EEWTSE 52(4) ¢ 249-255,2019 249

AR e T2 1B Fudp B > WARREEE R D L e K
~ 5C 2 1
2 B 4p B aE et O

BEQE Y ZEFEEY HEAmY BEEY MIERY B ©Y R

WefFEEE : 10845 11 H 22 H : #2201 1094 1 H 6 H

W B

AT H 0V R BRET ATESE G 2 eI TR B ~ Ae BRI R RE oy R AR R - SRR AR E 2011 £ 3 H 23
HZ 2019 4 5 A 22 HEAM - M EDE NP EEg Ik nh - NS R 2 EHEEEE R B AR %K
Z 460 GHTESE o “ifEFERE FEHUE 100 DL EHETR AR - SR EESEBEEMERAN - iSRS A A 2 DL
b FRETTRAVER Sy o AT BRI Sy R R R BT - BEPEERIBRR =4 FER R0 ~ Kl
i (Pearson) fif BE.AH B8 Kz i K B S I {7 AH B8 (488 (Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient) 4747 - slEgsS R0 © 1. 52
RISV ~ BEHEEEU Iy =B 2 R EIEEIL - SRS - e R BB R B ~ MRSy BLE B R B o
oy BARS AR~ fTRY Cramer's VOHIZE(E 737l 5y 0.51 ~ 0.61 Jz 0.54 » @& =58 L AHRER 5 2. %L Pearson fif BLAH BE{HEL
ME - ARSI FE 8 - RV S0y B S BB o o B RS R SR A (58057 1l Fs 0.357 ~ 0.428 J2 0.348 - HyR7FH
SNE AR GEN = - SRR B P 8 - B R B e 5 B BT 5 o B RS A B AR By 1] 5 0.747 ~ 0.783
5 0.752 » FIEEEESy ~ BEHR RO A BT = 2 2 i 57 B S EAL AE R A 2 S WV IEARRE > AU RS R A B
R AT MERE BRI R B A AR FE OVE T A8 R S8 B = BT Ry 24K o

RESEEE] ¢ A EHUEERAR - BARHEAAX - MR AR - AERMHE

4

BRER A E A Y > B EET S B EKEKE - MEVE NP EEY I,
( DU fEfs ok e ik ) 2R AE A E 8 B - IR FAELL 13 — 17 HElR » #8E 4.0 — 7.0 DT RIR - a5k
ELIERGASE A 2 B S HBT - ARMES R 70 HERFFE R Fr b Sufe e w74 R MERE R ETRPSER M E 258
B 110 kg B¢ 168 HES ~ MY 225 HESTAE AISERERE NI R 8 U - AeUaHEAER SR (BTt - faREE
R EBFE BRI 2 5205 ) NS G ATE D AR 48R EFE 4905 http://www.angrin.tlri.gov.tw > SEAEEESE FH2% -

il i e R A A ) K Y = K R 22— (Knecht ef al., 2017; Li et al., 2017; USDA., 2006) » FEFEAS fil i 5 B 1%
THEEE  wERAR  EREETIR g9 EHEER - FErRm R RGN R - Bk - a8 kit
(Piedrafita et al., 1991; Hacker et al., 1994; Jorgensen, 2000; Anil et al., 2005) » 4 KB EAIRIET 455G < TR 2 [~ (Draper
et al., 1991, 1992; Huang et al., 1995; Schulze 1998) » BREMEFE LR EFGRIEEYIH H FTH Z 5F 7 2Bt N 2+ 04t
— o BUON B L TEEA - EEFIEFHZE (Van Steenberge, 1989; Jorgensen and Vestergaard, 1990) « #& = f# 5% 5 7E TF »
ARG B AN R &S - DA BRI A ER 275 » NILEESRATIE 2010 F£ 2B 5858 0B 2 SF il » 2
LT —EZEBFNEREEy 775 » B EE R E RN - SRR A A 2 DL E - PTG S -

F55 (2004) FEFT 2002 4F 1 A % 2004 4F 3 HHARM] - BREUH Sehe g b & e iaie 2 SR8 EAE HLET 1,602 31 (2
54 1,A38 UH » 205K 164 UH ) #ETH/MNIRGRIEHE - IF B & infEie E S THE P 12 2 1/3 ABHEREE - S5Rh

|

() TR R Z By e BT T 5 5 2629 5 -
Q) TTEIR R B O R EA BT E T -

(3) o e EEAE T

B TR REZE R =R -

(5) #E/EZE > E-mail: ntyen@mail.tlri.gov.tw °



250 SRSt e BEIR R B ARV R I ST YA O S TR RV B

S fe L B 2 5V 5 Pl s B EL R PHE B 100 DL Z R AL P51 o HE AT B K2 R 2 IF 22 4 B £ % (Spearman's Rank
Correlation Coefficient) S3TH/IFE o FHIE Sl AFE 2 By 2 f S NEALFHBARTT - BEHHEEESMRe AT 2 MR S
(r =0.73) - BEURHARMERE (BEHUEE) BUE RN 2 B EA IS 2 BN © S4Bl A58 2 0T K2/ 2 I
AR (A8 R A > HIR N AT RE R A R ASE B 2 Z Be R A FTERR 285 - 15 (2004) HE7E B 4 5
ko BB RHE S  AsBRry B AR E 2011 42 2019 411 > 460 B b A 5 k58 i 2 5 BB oy 4 S f
5 o HEFTRIAIMEARSR o TIREEDGHER - BRALETE MR o I B AR R - FERE TR S A B AR I
B3 K2 R S R A ARRR (BT - PR SO A AR BB R T 58 < BRI ~ AR AU RS R 5100 24 o OB TAHRR M

et -

M T A

L SEgEE
B 201143 H 23 HZE 2019 4E 5 H 22 H il » 3£ 460 58 deis ik 5e ks 2 A BB S0 L XEFEEE > B
FEI&TE 243 N 21 BREEERGHT 118 /2 35 BE A" E 42 /N 1 & -
L. ERHEE
() EHEEHEHER
A RAREFE By 70 HETFFETSH B S kg E nh 1T 4R R MR RE R BRI E RS E 110 kg 2 168 HER
1k 0 3 2005 FEAEER FIAY(E MBS 8L (Selection Index) » #13& 52 1= 100 + 120 ADG — 55 FE — 50 BF : £%7%
TR (HHEEE : ERICE  FHEEE =11 -1 1 -0.5) > BE5H I= 100 + 140 ADG — 60 FE — 30 BF ; &7 it ( H
WE C ERIRCE  BHREEE =1 -1 -02) SFREARMEEREE > B EmeEEAR S EESER 2
DABEIEHE -
(i) ASHURHEA
¥ EfEE 100 DLE 2 dhifEFE LTRGBS o AHARAG AL ST N T RS B S - IR T SRR
RUSHSEAERL o SEP ARG « ARESEMEEN =2 —#ETHES > helE N Bt SeFEBE R 2 DL
9 By —H - HRAEMEE — RO EHWIBER - &R BN S HBERTES% - BT =3 R A B
ABFE R H#ETTEE ZRIVEEHES - 0 ABFEEREL (7755 ~ Aol - VUREAREAR ) 45 7 & oYt Bl Hk
%o WHVEE RERFE (FEE > 2002) -
(i) Rl EE > A
R BF oy B RS R S Fh R B N BHEAT » HEErRAOFE 1 - 5E538857 K 100 73 > File b 40% ~ 1257 5
60% » FIRGEES ELFERRBAGT ~ A - BE0 AUy - A EIERET - 1R - iR ERIUER Y o =/
4H N BHETTREFEFE 4SS S Bl e oy - i@ > S s B R 1 % itk i ia RIS A B0
=0y — BT > & 123 (BHE > 2010) ©
I BEIFEEL - AA RV R 5o & Aoy S8
BEHCPRE ~ BRRUETEE R ST 0 2 AR EHETE BR IR RO B =403 2 fl sy R v - 5 ]
R B2 AR EIREE BRI AR 1 — AR RE R 5 — 8RR
o 8LAERE=4 RERHEA R 128 RE—H] 3 — 6 BETg 0 6 LERE=R - B
SIS (1) Ryl S8 Q) BRIE - E=8] ) HE -
IV. &atort
(1) JEiriisbs
1A J5 8 72 (Chi-Square test, ) 5 » i i (5 F AU 58 5 6 B 78 Ry e B 5V (535 (Cramer*s V Coeffi-
cient) » E{EGECE—(EIEIE > HAVFEST M [EE S EMHBIREE - R BB 5 V (G8E - BT
A~ SRR Bl = 2 BT - HETE AT ¢
xz

n(k—1)

n: sample size, k: number of rows or columns.
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1. TEFERIET
Table 1. Foot hoof score sheet for breeding pig
Breed Ear No. Sex Farmer
Fore Leg ( 40 points ) Hind Leg ( 60 points )
ltem Code Feature Points [tem Code Feature Points
U ’ Extremely M 1 Extremely
> buckled - buckled
= | =
° é / 2 Buckled ° 2 Buckled
3 ' 3
=3 r 3 Straight F . 3 Straight
= &
=) : =)
= ' 4 Normal = 4 Normal
2 T &
Ké 5 Sickled \{ 5 Sickled
2 >
A 1)
M 1 O shaped @ 1 O shaped
&_: . CE .

») 2 Standing ) Standing
ccg ' ‘/ inwards cg ﬂ/ inwards
= V = )\

3. ) 3 Normal 3. 3 Normal
3 ‘ a
g e : g v .
= &) 1 Standing o ( ) 1 Standing
7\ outwards j/\l outwards
- (ol J
ﬁ/fi)g 5 X shaped j fg 5 X shaped
1 Extremely \ 1 Extremely
o buckled O buckled
(@) (@)
= = |
g g
5 & 2 Straight s Ki 2 Straight
> >S
Q, o,
=3 M 3 Normal = \i 3 Normal
© B o
3 3
3 & 4 Weak 3 &g 4 Weak
w w
= 5 Extremely < ‘ . Extremely
Weak N weak
Size and Size and
uniformity u w w uniformity u w w
of claws 1 3 S of claws 1 3 S
(10) small | normal | uneven (15) small | normal | uneven
Referee date Y/ M/ D | Total score
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2. BEPUEE - BRI BT 2 B
Table 2. Each trait, foot hoof evaluation, selection index, and body type evaluation was divided into three levels according
to the ranking

Level Foot hoof evaluation ranking Selection index ranking Body type evaluation ranking
1 1(224) 1 — 4(185) 1 —2(201)

2 2(128) 5 — 8(105) 3 —6(89)

3 3 (108) > 8 (170) >6(170)

" (): sample size.

(i) FHEBATEHT

7 F K7 i 48 5 AL B e R 30 B B S N A A RA AR B T A TAERA M 2 i - 87 B2 B 2 IR AL AE RE A i 2
SRS R BT - PR S B R B TE BRI R R B = 8L 0 MG RIS e Y T -
BEIR S R BB T o0 R R A S R 22 (di) » SRS d AYEHME (di°) - 1 460 BEFEFERY & BN LL 460 - F

13 Z (B AHT B f SN ARRI ARG TE > B SR ERE (p) -

6Xd?

p=1——7F—+~
n(n* — 1)

n=3 n:ranking levels.

SR B R AR

L Birtetaks

B AR B BR SRR 3 > BRARVE  BEHUE B STy =B Z AR E I BRI S - fald
ST BLSE TR B ~ AV S o B ABE T S e Ml o o B G T P 88 PRI Cramers 'V HIIE(E 73 Al &y 0.51 ~ 0.61 K¢
0.54 > g o s A -

F23. fEE - BERU R = EH AR ER . o B Cramer’s V test #({H

Table 3. 7’ values and Cramer’s V test values among the ranking levels of selection index, body type evaluation, and foot

hoof evaluation
Traits o Significance Cramer’s V test
Selection index- body type evaluation 60.8 HoA 0.51
Selection index- foot hoof evaluation 84.9 ook 0.61
Body type evaluation - foot hoof evaluation 67.5 oAk 0.54

*** Significant at P < 0.001 level.
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SEoy SR RIS RAY(E 5 B By 0.357 ~ 0.428 K% 0.348 » 5@ EHHRA - wtir 7l SIEA ARG S - BaRIET
SEEBEIE R  RlER Ty B S B S Bl By B RS TR BB RN 53 1 s 0.747 ~ 0.783 J2 0.752 > B¢ Ja = FEAH
RBE o TRELREI S o BB ST oo BRI PR B R (R B (E R A BE A BUE BT B = A — 2004 (0.428 B2 0.783) - —fi%ifi = >
K7 B A AH B P2k 23R 487 (continous) %L RIRVRHTRE: - CEESEFGEEBIIWER T » REBIEHE
T 7 f SRR TR EEE  EEREEIERAEZEVEAFN (ordinal) - 55— (EEE FEHBTE
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FHEABERE(ERF (outliers) » DUT R S MHBAK 23 G R RCERVEERE - NS A ZEEHENTE (BRI
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Mt > MRS AHE 2 e RURP SR BB TR R ~ MR o B SR TALTE B R M o B G Y S FRIE (E 53 1 R 0.752
0.740 }2 0.718 » EEEmlir /N AE 2 Ba ARV S LSS SR B ~ M P o0 LSS AT S B R M e o B G ARl 2 T (R By
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F 4. BEPURE - BRAIRTEE KB > =B A E R 2 R AR BEAHRE R R R 2 IR A AR (8
Table 4. Pearson simple correlation and Spearman's rank correlation coefficient among the ranking levels of selection index,
body type evaluation, and foot hoof evaluation

Traits Correlation coefficient
Pearson Spearman
(Al All Duroc & Landrace &
Selection index-body type evaluation 0.357 0.747 0.752 0.608
Selection index- foot hoof evaluation 0.428 0.783 0.740 0.767
Body type evaluation - foot hoof evaluation 0.348 0.752 0.718 0.659
& W
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship of ranks among selection index, body type evaluation,
and hoof evaluation. This study contained 460 purebred pigs with rank of hoof evaluation, which came from the Central
Performance Test Station of National Animal Industry Foundation. The performance test period was from March 3, 2011
to May 22, 2019. We evaluated body type from those purebred pigs with selection index larger than 100. If body type
evaluation had selected more than two purebred pigs at the same breed and gender, then to conduct foot hoof evaluation.
Body type evaluation and foot hooves were evaluated by different personnel group. We divided the ranking of each item
into three grades. The analysis tool was the Chi-Squared Test, Pearson simple correlation and Spearman's rank correlation
coefficient. The results were as follows: (1) According to Chi-Squared Test analysis , we rejected the hypothesis that the rank
are independent among test index, body type evaluation, and foot hoof evaluation. As for ranks, the Cramer's V test values of
X2 between selection index and body type evaluation, selection index and foot hoof evaluation and body type evaluation and
foot hoof evaluation were 0.51, 0.61 and 0.54, respectively. There was moderate high relationship among these three items.
(2) The Pearson rank correlation coefficient of ranks between selection index and body type evaluation, selection index and
foot hoof evaluation, and body type evaluation and foot hoof evaluation were 0.357, 0.428 and 0.348, respectively. The
Spearman's rank correlation coefficient of ranks between selection index and body type evaluation, selection index and foot
hoof evaluation, and body type evaluation and foot hoof evaluation were 0.747, 0.783 and 0.752, respectively. Spearman's
rank correlation coefficient among selection index, body type evaluation, and foot hoof evaluation showed a high positive
correlation. The results of this study indicated that the breeding pigs, with high performance selection index ranking, had

high ranking of body type evaluation and foot hoof.

Key words: Breeding pigs, Rank of selection index, Rank of body type evaluation, Rank of foot hoof evaluation,

Correlation test.
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