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Breed Effects of Terminal Sires on Carcass Traits and Real

Retail Cut Yields in Commercial Pig Industry
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ABSTRACT

Data of 369 commercial pigs produced from YorkshrexLancrace (YL F1) sows crossed with either Duroc
(D), Berkshire (B) or BerkshirexDuroc(BD F1) as a terminal sire were used for the comparison of carcass
garde and real retail cut yield. The crosses were performed between May, 2004 and May, 2006 at three
interrlated farms belonging to the Gyeongam pork brand. The average carcass weight, carcass backfat
thickness, carcass rate, AB grade ratio, lean meat yield were 84.78 +0.33 kg, 20.72+0.237 mm, 76.25+
0.208%, 85.7% and 44.30 £ 0.158%, respectively. The average weights of real retail cut were 10.32 + 0.062
kg belly, 4.17 +0.025 kg boston butt, 3.88 + 0.022 kg rib, 8.40 + 0.040 kg picnic, 15.15+0.081 kg ham, 6.44
+0.043 kg loin and 0.94 + 0.006 kg tender loin. In comparisons of carcass traits among cross types, carcass
weights and backfat thicknesses of YL($£)xB(%), YL($)xBD(8) and YL($)xD(8) were 8573
0.516 kg, 82.69+0.788 kg and 84.79 + 0.603 kg, respectively and 22.09 £ 0.356 mm, 20.33 £0.543 mm and
19.58 + 0.415 mm, respectively. The YL($)xB(3) cross showed the highest carcass weight and backfat
thickness. The ratio of AB grade were 0.83+0.030% in YL(%)xB(%), 0.97+0.046% in YL($)xBD
(%) and 0.83+0.035% in YL($)xD(%), and the YL(%)xBD(%) was higher than other two crosses.
Weights of belly were 10.28 £0.092 kg in YL(%)xB(%), 10.59 +0.133kg in YL(%)xBD(%) and 10.25
+0.107 kg in YL(%) x D(8). Consequently, the YL($)x BD(9$) cross showed the highest yield.

In conclusion, there was no difference in carcass yield of commercial pigs derived from BD (F1)
terminal sires with those from D terminal sires. However, weight of belly and AB grade ratio from BD
(F1) terminal sires are higher than two others. Therefore, BD (F1) sire could be utilized as terminal one
and contribute better profit for the pig industry.

(Key words : Carcass traits, Real retail cut yield, Berkshire, AB grade, Terminal Sire)
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Table 1. Number of pig by farm, terminal sire, sex and farrowing year

Farm N Mating Type” N Sex N Farrowing year N
A 153 YL(2) xB(%) 144 Female 189 2004 179
B 142 YL(%) xBD(9%) 96 Barrow 180 2005 190
C 74 YL(®)xD(3) 129

369 369 369 369

Y L = Landrace, Y = Yorkshire, D = Duroc, B = Berkshire, YL = Yorkshire(¢) x Landrace( 3), BD = Berkshire($) x Duroc( &)
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Table 2. Over all means of the traits studied and their standard errors

Source Live weight Carcass weight Carcass backfat Carcass rate AB grade Lean meat
(kg) (kg) (mm) (%0) (%0) rate(%)
Mean 1113940467 847840330 2072+0.237 7625+0.208 85711980 44.30+0.158

Table 3. Over all means of the traits studied and their standard errors

Source Belly Boston butt Rib Picnic Ham Loin Tender loin
(kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg)
gﬁg‘?’mE. 10.32+0.062 4.17+0.025 3.88+0.022 8.4+0.040 15.14 +0.081 6.44 +£0.043 0.94 +0.006

Table 4. Least-squares means and their standard errors of carcass traits by terminal sire

Terminal ~ Live weight Carcass weight Carcass backfat Carcass rate AB grade -€an meat rate
Sire (kg) (ko) (mm) (%) J %)

YLxB 11224 0675 8573"+0.516 22.09°+0.356 76.48"+0.293 83.14° +3.019 43.32° +0.220
YLxBD 111.78°+0976 8269°+0.788 20.33°+0.543 74.21°+0.448 97.46°+4.607 44.09" +0.317

YLxD 109.90° +0.785 84.79°+0.603 19.58°+0.415 77.16°+0.343 83.05°+3.524 45.83"+0.260
Note : Means in the same column with the same superscript are statistically insignificant at 5% level of significance.
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Table 5. Least-squares means and their standard errors of real retail cut yield by terminal sire

Terminal Belly Boston butt Rib Picnic Ham Loin Tender loin
Sire (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg)
YLxB  10.28%+0.092 4.12° +0.037 3.86 + 0.034 8.36 +0.063 14.67° +0.122 6.36" +0.065 0.93"+0.01
YL xBD 1059 +0.133 4.05° +0.053 3.82 +0.049 8.35+0.091 15.16" +0.176 6.26" +0.094 0.92" +0.015
YLxD 10.25° +0.107 435°+0.0433.9 +0.04 85 +0.073 15.66°+0.141 6.75"+0.076 0.97*+0.012
Note : Means in the same column with the same superscript are statistically insignificant at 5% level of significance.

Table 6. Least-squares means and their standard errors of carcass traits by sex

Live weight Carcass weight Carcass backfat Carcass rate AB grade Lean meat rate
(kg) (kg) (mm) (%) (%0) (%)
Female  111.62+0.647 84.54+0508 19.80°+0.346 75.86+0.296 83.83+2.956 44.70*+0.226
Barrow  111.12+0.634 85.02+0.495 21.92°+0.337 76.60+0.289 88.00+2.884 43.95°+0.221
Note : Means in the same column with the same superscript are statistically insignificant at 5% level of significance.

Sex
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Table 7. Least-squares means and their standard errors of real retail cut yield by sex

Belly Boston butt Rib Picnic Ham Loin Tender loin
(kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg) (kg)
Female 10.25+0.088 4.20+0.036 3.88+0.033 844+0.06 1541°+0.118 6.68°+0.062 0.96°+0.010

Barrow 10.42+0.086 4.16+0.036 3.85+0.032 8.38+0059 14.81°+0.116 6.27°+0.061 0.92°+0.010
Note : Means in the same column with the same superscript are statistically insignificant at 5% level of significance.

Sex

Table 8. Phenotype correlations for carcass traits

Cv:\zr%aﬁts t%irl?a?;t Belly Bgattct)n Rib Picnic Ham loin ngi?]er
\?vg[aﬁs 1 025501 051089 042937 055490 053301 035603 037966 0.21125
bcgéﬁa%t 1 016118 —0.16305 —0.02204 —0.18749 -032812 —0.25360 —0.21012
Belly 1 031439 046526 042316 023111 012204 —0.00328
ES&‘O” 1 039827 067596 0.60729 0.64905  0.26936
Rib 1 043707 046972 033839  0.18710
Picnic 1 073563  0.63664  0.34194
Ham 1 0.76109  0.44574
loin 1 0.42060
Tender 1
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