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Table 1 The necessary peramerers to calculate reduced total breeding value

# R ZYFRE/ T BIERHERE BIEDHE  Genctic covariance

Traits Economic weight  Genetic deviation 2 3 4 5
L& EFH LSBL 8.53 0.70 4.97 —0.016 —0.133 0. 00
2, HiME ADG 0. 11 47.33 —5.18 —5.96 0. 00
3.k L E FCE —78. 80 0.12 —0.03 0. 027
4. HAE ELMP 10. 40 1.26 —0.85
5 TR FBZ 2.07 2.25
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Table 2 Various reduced total breeding value and relationship with total breeding value

AR Traits 2P E  Economic weights
Saq TAp Ap

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 9. 396 6.57714 0. 3265
2 0. 283 13. 4166 0. 6661
3 —175. 039 17. 5039 0. 8690
4 9. 654 12. 1737 0. 6044
5 —0.093 0. 20993 0.0104
1 2 6.671 0. 269 14.1887 0. 7044
1 3 3. 883 —168. 826 17. 7028 0. 8789
1 4 12. 296 10. 683 14. 8524 0.7374
1 5 9. 396 —0.093 6. 58049 0. 3267
2 3 0.613 142.573 11. 8236 0. 5870
2 4 0. 312 10. 825 19. 0908 0. 9478
2 5 0. 283 —0,093 13.4183 0. 6661
3 4 —154.841 6.733 19. 3490 0. 9606
3 5 —177. 337 0. 851 17. 6070 0. 8741
4 5 10. 550 1. 676 12. 6947 0. 6302
1 2 3 7. 844 0. 554 124. 698 13. 0347 0. 6471
1 2 4 9. 560 0.293 11. 552 20. 1841 1. 0000
1 2 5 6. 671 0. 269 —0.093 14.1903 0. 7045
1 3 4 6. 829 —141. 443 7.557 19. 8751 0.9867
1 3 5 3. 807 —171. 157 0. 818 17. 7970 0. 8835
1 4 5 12.573 11. 705 1. 869 15. 3845 0.7638
3 4 0.169 —60.052 9.155 18. 7866 0.9327
3 5 0.588 131. 726 —0.795 11. 9680 0.5942
4 5 0. 315 11. 847 1. 893 19.5188 0.9690
3 4 5 —157.221 7.783 2.049 19. 8420 0. 9851
1 2 3 4 8. 221 0.104 —80.219 9.219 19. 6467 0.9754
1 2 3 5 7.755 0.533 115. 250 —0.707 13.1384 0. 6522
1 2 4 5 9. 839 0. 295 12. 670 2.031 20. 6490 1. 0000
1 3 4 5 7.067 —143.445 8.675 2.125 20. 3907 1. 0000
2 3 4 5 0.177 —58.018 10.256 1. 935 19. 2410 0.9552
1 2 3 4 5 8.530 0.110 —78.800 10.400 2.070 20. 1425 1. 0000
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Study on The Breeding Goal of Beijing Dekalb Pig
-Reduced Total Breeding Value

Wang Chuduan Zhang Yuan
(College of Animal Science and Technology, CAU, Beijing 100094)

Abstract: The present paper analyses the relationships of economic coefficients of goat traits between
various reduced total breeding values(RTBV) and total breeding value (TBV) for Beijing Dekalb Pig. When
RTBYV includes one trait, the most efficient trait is feed conversion efficiency (FCE) (r=0. 869 0); when
RTBYV incoudes 2 and 3 trairs, the most efficient combinations of goal traits are (FCE + estimated lean
meat percentage (ELMP) and (Litter size born alive (LSBL ) +Growth rate (GR) +ELMP), respectively.
The correlation coafficients between these RTBVs and the TBV are 0. 960 6 and 1. 000 0,respectively.
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