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Year Generation Selection Process
1988 Gy Taoyuan, T x  Duroc,D
1989 ~1990 F, crossbred sow of TD or DT x  Duroc boar( D ) :high prolificacy

(50%D,50%T)

No—

1990 ~1991 G TDD or DTD
(75 % D, 25 % T)
To select black male
l and female pigs and breed in
the same generation

1991 ~1993 I, black pig population
(75 % D, 25 % T)
To select black male
\L and female pigs and breed in
the same generation
1993 ~1995 I black pig population
(75 % D, 25 % T)
To select black male
\L and female pigs and breed in
the same generation

1995 ~1997 I; TLRI Black Pig population
(75 % D, 25 % T)

1999 selection of TLRI Black No.1 pig was finished

2001 complete the registration of TLRI Black No.1 pig

q%‘]' 1. ﬁ;?ﬁ‘f‘%{fﬁ* RV E J\i,’h% °
Fig 1. Selection process of TLRI Black No.1 pig.

Gy : stock population, G, : the first grade up generation.

F, : hybrids from reciprocal mating of Taoyuan and Duroc.

[;~I5 © from first to the third intercross generation which they are bred in the generation.
TD : progeny from Taoyaun sow X Duroc boar.

DT - progeny from from Duroc sow % Taoyuan boar.

TDD : progeny from TD sow X Duroc boar.

DTD : progeny from DT sow % Duroc boar.
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Table 1. The composition of experimental diets ( % )
Ingredients Breed pig diet Grower diet
Yellow corn 67.75 67.27
Soybean meal (CP 43.5%) 21.00 19.00
Wheat bran 5.00 6.00
Limestone, pulverized 1.00 0.60
Dicalcium phosphate 1.40 1.30
Fish meal 3.00
Choline chloride, 50% 0.20 0.08
Salt, iodized 0.40 0.50
Mineral premix’ 0.15 0.15
Vitamin premix” 0.10 0.10
Molasses 3.00 2.00
Total 100.00 100.00
Calculated value
Crude protein (%) 15.2 16.4
Digestible energy (kcal/kg) 3,283 3,285
Calcium (%) 0.84 0.75
Phosphorus (%) 0.63 0.69
! Mineral premix provided per kilogram of diet as follows: Fe, 140 mg; Cu, 7 mg; Mn, 20 mg; Zn, 70 mg
and I, 0.45 mg.

2 Vitamin premix provided per kilogram of diet as follows: Vitamin A, 6,000 IU; Vitamin D3, 800 IU;
Vitamin B, 0.02 mg; Vitamin E, 20 IU; Vitamin K3, 4 mg; Riboflavin, 4 mg; Pantothenic acid, 16 mg;
Niacin, 30 mg; Pyridoxine, 1 mg; Folic acid, 0.5 mg and Biotin, 0.1 mg.
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Table . The reproductive performance of TLRI Black sows in different parities ( Means+S.E.)

Traits 1% parity ond parity 31 parity 4t parity 5th parity Average
Litter no. 242 167 114 71 45 639 (total )
LS 9.5 +£02° 100 £02™ 105 +£02° 102+03®  10.1 £0.3*® 99 =0.1
LSD 20 +0.1° 22 £0.1® 28 +£02°  26+02% 2.7 £02a 2.3 £0.1
LSA 7.5 +£0.1 7.8 £0.2 7.7 £0.2 7.6 £0.3 7.4 £0.2 7.6 +£0.1
LS3 7.1 £0.1 72 +£0.2 7.0 £0.2 7.0 £0.3 6.7 £0.2 7.1 £0.1
LS8 6.6 +£0.1 6.7 £0.2 6.5 £0.2 6.6 £0.3 6.4 £0.2 6.6 +0.1
WT 0, kg 1.27 £0.01° 1.31+0.01* 1.28+ 0.02* 1.27+0.02% 1.22+0.02° 1.28 +0.01
WT 3, kg 470 £0.06°  4.63+ 0.07*° 4.64+ 0.09° 447+0.11° 432+0.10° 4.63 +0.04
WT 8, kg 134 +0.1 134 +£0.1 13.5 £0.2 13.6 £0.2 13.3 £0.2 13.4 +0.1
SURV 3, % 95 92 92 92 91 93
SURYV 8, % 88 86 85 87 87 87

% Means with the different superscripts differ significantly ( P < 0.05 ).

P"‘EfFF %'EFF%E'EFE&;}% W (11~4 E]) ZEE (5~10 F] ) &St (% 3) > ShNET
1 el LS ~ LSA ~ LS3 & LS8 S ISAGEE-E PIRG4S » 5= Dominguez et al. (1996) 7t
Sl ﬂfﬁlf [fFlL[' R PR J—Jﬁ’% yE [EFeEl f9 % AEL - Tantasuparuk et al. (2000) vt Je[ﬁﬁ"pﬁ?‘rj
p SEREUD F J% bJZfEZ};E[fJ LS & LSA %:;F[ijgfﬁfj e E{Ti l/’ﬁﬂfjuﬁ:@ T > IE':FF'H (2002) }:1\7& 25 B
(&= ff dERY A 110,795 ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂpi’?( Landrace, L) & E255 ) R 2 Eﬁ (Landrace ¢ x Yorkshire &,
LY) Tﬁif’ﬁ? i *ﬁﬁ/%ﬁ%rlﬁjﬁu > LE LY @%@ﬁ&f?&%ﬁ (5~10 ) JEE[E LS = LSA 5
% 1076 % 975 P > I (11~4 F[) JRVS[9ES 10.63 % 9.75 Jfi » £ [ LS BF# 6% %
P;{'{ﬁmﬁ? :jaf:lff? Ry VYR TR S R RS (RSP WT 3 0 WT 8 ISR %

AFI;E:I 1@[;@7@7%/ , [L’&':ﬂﬁvﬁ%{?ﬁﬁ @ﬂﬁrlgff:{: I‘EE ﬁrﬁr
Fo 3. T R AR R R Y RS g
Table 3. The reproductive performance of TLRI Black sows in different mating seasons and parities

i:.ter LS LSA LSD X;O LS3 X; ng;\g S Ls3 ZIV(;S SF;\)/ 8
Parity
Primiparous 242 9.5 7.4 2.0 1.27 7.0 4.70 94 6.5 13.4 88
Multiparous 435 10.2 7.6 2.6 1.28 6.9 454 91 6.5 13.5 85
F-test ' *  NS. ** NS. NS * *  N.S. NS. NS,
Season
Cool 369 10.1 7.9 2.2 1.27 7.40 4.50 94 6.81 13.1 87
Hot 308 9.4 7.1 23 1.28 6.51 4.74 92 6.10 13.7 86
F-test ' ok *# NS, NS, #x  xx NSk o N.S.
"*P<0.05; **P<0.0l; N.S.:notsignificant
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Table 4. The growth performance of TLRI Black No.1 pigs in different gender and seasons (Means+S.E.)
Pig Initial body Finished body Average daily Backfat Da}gs for
(head) weight (kg)  weight (kg)  gain (kg) thickness (cm) feesrt ormance
Gender
Male 384 33.8+0.2 93.7+£0.2 0.639 +£0.005 1.69£0.02 185.0+ 1.0
Female 1124 32.8+0.1 92.8+0.1 0.544 £0.003 1.92+0.01 206.0+0.6
F-test ! 0k 3k *k 3k %k
Gender . Season *
Male Cool 206 33.5+0.2° 93.8+0.3*  0.649+0.007* 1.67+0.03" 1824+14°
Male <Hot 178  34.0+0.2° 93.7+0.3*  0.629+0.007° 1.70+0.03* 189.8+1.5°
Female .Cool ~ 611  32.6+0.1°  92.7+02°  0.552£0.004° 1.92+0.02° 202.5+0.8°
Female ..Hot 513 33.0£0.1°  93.0+0.2°" 0.534+0.004° 1.92+0.02° 209.1+0.9¢
Season
Cool 817  33.1=+0.1 932+0.2 0.601 £0.004 1.80+0.02 192.0+0.8
Hot 691 33.5+0.1 93.4+0.2 0.582+0.004 1.81=+0.02 199.0+0.9
F-test * N.S ok N.S ok
'*+P<0.05; **P<0.01; N.S.:not significant.

2304 Means in the same column with the different superscripts differ significantly ( P < 0.05 ).
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ABSTRACT

The study was conducted to investigate the reproductive and growth performance of TLRI Black Pig
from 1995 to 1999. During this period, the reproductive performance of 639 litters, and the performance
test of 384 boars and 1124 gilts from 30 to 90 kg body weight were recorded. The results showed that
average litter size at birth (LS), born alive (LSA ) , litter size at 3 weeks of age and litter size at 8 weeks of
age were 9.9, 7.6, 7.1 and 6.6, respectively. The body weight at 3 and 8 weeks of age were 4.63 and 13.4
kg and survival rate were 93% and 87%, respectively. The LS for the first parity sow was the lowest (9.5
head) and was highest at the third parity (10.5 head ). Although the multiparous sow had larger LS, the
dead piglets at birth was the highest at 3™ parity (2.8 head). As a result, there was no significant
diffrernce in LSA between primaparous and multiparous sows. The growth performance showed that
there were significant difference (P < 0.01) in daily gain, backfat thickness (BF) at 90 kg of body weight
and age at 90 kg of body weight between sexes. The average daily gain of boar was 0.639 kg and was
0.544 kg for gilt. The age at 90 kg of body weight for boar was 185 days and 206 days for gilt. Boars had
thinner BF than gilt (1.69 vs.1.92 cm).
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