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PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT BREEDS OF PIGS IN AN ORGANISED FARM
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ABSTRACT

A study was carried out at 30-sow Teaching Unit, College of Veterinary Science, AAU,
Khanapara Campus for a period of ten years to assess the performance of Hampshire (H),
Large Black (LB) and Hampshire x Large Black (H x LB) crosses reared under intensive
feeding and management. The average litter size and litter weight at birth and at weaning
were found to be 8.59+0.28, 7.33+0.32, 8.69+0.42 and 12.33+0.41, 10.02+0.47 and
12.61+0.74 and litter size and litter weight at weaning were 7.44+0.32, 6.40+0.43 and
8.02+0.50 and 101.21+4.30, 81.71+5.48 and 106.80+6.86 respectively in Hampshire, Large
Black and crossbred pigs. The litter size at birth and litter weight at birth was significantly
higher in Hampshire and crossbred than Large Black pigs. Similarly litter size and litter
weight at weaning was also found to be significantly higher in Hampshire and crossbred
pigs. Pre-weaning mortality of piglets was recorded 11.30%, 8.68% and 6.04% in Hampshire,
Large Black and crossbred piglets respectively. The farrowing number did not have any
significant effect on litter size and litter weight at birth and at weaning among the breeds
reared upto 5™ farrowing. Analysis of data revealed non-significant difference in farrowing
intervals due to the effect of parity among the breeds. The analysis revealed better
performance of Hampshire and Crossbred pigs in comparison to Large Black pigs.
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Considering the increasing demand of pork
and pork products, pig husbandry attracts
unemployed youths, farmers and entrepreneurs of
the state of Assam towards rearing of pigs in

smaller or larger herds. Though quite a large
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number of pig breeds are available in the state,
little or no study has been done for comparative
evaluation of the performance of those pig breeds.
Variation in sow reproductive performance has both
genetic and environmental effect. The genetic
impact on most reproduction are relatively small
whereas factors like herd management, parity,
year, season, lactation length and nutrition strongly
influence sow reproductive performance!®. Keeping

in view, the work has been contemplated to study
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the performance of different breeds of pigs under

similar feeding and management practices.
MATERIALS AND METHODS

Data on 23, 13 and 13 numbers of sows of
Hampshire (H), Large Black (LB) and Hampshire x
Large Black crosses (CB) respectively were
collected for a period of 10 years (from 2001 to
2010) at 30-sow Teaching Unit, College of
Veterinary Science, Assam Agricultural University,
Khanapara, Guwahati to have a comparative
evaluation of the performance of the three breeds
under the climatic condition of Assam. All the
three breeds of pigs were reared under intensive
system with similar conditions of feeding and
management. Data on various parameters like litter
size at birth, litter weight at birth, litter size at
weaning (8 weeks), litter weight at weaning, pre-
weaning mortality of piglets and farrowing intervals
for different breeds were recorded and analysed

using standard statistical methods.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 revealed that the month of farrowing
did not have significant effect on litter size and
litter weight at birth and at weaning among the
breeds. However, significantly higher litter weight of
Hampshire piglets born in the month of June was
recorded. Significantly higher litter size at weaning
of CB piglets born in July was observed. Similar

findings were reported by earlier workers in
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Hampshire and Yorkshire pigs*%7’. Farrowing
number had no significant effect on litter size and
litter weight at birth and at weaning in all three
breeds (Table 2). However, significant difference in
litter size at weaning was recorded between
Hampshire and Large Black pigs in 2" farrowing.
The finding is supported by reports of earlier
workers?®®, The average litter size and litter weight
at birth and at weaning was found to be
8.59+0.28, 7.33+0.32, 8.69+0.42 and 12.33+0.41,
10.024+0.47 and 12.61+0.74 and litter size and litter
weight at weaning were 7.44+0.32, 6.40+£0.43 and
8.02+0.50 and 101.21+4.30, 81.71+5.48 and
106.80+6.86 respectively in Hampshire, Large
Black and crossbred pigs. The litter size at birth
and litter weight at birth was significantly higher in
Hampshire and crossbred than Large Black pigs.
Similarly litter size and litter weight at weaning
was also found to be significantly higher in
Hampshire and crossbred pigs. Pre-weaning
mortality of piglets was recorded 11.30%, 8.68%
and 6.04% in Hampshire, Large Black and
crossbred piglets respectively. Table 3 reveals that
parity was not found to effect farrowing intervals
significantly in all three breeds. However, farrowing
interval was found to be maximum in 1st parity in
H and LB sows whereas higher length of farrowing
interval in 3rd parity was recorded in CB sows.
Earlier workers reported non-significant differences

in farrowing intervals due to parity 689,
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Table 1. Effect of month of farrowing on performances ol differant breads

. . Hampshire Large Black Crossbred

Month of Farrowing Variable Mean+SE VieansSE Maans5E
Litter siza at birth 8.31+0.84 * 8.254+0 .56 * 9.25+103
Jan Litter wt. at barth 12181290 11.26+0.85° 11.08+3.79 @
Litter siza at weaning 7380634 G.63x1.10% 8754144 %
Litter wt. at weaning 102331215 83.31x14.39* 90,6834, 147
Litter size at birth BS0x2 228 7501558 7332198
Fab Litter wt. at barth 11.83+3.15¢ 11.8042.56 = 11.17+3.30+#
Litter size at weaning Sa0+2330 750155 5.33+1.860°
Littar wt. at weaning 73.53230.72 106.72+23 538 7548426 BG4
Litter siza at brth 10.33£1.052 G.5040.50¢" 8.0040.00 =
Mar Littar wt. al barth 162442 T2 a 10.1020.70 79343970
Litter siza at weaning 7002177 450+150% 733067
Litter wt. at weaning 41352251 BB21£31.15 714035700
Litler size at birth 770067 3 T50+150% 72941699
Agr Litter wt. at birth 10.48+0.77 10.3521.75° 980+2 85
Lither size at weaning 7.20+0.04 9 7502150 f.00+1.80°
Litter wt. at weaning 2. 71£11.63 95.22+18.10% 7263123 Bd#
Litter size at birth 800063 ° 3.5010.50 a67£1.502
M Littar wt. al both 1180102 & 5.35+1.25 1337+1.43¢#
y Litter size at weaning £08:0.09° 3502050 * 8672150
Litter wt. &t weaning A7 4521475 49 22+11 500 1203016 460
Litlar giza at bith B 8+0 B9 JEf+105% 10.38+1.19 #
Jun Litter wt. at barth 12061107 = 983x1.33° 15942161
Litter size at weaning 7130902 B67+1.320 9.88+103°
Litter wt. at weaning 97 BEx11.60 B0.23+15.558 136, TE£12 44°
Litter size af birth 105020572 7750480 920203
Jul Litter wt. at barth 14.95+1.3 2 10.73+0.58+% 14282 87 @
Litter siza gt weaning 10.00£0.57 2 55041850 9004192 %
Litter wt. at weaning 1348721184 GR.B2E22 06 125.62+25 300
Litter siza at birth BA240.75* 72541 25 7.00£135¢%
A Litter wt. at birth 123311042 0781308 8583230
g Littar siza at weaning B33+077 4 72641254 5504206 %
Litter wt. at weaning 115.76£10.00¢ 8003411 91 T3.08+26 819
Litter size at birth 8.00+2 (83 TAT20.70 8 4.00 =00 &
S Littar wt. at bath 11.67/+2.B5% H9B3+1.31* .00+ 00 @
P Lither size at weaning JETxZ A0 f.33x1.26% 400+ 00
Litter wt. at weaning 106.068231.789 B1.30+16.65% £3.00.000
Litter size at birth 10.33+1.58 ¢ 867x145" 1067145
Oet Litber wt. ak barth 12462154 17721340 16032750
Litter siza at weaning BATH0E3 G.67£336" 2.00+3.06*
Lither wt. &t weaning 11232217 96 T0.7340.15° 12274244 250
Litter size at birth TRI+D G2 8 5801248 9.33+0.56 8
Mo Litter wt, at barth 1771172 710237 1398103
Lither size &t weaning 62741 10 % 4801 650 93320562
Litter wt. at weaning 91,1814 47= B2 48420 878 126 8R40 27
Litter size at birth 8.430.732 750£118" 86411087
Dec Litber wt. ak barth 11.30+1.03 8 10452161 1329191 @
Litter siza at weaning TBE+0. T4 760118 3.08+1.08 "
Litter wt. at weaning 101,089,524 OB 4514 820 11275217 550
Litter siza at birth B.5520.264 7.3340.32% BES+042%
Overall Litter wt. at birth 12,3320.412 10.020.47» 12,610,742
Litter siza at weaning 7442032 6404043 B02+0.502
Litter wt. at weaning 101.2124.300 B1.7115.48% 106.B0+6. BG#

Means bearing diferant superscripts in a row differ significantly (P<0.05)
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Table 2. Effect of farrowing number on performance of different breeds

Farrowing Variable Hampshire Large Black Crossbred
no. Mean+SE Mean+SE Mean +SE
Litter size at birth 6.70+0.56 5.62+0.78% 6.54+1.020
Litter wt. at birth 9410720 7.52+1.052 8.50+1 69
1 Litter siza at weaning 5.48+0.58 4 08+0.51= 5.54+1 05
Litter wt. at weaning 73.60+7 53 52.05+11.542 65.76+15.378
Litter size at birth 8.87+0.52 7.2310.622 9.15+0.75
Litter wt. at birth 12 .89+0.7a 8.542107 13761148
2 Litter siza at weaning 82240 5HBak 63110820 9.00+0 .70
Litter wt. at weaning 114.01 £ 7.45 79.99+10.02 121.83+9 65
Litter size at birth 9.52+0.68° 8.7340.542 9.31+0 882
3 Litter wt. at birth 13.08+0.93 11.96+0.684 14.02+£1.15°
Litter size at weaning 8.39+0.710 7271218 B.62+0 878
Litter wt. at weaning 111.58+10.43 903015072 | 1174210600
Litter size at birth 9+0.36° 7.91+0.67a 9.42+0 87a
p Litter wt. at birth 13.31+0.50 10.72+0.89 13.571.79
Litter size at weaning 8152038 773+ 5ga B.25+1 20s
Litter wt. at weaning 11458542 96494829 | 11245417 259
Litter size at birth 91420820 7.57+0.57= 9.20 £1.1s
Litter wt. at birth 1341158 11.44+0.742 13.49+2 268
° Litter size at weaning 6.79+1.16 74320 612 890 +112=
Litter wt. at weaning 89 42+15.19 103.25+7 372  120.06+19 858

Means beanng different superscripts in a row differ significantly (P<0.05)

Table 3. Effect of parity on farrowing intervals of different breeds

Farrowing intervals

Parity Hampshire Large Black Crossbred
Mean +SE Mean +SE Mean +SE

1ul 203.00£5.024 219.62+15.98+ 200.85+6 27s
2nd 1996544 112 205.09+6 782 196.38+5 402
K 196 42+3 462 211.91+9 962 20533+7 190
4th 197 4348 65 192.71+11.10¢ 193.10+5,382

Means bearing different superscripts in a row differ significantly (P<0.05)
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CONCLUSION

The study reveals that the Hampshire and
Hampshire x Large Black crosses performed better
litter size, litter weight at birth and at weaning in
comparison to Large Black pigs. Pre-weaning

mortality of piglets was higher in Hampshire pigs
followed by Large Black and crossbred piglets.
However, overall performance of Hampshire and
crossbred pigs was observed better under the
climatic condition of Assam.
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