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Abstract

This survey was conducted to investigate the reproductive performances. The results obtained were
as follows; 1. The average of farrowing rate was 78.77%. The significant difference was not found
in farrowing rate and litter sizes according to sow farm sizes. Total litter sizes averaged 11.11. 2.
Litter sizes at first sucking averaged 10.32, which were more piglets in small sizes groups than in
other groups (p<0.05). The average litter sizes at weaning were 10.32 The significant difference of
litter sizes at weaning was not shown according to sow farm sizes. 3. The average of weaning ages
was 25.65 d. Ages at weaning in middle groups of 24.45 d were faster than those in small groups
(27.19 d) (p<0.05). The cycles of sow farrowing per year were 2.27 times. The cycles of sow
farrowing of middle farms of 2.35 times was superior to those of small farms of 2.19 times (p<0.05).
4. The average of growing rate up to weaning was 92.47%. Growing rate of middle farms (94.71%)
was significantly superior to those of small farms (91.50%) (p<0.05). The body weight at marketing
was 112.21 kg. Body weight of large farms (113.30 kg) was heavier than that of small and middle
farms (p<0.05). 5. The farrowing rate was positively correlated with litter sizes at weaning (r=0.479),
and sow farrowing cylces per 1 year (=0.382). The litter sizes at sucking was positively correlated
with litter size at weaning (r=0.456) and ages at weaning (r=0.392). The correlation between litter
size at weaning and growing rate was negative level (r=0.435).
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Table 1. Distribution of number of sows according to farm sizes

Classification No. of sows Average of sows No. of farms
Small farms (groups) 120-200 165 6
Middle farms (groups) 210-300 285 6
Large farms (groups) 400-650 480 6

Average - 310 18
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Table 2. Means and standard deviation for rate of parturition and litter sizes

Farrowing rate (%) Total litter size (heads)
Classification
Mean+S.D Mean+S.D
Small groups 77.41£12.31N 11.13+1.13™
Middle groups 78.62+8.79 11.11+0.59
Large groups 79.83+8.34 10.85+0.88
Average 78.77+10.01 11.11+0.90

NS Not significant (p>0.05).
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Table 3. Means and standard deviation for litter size at first sucking and at weaning

Classification Ages at weaning Farrowing cycles
Small groups 10.51+0.56 9.59+0.59N
Middle groups 9.99+0.47° 9.32+0.51
Large groups 10.30+0.74" 9.4440.58
Average 10.3240.70 9.424+0.71

**: Mean with the different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.01).

S . Not significant (p>0.05).
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Table 4. Means and standard deviation for ages at weaning and farrowing cycles

Ages at weaning

Farrowing cycles

Classification
Mean+S.D Mean+S.D
Small groups 27.1942.74* 2.19+0.18°
Middle groups 24.45+2.12° 2.354+0.20°
Large groups 26.50+2.45 2.23+0.19°
Average 25.65+2.80 2.27+0.21

5. Mean with the different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 5. Means and standard deviation for growth rate at weaning and marketing weight

2= Hojls AR 4T & Utk

Growth rate (%)

Marketing weight (kg)

Classification
Mean+S.D Mean+S.D
Small groups 91.50+5.89" 109.42+13.69°
Middle groups 94.71+4.36 110.94+4.32°
Large groups 91.5245.57° 113.30+4.01°
Average 92.47+6.28 112.21+10.35

® . Mean with the different superscripts are significantly different (p<0.05).
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Table 6. Correlation coefficents between farrowing rate, piglets at sucking and traits at weaning

Classification Litter sizes at weaning Ages at weaning Farrowing cycles Growth rate Marketing weight
Farrowing rate (%) 0.479" -0.067 0.382" 0.249" 0.115
Litter size at sucking (pigs) 0.456" 0.392" -0.031 -0.435™ -0.041

" p<0.05, : p<0.01.
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