggs, and egg components
were separately weighed on a precision electronic bal-
ance reading to 0.01 g. After measuring the breaking
forces, eggs were broken on a flat glass surface to deter-
mine the internal quality characteristics of the eggs.
Yolk and albumen height were measured using a tripod
micrometer with an accuracy of 0.001 mm, while yolk
diameter and albumen length and width were measured
using an electronic digital calliper with an accuracy of
0.01 mm. Albumen weight was determined by subtract-
ing the yolk and shell weight from the original egg
weight. The individual weight of each egg and its compo-
nents were used to calculate the albumen percentage
(albumen weight/egg weight x 100), yolk percentage
(yolk weight/egg weight x 100), shell percentage (shell

weight /egg weight x 100) and yolk to albumen ratio
(yolk weight/albumen weight) (Dottavio et al., 2005).
Albumen index and yolk index were calculated using the
following formulas:

Al = AH/[(AL+ AW) /2]

YI = (YH/YD)

where Al is the albumen index, AH is the albumen
height in mm, AL is the albumen length in mm, A W is
the albumen width in mm, YT is the yolk index, YH is
the yolk height in mm, YD is the yolk diameter in mm.

The Haugh unit was calculated using the following
formula:

HU = 100log,o(H — 1.7W"37 4 7.6)

where HU is the Haugh unit, H is the albumen height, W
is the egg weight.

A commonly used technique for the measurement of
the shell strength is the compression of an egg between 2
plates. To measure the forces required to breaking egg, a
universal testing machine was used to compress the egg.
The egg sample was placed on the fixed plate, loaded at
the compression speed of 0.33 mm s~ ' and pressed with
a moving plate connected to the load cell until the egg
breaking (Nedomova et al., 2009). The forces were
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Table 1. Physical characteristics of eggs from three pheasant subspecies.

Parameter Common pheasant Mongolian pheasant Black pheasant Sig.
Length (mm) 45.24 £1.11* 45.89 + 192" 46.67 + 1.25" *
Width (mm) 36.28 &+ 0.58" 36.53 + 1.40" 36.77 +£1.13% ns
Geometric mean diameter (mm) 39.05 £ 0.52* 39.41 +1.35* 39.81 £ 0.96" ns
Surface area (cm?) 47.89 & 1.26" 48.83 + 3.33% 49.79 + 2.24" *
Volume (cm®) 31.17 +1.23* 32.14 + 3.27% 33.07 +2.25" *
Weight (g) 32.67 £ 1.52* 33.35 + 3.37" 33.72 + 2.35" *
Specific gravity (g/cm®) 1.05 4+ 0.02* 1.04 £+ 0.02* 1.02 +0.01* ns
Shape index (%) 80.26 + 2.34" 79.68 £+ 3.25" 78.84 +3.11* ns
Shell thickness (mm) 0.261 £+ 0.016" 0.279 % 0.023" 0.290 £+ 0.011° ok

Within the column (Sig.), values in same rows marked with different letters differ significantly (P < 0.05%) and (P < 0.01**), or the difference is not sig-

nificant (ns).

measured by the data acquisition system, which
included dynamometer HBM (Hottinger Baldwin Mes-
stechnik GmbH, Darmstadt, Germany), amplifier HBM
Quantum MX 840 B and personal computer. Two com-
pression axes (X and Z) of an egg were used to determine
the breaking force, specific deformation, absorbed
energy, and firmness. The X-axis was the loading axis
through the length dimension in 2 directions, front (force
F..) and back (force F,y,), while the Z-axis (force F,) was
the transverse axis containing the width dimension. A
sample of 60 eggs from three pheasant subspecies (20
eggs for each orientation) was used for the determina-
tion of egg mechanical characteristics.

The deformation of pheasant eggs before breaking was
measured with the inductive displacement transducer
HBM WA/100. The specific deformation was deter-
mined using the following formula (Altuntas and Sekero-
glu, 2008):

e=(1-L;/L) x 100

where & is the specific deformation in %, Ly is the
deformed egg length measured in the direction of the
compression axis in mm, L is the underformed egg length
measured in the direction of the compression axis in mm.
The energy absorbed by an egg at the moment of
breaking was calculated using the following formula
(Polat et al., 2007; Altuntas and Sekeroglu, 2008):

E, = (F,D,)/2

where F, is the absorbed energy in Nmm, F, is the break-
ing force in N, D,.is the deformation at breaking point in
mm.

The firmness is considered as the ratio of compressive
force to deformation at the breaking point of egg and
was determined using the following formula
(Altuntas and Sekeroglu, 2008):

Q:Fr/Dr

where @ is the firmness in N/mm, F, is the breaking
force in N, D, is the deformation at breaking point in
mim.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical data analysis was performed using SAS
software (SAS Institute, 2004). Results were expressed

as the mean + standard deviation (SD) of 60 measure-
ments for egg physical and morphological characteristics
for each pheasant subspecies and 20 measurements for
egg mechanical characteristics in each of the 3 egg com-
pression directions and pheasant subspecies. The signifi-
cance of the differences between the values of the
observed parameters was evaluated using analysis of
variance (ANOVA). Fisher’s least significant difference
(LSD) test was used to compare means, and differences
were considered as significant at the probability levels
P <0.05and P<0.01.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The physical characteristics of the eggs collected from
3 pheasant subspecies are presented in Table 1. Accord-
ing to average egg dimensions, the biggest eggs were col-
lected from black pheasants, followed by eggs from
Mongolian pheasants, but there were no significant dif-
ferences between eggs from these 2 pheasant subspecies.
In comparison to eggs from black and Mongolian pheas-
ants, eggs from common pheasants were significantly
smaller. The egg dimensions observed in this study were
similar to those obtained by Nowaczewski et al. (2013a)
with 42.2 to 45.6 mm length and 35.8 to 37.2 mm width
for 4 groups of pheasant eggs with different egg shell
color and slightly higher than those obtained by
Kokoszynski et al. (2011) for game pheasant eggs with
42.1 to 43.8 mm length and 33.5 to 35.6 mm width and
Song et al. (2000) with average length and width of 42.3
and 33.7 mm, respectively. On the other hand, Al-
Obaidi (2017) reported much lower dimensions of eggs
from three pheasant species (ring-necked, golden, and
silver pheasant) with 21.57 to 22.46 mm length and
15.63 to 16.25 mm width.

Significantly higher length, surface area, and volume
(P < 0.05) were observed at eggs from black pheasants in
comparison to eggs from common pheasants. The average
surface area of eggs from three pheasant subspecies
observed in this study (47.89—49.79 cm?) was very close
to surface area of 4 groups of pheasant eggs with different
egg shell color reported by Kozuszek et al. (2009) with
47.2 t0 49.2 cm? for 4 groups of pheasant eggs with differ-
ent egg shell color but higher than those obtained by
Kokoszynski et al. (2011) with 42.1 to 46.7 cm® The aver-
age volume of eggs from all 3 pheasant subspecies observed
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in this study (31.17—33.07 cm®) was much higher than
average volume of eggs from ring necked pheasants with
23.10 cm?® reported by Ashraf et al. (2016).

The average weight of eggs from common pheasants
was significantly lower (P < 0.05) than those of Mongolian
and black pheasants. The main reason why the eggs from
black and Mongolian pheasants were significantly bigger
and heavier compared to common pheasants is the female
size. The average weights of black and Mongolian pheas-
ant females were 1.3 and 1.2 kg, respectively, while the
average weight of common pheasant females was 0.9 kg.
The effect of live weight of the pheasant female on egg
weight have studied Kirikei et al. (2004) and found that
heaviest eggs were obtained from the heavy group and the
lightest eggs were obtained from the light group of pheas-
ant females. Ashraf et al. (2016) classified pheasant eggs
in 3 weight categories: light (20—26 g), medium (27
—32 g), and heavy (33—40 g). According to this classifica-
tion, eggs from all 3 pheasant subspecies observed in this
study belong to group of heavy pheasant eggs. The egg
size is very important in pheasants breeding because the
bigger and heavier eggs lead to bigger and heavier chicks.
Caglayan et al. (2010) have determined a significant effect
of pheasant egg weight on egg hatchability and chick
weight and concluded that egg weight is especially impor-
tant factor to obtaining chicks in sufficient numbers. The
average weight of eggs from three pheasant subspecies
(32.67—33.72 g) observed in this study was very close to
pheasant egg weight values of 32.7 to 33.6 g reported by
Caglayan et al. (2010) and 32.0 to 33.3 g reported by
Kozuszek et al. (2009). Similar values, but in a wider
range, were also reported by Nowaczewski et al. (2013h)
with 31.8 to 33.4 g and by Demirel and Kirikci (2009)
with 31.56 to 33.17 g. However, the egg weights from pres-
ent study were higher than the values of 30.22 to 32.19 g
reported by Gunlu et al. (2018) and 31.47 reported by
Aygun and Olgun (2019). Slightly higher average weight
of pheasant eggs (345 g) was reported by
Mangiagalli et al. (2003). These differences may be due to
genotypes of the pheasants, the ages of the breeding
pheasants or the care and feeding of the birds
(Demirel —and  Kirikei, 2009). The study of
Kokoszynski et al. (2011) showed that laying pheasants
fed the complete diet produced significantly heavier eggs
than pheasants receiving the experimental diet low in
crude protein and high in energy (30.8 vs. 26.3 g).

There were no differences among the three pheasant
subspecies with respect to egg specific gravity and shape
index. The standard values of egg specific gravity usu-
ally range from 1.0 to 1.10 g/cm?; so the values of spe-
cific gravity of pheasant eggs observed in this study
(1.02—1.05 g/cm®) indicated that the eggs of these 3
pheasant subspecies belong to eggs of low to medium
specific gravity. Higher values of specific gravity of
pheasant eggs were reported by Tserveni-Gousi and
Yannakopoulos  (1990) of 1.07 g/cm® and by
Kozuszek et al. (2009) in the range 1.066 to 1.071 g/cm®.
Significantly lower specific gravity of pheasant eggs in
the range 0.93 to 0.94 g/cm3 was reported by
Kirikci et al. (2004). According to Rozempolska-

Rucinska et al. (2011), the egg specific gravity is a trait
that broadly characterizes the quality of eggs that are
used in hatching. The egg specific gravity indirectly
defines the shape of an egg, resistance, and structure of
the shell, that is, traits that are essential for a normal
hatching process.

Eggs are available in different shapes and can be charac-
terized using a shape index (SI) as sharp, normal (stan-
dard), and round if they have an SI value of <72, between
72 and 76, and >76, respectively (Sarica and FEren-
sayin, 2004). According to that classification and calcu-
lated SI, eggs collected from 3 pheasant subspecies
evaluated in this study can be characterized as round. The
average values of pheasant eggs shape index observed in
this study (78.84—80.26%) was similar to those reported
by Tserveni-Gousi and Yannakopoulos (1990) 80.24%,
Garip et al. (2010) 80.58%, Kirikci et al. (2003) 80.69%,
Kirikci et al. (2004) 79.62—81.23%, Demirel and Kir-
ikei (2009) 79.80—81.06% and Kokoszynski et al. (2011)
79.6—81.3%. Wider range of pheasant egg shape index was
reported by Kirikei et al. (2005) 77.87—81.24% and
Esen et al. (2010) 77.49—84.14%.

Statistically significant differences (P < 0.01) between
eggs from 3 pheasant subspecies were also observed in egg
shell thickness. The thinnest shell was observed at eggs
from common pheasants, eggs from Mongolian pheasants
had 6.9% thicker shell, while the thickest shell was
observed at eggs from black pheasants, 11.1% thicker com-
pared to eggs from common pheasants. From the obtained
results, can be seen a direct correlation between weight
and shell thickness of eggs from three pheasant subspecies,
where heavier eggs had a thicker shell. According to
Ketta and Tumova (2018), egg shell thickness plays a
major role of quality parameters of the egg shell. A fairly
wide range of egg shell thickness values can be found in the
literature. The range of average shell thickness of eggs
from three pheasant subspecies observed in this study
(0.261—0.290 mm) was very close to range reported by
Kozuszek et al. (2009) 0.253—0.288 mm. Higher ranges of
egg shell thickness were reported by Ozbey et al. (2011)
0.263—0.311 mm, Nowaczewski et al. (2013a) 0.282
—0.315 mm, Kokoszynski et al. (2011) 0.280—0.310 mm,
Esen et al.  (2010) 0.283—0.336 mm  and
Mangiagalli et al. (2003) 304—346 mm, while lower ranges
were reported by Kirikei et al. (2004) 0.220—0.260 mm
and Kirikei et al. (2005) 0.202—0.230 mm.

The morphological characteristics of the eggs col-
lected from 3 pheasant subspecies are presented in
Table 2. There were not significant differences between
3 pheasant subspecies with respect to albumen and yolk
weight and percentage.

The yolk percentage of pheasant eggs observed in this
study (32.38—32.84%) was close to yolk percentage of
32.63% reported by Aygun and Olgun (2019). Similar val-
ues of yolk percentage, but in a wider range 31.8 to 35.0%,
were reported by Kozuszek et al. (2009), while much
higher values were reported by Kokoszynski et al. (2011)
37.4-37.6% and Ashraf et al. (2016) 38.33—38.78%.
Something lower values of yolk percentage 31.07 to
31.27% were reported by Al-Obaidi (2017). The pheasant
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Table 2. Morphological characteristics of eggs from three pheasant subspecies.

Parameter Common pheasant Mongolian pheasant Black pheasant Sig.
Albumen weight (g) 17.86 + 2.23* 18.18 + 2.26" 18.36 £ 1.17* ns
Albumen percentage (%) 54.67 £0.97* 54.51 £ 2.39" 54.45 £ 1.71* ns
Yolk weight (g) 10.83 £+ 0.85" 10.95 + 0.80" 10.92 £+ 0.62" ns
Yolk percentage (%) 33.15 + 0.90" 32.83 + 2.04" 32.38 £+ 1.44" ns
Shell weight (g) 3.98 +0.34" 4.22 £0.37° 4.44 +0.53° K
Shell percentage (%) 12.18 £ 0.76* 12.66 £ 0.56" 13.17 £ 0.82°¢ ok
Y:A ratio 0.606 + 0.039" 0.602 £+ 0.062* 0.595 + 0.045" ns
Albumen index 1.79 £ 0.16" 1.83 £0.18" 1.92 +0.21° *
Yolk index 39.72 £ 1.96" 40.06 + 2.51* 41.57 + 2.87° *
Haugh unit 75.83 £ 1.65" 76.19 £ 2.37* 79.91 + 2.62" *

Within the column (Sig.), values in same rows marked with different letters differ significantly (P < 0.05%) and (P < 0.01**), or the difference is not sig-

nificant (ns).

egg albumen percentage observed in this study 54.45 to
54.98% was slightly lower than values of 55.69, 56.20,
and 56.93% reported by Song et al. (2000),
Garip et al. (2010) and Aygun and Olgun (2019), respec-
tively, but significantly higher than values in range 47.91
to 51.28% reported by Ashraf et al. (2016).

Statistically significant differences (P < 0.01) were
observed in egg shell weight and percentage. The highest
egg shell weight and percentage was observed at eggs
from black peasants and the lowest at eggs from common
peasants. The egg shell percentage values from this study
12.18 to 13.17% were similar to those reported by
Ashraf et al. (2016) 11.62—13.54%, but other egg shell
percentages found in the literature were lower: 8.7—8.9%
(Kozuszek et al., 2009), 9.5—9.7% (Kokoszynski et al.,
2011), 9.89—10.16% (Al-Obaidi, 2017), 9.88—10.40%
(Kirikci et al., 2005).

There was also no significant difference in yolk to albu-
men (Y/A) ratio between 3 pheasant subspecies. The
average Y /A ratios of eggs from 3 pheasant subspecies
observed in this study (0.595—0.606) were very close to
the pheasant eggs Y /A ratios of Mangiagalli et al. (2003)
and Tserveni-Gousi and Yannakopoulos (1990), but they
did not express this ratio specifically in their papers. The
higher Y/A ratio of pheasant eggs 0.65 was reported by
Song et al. (2000).

The values of albumen index, yolk index, and Haugh
units were significantly higher at eggs from black peas-
ants than at eggs from other 2 peasant subspecies (P <
0.05). The albumen index (AI) of eggs from 3 pheasant

subspecies observed in this study (1.79—1.92) was similar
to the AI ranges of pheasant eggs 1.85 to 1.92
(Esen et al., 2010) and 1.89—1.98 (Ozbey et al., 2011),
but lower than AI value range 2.66 to 2.94 reported by
Ashraf et al. (2016). The yolk index (YT) values of pheas-
ant eggs observed in this study (39.72—41.57) were close
to YT values reported by Demirel and Kirikei (2009) and
slightly lower than those reported by Gunlu et al. (2018)
and Kirikei et al. (2005). According to significantly higher
Al average Haugh units (HU) value was also signifi-
cantly higher (P < 0.05) in eggs from black pheasant than
in eggs from 2 other subspecies. Demirel and Kir-
ikei (2009) and Ozbey et al. (2011) also reported a posi-
tive correlation between Al and HU wvalue, while
Gunlu et al. (2018) reported opposite correlation. The
average HU values observed in this study (75.83—79.91)
were slightly lower than HU of pheasant eggs reported by
Gunlu et al. (2018) and Kirikei et al. (2005), while much
higher values 88.65 to 95.27 and 89.87 to 96.43 were
reported by Esen et al. (2010) and Ozbey et al. (2011),
respectively. The HU is usually used to evaluate the qual-
ity of eggs for consumption, that is, their freshness. How-
ever, the freshness of the breeding eggs is also important.
The HU value of fresh eggs is higher, and if the eggs are
stored longer the HU value decreases.
Ipek et al. (2006) determined a significantly higher hatch-
ability of fresher pheasant eggs in comparison to eggs
stored for two weeks.

The mechanical characteristics of the eggs collected
from three pheasant subspecies are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Mechanical characteristics of eggs from three pheasant subspecies.

Parameter Direction Common pheasant Mongolian pheasant Black pheasant Sig.
Breaking force (N) X-front 26.24 + 2.20* 29.37 + 2.77° 34.25 + 3.86° ok
X-back 21.97 + 2.69* 24124+ 1.75" 28.01 + 2.44° ok
Z 17.15 £ 1.80* 20.17 + 1.58" 22.03 £+ 1.64° ok
Specific deformation (%) X-front 0.31 £0.04* 0.33 £ 0.06" 0.36 & 0.05° ok
X-back 0.33 £ 0.05" 0.35 & 0.04" 0.40 £ 0.04¢ ok
Z 0.43 £ 0.05" 0.40 + 0.07" 0.46 £ 0.08° ok
Absorbed energy (Nmm) X-front 1.82 £0.14" 2.19 4+ 0.38" 2.82 £ 0.44° ok
X-back 1.68 £+ 0.39" 1.97 £ 0.33" 2.60 + 0.28° ok
Z 1.36 £+ 0.26" 1.87 £ 0.37° 2.33 £ 0.56° ok
Firmness (N/mm) X-front 192.21 + 42.06* 204.76 + 56.36" 210.20 + 34.77" *
X-back 146.85 £ 30.27" 149.86 £ 17.57* 152.23 + 24.76" ns
V/ 109.36 + 11.49% 111.61 £ 24.34* 107.01 £ 12.91* ns

Within the column (Sig.), values in same rows marked with different letters differ significantly (P < 0.05*) and (P < 0.01**), or the difference is not sig-

nificant (ns).
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The results indicated that eggs from black pheasants
tested in this study had higher shell strength and
required significantly higher force to egg breaking (P <
0.01) than eggs from common and Mongolian pheasants.
The average force required to breaking eggs from black
pheasant in all three axes was 28.19 N, which was 14.8%
higher than average force required to breaking eggs from
Mongolian pheasants (24.55 N) and 29.4% higher than
average force required to breaking eggs from common
pheasants (21.79 N). There is very little information
data in the scientific literature about mechanical charac-
teristics of pheasant eggs. The average egg breaking
force (egg breaking strength) for pheasant eggs has been
reported expressed in kg/ em? to range 1.84 to 2.80 by
Krystianiak et al. (2016). In comparison to these values,
pheasant eggs tested in this study required similar aver-
age forces to egg breaking (21.79—28.19 N). The higher
force need to breaking pheasant eggs of 3.94 kg/cm?® was
reported by Aygun and Olgun (2019). The highest forces
required to breaking eggs from all 3 pheasant subspecies
were determined in loading along the X-front axis and
the lowest forces were determined along the Z-axis.
These relations are corresponding to those of
Polat et al. (2007) for Japanese quail eggs and
Altuntas and Sekeroglu (2008) for Lohmann chicken
eggs. The strength of the egg is dependent not only on
thickness of shell but also on its construction material
and the egg breaking strength (Nys et al., 1999). In
cases, where shell weight and thickness are good but
shell breaking strength is poor, the explanation lies with
the ultrastructure of the shell, or how well the shell has
been constructed (Ashraf et al., 2016).

In this study, the average specific egg shell deforma-
tion during compression of pheasant eggs was observed
in range 0.31 to 0.46%. The specific deformation during
compression of eggs from black pheasant was signifi-
cantly higher than from other 2 pheasant subspecies (P
< 0.01). The specific deformation values for eggs com-
pressed along the Z-axis were significantly higher than
for those compressed along the both X-axes at eggs from
all 3 pheasant subspecies. The same relation was also
observed by Altuntas and Sekeroglu (2008) for Loh-
mann chicken eggs, while Polat et al. (2007) for Japa-
nese quail eggs found the highest deformation value
along the X-front axis.

The significantly higher absorbed energy was also
determined for black peasant eggs in all 3 directions (P <
0.01). The highest absorbed energy was determined in
loading along the X-front axis, while the least energy
was determined along the Z-axis at eggs from all 3
pheasant subspecies. So, loading along the Z-axis
required the least amount of energy to breaking the
pheasant egg shell. The average values of absorbed
energy for pheasant eggs observed in this study 1.85 to
2.28 Nmm (depending of compression direction) were
lower to those reported for Hisex Brown chicken eggs of
2.80 to 5.10 Nmm reported by Nedomova et al. (2009),
but higher than absorbed energy of 1.28 to 1.81 Nmm
reported by Galic et al. (2021) for Japanese quail eggs.

The highest firmness during compression along the X-
front axis was observed at eggs from common pheasant
(P < 0.05), while there were no significant differences
during compression along X-back axis and Z-axis
between pheasant subspecies. The average firmness
value of pheasant eggs observed in this study 109.33 to
202.39 N/mm (depending of compression direction)
were higher than those reported by Galic et al. (2021)
for Japanese quail eggs of 51.84 to 69.64 N/mm, but
lower than firmness values of 158.59 to 269.90 N/mm
reported by Nedomova et al. (2009) for Hisex Brown
chicken eggs. The firmness values determined along the
Z-axis were significantly lower than those determined
along both X-axes at eggs from all 3 pheasant subspe-
cies. This indicated that the lowest force was required to
breaking eggs along the Z-axis.

In conclusion, the current study indicated that pheas-
ant subspecies had significant influence on some egg
quality characteristics. Considering that the Mongolian
and black pheasants are less widespread pheasant sub-
species in Croatia compared to the common pheasant,
they can be recommended to breeders as subspecies
whose females lay bigger eggs and more resistant to
breakage than the eggs from common pheasant.

DISCLOSURES

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

REFERENCES

Abdallah, A. G., R. H. Harms, and O. El-Husseiny. 1993. Various
methods of measuring shell quality in relation to percentage of
cracked eggs. Poult. Sci. 72:2038-2043.

Adamski, M., and J. Kuzniacka. 2006. The effect of age and sex on
slaughter traits of pheasants (Phasianus colchicus L.). Anim. Sci.
Pap. Rep. 24:11-18.

Al-Obaidi, F. A. 2017. Comparative study of egg morphology, compo-
nents and chemical composition of some pheasant groups reared in
Baghdad. J. Genet. Environ. Resour. Conserv. 5:79-83.

Altuntas, E., and A. Sekeroglu. 2008. Effect of egg shape index on
mechanical characteristics of chicken eggs. J. Food Eng. 85:606-612.

Ashraf, S.; A. Javid, M. Ashraf, M. Akram, S. Malik, XXX. Irfan, and
M. Altaf. 2016. Influence of egg weight on egg quality parameters
and growth traits in ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus)
in captivity. J. Anim. Plant Sci. 26:331-338.

Aygun, A., and O. Olgun. 2019. Comparison of egg quality, yolk cho-
lesterol and fatty acid contents of chicken, quail, partridge and
pheasant eggs. Akad. Ziraat Dergisi 8:323-328.

Bagliacca, M., C. Carletti, G. P. Pollini, and M. Cristofori. 2004. Mor-
phological characteristics and take off angle evaluation in Mongo-
lian (Phasianus colchicus mongolicus) and Tenebrosus (Phasianus
colchicus mongolicus v. tenebrosus) pheasants reared by Terni
province. Ann. Fac. Med. Vet. Univ. Pisa. 57:241-248.

BirdLife International. 2021. European Red List of Birds. Publica-
tions Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

Caglayan, T., S. Alasahan, O. Cetin, K. Kirikci, and A. Gunlu. 2010.
Effects of egg weight and length of storage period on chick weight
and hatchability performance of pheasant (Phasianus colchicus).
J. Food Agric. Environ. 8:407-410.

Chiatante, G., and A. Meriggi. 2022. Habitat selection and density of
common pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) in Northern Italy: Effects of
land use cover and landscape configuration. Eur. J. Wildl. Res. 68:26.

Council of the European Union, Directive 2009/147/EC on the con-
servation of wild birds, Off. J. EU, L.20, 2010, 7—25.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0010

8 GALICET AL.

De Ketelaere, B., T. Govaerts, P. Couke, E. Dewil, J. Visscher,
E. Decuypere, and J. De Baerdemaeker. 2002. Measuring the egg-
shell strength of 6 different genetic strains of laying hens: techni-
ques and comparisons. Br. Poult. Sci. 43:238-244.

Demirel, S., and K. Kirikci. 2009. Effect of different egg storage times
on some egg quality characteristics and hatchability of pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus). Poult. Sci. 88:440-444.

Dottavio, A. M., Z. E. Canet, C. Faletti, M. Alvarez, M. T. Font, and
R. J. Di Masso. 2005. Yolk:albumen ratio in experimental hybrid
layers with different paternal genotype. Arc. Zootec. 54:87-95.

Esen, F., O. Ozbey, and F. Genc. 2010. The effect of age on egg pro-
duction, hatchability and egg quality characteristics in pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus). J. Anim. Vet. Adv. 9:1237-1241.

Galic, A., D. Filipovic, S. Pliestic, I. Kovacev, K. Copec, Z. Janjecic,
and D. Bedekovic. 2021. Influence of housing system on the physi-
cal, morphological, and mechanical properties of Japanese quail
eggs. J. Cent. Eur. Agric. 22:701-712.

Garip, M., T. Caglayan, K. Kirikci, and A. Gunlu. 2010. A compari-
son of egg quality characteristics of partridge and pheasant eggs,
P. colchicus, A. graeca. J. Anim. Vet. Adv. 9:299-301.

Gunlu, A.; O. Cetin, M. Garip, and K. Kirikci. 2018. Effect of hen age
on some egg quality characteristics of pheasant (P. colchicus).
Manas J. Agr. Vet. Life Sci. 8:24-30.

Ipek, A.; A. Karabulut, and B. Yilmaz-Dikmen. 2006. The effects of
storage period on hatching characteristics of pheasant (P. colchi-
cus) eggs. Paper 33 in Proc. 12th European Poultry Conference.

Janjecic, Z. 2004. Game bird rearing - pheasant. Meso 6:30-32 (in
Croatian).

Johnsgard, P. 1999. The Pheasant of the World: Biology and Natural
History. Smithsonian Books, Washington, DC.

Ketta, M., and E. Tumova. 2018. Relationship between eggshell
thickness and other eggshell measurements in eggs from litter and
cages. Ital. J. Anim. Sci. 17:234-239.

Kirikei, K., O. Cetin, A. Gunlu, and M. Garip. 2004. Effect of hen
weight on egg production and some egg quality characteristics in
pheasant (Phasianus colchicus). Asian Australas. J. Anim. Sci.
17:684-687.

Kirikei, K., A. Gunlu, O. Cetin, and M. Garip. 2003. Some quality
characteristics of pheasant (P. colchicus) eggs. J. Food Agric.
Environ. 1:226-228.

Kirikei, K., A. Gunlu, and M. Garip. 2005. Some quality characteris-
tics of pheasant (Phasianus colchicus) eggs with different shell col-
ors. Turk. J. Vet. Anim. Sci. 29:315-318.

Kokoszynski, D., Z. Bernacki, and L. Duszynski. 2012. Body confor-
mation, carcass composition and physicochemical and sensory
properties of meat from pheasants of different origin. Czech J.
Anim. Sci. 57:115-124.

Kokoszynski, D., Z. Bernacki, and K. Lawski. 2011. Quality of eggs
from game pheasants fed diets of different nutritional value. Acta
Sci. Pol. Zootech. 10:41-48.

Kontecka, H., S. Nowaczewski, S. Krystianiak, M. Szychowiak, and
K. Kups. 2014. Effect of housing system on reproductive results in
ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus L.). Czech J. Anim.
Sci. 59:319-326.

Kozuszek, R., H. Kontecka, S. Nowaczewski, G. Lesnierowski,
J. Kijowski, and A. Rosinski. 2009. Quality of pheasant (Phasianus
colchicus L.) eggs with different shell colour. Arch. Geflugelk.
73:201-207.

Krystianiak, S., S. Nowaczewski, and H. Kontecka. 2016. How impor-
tant is eggshell colour in ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchi-
cus L.) reproduction? Part I - Morphological, physical feature of
egg and eggshell quality. Worlds Poult. Sci. J. 72:323-331.

Liu, Y., S. Liu, N. Zhang, D. Chen, P. Que, N. Liu, J. Hoglund,
7. Zhang, and B. Wang. 2019. Genome assembly of the common
pheasant Phasianus colchicus: a model for speciation and ecologi-
cal genomics. Genome Biol. Evol. 11:3326-3331.

Mangiagalli, M. G., G. Scandolara, S. P. Marelli, M. Giuliani, and
L. G. Cavalchini. 2003. Characteristics of reared game pheasant
(Phastanus colchicus)’s egg. Ital. J. Anim. Sci. 2:115-122.

Narushin, V. G., and M. N. Romanov. 2002. Egg physical characteris-
tics and hatchability. Worlds Poult. Sci. J. 58:297-303.

Nedomova, S., L. Severa, and J. Buchar. 2009. Influence of hen egg
shape on eggshell compressive strength. Int. Agrophys. 23:249-256.

Nowaczewski, S., T. Szablewski, R. Cegielska-Radziejewska, and
H. Kontecka. 2013a. Egg morphometry and eggshell quality in
ring-necked pheasant kept in cages. Ann. Anim. Sci. 13:531-541.

Nowaczewski, S., T. Szablewski, R. Cegielska-Radziejewska,
K. Stuper-Szablewska, M. Rudzinska, G. Lesnierowski,
H. Kontecka, and K. Szulc. 2013b. Effect of housing system and
eggshell colour on biochemical and microbiological characteristics
of pheasant eggs. Arch. Geflugelk. 77:226-233.

Nys, Y., M. T. Hincke, J. L. Arias, J. M. Garcia-Ruiz, and
S. E. Solomon. 1999. Avian eggshell mineralization. Poult. Avian
Biol. Rev. 10:143-166.

Oblakova, M. 2006. Phenotypic correlations between some morpho-
logical characteristics of eggs in basic turkey lines at the age of 32
weeks. Bulg. J. Agric. Sci. 12:483-488.

Ozbey, O., F. Esen, and M. H. Aysondu. 2011. Effect of hatch
weight on egg production, hatchability and egg quality charac-
teristics in pheasant (Phasianus colchicus). J. Anim. Vet. Adv.
10:3201-3206.

Polat, R., S. Tarhan, M. Cetin, and U. Atay. 2007. Mechanical behav-
iour under compression loading and some physical parameters of
Japanese quail (Coturniz coturniz japonica) eggs. Czech J. Anim.
Sci. 52:50-56.

Popoola, M. A., C. I. Alemede, A. Aremu, and S. I. Ola. 2015. Mor-
phometric parameters of whole egg and egg yolk of five Nigerian
domesticated avian species. IOSR. J. Agric. Vet. Sci. 8:41-45.

Ristic, Z., B. Ristanovic, M. Matejevic, T. Armenski, and
T. Josin. 2010. Pheasant reproduction in open hunting grounds.
Contemp. Agric. 59:262-270.

Rozempolska-Rucinska, 1., G. Zieba, M. Lukaszewicz, M. Ciechonska,
A. Witkowski, and B. Slaska. 2011. Egg specific gravity in
improvement of hatchability in laying hens. J. Anim. Feed Sci.
20:84-92.

Sarica, M., and C. Erensayin. 2004. Poultry products. Pages 161-207
in Poultry Science Breeding and Diseases. M. Turkoglu and M.
Sarica, eds. Bey-Ofset, Ankara, Turkey.

SAS Institute. 2004. SAS/STAT User’s Guide for Personal Computer.

Song, K. T., S. H. Choi, and H. R. Oh. 2000. A comparison of egg
quality of pheasant, chukar, quail and Guinea fowl. Asian Aus-
tralas. J. Anim. Sci. 13:986-990.

Tserveni-Gousi, A. S., and A. L. Yannakopoulos. 1990. Quality char-
acteristics of pheasant eggs and effect of egg weight and shell qual-
ity on chick weight. Arch. Geflugelk. 54:54-56.

Tserveni-Goussi, A., and P. Fortomaris. 2011. Production and quality
of quail, pheasant, goose and turkey eggs for uses other than
human consumption. Pages 509—537 in Improving the Safety and
Quality of Eggs and Egg Products. Vol. 1. Egg Chemistry, Produc-
tion and Consumption. Y. Nys, M. Bain and F Van Immerseel, eds.
Woodhead Publishing, Sawston, UK.

Yamak, U. S.; M. A. Boz, A. Ucar, M. Sarica, and H. Onder. 2016.
The effect of eggshell thickness on the hatchability of guinea fowl
and pheasants. Rev. Bras. Cienc. Avic. 18:49-53.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0036
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0037
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0039
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0042
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0047
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0032-5791(22)00746-5/sbref0048

	Comparative analysis of physical, morphological, and mechanical characteristics of eggs from three pheasant subspecies
	INTRODUCTION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Animals
	Sample Collection
	Experimental Design
	Statistical Analysis

	RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
	DISCLOSURES
	REFERENCES


