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Effect of the 2 different stage feeding on performance and carcass quality of growing-finishing pigs
DONG Zhi-yan, FANG Gutyou, YE Ding-cheng, LIU Jing, QIU Hualin, LI Zhong-rong, FENG Y& lan

(Institute of Animal Husbandry and Vetarinary Medicine Research, Fujian Academy of A gricultural
Sciences, Fuzhou, Fujian 350003, China)

Abstract: Performance of two multt stage feedings and their effect on the carcass characteristics on pigs for meat
consumption were studied. The results showed that the average day gain in the test group increased 4 53% (P>
0. 05) over the control. There was no significant difference on the feed conversion rate (i e, 2 96 vs 2 97)
betw een the two groups. The average daily feeding index in the test group was improved by 4 13% (P> 0 05) as
compared to the control. T here was no significant difference on carcass quality either (P> 0 05) . However, the
feed cost was reduced at the rate of 0 66 yuan per kilogram weight gain by using the 5-stage feeding method.
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Table 1 Formulation and nutritional composition of feed
(kg) 20~ 50 50~ 80 80~ 120
(kg) 20~ 35 35~ 50 50~ 70 70~ 90 90~ 120
(%)
62 00 63. 50 62 50 65 0 64 00 65 00
29 00 26. 50 25 50 24 50 21 00 18 00
5 00 6. 00 8 00 6 50 11 00 13 00
Lys 0 076 0. 095 0 033 0 041 a 02
M et 0 02
CaHPO, 1 40 1. 20 1 00 08 0 80 0 63
1 20 1. 15 1 10 1 1 00 0 80
0 30 0. 35 Q0 40 Q Q 40 Q50
0. 20 Q0 47 Q 74 Q78 0 80
A 1 00 1. 00 1 00 1 00 1 00 1 00
B
DE(MJ* kg~ 1) 13 36 13. 25 13 17 13 19 13 06 12 98
CP(%) 18 36 17. 37 17 35 16 89 15 98 15 07
Lys(%) 1 03 0. 98 0 93 0 91 a 80 Q71
Met(%) 029 0. 26 0 26 0 25 0 24 022
Met+ Cys(%) 0 59 0. 55 0 54 0 52 0 50 Q0 47
Thr( %) 0 69 0. 66 Q0 65 0 62 0 59 Q 55
Trp( %) 0 21 0. 19 a 19 a 19 0 18 Q17
Ca(%) Q75 0. 72 0 66 0 63 a 60 Q 55
P(%) 0 62 0. 60 0 55 0 53 0 50 0 45
( kg b 2 62 2. 56 2 50 2 48 2 38 2 30
A 1% ( ): (20~ 50 kg): VA 1 200 IU, VD 4 000 IU, VE65 00 mg, VK33 50 mg, VB; 5 60

mg, VB210 20 mg, VBs6 00 mg, VB0 04 mg,
mg, Cu 125 mg, Zn 120 mg, Mn 50 mg, [ 0. 60 mg, Se 0 35 mg, ;

30 00 mg, 20 00 mg, 060 mg, 0 30 mg,

800 mg, Fe 120

(50~ 80 kg): VA 10 000 IU, VD 2500 IU, VE40 00 mg,

VK3 2 50mg, VBi4 50mg, VB, 8 00 mg, VBs5 00 mg, VB0 03 mg, 25 00 mg, 15 00 mg, Q0 40 mg, 0 15mg,
500 mg, Fe 80 mg, Cu 50 mg, Zn 80 mg, M n 50 mg, I O 5mg,Se O 3 mg, ; (70~ 120 kg): VA 8 000 1U, VD 2000 1U,
VE40 00 mg, VK32 00 mg, VB; 2 50 mg, VB,6 00 mg, VBs4 00 mg, VB;10. 02 mg, 20 00 mg, 10 00 mg, 0 30 mg,
0. 15 mg, 400 mg, Fe 60 mg, Cu20 mg,Zn 60 mg, Mn40mg, 10 35mg,Se @ 25 mg, ;B R “
2006 ;€6 CP )
1. 4 16 h 24d
141 HHXE 2009 7~ 11
()
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Excel SPSS13.0 4 53%, (P> Q05);
(2.96: 2 97);
2 ZRE554
- d 4 13%,
21 (P> 0 05)
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Table 2 Growth performance of pigs under 5 stage feeding
20~ 35 kg 35~ 50kg 50~ 70 kg 70~ 90 kg 90~ 120 kg
(kg) 18 81E1 42 36 1712 70 47 81%4 75 73 4719 05 N. 44+5 98
(kg) 36 17£2 70 47 81%4 75 73 4719 05 92 44+5 98 118 19%7 03
(d) 27 18 35 2 28
(kg* d- 1) 1 570 06 2 160 02 2 19%0 13 2 43%0. 14 2 860 16
(g=d 1) 624 15126 ™4 647 78+ 47 64 733 14121 48 862 27+73 87 894. 7357 36
2 25%0 13 2 60%0 07 2 88+0 03 3 05%0. 01 34910 10
3
Table 3 Growth performance of pigs under 3-stage feeding
20~ 50 kg 50~ 80 kg 80~ 120 kg
(kg) 18.75%1 47 49 16*4 83 81 9419. 20
(kg) 49. 1614 83 81 94%9 20 113 66%7. 63
(d) 49 43 38
(kge d- 1) 1. 680 06 2 4470 07 2 924020
(g d 1) 665 565 48 780 14%28 01 832 447120. 52
254%0 18 2 750 19 3 42+029
4 22
Table 4 Effect of two multi-stage feedings on growth 5
rformance of pi
P pes a71% 0.77%,
p 069% 0. 38%,
(kg) 18 811 42 18 75%1. 47 (P> 0 05)
(kg) 118 197 03 113 6617 63 23
(kg) 99 4143 22 94 914563 0 22 ( ~kg'h= (d) x
(kg) 294 60£13 90 281 77%25.46 0 41 (kged ') x
(kged-1) 227016 2 18t021 035 ( = kg / (kg), 6 ,
(grd-1) 764 44124 96 730 06143.33 0 22 4. 50 kg,
296010 297t0 14 098 29.97
066 - kg'1
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Table 5 Effect of two multistage feedings on carcass quality
of pigs
8 8
(%) 79 52%3 31 78 9612 67
(%) 61 25%4 66 60 78%2 52
(em) 2 8910 13 2.91%0 27
(mm?) 43 99%1 11 44 16%1 51
6
Table 6 Economic evaluation on two multi stage feedings of
pigs
(kg) 18 811 42 18 751 47
(kg) 118 19£7 03 113 66£7 63
(kg) 99 413122 94917 563 + 450
() 7121 09 7421 06 - 2997
( #kg!) 716 - 066
3 #Zwhitwe
A1
453% (P> 0105),
[3]
0L 085~ 0L 100 kg/ WO1 75, NRC (1998)
20~ 120 kg o113
kg/ WOl 75,
41 13%
[4]
[10]
A2

[4]

111- 116.
[7] ) , .
[J]. , 2003 (3):
59— 64.
[8] GB8467- 87 [s].
. 1998.
[9] . [J]. , 1985
(3): 23- 25.

[10] National Pork Producers Council.

Composition and quality

assessment [ M ]. National Pork Production Council, Des

Moines, LA, 2000: 7- 15.
[11] ,

[12] ) )
, 2000: 380- 381.

[J]. , 1998 (8): 4- 6.

)]

[ M].

(FH Gt AT )



