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Effects of Malty Culture supplementation diets during lactation
on sow and litter performance
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Abstract This experiment was conducted to investigate the effects of supplemented diets with Malty Culture(MC)
during lactation on sow and litter performance. Eighteen lactating sows were randomly assigned to three dietary
treatments(basal diet, basal diet+MC0.5%, basal+MC1.0%). Average daily feed intake of sow was not affected by
dietary treatments with treatment means ranging from 4.49 to 4.58kg(p>0.62). All sows lost their backfat thickness
during lactation with no difference among the treatments(p>0.25). Fecal moisture was similar for sows fed the control
and MC treatments with 70% moisture content. The growth rate of piglets was not significant difference among the
treatments ranging from 47 to 48kg. Day to estrus postweaning was not affected by supplementation of MC with
treatment means ranging from 5 to 7 days. There was not significant difference in the milk production(i.e, 8.9kg/d for
control, 9.18kg/d for MC0.5 and 9.20kg/d for MC1.0). Survivability of piglet was affected by feeding added MC
during lactation. There was no significant difference in the digestibility of DM, but the digestibility of N tended to
increase in sows fed the MC0.5 and MC1.0 supplemented diets compared to the basal diet(linear effect, p<0.10;
quadratic effect, p<0.08). Digestibility of P tended to increase by the treatment of supplemented MC. However, there
was no significant difference among the treatments. In conclusion, the results of experiment suggest that lactation diet
of supplemented MC could be a beneficial feeding for digestibility in sow and litter performance.

Key words : Lactating sow, Malty culture, Performance, Digestibility

LM B 22 ARYYL) HYFFo| oFoiA At A
w 2aol Boloh B3 A4 el W A% B
FAdle 52 4FE AU ALY A9 B8 Aegol AN BAZ RERA, ST AW )
A oheh BAPe AaBE Rol 1 o
S EER TP e Hel WroE AN gtk

254



EHE AF Malty Culred] H7Pt ZE B = Aol v|Xe G

z‘sg:

o FAE2 TES WEE Fol7] AT He
2 A Fol(phase feeding)E A|3HaL SUTH, 2].
oA FFA ] AYTFH YR IX %= wid

3= Aot} 3], EF 7159 WA =S Eol7]
WHo R a4t TR o] tiae] FoEle &
< 5% IY2 2ge] A7 FA olnl AR
B3 AR 2P S Fole ZAot}s-10].
AR UL 2FEE WIATIL 2 o)&E A
g BEXoz AMET e 45 FAEYNE pepsin,
lipase, cellulase, amylase, phytase 5°] v} X3+ F
2ol B EAAY AMgHTE JY UK E45S
ZT3H LR B0 YA AR} B AVt ALEHL
A2A g AREEL Uk = F6]o] sk =HiA] AL
Bof B3 gA4AAQ] Kemzymes 0.2%387F & 4
$- FE7R) vls) Aie] o]8-go] 12%4 AE
o, 3 F{11R olfAR=l Kemzymes 0.075~0.125%
A7FeE AlgollM e ) vjE] AEe] 2.7%7F %%
Aoe 3.6%9 o8& HAHATL st =
o2 Hong[7]18 AlFeM= Al5d B3 giA
phytezyme 0.2% H7t2 AL d49] o] &g F7t
g9len, ALY phytezyme 0.2%9F 0.3% 7} ¢
3 Cast Po it as&o] /AHEAUTIL 33Tt

AMEE AR HE FRe AEYe] AR2e s A,
g F FIHAE = o} ol&S R3] sl
Ae dutd9 = cellulase, B-glucanase 2 pectinaseSt
Z2e 8AEo] FestHI2-14]. & Aol AR
Malty CultureMC)= ©]213 42 & o] &3l 2 E=
T 24 A EH 3 FUAA(B-glucan, phytate 5)2]
Halgo] 4538 22 HIE Ao, HF 273
A AAREHA gopr o wZN F4 o] EAEY e
o}Fet &4 (multi-enzymes i cocktail enzyme)S-2]
A7E SdFste] Fddh A 3 FeAA HE
Hg HusAZl EdAlolrt. AR Malts IWHE S
2 FR719 49 He FFel AT st len
2 23] ghe 02 §oslxs gEx ArH1s5). =
g, TEhEE) de 238 2 AR g8k 4
AE At glenz o] oA veA gt
[15]. o}&& MCE o] &8 3¢ ETR=9 S
I #AHE d7e AR Aol

wets] B Q7s B E ARSIl B8 24
g stof] ol AZAT 5 B3l Az 53 &
2AA MCell Hi3 ZH= ALEW ot o 2e
2 AEo] Aol vixe FEE FHE] st A
Al

ro o

O X

L

L.
-

Aok
kY

el

ol

255

2. M2 W Uy

2.1, iX|e] M 3 HE|7

QGopa Qo] M 34NN YA BE 185
Awslel 2 HelF 6F %, BT 6%, MC 0.5%
A7FEMCO0.5) 65, MC 1% A7F-MC1.0) 652 bl
2|8t

=

=2

2.2. A|HAIR 3! Alrrd

AFALEE Table 1914 B nie} o] S50)%F
gt o) chla &k 16%, lysine T 0.9%, Ca &
= 0.8%, P &% 0.7%%! 7FFAFS.(mash form)% E <]

Table 1. Diet composition(as-fed basis)

Ingredients %
Comn 53.90
Soybean meal 20.40
Tallow 5.00
‘Wheat 4.00
Lupin seed meal 4.00
‘Wheat bran 3.69
Molasses 3.00
Canola meal 3.00
Tricalcium phosphate 1.95
Salt 040
Limestone 0.13
Lysine 0.11
Choline CI(25%) 0.11
Vitarnin premix | 0.10
Mineral premix|1 0.10
Antibiotic2 0.06
Antioxidant(Ethoxyquin 25%) 0.05
Total 100.00
Chemical composition
ME(kcal/kg) 3,400
Crude protein(%) 16.6
Lysine(%) 0.9
Calcium(%) 0.8
Phosphorus(%) 0.7

'Supplied per kg diet: 4,000 IU vitamin A, 800 IU vitamin D3, 17
IU vitamin E, 2 mg vitamin K, 4 mg vitamin B2, | mg vitamin
B6, 16 g vitamin B12, 11 mg pantothenic acid, 20 mg niacin,
0.02 mg biotin, 220 mg Cu, 175 mg Fe, 191 mg Zn, 89 mg Mn,
03 mg I, 0.5 mg Co, 0.4 mg Se.

*Supplied 100mg of chlortetracycline per kilogram of complete
diets.
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Table 2. Chemical composition of Malty Culture

Item
Moisture, % 11.0
Crude protein, % 9.0
Crude fiber, % 40
Crude fat, % 1.5
Crude ash, % 40
Indispensable amino acids, %
Arginine 043
Histidine 0.29
Isoleucine 031
Leucine 0.66
Lysine 0.37
Methionine 0.18
Phenylalanine 043
Threonine 0.34
" Tryptophan 0.11
 Valine 046
Total 358
Dispensable amino acids, %
Alanine 0.44
Aspartic acid 0.69
Cystine 025
Glutamic acid 2.02
Glycine 038
Proline 1.05
Serine 042
Tyrosine 0.25
Total 5.50
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Table 3. Effects of Malty Culture supplementation diets on lactating sow performance

Contrast
fem Con MCO0.5° MCL0 SE Linear Quadratic

No. of sows 6 6 6 - - -

Average daily feed intake, kg 4.49 4.50 458 0.11 NSc NS
Sow last rib fat depth, mm

Farrowing 28.67 35.11 28.11 5.51 NS S

Weaning 25.56 3278 26.23 5.33 NS NS

Change during lactation -3.11 -2.33 -1.88 0.65 NS NS

Retumn to estrus, d 6.67 6.00 5.67 0.51 NS NS

Fecal moisture, % 70.37 70.20 69.72 1.36 NS NS

*Abbreviated MC0.5, added Malty Culture 0.5%; MC1.0, added Malty Culture 1.0%.

®Pooled standard error.
“NS: Not significant(p>0.10).
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Table 4. Effects of Malty Culture supplementation diets on piglet growth, sows milk yield and survivability

Contrast
Item
Con MC0.5° MCLO? SE® Linear Quadratic

Laitter weight, kg
Birth 17.00 15.37 13.90 2.56 NSe NS
Weaning 64.09 63.59 6217 2.78 NS NS
Gain(21d) 47.09 48.22 48.27 0.61 NS NS
Milk yield, kg/d 897 9.18 9.20 54 NS NS
Survivability, % 93.94 96.97 96.97 1.75 NS NS

“Abbreviated MCO0.5, added Malty Culture 0.5%; MCI1.0, added Malty Culture 1.0%.

®Pooled standard error.
°NS: Not significant(p>0.10).
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