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Relationship Between Backfat Thickness Measurements and
Average Daily Gain in Swine

Min Soo Kang, Young Il Park'and Jong Bok Kim*

Summary

The phenotypic correlations between backfat thickness and average daily gain were estimated in the
basis of the data obtained from 167 boars of Duroc and Hampshire raised at the Je-il Farm over a 2-ycar
period from January, 1981 to December 1982.

The results obtained in this study are summarized as follows:

. The phenotypic correlation between backfat thicness and average daily gain of Durocs was 0.173 for
final weights from 70 to 90kg, 0.854 for final weights from 91 to 100 kg, 0.190 for final weights from
101 to 110kgand 0.330 for final weights from 111 to 130kg.

. In Hampshires, the phenotypic correlation between backfat thickness and average daily gain was 0.191,
0.827, 0.167 and 0.491 for final weights from 70 to 90kg, 91 to 100kg, 101 to 110kg, and 111 to
130kg, respectively.

. The phenotypic correlation between backfat thickness and average daily gain pooled over two breeds
was 0.384, 0.163, 0.211 and 0.433 for final weights from 70 to 90kg, 91 to 100kg, 101 to 110kg 111
to 130kg, respectively.

. The phenotypic correlations between backfat thickness and average dialy gain of Durocs and Hamp-
shirs were positive, The differences in the correlation coefficients between the two breeds or between
the final weights were statistically insignificant. (p>0.5)
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Tabte 1. The mimber of boars by final weight and

by breed.

Final weight Number of boars
1

otal

) Duroc Hampshire !
70- 90 27 37 64
91- 100 25 23 48
101-1410 21 15 36
111-130 1] 8 19
Total 84 83 167
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Table 2. The correlation coefficients among backfat thickness measurements and average daily gain

in Durocs and Hampshires in 70-30kg range.

Duroc above the diagonal

Hampshires below the diagonatl

Duroc and Hampshires pooled

Item

X1 X2 x3 x5 X1 x2 x3 X4 X5
Shoulder (X1) .251 317 .650** .258 1 .256%  .454%*  _739**  .386%*
Back (x2) .216 .864 %% .B64** 431" 1 LT14%* 770**  .172
Loin (X3) 427 %% _453** .906** .110 1 .903%%  .334**
Average (x4) LT85%* 630%*  g37s* 173 1 .384 %
Average daily .203 L3115 .187 .291 1
gain (X5)

* Significant at 5% level.

=% Sivnificant at 1% level.
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Hampshire & Shoulder &} Back( r=0.416), Sh-
oulder 9} Loin( r=0.435), Back3 Loin(r=0.523),
Backz AR (r=0.759), A4S 74 FH
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Table 3. The correlatisn coefficients among backfat thickness measurments and average daily gain
in Dusocs and Hampshires in 91-100 k¢ range.

Durocs above the diagonal

Hamipshires pelow the diaponal Duracs and Hampshires pooled

[tem

x1 %2 X3 x4 X5 X1 %2 x3 x4 x5

Shoutder (X1) .555%* .848** 185 1 AlTYY 548"t B8t sttt
Back (x2) A416* .428™* 644" 174 ! 530"  .726™* .678%*
Loin (x3) .435%  .5238* .857** .125 7 .878** 245
Average (x4) 767 758t 1 .163
Average daily .140 759" !
gain (Xx5)

* Significant at 5% level.

#* Significant at 1% level,
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Table 4. The correlation coefficients among backfat thickness measurments and averace daily gain

in Durcos and Hampshires in 101-110kg range.

Durocs above the diagonal
Hampshires below the diagonal

Durocs and Hampshires pooled

[tem

X1 X2 X3 x4 x5 %1 x 2 x 3 x 4 X 5
Shoulder (X1) 217 421 .823%% 192 | L1863 481** .861**  .B07T**
Back (X2) .646 .164 .244 .500* 1 295  .530°%  .413*
Loin (x3) 639" 448 7179%*  .385 TN L A T
Average (X4) 919™* 799" 1 .211
Average daily .523% 270 1
gain (X5)

*« sSignificant at 5% level.

s* Significant at 1% level.
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Table 5.
in Durcos and Hampshires in 111-130kg

The correlation coefficients among backfat thickness measurments and average daily gRain

range.

Durocs above the diagonal

Hamoshires below the diagonal

Durocs and Hampshires pooled

[tem

x1 x2 x3 x4 x5 x 1 X2 X3 x4 x5
Shoulder (X1) .3718  .790%  .554 1 .409  .338  .800** .s567°
Bark (Xx2) " .866**  .377 1 .614%% 794 150
Loin (X3) 736 .851** 501 1 .783%* .307
Average (X4) 838" 668  .360 Y 330 1 .433
Average daily 222 L7135 .326 1

gain (X5)

* Significant at 5% level.

»x Significant at 1% level,
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c}, Neville % (1976) ¥ Duroc @» Hamoshire &
9 Yorkshire #°] 154 Hitol Ao FAPE: FA,
Bk, HNGERMS) BAMNFE HES B2 BN
&3 G 2wd FA Mol HEM e ES  HMol
ZE= Ak A, Cox(1963) & Durocf=} Hampshire
ficl 154 AM GES A FA WEEMA  Ee
HRS 2%stg s, Fahmy$} Bernard(1970) &= La-
ndrace 3 Large Whitefiicl 4 S wa S th
Aol 2 Eol #HWE @&EN . =E, Quijandria
2} Robison(1974) &= Duroc @i#} Yorkshireficl4 H
HRERT SAYE SAM HER AN 850
23

X ARE £33t doAA #Rc Duroc iz} Ham
pshirefio] 5243 A9 REMERM » 23
X< Eol #HiWe] ZEd Aoz m $(1983)9 HR
wEo MU HAae detllon mARES] &%

(Cox, 1963 ; Edwards %, 1963; Fahmy ¢} Bernard,
1970; Robison, 1974 ; Neville %, 1976 ;Bereskina}
Davey, 1978) 9} —Bdic},
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AA o] FALGE FA MEM AXH RN 8
MRS %£915t7] 9 3te] Duroc#} Hampshire &
16785 #tR3te] 5 =43 (Shoulder, Back, Loin)
o] F-9} BEakMe) HMANE HEdded o
BEEE EHed o34 Pl

1. Duroc#ie) 54 T} ANMAM] &
Y EME BTEHTHE 70~ 90kg, 91 ~100kg, 101
~110kg 3 111 ~ 130kgo} 4 &% 0.173,0.854,0.190
7 0.330 2.2 vieiytcel

2. Hampshirefiol 4 343 FA% ARRGE
flo] RBA HM2 B THE 70~ 90ky, 91~100ks,
101~ 110kg 2 111 ~ 130 kgl 4 0.191,0.827, 0.167
3} 0.4910] %,

3. Duroc#3 Hampshire 82| 5=y 59} A
R RMS FHEMLS (5E 70 ~ 90k, 91 ~1004p,
101 ~ 110kg, 111 ~ 130kgol 4 0.384, 0.163, 0.211,
0.433 0] %l .

4. Duroc 83 Hampshire 2] 595 FAs B
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