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Abstract

This study was carried out to investigate reproductive performances according to sow farm sizes
and farrowing seasons from 2014 to 2015. Data recorded by sow farms size and seasons were
collected and analyzed with SPSS program (ver. 17.0). Items surveyed in different farms were heating
rate after weaning, farrowing cycle per year, conception rate, mummification rate, interval of
parturition, duration for non-production, piglets from sow per year (psy), etc.

The heating rates for 7 days and 4~6 days after weaning were 83.67% and 82.54%, respectively.
The heating rate within 7 days after weaning in small farms (85.69%) was significantly higher than
that in large farms (82.17%; p<0.05). The difference within 4 seasons was significantly found in
heating rate(p<0.05). The average parity of sow farms was 4.27. The significant difference were not
shown in farm sizes and seasons. The farrowing cycles of sow for year were 2.26 times. The large
farms of 2.30 times were significantly higher than small farms of 2.22 times (p<0.05). The farrowing
cycles in summer at 2.32 times was superior to that in other seasons (p<0.05). The average of
conception was 81.5%. The conception of large farm at 84.29% was superior to that of small farms
at 77.78% (p<0.05). The conception in spring (86.51%) is superior to that in other seasons (p<0.05)
The difference of mummification rate by farm sizes was significantly shown (p<0.05). The average
of farrowing interval were 154.30 days. The farrowing intervals of small and large farms were 158.65
and 151.41 days (p<0.05). The difference according to farrowing seasons is statistically significant
(p<0.05). The average duration of non-production was 47.12 days. The length of non-production in
small farms (52.77 days) is larger than that in large farms (42.94 days; p<0.05). The differnece by
seasons for duration of non-production was significantly shown (p<0.05). The piglets per sow per
year averaged 20.92 heads. The difference by farm sizes and seasons were not shown significantly.
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NIAS, 2002). S4HE9] 28k 153 9 U3t FAEEE ot ZAlew 7S A5t
Q551 £49] =88 A¥stA} oL} (Kim, 2012; Park and Jo, 2002; Rohrer et al., 2005; Tan
et al., 2000). % EAGHY] =52 Aol BHESLS B3k 40 13} MEE Ylsii=
P F7RINE B2 k8 7120, sk FE =52 A & Sl TISHIS A A"
< ZE5ofof gtk o]F YoME A= S A 5T Tt A8E vlal - Bk,
HX ]S 5l BE0] AYAY g2 ojZolyof S} (Jang, 2004; Kim ef al., 2008). T ETHE
i BEE F8 94T A= AlEH], A, HeH], A0 S 22 BAEL]
HF-E 20 7S 05t & & =S HAI9AEFE sHoto] AP P2 dHA AGA
ue} obg A ARt © 4 JEE T AAES JL=sjok & Aot} (Kim, 2009; Kim ef al.,
2010). Kim 5 (2002)> Y=< Aibdel et A=A F=idzl=9] Aoy o444
Syt ATt vlwste] Hgko 24 w7 AV A#Eo] o8 4= QA siSit 1E 1 A
JE=H oA H=0] AR, SEilE 53 T2 HAl 58S RAfoto] Halskal, of&e] olfYd
B} o] {5t 22 ol fAAS B4kl HAGE /MY S 0l TR 4= QA Barsiel
o+ (Jang, 2004; Kang, 2008; Kim et al., 2002; Kim and Yoo, 2007). H41=2 = 2|A|7]of wl=}
AR, e 22 WA A e Aol Y= WA (Kim er al., 2008; Knox ef al., 2002;
Tummaruk ef al., 2001), E3H FHAE] WA & AR, I{FS, ol f5r, FElE 53 22
HATY A A GoJst IS F= AoF KBS B QIt}h (Bereskin and Frobish, 1981;
Chung et al., 1998). Z12J11 F= RS e HAGES H|wsto] FE5] =4 BAtdol et
AILE FED] YTt (Kim et al., 2010; Young, 1995).
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Table 1. Distribution of sows by farm sizes and seasons in pig farms

Classification No. of sows  Average of sows No. of farms
Small 120~200 170 5
Farm size
Large 230~900 385 6
Seasons Spring 140~860 275
Summer 130~900 286
Fall 120~870 274 !
Winter 125~850 271
Total - - 11
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HAE 57H) WAAEC] tiet 58 E D AEE T BEHAE Table 29F Zth

TFEE =0 79 WAASS LR AYE7 Bt 85.69%, 123 HitE Ve Hat
82.17%% 214 glo] uehgth EAE 7ol 78 WAAAES Folet Aol (p<0.05)2 7R
L] 80.30%CF 7FY AL, Bolle= 86.63% & 7Hg ATt

s FEE 7Y TEAAES ¥ A E7E0] 85.69% 0% HitEsTd 82.17%0] Blsh 7214
< glont oA 71 AR Bt oledt A tit sET A 5789 Alke] AlAgo]
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LR 7Y L BE SHE
HAE 710 AR 73 o B spdEe] vt 7 i AP E Bt B BEHEARE Table 33} L.

Table 2. Rate of heating after weaning in sows (unit: %)

Heating rate(7 days)

Classification
Mean+SD
Small farm 85.69+7.50™°
Large farm 82.17+14.15
Spring 86.63+9.39"
Summer 84.43+11.60°
Fall 80.30+13.50°
Winter 83.66+12.15°
Average 83.67+11.88

*¢. Values with different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
NS Not significant (p>0.05).

Table 3. Construction of parity and farrowing cycles per year

Parity Farrowing cycles
Classification
Mean+SD Mean+SD

Small farm 4.39+0.78" 2.2240.15°
Large fram 4.19+0.79 2.30+0.13°
Spring 4122077 2.24+0.12"
Summer 4.07+0.73 2.32+0.13°
Fall 4.38+0.81 2.204+0.14°
Winter 4.50+0.80 2.2940.15%
Average 4.27+0.79 2.26+0.14

*¢ Values with different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
NS: Not significant (p>0.05).
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Table 4. Rate of conception and mummification according to farm sizes and seasons

Conception rate(%) Mummification rate(%)
Classification
Mean+SD Mean+SD

Small farm 77.78+11.14° 0.90+0.43"
Large farm 84.29+7.75" 1.80+1.83°
Spring 86.51+5.87" 0.65£0.27"%
Summer 81.15+8.93° 0.66+0.40

Fall 81.82+11.08% 2.15+1.80
Winter 76.93+10.39" 2434225
Average 81.5249.84 1.73+1.07

. Values with different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
NS Not significant (p>0.05).
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Table 5. Farrowing interval in groups of sows

Farrowing interval(days)

Classification
Mean+SD

Small farm 158.65+11.67°
Large farm 151.41+4.00°
Spring 155.0245.18%
Summer 154.88+6.40°
Fall 150.20+12.30°
Winter 157.1248.44°

Average 154.30+8.68

*b: Values with different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).

BEo] vl gt Wzt ol Bty EEHANE Table 63 T
ZEo At o] Wk 47.129U % YRt P RER B, AR s7ks 52779014 Hi+f
B 57N 29492 7Ot Ao] (p<0.05)F EAT o2’ At 7] Aole SAR, Al
© AlFEE] Al2del ZIjlE Aes AlmEt:

B qtE Wi olfFre Wt 209278 WA W2 Zlos A A9t E7 19.99
FOIAL, tiftE 571 216272 &R w710] HIF gt 57 w2 Ade = 5 AT ol
A7k olfrre w7 500 7P ARARl dFe Ale S8 Ferte] A A ER F8A4]
Rl Qloh. B A 2= oot Aol fIAIRL 7Rt AL A Erke w3 5440l tha
B2 %S A ol 23 Kim (2006)0] AET RegolA 237672 Halg e tha
AZ3IH L, Jo (2009)9] 20.75F= HAIRE Adke= AR A¥E Hth

V_OOF

I -

Table 6. Duration of non-production and piglets per sows per year

Non-production(days) PSY (heads)
Classification
Mean+SD Mean+SD
Small farm 52.77+17.85" 19.04+1.90™
Large fram 42.94+13.77° 21.62+1.57
Spring 49.10£14.9® 21.00£1.33™
Summer 38.95+13.24° 21.4442.46
Fall 54.39+16.79° 20.49+1.95
Winter 45.36+16.49™ 20.82:1.62
Average 47.12+16.30 20.92+1.89

*¢ Values with different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
NS Not significant (p>0.05).
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