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%

 5  188 10,7±0,18 9,3±0,11 7,74±0,09 71,6±1,1 86,9
5-10  262 10,8±0,16 9,1±0,11 7,66±0,08 68,7±1,0 84,3

 10 340 10,6±0,13 9,4±0,08 8,03±0,07 74,9±0,8 88,7
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.  ( <0,01) 

3,3–6,2 ,   
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,  – 6,82 %,

, –

5,50 % ,     –
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 ( <0,001) 

 – 11,80 %. 

 4,82 % ( <0,01) ,    – 2,73–

0 %. 

 – 4,09 %, 

 – 1,40 %.
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71,86 % ( .3).  –
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1,85 %,  ( <0,05) . 

 – 9,98 % ( <0,001).   

  

.

. 3.   

 – 3,28 % ( <0,05), 

 – 2,0 % ( <0,05) 

   – 3,75 % ( <0,01). 

.   

 ( <0,01) 

 – 7,62 % ( . 4). 

<0,001)   - 34,13 %. 

.

 ( <0,001) 

 – 21,54 %.



7

 ( <0,05) 

 – 7,94 % 

 – 5,30 %.
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THE INFLUENCE OF ANTHROPOGENIC  AND PARATYPIC
FACTORS ON REPRODUCTIVE ABILITY  OF SOWS

M. Povod
It was studied  the dependence of  reproductive ability  of sows on

experience of  operator  of  pig reproductive house. Also with using the method of
factor  analysis it was determined  the influence of operators experience,  boar
genotype, farrowing time and engineering aspects of the box floor  on polycarpous,
piglet quantity and litter weight and individual weight at weaning in 35 days.

Keywords: Technology, sows, polycarpous, litter weight, time of the year,
operator work experience, genotype, engineering aspects, farrowing still.


