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Effects of Different Pig Breeds on the Development of Cloned Embryos in vitro and in vivo

LI Zhi-wei, YUAN Man-man, QI Xiao-hong et al (Luohe Academy of Agricultural Sciences,Luohe ,Henan 462000 )

Abstract [ Objective ] To promote the large-scale industrial application of somatic cell cloning technology.[ Method ] The embryos were cloned
by using the fibroblast cells from ear tissues of Landrace and Duroc as donor cells,and then their development in vitro and in vivo and farrowing
situation were studied. [ Result ] The ear fibroblast cells from both breeds above had excellent cell viability , the average cleavage rate and aver-
age blastocyst rate of the cloned embryos reached 100% and 83.7% ( P<0.05) ,and 31.3% and 19.1% (P>0.05) ,respectively. After that,
3 419 cloned embryos were transferred to 19 surrogate sows,among which 16 surrogate sows were conceived and littered , and 64 piglets were
born.The conception rate , average litter size,average birth weight, and cloning efficiency of Landrace and Duroc reached 83.3% and 84.6%,
(1.7£2.87)and (2.0£2.3),(0.92+0.35) and(1.18+0.39) kg,0.84% and 2.42% ,respectively. [ Conclusion ] This study indicated that fibro-
blast cells from ear tissues of adult pigs could be successfully used for pig cloning industry , although the cloning efficiency could be significantly

different between porcine breeds.
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