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ABSTRACT

This study was carried out to investigate the reproductive and growing performances in sow farms located in
Chungnam. Data collected from a total of 15 sow farms divided into 3 farm groups for 1 year were analyzed. The
results obtained were as follows; The average of sow at small and large farms were 114.25 and 487.88 heads, respec-
tively. And then, the difference among 3 groups in sow farm was not found significantly in farrowing rate. The signi-
ficant difference among 3 farm groups was significantly found(p<0.05) in total litter size. The litter size born alive at
sucking in small sow farm and middle farms were 9.93, and 10.48 pigs. The difference between small and large farms
in number of pigs at weaning were significantly shown 8.89, and 9.35 pigs(p<0.05), respectively. The difference among
3 sow farms for ages at weaning showed significantly (p<0.05). The cycles of farrowing rate per year in small, large
and middle farms were 2.17, 2.23 and 2.32, respectively. The significant difference among 3 sow groups was found
in farrowing rate(p<0.05). The growing rate up to weaning for middle farms was significantly the higher level(94.70%)
than that for other farms(p<0.05). The differences among 3 farm groups for marketing weight were not significantly

shown.
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Table 1. Distribution by number of pig farms and sows

Classification No. of farms No. of sows

Small farm 4 110~150

Middle farm 5 225~300
Large farm 6 358~510

Total 15 693 ~960

A

FAARE A9 7]A] SPSS(ver. 12.0)5 o]-&3&lo] %
AP s 7ol Al MA R =] A RES, BREE, AR,
olfFF, olfdH, BESAE, A4S, E5HAT 52
22 Aee dAel diste] P xFEAAE TEHA
o a8ln REAEYE A4 Duncand YEHAY 5%
FeolA fFelds AAske] EAsEkh

X FHA= Table 294 2tk
ZAFE7EE B GA AASFEESE 314.0972 e
IA BETE g Afel(p<0.05)E H
S 114252 71ExE o der)
7hs e whde]| dgfR 548 487.88F 2 -891ES 2~
3ol g8sfojor & Flo= Atz H). olest Ho A
Al BEFE Eve B 3 AT oF 149715
= ol RVl & Ao® e O (Statistics Korea,
2014), Kang (2008)2] Hif L= 24991FH UL H| 4
2 Aoz ZAEJEH, oefgt Hte dES dde=
A 2alyo] 7hal 5S4 4 ATk
T2 788%% UERWTE EEqfEE EukE
Zpolglo] ]2}

5 ukgol T ¥e F%2 nIh ol

[e]

o i

S

b

off [ > m m
?{N_%r\r Al

=
=T
s
S

&

o,

o

Sl

ML

=
fifo of

o,

&

SN

N

Hul

T

i

2 A2 o]glon, Kim & Yoo(2007)7} &
L5 217} 85.2%, 89.9% = 77.9%

FE e ek pk S o

L of
O
pa
)
4>

g
b
0 :|0
=
>
4n
).

= Table 394 X u}e} 72}
ZMA5E I 11052 ¥y s o=z
tf BE gEE JhlE 593 Aole giglony,

=2}
Jr N

ez}

oo

O

N
>
&
%

Table 2. Number of sow and farrowing rate according to sow farm

sizes (unit : sows, %)
Ttems No. of sow Farrowing rate
Farm size Mean5.D MeantS.D
Small farm 114.25+11.70° 77.20+13.35
Middle farm 265.4320.09° 78.65+ 8.80
Large farm 487.88+91.42° 79.92+ 9.33
Average 314.09+164.72 78.80+10.39

#7¢ Values with different superscripts are significantly different
(p<0.05).



Table 3. Total litter size and litter size at initial sucking according
to sow farm sizes (unit : pigs)

Items  Total litter size Litter size at

initial sucking
Farm size MeantS.D MeantS.D
Small farm 11.16+1.13 10.48+0.95°
Middle farm 11.01+0.58 9.93+0.63°
Large farm 10.98+0.89 10.28+0.75°
Average 11.04+0.88 10.22+0.79

** Values with different superscripts are significantly different
(p<0.05).
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Table 4. Piglets and ages at weaning according to sow farm sizes
(unit : heads, days)

Items Piglets at weaning Ages at weaning

Farm size Mean#S.D Mean#S.D
Small farm 8.89+0.89° 27.26+2.85%
Middle farm 9.34+0.59° 23.7942.13°
Large farm 9.35+0.59% 26.41+3.40°

Average 9.23+0.71 25.7743.21

*» Values with different superscripts are significantly different
(p<0.05).
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Table 5. Cycles of farrowing, growing rate and marketing weight in three sow farms (unit : cycles, %, kg)
Items Farrowing cycles Growing rate up to weaning Marketing weight
Farm size Mean+S.D Mean+S.D Mean+S5.D
Small farm 2.17+0.19° 87.13+6.89¢ 109.13+18.69
Middle farm 2.32+0.28" 94.70+4.38° 109.85+ 4.25
Large farm 223:021° 91.69+5.58° 112.37+ 3.96
Average 2.25+0.24 91.48+6.30 110.46+11.24

27¢ Values with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

Table 6. Correlation coefficients among different traits in sows

X X X Xy Xs Xe X Xs Xo
No. of sow(X1) 1 0.14 -0.09 -0.01 022" 0.12 0.05 0.14 0.08
Farrowing rate(X,) 1 047" 0.32" 0.38" -0.06 0.37" 0.15 0.12
Total litter size(Xs) 1 0.77" 0.24" -0.07 0.16 026" -0.03
Litter size at sucking(Xy) 1 0.34" 0.36" —0.04 -0.42" —0.03
Litter size at weaning(Xs) 1 0.09 0.21" 0.44" 0.12
Weaning age(Xs) 1 -0.34" -0.32" 0.04
Farrowing cycle(X7) 1 0.19" -0.01
Growing rate(Xs) 1 0.14

[

Marketing weight(Xo)

: Significant at the 5%, ~ : Significant at the 1% probability levels.
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Fig. 1. Diagnosis and evaluation of skill level by sow farm sizes.
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