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MATERIALS AND METHODS

In Trials 1 and 2, 128 Landrace-sired
crossbred pigs weighing 42.5 kg (SD =
2.26) and 43.5 kg (SD = 2.60) were
used. Four pigs were placed in 1.35
X 1.35 m partially slatted pens in an
environmentally controlled building.
Per standard U.S. commercial practice
no straw was provided. During the
last 5 weeks of the 60 day trials the
following treatments were imposed:
CONTROL-People never entered the pens
but control pigs were ahle to observe
all activity 1in the aisle and in
adjacent pens, MINGLE (M)-a person
entered each pig pen once a week and
petted the animals for 5 minutes.
Only pigs that approached the person
were petted, DRIVE (D)-the pigs were
walked 1in the aisle for 1 minute each
week, TOY (T)-the pigs had continuous
access to hanging rubber hoses. The
treatments were applied in a 2 X 2
factorial. In trial 3, 184 Hampshire
sired crosshred pigs were used in a
15 week trial. Enrichment treatments
were applied five times during the
last half of the trial. The
treatments  were: CONTROL-same  as
trials 1 and 2, ASSERTIVE MINGLE
(AM)-a person petted all the pigs
even 1if they ran away for 5 minutes,
GENTLE MINGLE (GM)-a person entered
each pen and petted pigs which
approached, TOY (T)-same as trials 1
and 2.

Excitability was measured on a 1 to 4
scale at the end of each trial by two
observers blind to experimental
treatment. Fach observer walked into
the pens to make the ratings. Pigs
with a rating of 1 were calm and
approached the ohserver. Pigs with a

rating of 4 avoided the observer and
piled up. Fach pen of four pigs was
given a vrating. The ratings of both

observers were averaged.

RESULTS

Environmental enrichment treat— ments
reduced excitability. Control pigs
were rated the most excitable (Table
1)  (P<.003). Pigs which had two
treatments were calmer than pigs
which had only one treatment. In
trial 3, controls were significantly
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Table 1. Excitability ratings for pigs reared with or without environment?
enrichment

Drive Mingle Toy

Control (D) (M) (T) DT MD MT MDT
Trial 1 3.75 2.50 2,75 .25  1.50  1.25  1.75 1.00
Trial 2 2.75 1.00 2,75 2.25 1.25 1.75 2.50 1o

1
Table 2. Excitability ratings for pigs reared with or without environment?
enrichment

Assertive Gentle o
Control Mingle (AM) Mingle (GM) Toy (T) MT &
Trial 3 3.45 T.85 758 775 66 1
more excitable than pigs in assertive experimenter were petted. y
mingle, toy, and assertive mingle and mw’\
toy (Table 2) (P<.05). Pigs in barren fattening penssnwp
showing neurological signs of nd W
CONCLUSIONS restriction. Toys,  pettifep?
In all trials, environmental driving would prevent the 2 nﬂ"
enrichment reduced excitability. the detrimental effects of
Animals which received more than one restriction. y
treatment were the calmest. There Stﬂcﬁ
was also a tendency in all trials for Placing animals in a rﬁem i
toys alone to reduce excitability. environment will make t]]s i
excitahle (Melzack, 1954; Wa qu
Environmental enrichment had the Cummins, 1975; Korn and Moyer; ?
greatest effect on pigs which were Isolation  increased reactiV 102
flighty and excitable at  the muscle tone in mice (Va1ze]]1ad V
beginning of the trial. It had less Melzack and Burns (1965) fodl T
effect 1in trial 2 because the animals sensory restricted dogs hd ahoﬂf
were calm and tame at the beginning excitable behavior —and = “cor
of the trial. electroencepholograms (FEG) ﬂ;
long as 6 mo. after Fe]eastﬂﬁg
The animals definitely differentiated restricted environment. A r?ncﬂﬁg
between a person 1in the aisle and a environment definitely i ho%p
person 1inside their pen. Control brain  excitahility. Ra are ;ﬁ
animals which never reacted to people singly in barren cagés . <0
in the aisle became excited when a difficult to anesthetize W1OsedL
person entered their pen. pentabarhital  than rats (]UN
group cages with many toy®
In  trial 3, the assertive mingle et al., 1983). i
treatment was more effective than the the %
gentle mingle treatment for reducing Entering the pens, pettind he”
excitability. A possible explanation and walking 1in the aj%h M%
is that all the pigs in the assertive effect on weight gain. ejdﬁg
mingle treatments were petted. In of an adverse effect on V¥
the gentle mingle treatment only
animals that approached the
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?Ossib1y be explained by the
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8t a$195 in a positive manner. Gonyou
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XPerimenter as a danger.
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Providing more stimulation during
fattening will reduce excitability.
The mechanism of action is probably a

combination of reducing fear and
prevention of the detrimental effects
of sensory restriction on the central
nervous system. Simple environmental
enrichment procedures may help reduce
stress at the abattoir. Calm pigs
would  be less likely to become
agitated during handling.

Observations also
and other animals
tame. This makes driving difficult.
The  goal is to produce a calm
slaughter pig which is easy to drive,
but not so tame that it wants to
follow the person instead of being
driven. The optimum amount of contact
with people in the fattening pens is
going to vary depending on genetic
factors and piglet rearing methods.
Breeding animals, however, will
always bhenefit from large amounts of
positive contact with people.

indicate that pigs
can become too

plays a vrole 1in pig
and drivability. Groups
with  different genetic

have been observed at

abattoirs. Even though
these pigs were raised in the same
barn on the same farm, animals from
certain genetic lines were more
excitable and difficult to drive.

Genetics also
excitability
OfiENDIIES
backgrounds
commercial

In conclusion,
environment
change its
a radio,
people in

enriching the
a pig is fattened in will
behavior. Providing toys,
and gentle contact with
the fattening pens will
eliminate the detrimental effects of
sensory restriction and  reduce
excitability.

These
easier
help

wou 1d

methods
to

may also make pigs
handle and drive. This may
reduce PSE because calm animals

he less likely to hecome
excited at the abattoir. Calm animals
which move easily would also require
less prodding.
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