formed
e, Meat

ana/or

genetic corre

of the low number

not carried out.

parameters, model 2 was used after

the data by model 1.

(model 2) (2)

service and AI)

variance for model 2 is shown in table 1.

Analysis of variance

Degrees of

Expected mean squares
freedom X 4 1

F =

=

within farms S =P F < ot

within farms an

Q
0
o
H
0
(7]
1
)]
Q
A
3

2
1
O
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Heritability estimates are obtained from the following formulas:
2g +

= = 2 (o2 7,;7 - .

hzs = 4__ (4) hZFS = _‘_ﬁ__*_u)_ (5)
2 )
YOP O-1P;

Symbols

F = farm

S = sire

D = dam

N = number of animals

FS = full-sib

Standard errors of heritabilities were calculated according to Graybill and
Phenotypic and genetic correlations between observations x and y are obtained from
wing formulas:

r Opxy

HegEe = == (6) Jrey, = — =0 _dRRRY e,

9px - py Osyx + sy

Standard errors of phenotypic and genetic correlations were calculated accord
(1956) and Robertson (1959). Farms and sires were selected especially. Only
4 animals and sires with at least 7 descendants were accepted.

Earlier evaluations have shown that maternal effects are influen
son genetic parameters of fattening traits were evaluated by hal
lysis was used for all other traits.

cing daily gain
f-sib analysis.

Results
Fattening and slaughtering traits for the breeds are shown in table 2. Marked i
the amount of intramuscular fat in the M. long. dorsi exist between breeds (SLW Lv3 , Sb#
1.16 %, H: 1.94 %).

~ (8 I,rw

Table 2: Comparison of performances (mean, standard deviation) between Swiss Large White
Swiss Landrace (SL)- and Hampshire (H)-pigs

Traits SLW SL H

(N=1601) (N=677) (N=102)

X e X S X =ik
Daily gain (birth-103 kg), g 638 45 619 43 599 40
Daily gain (25-103 kg), g 866 91 835 86 816 72
Premium cuts, % 54.16 2.94 53547 2a L 52 e80 24156
Backfat, % 819 Fa5k 8.72 1.64 8.61 L+26
Hamfat, % e D 0:«55 4.09 056 3§83 0.52
Shoulderfat, % 273 0.41 2 .67 0.37 2.76 0534
Leaf, % 2.04 0.46 2532 0.46 2.38 0.41
Fat thickness, back, cm 20 0.5 Za L D5 2k 0.4
pH1 6.07 0.22 6.00 0.25 6.14 0.18
PH30 5.46 0.09 5% 0.08 545 0.06
Reflectance, Unigalvo 3270 3e5 3250 4.9 I a2k 358
Obj. meat quality score 3 w5 0.60 i 0.82 3o 1D D2
Intramuscular fat, % 1..36 0.66 1.16 0.59 1.94 0.85

In all three breeds an increase in
and leaf is followed by a decrease in the amount of fat in muscle (loin) (tables 3 and 4):

premium cuts / i.m. fat; Ip: =i O =20 rg: - dlh O =, 2
fat quantity parameters /i.m. fat; Iyt 203 to 195 rg: =.03 to .42

By improving daily gain, intramuscular fat in the loin increases also (tables 3 and 4):

daily gain / i.m. fat; Ip: =, 13 to .13 Tt 08 to 52




lable ;.

e 3 Phenotypic correlations (rp) between intramuscular fat and fattening and slaughtering
traits as well as meat quality, according to breeds

ol

Taitg Intramuscular fat,

SLW SL H
(N=1601) (N=677) (N=102)
rp I'p rp

Daj ,
ngy gain (birth-103 kg), g SO TS .08 % =2 S pDS
pol¥ gain (25-103 kg), g a0l ek il B 5034 fainig i
;Emium cuts, % 52 * ik =18 L =18 <
okfat, 3 15 ks 19 kkx .08 n.s.
Shotat, % J13 0 Kxw L O3 1 higia s .06 n.s.
Lo Ulderfat, % S5 g .09 % LTS
o Tr % L17 0 kEx L19 kw lawe Lalmy
Mﬁ thickness, back, cm .10 * ok % .06 nisk il nivs.
bR =.06 % =% 04 n.s S0 neise
e%o =000 "EmRie ROy n s L2 Wl s
m)lectance, Unigalvo .20 Ak .09 * —.'06 nL'sh

. meat quality score e ok =..06 N.S. o1 NeS.
S
¥ = not significant
*y e P <_0,05
=, P < 0,01

E0IR] < 05001

%
\$£§\ﬂ: Genetic correlations (rg) between intramuscular fat and fattening and slaughtering
traits as well as meat quality, according to breeds. Standard-errors (sry) in

parenthesis

G- .

fltg Intramuscular fat, %

SLW SL
(N=1601) (N=677)
Ty Srg rg Srg

Das
DQHY gain (birth-103 kg), g 08 (.19) - 52 (21}
Pre Y gain (25-103 kg), g 20 (.22 .45 (10
sac‘)‘:;um cuts, % ~.28 (.11) -.24 (.17)
Barotat, & .24 (.10) .30 (.15)
Shotdt, % 0 5 b 1) -.03 (.17
Lea;lderfat, % .20 LT oD (.18)
Bay 7 % 247 (.10) .42 (+15)

s
N thickness, back, cm .19 (.11) .08 (.17)
Py .15 (.17) -.02 (.19)
Re3? .45 (.25) -.22  (.22)
Oy SCtance, Unigalvo .19 G L7) .09 (.19)

* Meat guality score -.12 (.19) .00 (.19)

Hey s

r . Aot b oy :
of %tabllity estimates of intramuscular fat indicate the possibility to prevent a diminution
SLW:

ﬂ@ Otramuscular fat by including it into selection (table 5: h2 i.m.

H97;ited values are in line with values estimated by Malmfors and Nilsson (1979), Scheper

and Just et al. (1983).
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