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Table 1. Least squares means (£+SE) of Meishan and Duroc sows for littering traits from farrowing to

weaning
Breed of sow

Traits® DU Neishan P-value
No. of litters 54 68 —

LS 8.7010.46 12.05+0.40 0.0001
LSA 6.2610.58 9.31+0.51 0.0001
LS3 5.3810.60 8.00+0.52 0.0006
LSW 5.2310.60 7.87+0.53 0.0005
LWT, kg 10.63+0.61 10.03+0.54 0.4232
WTO, kg 1.58%0.03 0.99+0.03 0.0001
WT21, kg 4.70+0.15 3.3110.14 0.0001
WWT, kg 6.7610.18 4.91+0.16 0.0001
SURV1, % 74.114.5 77.613.9 0.5298
SURV2, % 84.713.9 85.0+3.4 0.9466

2 See text for definition.
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Table 2. Littering traits of Meishan and Durco reciprocal crosses

Reci q (DM + MD) (D + M)
. d euprocal CIross —

Traits 2 2

D DM MD M

No. of litters 14 40 50 18 —
LS 822 +0.74> 917 *t052° 1157 * 045 1252 0.65% -0.003 f 0.602
LSA 5.32°+ 093" 7.20 * 0.65° 9.41 + 0.56° 9.22 0.81° 1.04 * 0.75
LS3 415 +0.96° 6.62 * 0.68" 8.50 * 0.58° 748 084 175 t 0.78*
LSW 3.94 £0.97° 653 *+ 0.68 8.28 + 0.59° 745 084 171 + 0.78*
LWT, kg 9.35 £ 0.98° 119 * 0.68% 10.8 * 0.59° 9.23 0.87° 208 + 0.79**
WTO, kg 159 +0.05° 157 * 0.04° 1.09 + 0.03" 0.88 0.05° 0.10 *+ 0.04*
WT21, kg 464 1025 477 + 017 3.64 + 0.15° 297 0.22° 040 * 0.20*
WWT, kg 6.87 £ 0.29° 6.65 * 0.20° 523 + 0.18" 459 0.26° 021 *+ 0.23
SURVL, % 678 *72 804 +50 835 + 43 717 6.3 122 + 5g*
SURV2,% 794 *62 900 =+ 43 905 + 3.7 796 55 10.7 * 5.0*
**P < 0.01 ; *P<0.05.

a0 \/alues in the same row with different superscripts differ (P <0.05) .

9See text for definition.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the littering performances of Meishan (M), Duroc (D) and
reciprocal crosses (MD defined as M sows sired by D boars and DM born from D sows sired by M boars)
for the reference of the outstanding reproductive breeds selection in Taiwan. A total of 36 boars (including
12 M and 24 D breeds, respectively) and 95 sows (including 53 M and 42 D breeds, respectively) were
used to produce 122 litters (95 and 27 litters produced at first and second parities, respectively). The data
included 18, 14, 50 and 40 litters of M, D, MD and DM, respectively during 1997 and 1999. Traits
evaluated were litter size at birth (LS), born alive (LSA), at three weeks of age (LS3) and at weaned
(LSW), litter weight born alive (LWT), average piglet weight at birth (WTO0), at three weeks of age (WT3)
and at weaned (WWT), piglet survival at birth (SURV1=LSA/LS) and at three weeks of age (SURV2=
LS3/LSA). Results showed that sow breed effects was significant for littering traits considered and M sows
had larger LS, LSA, LS3 and LSW than D sows. However, piglets produced by D sows had heavier WTO,
WT21 and WWT than those produced by M sows (P<0.01). Also, the heterosis in LS3, LSW, SURV1,
SURV2, LTRWT, WTO and WT21 for MD and DM were significant (P < 0.05) with estimates being
30.1%, 30.0%, 17.5%, 13.5%, 22.4%, 7.8% and 10.5%, respectively.

Key words: Meishan, Duroc, Reciprocal crosses, Litter performances.
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