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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of current cattle improvement scheme in Korea.
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Table 1. The numbers of animal farms improving their pigs by variety testing

(unit: heads)

breed LL YY DD
total
years ¥ £ F £ % )
1992 107 319 105 446 23 681 1681
1994 652 1,273 580 1,632 262 2,000 6,399
1996 1,212 996 2,910 1,717 361 1,761 8,957
1998 1,861 1,096 3,642 2,142 899 2,982 12,622

2000 3,433 2,105 10,436 3,639 1,179 3,025 23,817
2002 5,336 2,343 15,816 4,313 2,220 4,059 34,087
A 12,601 8,132 33,489 13,889 4,944 14,508
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Table 2. Based on semen production during boar related Article 17 of the cattle

law

Daily weight
gain Feed conversion rate
during the (the amount of feed
Classification testing period or consumption / weight  Thickness of back fat

the number of gain rate during the

days taken to testing)
reach 90kg
Landrace, Large
More than 1lkg Yorkshire: below 1.4cm
or in thickness,
Standard Below 2.2 )
shorter than 135 Duroc, Hampshire,
days others: below 1.5cm in

thickness




Table 3. Analysis of productivity on pig farms belong to P-swine cooperative

association during 10 years.

(unit: heads, %)

Year 94 96’ o8 00’ 02’
Farm 31 59 67 68 72
Parameter 4202 12398 14427 18607 20711
No. of piglets
) ] 11.1 11.0 11.1 11.1 11.0
of litter size
No. of piglets
] 9.2 9.3 9.3 94 9.3
of weaning
Suckle days 24.5 219 20.4 20.9 21.2
Non productive
51.0 54.5 46.1 45.3 44.0
days
LSY 2.26 2.27 2.36 2.36 2.36
PSY 20.8 21.1 22.0 22.3 219
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Table 4. Chemical composition of concentrate feed in the pig farms of Jeju

(unit : %)
Stage . e
Component Growing stage Finishing stage Pregnancy stage
Crude Protein 15.00 14.00 10.50
Crude Fat 5.50 5.00 3.00
Crude Fiber 7.00 8.00 10.00
Crude Ash 3.00 3.00 7.00
Ca 0.45 0.40 0.70
P 1.20 1.20 1.50
Lysine 0.65 0.50 0.40
DCPY 12.50 9.50 750
DE(kecal/kg)? 3.450 3.300 3.200
Vitamin 0.10 0.10 0.13
Mineral 0.10 0.10 0.12

DCP" : Digestible crude protein, DE? : Digestible energy

T BB AL 2013~2015 1 olA 12474 393t AAS RS
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AFER A w7k MY B S48 T YLY R LYL 533 232 Table

Table 5. Mating and productive performance in YLY and LYL breeds

(unit: %, heads, days)

Breeds VLY LYL Mean+SD  p-values
Items
Growth rate at 95.75+4.29 94.76+3.71 0516397 0274
weaning (%)
No. of piglets of 9.90+0.92° 8.23+1.49" 9.31+1.45 0.000
weaning
Feed conversion 3.16+1.04° 2.31+0.55" 2.8+0.97 0.000
PSYV 19.8645.21° 16.21+2.32" 18.34+4.62 0.000
MSY? 18.84%6.65" 14.23+2.5" 16.93+4.62 0.000

Weight at marketing(kg)  116.63+4.52° 105.12+7.06" 108.26+15.94 0.000
Frequency of

a b 48.26+26.47 0.000
A grade(%) 50.45+13.1 45.02+1.36
Average Ist 921+371 995+4.99 924+11.71 -
breeding days
Aver?ge days 7.3+0.92° 7.841.49" 7.6+0.87 0.000
recursive estrus
Average litter
. i 25.1+5.65% 26.1+1.5° 25.5+3.15 0.000
suckling period
LSY? 2.43+05" 261+0.2° 2.57+0.3 0.000

PSYV : Pig per Sow per Year, MSY? : Marletted-pigs per Sow per Year
LSY? : Litters per Sow per Year

o
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A9 EgAA 1104 kg &2 Hig ARETE oFF F3 A JERETE o] 9p Zo]
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YLY ¥ LYL ¢ =A53E &d8&2 Table 60 vepnpel 2t}

Table 6. Appearance rates of carcass grade in YLY and LYL breeds

(unit : %)
Items 1+A 1A 1B 1C 1D
84 2,659 1,552 254 181
YLY
(1.60) (50.52) (29.49) (4.83) (3.44)
0 63 48 13 0
LYL
(0.00) (34.43) (26.23) (7.10) (0.00)
84 2,722 1,600 267 181
Total
(1.54) (49.98) (29.38) (4.90) (3.32)
Items 2A 2B 2C 2D 3A
1 18 487 20 1
YLY
(0.02) (0.34) (9.25) (0.38) (0.02)
0 0 5 10 0
LYL
(0.00) (0.00) (2.73) (5.46) (0.00)
1 18 492 30 1
Total
(0.02) (0.33) (9.03) (0.55) (0.02)
Items 3B 3D E Total
2 1 3 5.263
YLY
(0.04) (0.02) (0.06) (100.00)
0 4 40 183
LYL
(0.00) (2.19) (21.86) (100.00)
2 5 43 5.446
Total
(0.04) (0.09) (0.79) (100.00)
X-test values : 4,225.571™" df : 12 p-value : 0.000
o p<0.01

AA Aol QoA 1A 7L 49.98%(2,722 F)2 7H4 =& WEE B 1B
TH2 29.38%(1,600 F)%th 2C 5 HE 9.03%(492 F)ol oy, A1 57 I'A %
He 154% B4 F)2 - e HEE Bl YLY 3 LYL o2 JE3he] #2493
Ao = 12 {28 Aol7t AAE A= (p<0.01), YLY & 1A 552 AA9]
50.52%(2,659 )2 7Hg =2 WEE HAth 1B T3°] 29.49%(1,552 F)2 YERS



o I & 2C 570 9.25%(487 F)E UERykt o]¢} FAFSHA LYL ol %=
T HJQow 1B S5HO

1A 550o] AAS 3443%63 F)=E 7HE =& Wl
26.23%(48 )2 e AT 2 thSgo] b e Ego s BEEHE ES
wol 21.86%(40 F)= @A AT o2 Ay= A 3 4(2006)°] YTt =

f

A A A AsH 383%, Bew 239%, Cew 13.6%, D 5+ 24.2%, 1¥]il E &
e 0% 7 WA dehdtha Rag Asshs MEe Aol EAFAR A

[o

<y

wel #dgol A vehd e AAFAt el An 599 UATHE $9
gol Wg wons 27 o Ayl Am 5FY IASFE ¥E F XS 5

EFF wg AgrtEa S AASA HeE 23 TS VIS ®2 YLY 3 LYL o=
PRete] 4530 2ALS BAT 23 Table 700 vhehd vh} gl

Table 7. Appearance rates of carcass quality grade in YLY and LYL breeds

(unit : %)
Grades .
Breeds 1 1 2 3 Total
4197 287 767 8 5,260
YLY
(79.79) (5.46) (14.58) (0.15) (100.00)
23 9 31 5 68
LYL
(33.82) (13.24) (45.59) (7.35) (100.00)
4220 296 798 13 5,328
Total
(79.20) (5.55) (14.98) (0.24) (100.00)
X-test values : 2,160.382"" df : 3 p-value : 0.000
= p<0.01

A Avold §A5FE AL I'SFo] AAe 1920%A42005F % M %
& 298e BT 25 0] 1498%(798 T)ol oM, 1 5H % 5550%(296 )2 1}
3

WStk 35 H S 024%(13 F)= v W EdE&S BT SR TES &

o
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e Ao e YLY & 1's3°] 79.79%(4,197 F)2 ¢ = Wxz yehyt
2570l 1458%(767 F)ola, 155 ¥ 35HE 247 546%(287 ), 0.15%(8 )
2 g ekt LYL 2 55°] 4559%(31 F)2 7FE =& Wixg yehgon o
&2 1I'5Hol 3382%(23 F)2 =/ velwth 155 2 3532 27 13.24%(9
), 7.35%(5 F)= YLY ¢ fFAFskAl wi-g- S2Eokvk(p <0.01). FAb=+#

#E 7] mEW 1'sEe vhEY 2307 4578 wEE wo] 9tk LYL of

WEAE o] 43 24 S7d we nEEe] dE FASFE FAEE Table 8
o vyehd wsh 2.

Table 8. Appearance rates of carcass yield grade in YLY and LYL breeds
(unit : heads, %)

Grades

Breeds A B C D E Total
2,624 1,665 768 203 3 5,263
YLY
(49.86) (31.64) (14.59) (3.86) (0.06) (100.00)
69 31 28 12 43 183
LYL
(37.70) (16.94) (15.30) (6.56) (23.50) (100.00)
2,693 1,696 796 215 46 5,446
Total
(49.45) (31.14) (14.62) (3.95) (0.84) (100.00)
X-test values : 3,517.680™" df : 4 p-value : 0.000
7 p<0.01

A4 ARNN FASFY FALE ASFo] WA 4945%(2603 )% 713
B &w ol 31.14%(1,696 7)ol o, C 5w = 14.62%(796 F)
TH % ESwS 7247 3.95%(215 7)o 0.84%(46 F) = w ¢ $H& &
M2 FEsel PAS AdelAE VLY & A Bl
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Table 9. Comparison of carcass weight in breeds and carcass quality grades

(unit : kg, MeantSD)

B

reeds YLY LYL Total

Grades
1 89.59+5.68" 88.23+4.53 88.91+5.10
1 89.19+3.64" 80.48+5.29° 84.83+4.46
2 89.68+9.48" 60.20+7.08° 74.94+11.15
3 96.63+4.07° 49.85+4.90" 73.24+19.35

X-test 89.60+6.30 69.69+8.01 79.64+9.27

ab: Values with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.01)

FEHEE FEste] A% Ao, YLY 2 1's3°] 8959 kg oW, 1 55&
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£ 1A Aew AR ol2d A= H(2012)0] HlH=o] B =AFol 78-84

kg Ateloll A ZflsH (1 9k 155) 2d&0] =vhe A3 dAZ o= FAFS
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YLY ¢} LYL =5 5 SAF9E ol&ste] dA¥ g #s5d9 Waks

RS Wiy EEAAE Table 10 0] vhehed whe} 2o},

Table 10. Differentiations of sensual inspection on sirloins producing from YLY

and LYL breeds

(unit: point)

YLY LYL

Items

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Juiciness 4.80£0.78 477099 479+0.86% 4.60£0.28 4.40+0.28 4.50+0.28"
Texture

487+0.83  4.73x0.88 4.80+0.86¢ 4.20+1.01 4.07+0.80 4.14+091°
(Tenderness)
Flavor 467062 453+0.74 4.60+068 4.73+0.80 4.53+0.83 4.63+0.82

F2A R AEsle] BAS AioaE YLY dAle dAdo] 480 A, oJAdo] 477
"oz Mz fAsIg e, LYL A= dAdo] 460 %, 28]lar ool 440 o=

UER ekzt e g welth

(6]
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ABSTRACT

For this study, 10 hog farms raising more than 200 pigs in Jeju were
selected in order to look into several productivity factors, including their overall
achievement on the management and breeding, as well as the number of
weaning pigs. In addition, research on carcass traits and sensory tests involving
LYL, YLY, and other crossbreeding techniques were conducted to find out how
the cross combination can contribute to increase in productivity and
enhancement of meat quality. The regulation that bans livestock from being
imported from the mainland to Jeju and the low supplying capacity of the pig
breeding studs, including those in the livestock development organization of Jeju,
have become a stumbling block to stabilizing the supply network of the breeding
pigs critical to produce high-quality meat. That's why the self-production has
to be adopted to make up for the shortage. The following summarizes the
results of the study to be used as rudimentary data on the ways in which the

cross combination could help improve the productivity and quality traits.

1. The average rate of the weaning pigs among the entire pig population was
95.16%,; 94.76% for LYL-applied hog farms and 95.75% for LYL-applied ones.
The weaning rate per piglet was 9.31 on average, 9.90 for LYL, 823 for YLY
(p<0.001). PSY (piglet per sow per year) of the entire farms marked 18.34 pig,
with LYL staying at 18.34, and LYL at 16.21(p<0.001). MSY, or Marketed—pig
per Sow per Year, was 1693 pigs for the entire community, with 18.84 for
YLY, and 14.23 for YLY (p<0.001). The appearance rate of A-rated pigs was
48.26%, with 50.45% for YLY, but 45.02% for LYL (p<0.01).

2. Class 1A showed the highest frequency rate of 49.88%, or 2,722 pigs,

followed by Class 1B of 29.38%, or 1,600 pigs and Class 2C of 9.03%, or 492

pigs. However, the supreme Class 1+A hit the lowest frequency level of 1.54%,
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or 84 pigs. For YLY, Class 1A took up 50.52%, or 2,659 pigs, followed by Class
1B of 29.49%, or 1,552 pigs, and Class 2C of 9.25%, or 487 pigs.

3. For the meat quality, Class 1+ pigs accounted for 79.20%, or 4,220 pigs,
followed by Class 2 of 14.98%, or 798 pigs, and Class 1 of 555%, or 296 pigs.
For YLY, Class 1+ pigs took up 79.79%, or 4,197 pigs, followed by Class 2 of
14.58%, or 767 pigs. For LYL, Class 2 pigs were 45.59%, or 3lpigs, with Class

1+ pigs representing 33.82%6, or 23 pigs.

4. The average carcass weight was 79.64kg, with YLY of 89.60kg and LYL
of 69.69kg. The dressed weight of Class 1+ pigs in YLY was 89.59kg, with
Class 1 being 89.19kg, Class 2 89.68kg, and Class 3 96.63kg, which demonstrated
the meaningful heavy weight for the lower quality of the carcass(p<0.01). On
the contrary, Class 1+ of LYL was 88.23kg, Class 1 80.48kg, Class 2 60.20kg,
and Class 3 49.85kg (p<0.01).

5. Juiciness, a key sensory factor, gained 4.64 out of 6 on average of the
entire population, which was considered outstanding, with YLY of 479 and LYL
of 450. Tenderness was 4.47 on average. The higher score means more tender
meat. YLY showed a considerable tenderness of 4.80, but LYL proved to be
tougher at 4.14(p<0.01). Meat flavor received a positive feedback of 4.62, with
460 for YLY, and 4.63 for LYL (p>0.05).
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