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Table 1 The test numbers, means, standard deviations and heritabilities of studied traits

PR 1L(‘.’I'T||.E'?_z‘ﬁ( L-line) - ’mﬂi"*lﬁ Z( F-line) | o
o WEEC OVHEC RMEX WM OPRBC WEE ot
N M ean SD N M ean SD

CRWT 1588 97.45 11.73 1814 110. 58 12. 18 0.45
CRBF 1584 10.08 1.04 1804 11.97 1.67 0. 46
WTBM 462 116. 06 11.74 483 129. 84 10. 77 0.62
WTMYV 289 187. 04 15.53 328 200. 81 17. 87 0.60
WTWE 260 156. 54 15.07 280 172.51 17.70 0.70
WTLOS 260 30. 80 14. 52 280 28. 89 18.73 0.25
BFBM 263 10.63 1.52 483 14. 60 2.55 0.71
BFMV 289 14.71 2.24 327 18.19 2. 61 0. 66
BFWE 260 11.56 1.78 281 15.18 2. 86 0.87
BFLOS 260 3.22 1.59 281 3.02 1.95 0.17
NOBT1" 299 9.03 2.74 334 9.42 2.62 0.10
NOBT2 182 10. 19 2.92 201 10. 59 2.83 0.01
NOBT3 127 11.02 3. 14 142 11.42 2. 86 0.20
LBW1 299 11.53 3.44 334 12.09 3.31 0.17
LWGA 274 57.27 14. 64 306 58.20 16. 88 0.08

7: NOBT Fi 37 %R K . The number behind NOBT indicates parity.
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I35 il 2 P ( Ferguson et al. 1985'%, 2550 5 0. 13, #:3% 3¢ 0. 20; Rydhmer, et al. 199217, 2 7
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Cameron( 1996) ! $5 i A Ff i A0 522 119 2 K MEODR 45 25 0 2 45 540 10 45 2 T LA i ke 50 1 e
IHERG TE . A K 5 BT 300 A FIA X 5 Johansson Fil Kennedy (1983) 1 \Kerr #1
Cameron( 1995) 12 {75 45 H— 5 {2 Ducos 1 Bidanel( 1996) 1! 338 100 kg H & 5711501
LR 0.15, IAFIF K Rydhmer et al. (1992) 15t 5 B0 T A= Ko 1 5 741 B0 ASF1 A1
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Table 2 The correlations for sow body composition traits with reproductive traits

TR Traits CRWT CRBF WTBM BFBM WTMV BFMV WTWE BFWE
AL H1% Genetie correlation
NOBT1 0.17 0. 41 0.32 0.39 0.37 0. 46 0.45 0. 46
LBW1 0.27 0.14 0.39 0.24 0.44 0. 36 0.25 0.28
LWGA 0. 40 0.52 0.52 0.67 0.55 0. 61
B9 Residual correlation
NOBT1 -0.01 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 0.26 -0.35 -0.22 -0.42
LBW1 0.02 0.01 -0.02 -0.06 0.37 -0.42 -0.21 -0.44
LWGA 0.07 -0.10 0.09 -0.15 0.28 0. 56

L LI TR0 o A 70 S, ARG BRI RAT B 5 10346 ),
T L F 077 SO0 4 A A ARG T 3), A R R ILIN K T, 1 22
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Table 3 The correlations for weight loss during lactation with selective and reproductive traits

LERTN T A BB AH 2% LEZIN a1 AH 56 A BEAH G
T raits Genetic correlation  Residual correlation | Traits Genetic correlation  Residual correlation
CRWT - 0.47 -0.25 NOBT3 -0.12 0.03
CRBF - 0.41 -0.13 LBW2 -0.15 - 0.01
NOBT?2 - 0.76 - 0.04 LBW3 - 0.13 - 0.04
2.3 MRMREEEESE
2 RIEFEMER A R A BE LA (K 4), SRR A REEK AT

175 H & A il SOl A REHEAR 5. 09 kg, KT IER R 79 18R )5 B AR 0 8844 ek - 0.39 mm .
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Table 4 The genetic trends and standard error for studied traits of I-line and F* line

TEAR P K & fICF 1 & FEAR PR KR RIFI R

T raits Fast-line Learr line | Traits Fast-line Learr line
CRWT 5.09(0.53)° - 0.39(0.54) BFMV 0.44(0.12)" - 0.50(0.12)*
WTBM 2.79(0.51)° - 2.66(0.51)" BFWE 0.74(0.14° - 0.64(0.14)"
WTMYV 2.75(0.68)° - 2.66(0.70)" BFLOS ~ 0.05(0.03)" 0.04(0.03)
WTWE 3.06(0.82)"° - 3.31(0.83) " NOBT1 0.05(0.04) - 0.05(0.04)
WTLOS ~ 0.62(0.29)" 0.53(0.30)" LBW1 0. 06( 0. 06) 0.03( 0. 06)
CRBF 0.38(0.06)" - 0.39(0.006)" LWGA 0.36(0.15)" - 0.04(0.15)
BFBM 0.51(0.10)" - 0.43(0.10)"
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RESPONSES OF SOW BODY COMPOSITION TO SELECTION GROWTH
RATE OR LOW BACKFAT DEPTH
AND THEIR RELATIONS WITH REPRODUCTIVE TRAITS

WANG Lixian', K. H. de Greef”
(1. Institute of Animal Science, CAAS, Beijing, 100094, China;
2. Institute for Animal Science and Health, ID-DLO, P. O. Box 65,
8200 AB, The Netherlands)

Abstract: Data from a selection experiment for high grow th rate ( F-line) or low backfat thickness
(L-line) were used to examine the correlated change of sows body composition, and to estimate
correlations between sow body composition with litter traits. T he genetic correlations estimates for
performance test traits age corrected weight (CRWT) and weight corrected backfat (CRBF) with
litter size at birth were 0. 17 and 0. 41 for first parity. Sows body composition had a high and posi
tive correlation with litter traits, and showed an age trend. Weight loss during first lactation had a
large variation and a relatively high heritability of 0. 25, and had negative genetic correlation with
subsequent litter traits — 0. 76. CRWT and CRBF had a high negative correlation with weight loss
(= 0.47 and - 0.41) during lactation. In the F-line, the genetic trends of sow body composition
measurements all were positive, whereas in the L-line all were negative. The results suggest selec
tion for increase growth that there will be positive correlated responses in sow s body weight and
litter traits. Because of its impact on other reproductive traits and its high variation, WTLOS dur-
ing lactation should receive attention in pig breeding.
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