2)

kg

1980)

90%

2)

F1

21 11.3% 104
6.5% kg 2.3%
10% (Johnson, 1980; Cassady et al., 2002a)

13.2%
(Loetal., 1992)
34 5.4kg Cassady et a., 2002b)
8.7%)
21 29% (Johnson,
( 2

17.1% (Buchanan, 1987)

50%
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lowa, Oklahoma, North Carolina
3

3 (Chester White)

2001 3,025
8.6 21 1.2 21

37.2
21 ( 4
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100
21

83.3%

110 kg

21



2. (%)

0.3
24.6
9.6
26.7
5.9
28
6.1
0
3.8
17.1
1.0 4.7 11
3.1 15 1.4
21 8.0 8.7 1.4
21 11.3 13.0
9.4 0 1.2
104 kg 6.5 1.2
FIG 23 0 12
10.8 0
17 5.6
25 4.4 13
1.8 0.4 1.4
0 0.2
-3.6
0
-13.2
24
6.3
1.6
1.0
05
15

Johnson, 1980; Buchanan, 1987; Lo et al., 1992; Cassady et a., 2002a,b
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1)
100%
(2) AxB C
ABC
(©) (CxD) (AxB)
17%
3.
%6 168 790 179 848 740
94 119 102 97 108 92
01 116 97 97 106 %4
%6 86 107 111 92 105
92 % 102 100 104 106
21 83 111 99 97 110 99
Clutter et al., 1998.
4.
102(8.8) 99(8.5) 99(8.5)
105(7.6) 100(7.2) 94(6.8)
21 110(41.1) 99(37.2) 91(34.3)
89/90
5.
198 481 1,443 1,053 1,610 193
102 96 103 100 100 100
100 kg 102 N/A 102 99 101 101
FIG % N/A 100 103 95 99
37 131 412 260 456 38
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99 100 100 101 101 101
96 100 100 108 96 100
96 98 102 107 99 96
Clutter et a., 1993. N/A Not Applied.
6. 2003
110
258 (103)1.030 (99)2.20 (100)1.30 (102)150
46 (97)0.970 (100)2.18 (96)1.36 (96)160
350 (99)0.990 (101)2.17 (101)1.29 (99)155
104 103(1.092) 101(2.17) (98)1.33 (103)152
14 98(1.032) 99(2.21) (100)1.31 (97)161
129 98(1.032) 99(2.20) (102)1.29 (98)160
(92/9-92/12, SEW)
(92/1-92/12)
1.
%
100 0 0
- 100 100 0
- - 100 100 100
LYD
LYD LY
( 2004)
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7%

~

6)

100% L
LY
1)
66.7%
)
85.7%
8
8.
Generation -
1 2 3 4 5 6
1000 500 750 625 689 672 66.7
100.0 1000 750 875 844 857 85.7
100.0 1000 100.0 875 938 938 93.8
100.0 1000 100.0 1000 938 969 96.8
100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.9 98.4
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15-20%
(80-85%)

100% 67%
86% 93%
D LYL
375% L 125% Y 50% D

50% LYL
0.
%
67 100
86 100
93 100
( 10
10.
System Percent of farms
14.8
44.8
105
5.3
5.8
18.8

Michigan State Univ. Survey, 1988.

3-1-7



7%

Lacombe

2,300

90 kg

20

2001

01

2001

90 kg

89 kg

44% 14% 33%

95
(
78 kg
120 kg
2001 3 6
79 kg
93 kg
2002 2
80 kg
80 kg

(Hansoon, 2003)
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(Duroc effect)

1960 LYD
2005
1.
2
1960
LYD
3.
( 2002)
4

LYD
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(segregation variance)

12 (Loetal., 1995)

( 2004)
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