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Effects of the high voltage biological electrostatic field
on the weight increases of the chicks
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Abstract To study the effect of the high voltage biological electrostatic field on the growth of the chicks, different
electrical filed strengths and working times are applied to chicks. The results show that when the applied electric field
strength is low( +21.4 kV/m) ,there is no statistical difference( P=>0.05). In the 28th day.under the electrical field of
+35.7 kV/m,the chicks’ weight increases are more significant when the applying time is 30 min/(T + d) compared
with 15 min/(T « d) ( P<C0.01).Under the electrical field of £28.6 kV/m and the applying time of 30 min/(T + d) ,the
chicks weight increases achieved by the negative field are higher than those by the positive field and the average
increase rates of the negative and positive field are 59. 59% and 23. 46% respectively. When the electrical field
strengths increase to =71.4 kV/m.the effect is decreased. The results show that the proper field strengths and working
times can promote the chicks’ weight increases and different chicks' weight increases are achieved by different
electrostatic field strengths and working times within a certain range.
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of experimental device

of the high voltage electrostatic effect
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Table 1 Effects of different applying times on the weight increases of chicks at +21.4 kV/m g
4 3] AEXS AR HB/d Age of chicks’ daily growth S H0 R YA
Group 7 14 28 Average weight Average growth
Xf 18 Control 8.870+1.556 18.562+1.373 32.920F6. 445 20.117+1.506

30 min/ (YK « H)  11.230=+3.212 17.2284+3. 008

60 min/ (K « H) 14.558=+0. 751 23.06241.214

42.596+2.532

43.8684-3. 699

23.685+0.578 17.74

27.16341. 276 35.03
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Table 2 Effects of different applying times on the weight increases of chicks at ==28. 6 kV/m g
21 5 AR A H R /d  Age of chicks’ daily growth S g 14 SRR K Y
Group 7 28 Average weight Average growth

XF I8 Control

1.760+2. 560 8.317+1.236

30.61040. 447  13.562+0. 377

28.6 kV/m,30 min/ (¥ H) 5.927+0. 984 11.580+1.581  32.727+1.157  16.74440.946 23.46
28.6 kV/m,60 min/ (¥ H) 5.183+2.034 12.163+0.840  36.347+0.453  17.89840. 941 31.97
—28.6 kV/m,30 min/ (K H) 12.030+£3.451 a 13.540+1.929 a 39.360+3.445 a 21.643+2.879 59.59

T GXIRA AL a N 225 B3, P<<0.05;b AZE S, P<0. 01; BARiC N Z R A RE, P>0.05, T,

Note:a . indicates the significant difference compared with control group, P<C0. 05;b. indicates extremely significance compared with

control group, P<C0. 01;No mark indicates no significant difference, P=>0. 05. The followings are the same.
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Table 3 Effects of different applying times on the weight increases of chicks at ==35.7 kV/m g
4151 HEXS AR A /d - Age of chicks’ daily growth . 4y b DN YA
Group 7 28 Average weight Average growth
Xt #8 Control 5.12742.161 10.810+2.056 28.3574+0.891 14.765+1.703
35.7 kV/m,15 min/ (K + H) 0.583+0.758 19.03041.928 a 29.470+1.927 ¢ 16.36141.010 10. 81
35.7 kV/m,30 min/(K « H) 2.94742.208 22.677+2.269 b 37.930£1.336 b 21.186=+1.830 43.49
—35.7 kV/m, 15 min/(K « H) 1.76740.752 20.313%1.214 b 32.623740.670 ac 18.234+0. 186 23.49

e RRTEL35.7 kV/m i T, 5 35.7 kV/m,30 min/ (K » H) M H 22 F ik 8 3% (P<<0.01),
Note: ¢ indicates extremely significance compared with group 35.7 kV/m,30 min/(T « d) under field of +35.7 kV/m(P<C0.01).
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Table 4 Effects of different applying times on the weight increases of chicks at ==71.4 kV/m

20 3 4G K H iR /d  Age of chicks’ daily growth S 4% 8 S K % )
Group 7 28 Average weight Average growth
X #& Control 2.290+0.779 11.843+1.540 31.97340.273 15.36940. 864
71.4 kV/m,30 min/ (K « H) 2.77840.526 13.28641.309 34.406+2.011 16.823=+0.706 9.46
71. 4 kV/m,60 min/ (K « H) 2.402+1.200 13.054+1.319 37.744+1.799 a 17.73341.095 15. 38
—71.4 kV/m,30 min/(¥X « H) 3.367+1.744 11.483+2.243 31.280+4.691 15.37742.893 0. 05
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