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A study of reduction effects of stillbirth and mortality rates
in pigs by medicinal herbs supplementation in sow
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This study was based on a survey of 100 sows which were raising in Jeonnam province for 11 months, from
February to December 2008 in order to evaluate the medicinal herbs supplementation in sows on the effects
of mortality in suckling pigs, and milk quality of sows. The medicinal herbs were supplemented in the feed
of sows from 1 weeks before the expected date of delivery to 10 days after the delivery. As comparing
stillbirth rate, test group was reduced 9.05%, and control group, 17.37%. It was certain that the medicinal
herbs was very effective for reducing stillbirth rate. In comparison of mortality rate of suckling pig, test
group was decreased by 1.52% as compared with control group. In analysis of milk components of sows,
milk fat was 6.04% in test group and 5.22% in control group. Milk protein contents of test group and
control group were 18.06% and 18.36%, respectively, showing no significant differences between two
groups. Milk sugar contents showed also no difference between two groups. By milk somatic cell counts,
test group (582 X 10°cells/ml) was found decreased number of milk somatic cell as compared with control
group (688 x 10%cells/ml). These results imply that the medicinal herbs supplementation in sow might be
effective for preventing stillbirth and mortality in piglets and mastitis in sow.
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Table 1. Composition of medicinal herbs for reduce of stillbirth rate in sow

General name Scientific name Composition (%)
LLEEE W) Atractylodis macrocephalae Rhizoma 15.0
7 ) Angelicae gigantis Radix 15.0
o) & 1] (K jE F7) Arecae Pericarpium 10.0
2 A (FREE) Perillae Folium 10.0
) () Astragali Radix 6.0
Wl =2 (EE%) Poria cocos 6.0
A1) Cnidii Rhizoma 6.0
SFH AN EME T Cyperi Rhizoma 6.0
O]E (FRBEEY) Leonuri Herba 6.0
75_] o] (B 7)) Citri Pericarpium 6.0
Tz (H ) Glycyrrhizae radix 6.0
A ZHHE) Aurantii Fructus 6.0
A% "(EIEE_) Zingiberis Rhizoma Recens 2.0
100.0
Table 2. Composition of medicinal herbs for reduce of mortality rate in suckling pig
General name Scientific name Composition (%)
S| (FE) Astragali Radix 15.0
W= ([ ) Atractylodis macrocephalae Rhizoma 15.0
s " Z(HHE) Glycyrrhizae Radix 8.0
%?{(?ﬁ?ﬁ%’) Angelicae gigantis Radix 10.0
AE015) Cnidii Rhizoma 10.0
Hl 22 (R Poria cocos 10.0
o 2 5] (K fE 57 Arecae Pericarpium 8.0
EEZ(Ki®) Akebia Caulis 8.0
SZ(EH) Tetrapanacis Medulla 8.0
of| X B) Fritillariae cirrhosae Bulbus 8.0
100.0
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Table 3. Effects of medicinal herbs supplementation on reduce of stillbirth rate in sow

Litter size

Treatment Birth Stillbirth rate (%)
Birth Death Survival
Test (n=50) 4.11 11.51 1.00 10.51 8.69
Control (n=50) 3.19 10.68 1.83 8.85 17.13
Table 4. Effects of medicinal herbs supplementation on reduce of mortality rate in suckling pig
Litter size
Treatment Birth Mortality rate (%)
Suckling Death Weaning
Test (n=50) 4.11 11.08 1.84 9.22 16.61
Control (n=50) 3.19 10.62 1.89 8.71 17.80

Table 5. Effects of medicinal herbs supplementation on milk
contents of sow '

Table 6. Effects of medicinal herbs supplementation on somatic
cells in milk contents of sow ' (Unit: 10°cells/ml)

Groups Groups
Items Items
Test (n=13) Control (n=13) Test (n=13) Control (n=13)
Milk fat (%) 6.04+2.98 522+1.41 Somatic cells 582.46 +301.86 688.15+466.20
Milk protain (%) 18.06 £2.45 18.36 +1.87 Values are means + S.D
Lactose (%) 3.034+0.30 3.01+0.24 ) D
SnF" 21.92+2.02 22.26+1.52
TS? 27.96+2.10 27.49+0.79
MUN? 49.65+5.63 49.28 £2.92

DSnF: Solid non fat, 2TS: Total solid, ?MUN: Milk urea nitrate
TValues are means + S.D.
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Table 7. Isolated microbes from 26 milk samples of sows

No. of isolates (%)

Microorganisms

Test group (n=13)

Control group (n=13)

Non-isolation 3 (10.0) 2(5.7)
Staphylococcus simulans 10 (33.3) 11 (31.4)
Staphylococcus hyicus 7(23.4) 8 (22.9)
Kocuria rosea 4 (13.3) 10 (28.6)
Streptococcus pluranimalium 4 (13.3) 0(0.0)
Streptococcus dysgalactiae spp. equisimilis 2(6.7) 4(11.4)
Total 30 (100.0) 35 (100.0)
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