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Abstract

- Protein and carbohydrate contents in polished barley were investigated for twenty two leading
varieties in Korea. The contents of crude protein (total mitrcgen X5.83) were 8.60% for mean,
15.39% for maximum and 6.06% for minimum, and only one third of 22 varieties shcwed values
above mean. The content of crude protein was significantly correlated with dye binding capacity
(r=0.82**) but insignificantly with carbohvdrate content. Kyong No.l (15.3¢%), Kwan-Chui-Gi
(12.42) and Yong-Weul-Yuk-Kak (11.95) can be classified as high protein varieties but they
appear to be unpopular to farmers. About 50% of barley field was occupied by varieties having

protein content above mean, and Kyongnam-Daimaik No.89 (6.76%) a low protein variety,

occupied about 894 of barley field, during last decade with little change.
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Table 1. Protein and carbohydrate contents of 22 leading barley varieties
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Sample Number gNiEZ/‘;%"“E Sr’;’t‘i?; ’ ?BC/“) hcgrb"' @ il\hi(sg/“)fe*** Cultivation area (%)
| ) | VE/ED fydraestt ° 1 1970 11967—1970
1. Kyong No.1 . 264 1539 | 28.55 | 78.3 | 10.50 . - =
2. Kwan-Chui-Gi C213 2.4 } 2224 | 715 1092 | 3.88
3. YongWeul YukKak  * 2,05 11.95 | 24.00 7.0 | 1192 | 1.9 1.97
4. Jechon No.5 1.92 | 11.19 | 23.20 8.8 | 1072 | 180  16.58
5. Suwon No.6 1.70 9.91 | 22.24 8.1 '  11.80 | 9.36 9.72
6. Suwon No.2 1.57 | 9.15 ’ 21.20 82.3 | 10.51 t — —
7. Suwon No.18 1.55 | 9.09 | 15.92 78.9 | 11.32 | 19.1  18.67
8. Suwon No.4 1.53 | 8.92 | 16.06 82.8 | 11.80 g 2.9 2.71
9. DongmaikNo. 42 1.45 8.45 | 22.24 85.2 10.47 | - 0.34
10. Boo-Hung 1.44 8.40 | 18.00 78.9 11.69 | 3.7 2.66
11. Chunpuk No.45 © 138 ¢ 8.05 | 18.00 | 73.2 10.50 - ~
12. Chilbo ; 1.35 . 7.87 l 21.20 | 86.2 10.80 ' 5.0 5.61
13. Kwan-Chui-Gi No.1 130 758 14.88 : 8.1 | 1188 - —
14. Jailaijong Lol 740 1692 68.7 © 12.00 ° - —
15. Seungmaik No.5 | 127 | 7.40 | 19.04 | 87.3 | 1047 = 0.4 0.62
16. g‘;";‘"a""m‘ma’k'g‘“ I 120 7.00 : 15.92 ' 87.3 l 11.20 - -
17. Yogi 1.19 6.94 | 12.80 | 64.8 ' 11.08 . - -
18. Kyongnam DaimaikNo.89 | 1.16 «  6.76 | 13.84 . 78.3 11.43 ©  8.55 7.60-
19. Hangmi ‘ 1.12 | 6.53 | 20.16 85.1 10.70 - -
20. Chunnam-Jailai ;112 | 6.53 | 16.96 64.8 10.80 | - -
21. Samdeuk-Chunpuk No.45 .08 6.18 | 16.96 87.9 11.48 — -
22. Bangju 1.04 | 6.05 | 15.92 | 80.6 ! 11.96 ' - -
Mean 1.52 | 860 | 1801 | 792 1118 |
Maximum | 2.64 | 15.30 [ 28.56 87.9 .  12.00 ! ;
Minimum . L04 | 606 | 1280 | 64.8 10.47 |
* NX5.83, ** Dye Binding Capacity (Orange G dye), *** At 70°C, 24 hr
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Fig. 1. Relation between protein content and
dye binding capacity of 22 barley varieties
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Fig. 2. Yearly change of barley production

in Korea

A: Production of polished barley (naked barley
was not included)

B: Percent production of polished barley to total
barley, naked barley and wheat production

C: Percent production of polished barley to total
grain production (rice, barley, wheat, corn,

sorghum, millet)



Vol. 4, No. 2 (1972)

el ol Ash ol @ kol FAAE  lysineo] 1}
Bl DBCHS # A4% 4 Az #ic
BEESNS BREC 2 Yol =14 9E KE ¥
A oAz tA kel BAol Aol ¥ ol 19604 <
A 1970el o2& MM K%k 4EES Fowg
AESE A3 (Fig. 2) < 100 Mt BFE a3t}
8OMt H7Ax Fadote Fgolz ok FuEC K
& e A9 e s %8 WRe REERC)
meted AT Ao kFE BEERD WY A%
EARE 196048 % 50%AA 70dclE & 35%=
AW gagod MEE LER(TE WE B
#HY BLRE 20% A 12%3 2 "WolRHd. AR
BRES 70%E 47 L@ Tz XEEY BAo:
xlo*t

170%
x -60
L g A
- 150
' N 140
s ¢ " 5 L
O “\ é:
e - | i
8 B 5
R 1 2
T 0= s
M ‘°~.,°\. w
b \OC

}553645555 67 68 69 70

Fig. 3. Yearly change of barley consumption
A: Consumption amount of polished barley
(production+import)
B: Percent consumption of polished barley to
barley, naked barley and wheat
C: Percent consumption of polished barley to

total grain crop consumption
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