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Comparison of Hanwoo Proven and Young Bulls for Major Economic Traits
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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to compare the phenotypic performance and genetic merits in terms of weight at 12 months, carcass
weight, eye muscle area, backfat thickness, marbling score and selection index of Hanwoo young bulls and proven bulls from the
year 2004 to 2006. The data of 208 bulls used in this study were taken from the Nnational Hanwoo genetic evaluation
coordinated by National Institute of Animal Science. Hanwoo young bulls were superior in the phenotypic performance of weight
at 12 months, carcass weight, and eye muscle area showing significant differences from Hanwoo proven bulls in most
comparisons. The backfat thickness of Hanwoo young bulls was significantly thicker higher than Hanwoo proven bulls in all
comparisons (p < 0.05). Also, Hanwoo young bulls were not significantly different from Hanwoo proven bulls in the genetic merits
of weight at 12 months, carcass weight, eye muscle area, backfat thickness, marbling score, and total genetic merits. Performance
of Hanwoo young bulls were not significantly different from Ist class of Hanwoo proven bulls in all the traits studied except in
eye muscle area.
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Table 1. Numer of young bulls, and proven bulls by class

Proven bulls

Year of use Young bulls
Ist class 2nd class 3rd class sub total

Ist 19 20 20 12 52
2004

2nd 20 17 21 13 51

Ist 19 20 17 14 51
2005

2nd 17 23 16 22 61

Ist 20 28 15 21 64
2006

2nd 18 27 14 15 56

Table 2. Number of progenies of young bulls, and proven bulls by class
Proven bulls
Year of use Young bulls
Ist class 2nd class 3rd class sub total

Ist 198 179 148 92 419
2004

2nd 181 153 157 100 410

Ist 188 171 133 122 426
2005

2nd 176 203 147 166 516

Ist 203 225 136 178 539
2006

2nd 192 230 136 115 481
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Table 3. Means of young bulls, and proven bulls

Weight at 12 months

Carcass weight

Eye muscle area

Backfat thickness

Year of use

YB PB YB PB YB PB YB PB
Ist 329.0° 287.0° 353.1° 315.2° 78.6 78.3 10.6" 7.4°

2004
2nd 334.5° 288.4° 372.5° 318.1° 79.4° 77.9° 10.3° 7.6°
Ist 326.0° 288.0° 351.9° 320.7° 74.6° 77.5 10.8* 79°

2005
2nd 341.9° 297.2° 376.5° 331.4° 77.9 77.9 1.7 8.4°
Ist 302.0 302.9 341.7° 333.4° 82.1° 77.4° 9.5° 8.5°

2006
2nd 3213 308.0° 376.2° 339.6" 83.3° 77.8° 10.3* 8.9°

YB : young bull, PB : proven bull

® Traits means in the same row with differnet superscripts differ (p < 0.05).

Table 4. Means of young bulls and 3 classes of proven bulls

Weight at 12 months

Carcass weight

Year of use
YB PBI PB2 PB3 YB PBI PB2 PB3

Ist 329.0° 292.3° 279.0° 289.5 353.1° 320.7° 309.2° 314.3%
2004

2nd 334.5° 293.7° 282.4° 289.4™ 372.5° 326.2° 311.7° 315.8°

Ist 326.0° 287.5° 287.9° 288.7° 351.9° 321.3° 319.0° 321.7°
2005

2nd 341.9° 292.20° 303.8° 297.4" 376.5° 330.0° 343.1° 322.6°

Ist 302.0 300.1 306.3 303.7 341.7° 334.6™ 333.0° 332.2°
2006

2nd 321.3° 312.7° 303.7° 303.6° 376.2° 348.2° 332.8° 330.3°
v c Eye muscle area Backfat thickness

€ar oI use
YB PBI PB2 PB3 YB PBI PB2 PB3

Ist 78.6™ 79.9° 77.8° 76.0° 10.6" 7.5° 7.2° 7.5°
2004

2nd 80.1° 79.4° 76.7° 76.5° 10.3° 7.5° 7.6° 7.6°

Ist 74.6° 79.1° 76.8° 76.6° 10.8° 74° 7.8° 8.7°
2005

2nd 77.9° 79.3" 78.3" 76.0° 11.7° 7.7 9.2° 8.6°

1st 82.1° 79.1° 76.5° 76.1° 9.5° 8.2° 8.1° 9.1°
2006

2nd 83.3° 79.6° 77.1° 75.2 10.3° 9.0° 8.5° 9.0°

YB : young bull, PB1 :

Ist class of proven bull, PB2 : 2nd class of proven bull, PB3 :

® Traits means in the same row with differnet superscripts differ (p <0.05).
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Table 5. Means of breeding values of young bulls, and proven bulls

Weight at 12 months

Carcass weight Eye muscle area

Year of use
YB PB YB PB YB PB
Ist 11.9 4.8 5.5 6.5 1.9 2.7
2004 b
2nd 9.7 6.0 45 6.8 0.9 2.7
Ist 12.2 7.8 49 8.2 2.1 29
2005
2nd 10.2 8.8 4.8 8.7 1.4 2.8
Ist 10.1 8.5 34 8.1 1.5 2.7
2006
2nd 14.7 9.0 6.5 8.2 2.0 2.7
Backfat thickness Marbling score Selection Index
Year of use
YB PB YB PB YB PB
Ist 0.3 —0.3 0.4 0.4 3.8 4.7
2004
2nd 0.2 —0.1 0.4 0.4 3.5 43
Ist 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.3 2.1 37
2005
2nd —0.1 0.0 0.4 0.4 33 39
Ist —0.4 —0.1 0.4 0.4 4.0 4.7
2006
2nd 0.0 —0.1 0.5 0.5 52 5.5

YB : young bull, PB : proven bull.
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Table 6. Means of breeding values of young bulls, and 3 classes of proven bulls

Weight at 12 months

Carcass weight Eye muscle area

Year of use
YB PBI PB2 PB3 YB PBI PB2  PB3 YB PBI PB2  PB3
Ist 119 58 35 53 5.5 7.6 5.0 74 1.9% 38 2.8 0.7°
2004
2nd 9.7 9.4 3.8 5.2 45 8.6 6.2 5.7 0.9° 4.4 24 08
Ist 122 107 4.6 7.5 49 8.9 72 8.4 21 45° 28°  05°
2005
2nd  102°  13.0°  11.1* 28" 48 11.7 9.7 47 1.4 47 30°  08°
Ist  10.1*  114* 109*  29° 34 9.9 6.2 7.0 1.5 42° 26° 08
2006
2nd 147 132° 84 21° 6.5 11.8 44 53 200 41° 2.9° 0.0°
Backfat thickness Marbling score Selection Index
Year of use
YB PBI PB2 PB3 YB PBI PB2  PB3 YB PBI PB2  PB3
Ist 03 —08 —02 0.3 04® 0.6 04®  0.0° 3.8 85" 46 —13°
2004
2nd 02 —05 0.0 0.1 04™ 0.6 04®  0.1° 3.5® 8.7° 38" —06
Ist 0.1* —0.7° 01® 1.0° 02" 06 03 —0.1° 2.1° 89° 3.0 —3.0°
2005
2nd —0.1"° —06” 07 02% 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.2 3.3% 83" 2.4 0.4°
Ist —04 —04 —0.1 0.3 04® 08" 04® —0.1° 4.0° 98 47° 23"
2006 b b b b b
2nd —01 —02 —03 0.6 0.5° 0.8 0.3° 0.0 5.2° 10.3* 40 —18
YB : young bull, PB1 : st class of proven bull, PB2:2nd class of proven bull, PB3:3rd class of proven bull.
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