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INTRODUCTION

1986
Swine carcasses currently marketed in Canada contain approximately 34% fat compared to beef at 25% (Jones: atel)s
Clearly, the desire to produce leaner pork is consistent with present consumer demands (Wood, 1987)-_ ugn neratio®
conventional genetic selection methods are capable of removing only about 0.5mm of backfat per ammal %szh‘)’ 1S
which is deemed as too slow by the pork industry. Therefore, as discussed by Topel (1987), the swine 11¥
actively been seeking methods and technologies capable of producing leaner pork.
e rapidy
Numerous studies in recent years have clearly demonstrated that porcine somatotropin can significantly égitclfel o
improve lean carcass content and reduce carcass fat in finishing pigs (Evock ef al., 1988; Etherton, 1988;
al., 1988; Campbell et al., 1990; Boyd and Bauman, 1989; Evans et al., 1991; McNamara et al., 1991)-

wevef)
Porcine somatotropin (pST) is recognized as a naturally occurring metabolic regulator (Hanrahan, 1990) H")ven the
the effect of exogenous administration of somatotropin on animal behaviour has been essentially unexplored' imat?
importance of behaviour studies in assessing the overall well being of an animal, it is logical to suggest that the put 815

use of somatotropin in the swine industry will likely depend not only on its efficacy as a repartitioning agenl,f porci“e

on the effects on animal behaviour. The present study was therefore undertaken to investigate the effects .

somatotropin on basic animal behaviour in market weight pigs.

MATERIALS AND METHODS ;
an

One hundred and twenty Yorkshire pigs equally represented by barrows and gilts were used in the present o
assigned to one of three treatments. The treatments consisted of:
(1) control (sham implant);
(2) prolonged release of pST at 2mg per pig per day (Monsanto
product #CP115409-F); or
(3) a daily subcutaneous injection of pST at 2mg per pig per
day (Monsanto product #CP115409). 2 parkey”
Each treatment group consisted of 10 pens of four pigs of equal sex. The pigs were fed ad libitum a 17% Prote, ~ eif
wheat diet. The animals had free access to water. The animals weighed on average 70+5kg when OOmma‘;c 49 day?
treatment and remained on test until 96+5kg. The minimum and maximum times on test were
respectively.

rele®”
Approximately one week before slaughter, animal behaviour was monitored on 92 of the pigs (36 pST Pmlon‘gow daté
40 daily injected pST and 16 control animals). A time lapse recorder and monitor were used to capture beba for

four frames per second. Behaviour frequencies were collected every five minutes on all pigs for four hours: fer & al

of 48 observations per pig. The ethograms used in the present study were based on those described by S¢ g2 ding
(1990) and included the following 10 behaviours: (1) feeding, (2) drinking, (3) investigating (walking s a group /
pen with no other obvious behaviour intended), (4) resting or sleeping individually, (5) resting or sleeplf‘g - 10)
(6) nose to nose contact, (7) nose to body contact, (8) sexual behaviour, (9) agonistic or aggressive behaviou’s
stereotypic behaviour.

d(




S-tatisﬁcal analysis of the sum of frequency count (treatment main effects and interactions) was done using a general
Near models procedure of the Statistical Analysis of System Institute (1985).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

-Tl?e Pigs Placed on pST regimes in the present study were seen to display classical repanit.iom'ng effects. Fgr the daily
Jected Pigs, backfat depth (10" rib) was reduced by 10% (P=0.01) over controls. Lean y1e1§s' were also significantly
i in this group. The prolonged release of pST product was seen to bring about repartitioning effects that were
lmermediate to, but not significantly different from, control or the daily injected treatment animals.

[Hte;ms of behavioral observations, neither of the pST treatments were seen to signiﬁcant]y chaqge e.lmmz{l behavpur
G_able 1). The only statistically significant change in behaviour appeared to be that of pen myest_lgatlon w1-th the da1.1y
mje%d animals showing a reduced frequency. The reason(s) for an observed change in mvesngat{ve pghawour remain
sDeculaﬁVe- Some published data suggest that pST-treated pigs can display a reduced compressive Jomt. strength (He
€al, 1992) which arguably could lead to a reduced frequency of walking. It is nolewortl}y, however, that in the present
i\ »10 lameness was observed in the pST-treated pigs on the basis of V\_/eekly ipspechons by a veterinarian and also,
° grosg morphological joint problems were observed on post-mortem inspection.
gf erest in the present study was the observation that the daily injected pST pigs in particular tended to dxsplay a
Wi b frequency of sleeping in groups and a lower frequency of sleeping individually. Thxs ob_servatlon is con51.stent
thth € Comments of Curtis (1987) suggesting that pST-treated pigs, because of less fat insulation, may have a higher
“Moneytry) Zone.
nmportam from an animal welfare perspective was the observation that while growth traits were normal or al?oye
.10 deviant behaviours were seen in the pST-treated pigs. The currcqt study would therefore suggest that within
5 of the analysis procedures used, that market weight pigs treated with pST do not appear to display abnormal,
eSsive or sterotypic behaviours.
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Table l. Be

aCtivity) haviour frequency of market weight pigs treated with daily or prolonged porcine somatotropin (% daily

e~

Behaviour Treatment
S Control  Daily Prolonged P

~linking _ 3.4£1.0 20406 2.4+0.6 >0.05

Feeding 77413 74207 7.9+0.8 >0.05
~—Vidually? 20.47.2 18.5+4.0 19.744.5 >0.05

Sleeping ina
B 54.5+7.7 64.4+4.3 59.4+4 8 >0.05

~Ovestigating 13.642.7" 73+1.5° 10.141.7° <0.05
Legression? 0.5240.59 0.41£0.32 0.53+0.35 >0.05

2
Sleep; .
3 eeplng Can imply sleeping or resting (laying down).
ggress}n Includes parallel and inverse parallel pressing, head to head and head to body knocks, levering, replacing
°T Pig at the feeder or water nipple, or biting.




