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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to characterize Tennessee swine

producers, and determine the relationship between the number of contacts

producers had with Agricultural Extension agents and their use of recom

mended swine production practices. Eighteen hundred and seventy-nine

swine producers were randomly selected and personal interviews were con

ducted by county Extension agents. Interview schedules were developed

by The University of Tennessee Extension Swine Specialists and the Agri

cultural Extension Education Department and agents conducted the survey

during the fall of 1979. Information recorded included the farm char

acteristics of the swine producers, their use of recommended swine prac

tices, and the number of contacts the producers had with the Extension

office over a 12-month period.

The data were coded and punched on computer cards, and computa

tions were made by The University of Tennessee Computing Center. One

way analysis of variance F-test and the chi square test were used to

determine the significance and strength of the relationship between the

dependent and independent variables. The .05 probability level was

accepted as significant.

Major findings Included the following:

1. The average swine producer surveyed had farrowed 45 litters

and raised 275 pigs to weaning during the previous 12-month period.

2. Over 38% of the swine producers had not attended any Extension

meetings and 6.2% had had no contacts with Extension through any of the

ill
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contact methods (i.e., meetings, office visits, telephone calls, or

farm visits) during the previous 12 months.

3. Fourteen of the 18 recommended swine production practices

were used by at least 507. of the producers. Over 30% of the swine pro

ducers said pig scours was their most serious pig production problem.

4. Producers' use of nine of the 18 recommended swine production

practices was significantly related to each type of Extension contact

and to the total number of contacts producers had with Extension agents

over a 12-month period. Only two practices were not significantly

related to at least one type of Extension contact (i.e., worming weaned

pigs and treating pigs for lice).

5. The use of 13 of the 14 recommended pig production prac

tices was significantly related to the type of swine operation (feeder

pig or farrow-to-finish). A larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish

producers used each of these 13 practices when compared to feeder pig

producers.

6. A significantly larger percentage of the full time farmers

than of the part time farmers were farrow-to-finish producers.

7. Farrow-to-finish producers made significantly more contacts

with Extension than did feeder pig producers.

Implications and recommendations also were made.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING

I. INTRODUCTION

The swine Industry, nationally and in Tennessee, has made tre

mendous progress in recent years. Breeding programs have increased

the yield of lean cuts by 10% per hog, and farmers have realized the

potential savings in feed efficiency and labor offered by confinement

facilities (12:133)*.

Swine is an important part of Tennessee's agriculture industry

ranking fifth among agricultural enterprises with cash receipts of

$165,229,000 in 1978 or 10.2% of the state's agricultural receipts (8).

Tennessee has moved from sixteenth to thirteenth, nationally, in hog

production with about 2% of the nation's total swine population (7).

In Tennessee the Agricultural Extension Service has played an

important role in the progress made by the swine industry as evidenced

by the hundreds of swine facilities across the state built according to

The University of Tennessee Extension recommendations.

Tennessee's swine industry has traditionally been that of pro

ducing feeder pigs. The trend today, however, is toward more farrow-

to-finish operations. This offers the producer the profits of both the

feeder pig producer and the farmer who feeds purchased pigs. Also, the

farrow-to-finish producer benefits from increased efficiency found in

♦Numbers in parentheses refer to alphabetically listed items in
the Bibliography; those after the colon refer to page numbers.
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pigs that have not had to cope with the stresses of shipping, different

environments, and peck order fighting that occurs when strange hogs are

mixed. This increased efficiency is often worth eight to ten dollars

per head (7).

This study was concerned with characterizing swine producers by

the size of their operation, use of recommended production practices,

and contacts with the Extension office, and to determine the inter

relationship among these variables.

II. NEED FOR THE STUDY

The purpose of the Agricultural Extension Service is to provide

educational information to famers and homemakers. Like most govern

ment agencies, the Extension Service is striving for increased account

ability to taxpayers, legislators and others.

To conduct an educational program, it is first necessary to know

what areas of a subject need emphasis and improvement. This study was

needed to assist county Extension agents in evaluating their county

programs and in determining priorities and direction for future educa

tional programs.

III. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purposes of this study were to characterize swine producers

and their operation as to size, type of operation, production effi

ciency factors, farming status, number of contacts with Extension, use

of Extension recommended swine production practices and to determine

the inter-relationships among these variables.
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The specific objectives were:

1. To characterize the swine producers and their operations as

to size, type of operation, production efficiency factors, farming

status, number of contacts with Extension, and use of Extension recom

mended swine production practices.

2. To determine the relationship between characteristics of

swine operations, and the number of contacts producers had with Exten

sion.

3. To determine the relationship between the use of recommended

swine production practices and the number of contacts producers had

with Extension.

4. To determine the relationship between the number of swine

production practices used and the type of operation (feeder pig or

farrow-to-finish) and farming status.

5. To determine the relationship between the number of Exten

sion contacts and the type of operation (feeder pig or farrow-to-

finish) .

IV. RELATED STUDIES

Several studies have been made concerning the influence of the

characteristics of producers and their contacts with Extension on the

use of recommended practices by producers.

Abstracts of related literature cited are reported under the

following headings: (1) relationship between characteristics of farm

ing operations and Extension contacts, (2) relationship between char

acteristics of farming operation and the use of recommended practices.
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and (3) relationship between Extension contacts and the use of recom

mended practices.

Relationship Between Characteristics of the Farming Operation and

Extension Contacts

Amett's study in Wilson County in 1973 showed a tendency for

full time farmers to visit the county Extension office more than part

time farmers, however, the relationship was not significant (1). This

study also revealed that the number of office visits made by Wilson

County farmers were significantly related to their participation in

Extension meetings.

Pat Freeman's study of Grade A dairy farmers in 1978 showed

that the number of Extension contacts had a significant positive rela

tionship with the size of the operation (3).

Jamieson Jenkins found in his study of soybean producers in 1975

that full time farmers attended significantly more Extension meetings

than part time farmers (5).

In 1977 Michael Gordon's study showed that the number of con

tacts feeder pig producers had with Extension was significantly related

to the size of the operation, with larger producers having more con

tacts with Extension. Also, producers with plans to expand their swine

operation made significantly more contacts with Extension than those

producers who did not have plans for expansion (4).

Solomon Yabaya, in his 1978 study of Tennessee com producers,

found that producers who had more contacts with Extension had signifi

cantly more acreage and yield for both grain and silage than those who

had fewer contacts (14).
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McLemore found in his statewide study of Tennessee swine pro

ducers in 1975 that the number of females farrowing twice per year and

the number of pigs raised to weaning were significantly related to the

total number of Extension contacts. The producers who had more females

to farrow twice and who raised more pigs had more total Extension con

tacts (6).

Thomas Gary, in his 1975 study, found that the majority of the

Extension Leaders surveyed were following recommended procedures for

conducting the practice checklist surveys in their counties (2).

Relationship Between Characteristics of Farming Operations and Recom

mended Practices

Freeman fovind that larger farmers used significantly more recom

mended practices than dairymen with smaller herds and farms (3), Also,

dairymen whose herds had higher milk production averages and higher

silage yields used significantly more recommended practices than those

farmers who had low herd averages and low silage yields.

Gordon's study showed that the age of farmers was not signifi

cantly related to their adoption of recommended production practices.

In this study, farmers with college training used a higher percentage

of recommended production practices than those producers whose educa

tion ended at high school (4).

A nationwide study by Wilson and Gallup of research relating to

education, revealed a significant relationship between the size of the

farm and the number of recommended practices used by producers. The

producers who operated larger farms used more recommended production

practices than those who farmed on a smaller scale (13).
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This study also showed a significant relationship between the

farmer's socioeconomic status and his use of recommended production

practices. Farmers higher on the socioeconomic scale used a larger

number of practices.

Relationship Between Extension Contacts and the Use of Recommended

Practices

Arnett found that the number of office visits and telephone calls

made to the county Extension office was significantly related to the

major farm enterprise (1). Dairy and tobacco farmers made more contacts

with Extension than did swine, sheep and poultry farmers. Another

finding from Arnett's study was that the farmers with higher gross in

comes and higher tobacco yields, made significantly more contacts with

Extension.

Freeman found in his study that the nimiber of Extension contacts

with dairymen was significantly related to the total number of recom

mended daiiry management practices used (3). This study also showed a

significant positive relationship between contacts with Extension and

the farmers'use of recommended record keeping practices.

Jenkins found a significant positive relationship between soy

bean producer's contacts with Extension and their use of the recommended

practice of liming and fertilizing by soil test recommendations.

Jenkins' (53) as well as Solomon's (14), study did not show significant

relationships between Extension contacts and the use of recommended

practices in most cases. This was contributed to the fact that most of

the recommended crop production practices have been recommended for

several years and most producers were already using them.
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Wilson and Gallup found that approximately 14.6% of the practice

adoption by farmers was due to the meetings they attended (13). Six

percent of the practice changes were due to office calls, and 137o of

the practice changes were a result of farm visits by agents.

McLemore found that the total number of contacts with Extension

was significantly related to the producer's use of 23 of the 25 recom

mended practices included in his survey (6). Producers with the most

contacts used more of the recommended practices. The only recommended

swine production practices that were not found to be significantly

related to the number of contacts with the Extension office were (1) pre

venting pig anemia, and (2) keeping the farrowing house clean, dry, etc.

V. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study was limited to data available in the 1979 University

of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service Swine Survey, conducted in

the fall of 1979. The data were obtained by Extension agents who con

ducted personal interviews with 1879 swine producers. The number of

producers interviewed varied from county to county, depending on the

number of swine producers in the county.

VI. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

The population of this study included feeder pig and market hog

producers in Tennessee. County Extension agents collected the data

through personal interviews and returned the completed suiveys to the

Agricultural Extension Education Office.
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The Extension agents were instructed to interview both feeder

pig and farrow-to-finish producers. The recommended sample size for

each county was as follows:

1. Interview fifteen feeder pig producers for the first fifty

producers and five additional interviews for each additional fifty

producers to a maximum of twenty-five interviews with feeder pig pro

ducers.

2. Interview ten farrow-to-finish producers or all farrow-to-

finish producers in counties with less than ten producers.

The "nth" number technique was to be used to identify producers

to be surveyed. Alternates were selected to replace those producers

who, for good reasons, could not be interviewed. Producers with less

than five sows were not included in the survey.

The survey instinament was developed by The University of Ten

nessee Agricultural Extension Specialist staff in the Swine and Agri

cultural Extension Departments.

The survey was conducted by agents in the participating counties

through personal interviews. The completed surveys were then returned

to the Agricultural Extension Education Office for analysis.

The data were coded and punched on computer cards. Computations

were made by The University of Tennessee Computing Center. The one way

analysis of variance F-test and the chi square test were used to deter

mine probability levels and strength of the relationship between depend

ent and independent variables. The .05 probability level was accepted

as significant.



VII. DEFINITION OF TEEMS

Annual Plan of Work (POW) - The written end product of county

Extension planning.

Extension Contact - The number of Extension meetings attended,

number of telephone calls to the Extension office, number of visits to

the Extension office, or the number of farm visits received by the

swine producer over a 12-month period.

Practice - A research verified and commonly accepted procedure

or task, which, if performed correctly and on a regular basis, will

increase or help insure a desired outcome or return.

Swine Producers - Individuals making all or part of their farm

ing income from the production of swine for sale. They constitute the

target audience for this study.



�  CHAPTER II

STUDY FINDINGS

The findings of this study were organized into seven tables

with each table constituting a section. Selected variables were dis

cussed vinder subheadings within a section.

Section I presents findings regarding the characteristics of

swine operations.

Section II presents findings regarding the number of Extension

meetings attended, number of visits to the Extension office, the number

of telephone calls to the Extension office, and the number of farm

visits received by swine producers.

Section III presents findings regarding the nisnbers and percents

of swine producers using each recommended swine production practice.

Section IV presents findings regarding the relationship between

selected characteristics of the swine producers (i.e., farming status,

size, method of marketing, and feeding facilities) and the number of

contacts with Extension through meetings, office visits, telephone

calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts in a 12-month period.

Section V presents findings regarding the relationship between

recommended swine production practices (e.g., vaccinating for lepto-

spirosis) and the number of contacts with Extension through meetings,

office visits, telephone calls, farm visits received, and total Exten

sion contacts.

10
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Section VI presents findings regarding the relationship between

the farming status and the use of the recommended pig production prac

tices and the types of swine operations (feeder pig or farrow-to-

finish) .

Section VII presents findings regarding the relationship between

the number of contacts with Extension through meetings, office visits,

telephone calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts and the

type of operation (feeder pig or farrow-to-finish),

I. CHARACTERISTICS OF SWINE PRODUCERS

AND THEIR FARM OPERATION

Table I presents nine quantitative variables which tend to char

acterize the swine producers and their farm operations. The total num

ber and percent of producers are given for each variable. The mean,

low, and high are given where they apply.

Number of Sows Farrowed Once

Table I shows that 35.1% of the 1841 producers surveyed did not

farrow any sows just one time. Producers who had 1 to 10 sows farrow

ing once made up the largest group or 42.8% while those farrowing 11

to 20 sows and 21 sows and over made up 11.3%. and 10.8%, respectively.

The mean number of sows farrowed once was 9.2 while the largest pro

ducer had 350 sows to farrow once.

Ntnnber of Sows Farrowed Twice

Ei^t percent of the 1868 producers surveyed did not have any

sows to farrow twice. The largest group was those producers with 1 to
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AND THEIR FARM OPERATION
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Name of Variable

Number of

Producers

Percent of

Producers

Number of sows farrowed once

Not any
1-10

11-20

21-over

Total

Mean = 9,2 Low » 0.0 High = 350.0

Nimiber of sows farrowed twice

Not any
1-10

11-20

21-over

Total

Mean = 17,9 Low = 0,0 High = 450.0

Number of pigs raised to weaning
Not any

1-60

61-120

121-180

181-500

501-1000

1001-over

Total

Mean " 274.9 Low * 0,0

Nxanber of pigs marketed as feeders
Not any

1-60

61-120

121-200

201-500

501-1000

1001-over

Total

646

788

208

199

1841

153

885

424

406

1868

52

202

484

430

465

155

80

1868

High = 8500,0

294

300

483

378

291

78

26

1850

35,1

42.8

11,3

10.8

100.0

8.2

47.2

22.9

21.7

100,0

2,8

10.8

25.9

23,0

24,9
8.3

4.3
100.0

15.9

16,3
26,1

20.3

15.7

4.3

1.4

100,0

Mean = 162,9 Low =0,0 High - 7150.0
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Name of Variable

Number of

Producers

Percent of

Producers

Nijnber of pigs marketed for slaughter
1-10

11-70

71-200

201-500

501-over

Total

Mean = 122.1 Low = 1.0 High = 7400.0

144

183

165

154

115

761

18.8

24.1

21.7

20.1

15.3

100.0

Farming Status

Full Time

Part Time

Total

Feed slaughter hogs in buildings or
on ground
Building
Ground

Total

890

916

1806

274

367

641

49.3

50.7

100.0

42.7

57.3

100.0

Method of marketing hogs
, Packer

Buying Station
Stockyard
Total

Sell by grade and yield
Don't sell to packer
Direct buying
Grade and yield
Total

256

175

186

617

234

233

74

541

41.5

28.4

30.1

100.0

43.3

43.1

13.6

100.0
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10 sows which made up 47.2%. Producers with 11 to 20 sows made up

22.9% and those with over 21 sows farrowing twice made up 21.7% of the

total. The mean number of sows farrowed twice per producer was 17.9

while the low was 0 and the high was 450 sows.

Nttmber of Pigs Raised to Weaning

Fifty-two (2.87o) of the 1868 producers surveyed did not raise

any pigs to weaning. These producers probably did not own sows for the

12-month period included in the survey. Those who raised 60 to 120

pigs made up 10.87. of the total, while those who raised 61 to 120 made

up the largest group, or 25.9%. Producers raising 121 to 180 pigs made

up 23.07o, those with 181 to 500 made up 24.97., producers with 501 to

1000 accounted for 8.37., and 4.37. of the producers raised over 1001

pigs to weaning age. The mean number of pigs raised to weaning by pro

ducers was 274.9 pigs while the low was 0 and the high was 8500 pigs

raised to weaning.

Number of Pigs Marketed as Feeders

Almost 16% of the swine producers surveyed did not market any

pigs as feeders. Over 16% marketed 1 to 60 pigs, while 267., the lar

gest group, marketed 61 to 120 pigs. There were 378 producers or 20.37.

selling from 121 to 200, 15.7% sold 201 to 500, 4.37. sold 501 to 1000

pigs, and 1.47. sold over 1001 feeder pigs. The mean nimiber of pigs

raised to weaning was 162.9, while the low was 0 and the high was 7150

feeder pigs sold.
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Nimiber of Pigs Marketed for Slaughter

Almost 197o of the 761 slaughter hog producers sold 1 to 10 hogs

for slaughter while those selling 11 to 70 hogs were the largest group

making up 24.1%. The group selling 71 to 200 hogs made up 21.7%, those

selling 201 to 500 accounted for 20.1% and 15.3% of the producers sold

over 501 hogs. The mean number of slaughter hogs sold was 122.1, while

the low was 0 and the high was 7400 slaughter hogs sold.

Farming Status

Eight hundred and ninety producers (49.3%) indicated their farm

ing status as full time. The other 50.77. were part time farmers.

Feed Slaughter Hogs in Buildings or on Ground

Over 42% of the 641 swine producers surveyed were feeding their

hogs in a building. The other 57.3% fed their hogs on the ground.

Method of Marketing Hogs

Over 41% of the 617 swine producers surveyed sold their hogs to

a packer while 28.4% sold to buying stations and 30.1% sold to stock

yards.

Sell by Grade and Yield

Some 43.3% of the 541 swine producers surveyed did not sell

their hogs to a packer, 43.1% sold by direct buying, and 13.6% sold by

grade and yield.



16

II. EXTENSION CONTACTS BY SWINE PRODUCERS

Table II presents five quantitative variables which tend to

characterize the swine producers by their number of contacts with the

Agricultural Extension Service through Extension meetings, office

visits, telephone calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts.

The total number of producers and the percent of producers are given

for each variable. The mean, low and high also are given.

Number of Extension Meetings Attended

Seven hundred and twenty-seven (38.77o) of the swine producers

surveyed did not attend any Extension meetings. Thirty-nine percent of

the producers attended 1 or 2 meetings while 23.3% attended 3 or more

meetings. The mean number of meetings attended was 1.7, the low was 0

and the high was 65.0.

Niimher of Visits to Extension Office

Four hundred and sixteen (22.2%) of the producers surveyed did

not make any visits to the Extension office. Over 51% made 1 to 4

visits, 22.5% made 5 to 12 visits, and 3.7% made 13 or more visits to

their county Extension office. The mean number of office visits per

producer was 2.9, the low was 0 and the high was 98.0.

Number of Telephone Calls to Extension Office

Over 25% of the swine producers surveyed did not make any tele

phone calls to the Extension office. Over 48% of the producers made

1 to 4 telephone calls, 22.4% made 5 to 12 telephone calls, and 4.3%

made 13 or more telephone calls to the county Extension office. The
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TABLE II

EXTENSION CONTACTS BY

SWINE PRODUCERS

Nimber of Percent of
Name of Variable Producers Producers

Number of Extension meetings attended
Not any 727 38.7
1_2 732 39.0
3-over 22.3
Total 1877 100.0

Mean = 1.7 Low = 0.0 High = 65.0

Number of visits to Extension office
Not any ^18 22.2
1,4 968 51.6
5-12

13-over

Total

422 22.5
72 3.7

1878 100.0

471 25.1

Mean = 2.9 Low = 0.0 High = 98.0

Number of telephone calls to
Extension office

Not any ^
1.4 904 48.2
5_12 420 22.4
13-over 80 4.3
Total 1875 100.0

Mean = 3.7 Low = 3.0 High = 60.0

Nitmber of farm visits received
from Extension agents

Not any
1-3

4-12

13-over

Total

Mean = 2.8 Low = 0.0 High = 31.0

450 24.0
961 51.3
413 22.0
51 2.7

1875 100.0
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TABLE II (Continued)

Name of Variable

Number of

Producers

Percent of

Producers

Total number of Extension contacts

Not any 116 6.2

1-5 605 32.2

6-20 873 46.5

20-over 285 15.1

Total 1879 100.0

Mean = 11.1 Low = 0.0 High = 396.0

4-

A;.t . .-'A
r.;A- • -A,

H V 

V-"' :■:
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mean nvonber of telephone calls made per producer was 3.7 while the low

was 0 and the high was 60 telephone calls.

Number of Farm Visits Received from Extension Agents

Twenty-four percent of the producers surveyed did not receive

any farm visits from Extension agents. Over 51% of the producers

received 1 to 3 visits, 22% received 4 to 12 visits, and 2.77. received

13 or more visits from Extension agents. The mean number of farm

visits received was 2.8 for each producer while the low was 0 and the

high was 31.0.

Total Number of Extension Contacts

Only 6.27o of the producers surveyed did not have any Extension

contacts during the 12-month period. Over 32% had 1 to 5 contacts,

46.57. had 6 to 20 contacts and 15.1% had over 20 contacts. The mean

ntimber of total Extension contacts was 11.1, while the low was 0 and

the high was 396 total contacts.

III. USE OF RECOMMENDED SWINE PRODUCTION PRACTICES

Table III presents data regarding swine producer's use of 18

recommended swine production practices, their most troublesome pig pro

duction problem, and the total number of pig production practices used.

The number and percent of producers using each practice is reported.

Vaccination for Leptospirosis

Nine hundred and twenty (50.17.) of the producers vaccinated

their sows for leptospirosis. The other 49.9% did not use the recom

mended practice.
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TABLE III

USE OF RECOMMENDED SWINE

PRODUCTION PRACTICES

Nvnnber of Percent of

Reconmiended Production Practice Producers Producers

Vaccination for leptosplrosis
No 919 49.9
Yes 920 50.1
Total 1839 100.0

Vaccination for erysipelas
No 1153 62.8
Yes 683 37.2
Total 1836 100.0

Vaccination for atrophic rhinitis

No 1473 80.2
Yes 364 19.8
Total 1837 100.0

Feed dry sows as recommended
No 406 22.2
Yes 1420 77.8
Total 1826 100.0

Worm sows before farrowing

No 395 21.4
Yes 1447 78.6
Total 1842 100.0

Treat sows for lice

No 352 19.1
Yes 1487 80.9
Total 1839 100.0

Wash sows prior to farrowing
No 1331 72.7
Yes 501 27.3
Total 1832 100.0

Increase feed to pregnant sows

No 338 18.4
Yes 1^98 81.6
Total 1836 100.0
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TABLE III (Continued)

Number of Percent of

Reconmended Production Practice Producers Producers

Clip pig's needle teeth
No 557 30.4
Yes 1278 69.6
Total 1835 100.0

Vaccinate pigs for atrophlc rhinitis

No 1537 83.6
Yes 301 16.4
Total 1838 100.0

Feed nursing sows

No 271 14.9
Yes 1550 85.1
Total 1821 100.0

Give pigs Iron shots
No 558 33.3
Yes 1120 66.7
Total 1678 100.0

Creep feed pigs

No 176 9.6
Yes 1663 90.4
Total 1839 100.0

Clean farrowing quarters

No 650 36.2
Yes 1148 63.8
Total 1798 100.0

Most serious pig production problem
Pig scours 541 30.9
Small litters 276 15.8
Uneven birth weight of pigs 254 14.5
Sows falling to milk 168 9.6
Downer sows 17 1.0
Sows falling to breed 128 7,3
Other 364 20.9
Total 1748 100.0

Worm pigs during finishing period
No 30 4.8
Yes 593 95.2
Total 623 100.0
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TABLE III (Continued)

Number of Percent of

Recommended Production Practice Producers Producers

Feed weaned pigs 16% protein
No 85 13.6
Yes 539 86.4
Total 624 100.0

Treat weaned pigs for lice
71 11.2

Yes 561 88.8
Total 632 100.0

153 24.4
Feed antibiotics during finishing period
No

Yes ^75 75.6
Total 628 100.0

Total number pig production practices used
0 38 2.1
1 15 0.8
2 27 1.4
3 54 2.9
4 111 5.9
5 125 6.7
6 185 9.9
7 184 9.8
8 229 12.2
9 221 11.8
10 211 11.2
11 167 8.9
12 158 8.4
13 96 5.1
14 55 2.9
Total 1876 100.0
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Vaccination for Erysipelas

Six hundred and eighty-three (37.2%) of the producers surveyed

vaccinated their sows for erysipelas. The other 62.8% did not use the

recommended practice.

Vaccination for Atrophic Rhinitis

Only 364 (19.8%) of the 1837 producers sampled vaccinated their

sows for atrophic rhinitis. The other 80.2% did not use the recom

mended practice.

Feed Dry Sows as Recommended

Fourteen hxmdred and twenty (77.8%) of the 1826 producers sur

veyed followed recommended practices for feeding dry sows. The other

22.2% did not follow the recommended practice.

Worm Sows Before Farrowing

Fourteen hundred and forty-seven (78.67,) of the 1842 producers

surveyed wormed their sows before farrowing. The other 21.4% did not

use this recommended practice.

Treat Sows for Lice

Fourteen htmdred and eighty-seven (80.9%) of the 1839 producers

surveyed treated their sows for lice. The other 19.1% did not use this

practice.

Wash Sows Prior to Farrowing

Only 501 (27.3%) of the 1832 producers washed their sows before

farrowing. The other 72.7% did not wash their sows.
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Increase Feed to Pregnant Sows

Most of the 1836 producers surveyed increased feed to sows

before farrowing. Only 18.4% of the producers were not following this

practice.

Clip Pig's Needle Teeth

Over 69.6% of the 1835 producers were using the reconmended

practice of clipping needle teeth. The other 30.47. did not use the

practice.

Vaccinate Pigs for Atrophic Rhinitis

Only 16.47. of the 1838 swine producers surveyed vaccinated their

pigs for atrophic rhinitis. The other 83.67. did not use the practice.

Feed Nursing Sows

Over 857. of the 1821 swine producers fed their sows as recom

mended while they were nursing pigs. The other 14.9% did not follow

recommended feeding practices for their nursing sows.

Give Pigs Iron Shots

The majority (66.7%) of the producers gave their pigs iron shots.

Thirty-three percent of the 1678 producers suirveyed did not use this

practice.

Creep Feed Pigs

Over 907. of the 1839 producers indicated that they provided

creep feed for their pigs. The other 9.6% did not use the practice.
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Clean Farrowing Quarters

Eleven hundred and forty-eight (63.8Z) of the 1798 svine pro

ducers surveyed properly cleaned their farrowing facilities between

groups of sows. The other 36.2% did not use this practice.

Most Serious Pig Production Problem

Five hundred and forty-one (30.9%) of the swine producers sur

veyed said their most serious problem in the production of pigs was

pig scours. Small litters was the second most serious problem with

15.8% of the producers. Other answers and the percentage of response

were uneven birth weight of pigs, 14.5%, sows failing to milk, 9.6%,

downer sows, 1.0%, and sows failing to breed, 7.3%. About 21% indi

cated other problems.

Worm Pigs During Finishing Period

Over 95% of the swine producers who finish hogs wormed their

pigs during the finishing period. The other 4.8% of the 623 producers

surveyed did not use the practice.

Feed Weaned Pigs 16% Protein Ration

Five hundred and thirty-nine of the 624 swine producers surveyed

were feeding a 16% protein ration to their pigs. The other 13.6% were

not using the practice.

Treat Weaned Pigs for Lice

Over 88% of the 632 swine producers surveyed indicated that they

treated their pigs for lice as recommended. Some 11.2% did not treat

their hogs for lice.
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Feed Antibiotics During Finishing Period

Four hundred'and seventy-five (75.67o) of the swine producers

surveyed fed antibiotics to their hogs during the finishing period.

The other 24.4% did not use the practice.

Total Number of Pig Production Practices Used

Thirty-eight (2.17o) of the 1876 producers did not use any of the

14 recommended pig production practices, while 2.9% of the producers

used all 14 of the practices. Over 60% of the producers used 8 to 14

of the practices, while only 29 . 77o used less than 7 of the practices.

IV. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN CHARACTERISTICS OF SWINE

OPERATIONS AND EXTENSION CONTACTS

Table IV presents data regarding the relationship between the

characteristics of the swine producers' operation and the number of

contacts they had with Extension over a 12-month period. The charac

teristics of the producers' operation including size, farming status,

type of feeding facility, and marketing methods are compared to the

number of Extension contacts, which are dependent variables. Five con

tact methods were analyzed including: (1) nvmiber of Extension meetings

attended, (2) number of visits to the Extension office, (3) nuinber of

telephone calls to the Extension office, (4) number of farm visits

received from Extension agents, and (5) total Extension contacts.

Farming Status and Number of Extension Contacts

Eight hundred and ninety producers (497.) gave their farming

status as full time. The other 51% of the producers surveyed were
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part time farmers. The full time farmers had 13.5 total contacts with

Extension compared to 10 total contacts for the part time producers.

Full time producers attended more Extension meetings, made more visits

and telephone calls to the Extension office and received more farm

visits from Extension agents than part time producers. These observed

differences in Extension contacts were significant when tested by the

analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant rela

tionship between the number of Extension contacts and the swine produc

ers' farming status. Full time farmers attended significantly more

Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Exten

sion office, received more farm visits from Extension agents and had

more total Extension contacts than part time farmers.

Feed Slaughter Hogs in Buildings and Number of Extension Contacts

Two hundred and seventy-four (437.,) of the 641 producers surveyed

finished their hogs in buildings. The other 367 producers fed their

hogs on the ground. The producers who used confinement feeding facil

ities had 18.4 total Extension contacts compared to 12.5 total contacts

for those who fed hogs on the ground. Producers who fed in confinement

also attended more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone

calls to the Extension office, and received more farm visits from

Extension agents. These observed differences in the number of Extension

contacts were significant when tested by the analysis of variance

F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the

number of Extension contacts and the type of feeding facility used by

producers. Swine producers who used buildings or confinement feeding

facilities attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more
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visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, received more farm

visits from Extension agents, and had more total Extension contacts

than producers who fed their hogs on the ground.

Method of Marketing Hogs and Number of Extension Contacts

Two hundred and fifty-six producers (417o) indicated that they

marketed their hogs directly to the packer, while 28% sold to buying

stations, and 31% sold to stockyards. Producers who marketed their

hogs through the packer had 17.1 total Extension contacts compared to

15.3 and 12.0 contacts for those selling to buying stations and stock

yards, respectively. The swine producers who sold to buying stations

attended 3.0 Extension meetings compared with 2.4 and 1.9 meetings

attended by those selling to the packer and to stockyards. The swine

producers who sold to the packer had more contacts with Extension

through office visits, telephone calls, and total Extension contacts

than those who sold to buying stations or stockyards. Producers who

sold to buying stations attended more Extension meetings than those

selling to the packer or to stockyards. These observed differences in

Extension contacts were significant when tested by the analysis of var

iance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between

the number of Extension contacts and the producers' method of marketing.

Producers who marketed through the packer made more telephone calls to

the Extension office, received more farm visits from agents, and had

more total Extension contacts than producers who sold at buying sta

tions or at the stockyards. Producers who sold at buying stations

attended a larger number of Extension meetings than those selling to

packers or at the stockyards.
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Sell by Grade and Yield and Number of Extension Contacts

Only seventy-four (14%) of the 541 producers surveyed sold their

hogs on grade and yield programs. However, producers who sold on grade

and yield programs had 23.5 total contacts with Extension compared to

14.6 and 13.0 contacts for those selling by direct buying and those not

selling to a packer. The producer who sold on grade and yield programs

had more contacts with Extension through meetings, office visits, tele

phone calls, and farm visits. These observed differences in the number

of Extension contacts were significant when tested by the analysis of

variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the number of Extension contacts and the producers' method of

selling his hogs. Producers who sold their hogs on grade and yield had

a larger nximber of contacts with Extension through office visits, tele

phone calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts than producers

who sold by direct buying or who did not sell to a packer.

V. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN RECOMMENDED SWINE PRACTICES USED

AND THE NUMBER OF EXTENSION CONTACTS

This section presents data regarding the relationship between

the use of recommended swine production practices and the number of

Extension contacts. Table V groups producers according to their use of

the recommended swine production practices. The mean number of Exten

sion contacts for each group is broken down as follows into (1) number

of Extension meetings attended, (2) number of visits to the Extension

office, (3) number of telephone calls to the Extension office, (4) ntim-

ber of farm visits received from agents, and (5) total Extension con

tacts.
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39

Vaccination for Leptospirosis and Number of Extension Contacts

Nine hundred and twenty (507o) of the 1839 producers surveyed

vaccinated their sows for leptospirosis. Producers who vaccinated for

leptospirosis had almost 14 total contacts with Extension over a 12-

month period, as compared to less than 10 total Extension contacts for

the producers who did not use this practice. Producers who were using

this recommended practice attended a larger number of Extension meet

ings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and

received a larger number of farm visits from Extension agents than did

those producers who were not vaccinating their sows for leptospirosis.

These observed differences in the number of Extension contacts were

found to be significant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the analysis

of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the number of Extension contacts and the use of the recommended

practice of vaccinating sows for leptospirosis. Swine producers who

vaccinated their sows for leptospirosis attended significantly more

Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Exten

sion office, and received a larger number of farm visits from agents

than producers who did not use the practice.

Vaccination for Erysipelas and Nxmiber of Extension Contacts

Only 683 (37%) of the 1836 producers surveyed vaccinated their

sows for erysipelas. The producers who vaccinated for erysipelas had

almost 15 total Extension contacts compared to 10 total contacts for

those not using the practice. Producers who were using this recommended

practice attended a larger number of Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office and received a
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larger ntmber of farm visits from Extension agents than did those pro

ducers who were not vaccinating their sows for erysipelas. These ob

served differences in the number of Extension contacts were found to be

significant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the analysis of variance

F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the

number of Extension contacts and the use of the recommended practice of

vaccinating sows for erysipelas. Swine producers who vaccinated sows

for erysipelas attended significantly more Extension meetings, made

more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received

a larger number of farm visits from agents than producers who did not

use the practice.

Vaccination for Atrophic Rhinitis and Number of Extension Contacts

Three himdred and sixty-four (20%) of the producers surveyed

vaccinated their sows for atrophic rhinitis. Producers who vaccinated

for atrophic rhinitis had 16.7 total Extension contacts compared to

10.5 contacts for the producers who did not use the practice. Producers

using this recommended practice attended a larger number of Extension

meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office,

and received a larger number of farm visits from Extension agents than

did those producers who were not vaccinating their sows for atrophic

rhinitis. These observed differences in the number of Extension con

tacts were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the

analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant rela

tionship between the number of Extension contacts and the use of the

recommended practice of vaccinating sows for atrophic rhinitis. Swine

producers who vaccinated their sows for atrophic rhinitis attended
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significantly more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone

calls to the Extension office, and received a larger number of farm

visits from agents than those who did not use this practice.

Feed Dry Sows and Number of Extension Contacts

Fourteen hundred and twenty of the 1836 producers surveyed fol

lowed recommended practices for feeding dry sows. Producers who used

this practice had 12.1 total contacts with Extension compared to 10.6

contacts for producers who did not follow Extension recommendations for

feeding dry sows. Producers who were using this recommended practice

also attended more Extension meetings and made more telephone calls to

the Extension office. Producers who were not following recommended

practices of feeding dry sows received slightly more farm visits and

made the same number of office visits as producers who used the prac

tice. These observed differences in the number of Extension meetings

attended, nximber of telephone calls made to the Extension office, and

number of farm visits received from agents were found to be significant

(i.e., .05 level) when tested by the F-test. Therefore, there was a

significant relationship between the number of Extension meetings

attended, telephone calls made to the Extension office, and farm visits

received. Swine producers who followed recommended practices for

feeding dry sows attended significantly more Extension meetings and

made more telephone calls to the Extension office than those who did

not use this practice. Producers who did not follow recommended prac

tices for feeding dry sows received significantly more farm visits from

Extension agents than producers who followed this recommended practice.
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Worm Sows Before Farrowing and Number of Extension Contacts

One thousand four hundred and forty-seven (787o) of the producers

surveyed used the recommended practice of worming sows before farrowing.

Producers who wormed their sows as recommended had 12.2 total contacts

with Extension compared to 10.3 contacts for those producers who did

not use the practice. Producers who wormed their sows as recommended

attended more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls

to the Extension office, and received more farm visits from agents than

producers who did not use this practice. However, when the data were

analyzed with the F-test, significant differences were found only with

the number of Extension meetings attended and the number of visits and

telephone calls to the Extension office. Therefore, there was a sig

nificant relationship between the number of Extension meetings attended,

the number of visits and telephone calls to the Extension office and

the use of the recommended practice of worming sows before farrowing.

Swine producers who wormed their sows before farrowing attended sig

nificantly more Extension meetings and made more visits and telephone

calls to the Extension office than those who did not use this practice.

Treat Sows for Lice and Ntmiber of Extension Contacts

Fourteen hundred and eighty-seven (197o) of the swine producers

surveyed used the recommended practice of treating sows for lice. Pro

ducers who treated their sows for lice had slightly more contacts with

Extension for each type of contact. The largest differences was

observed in the number of telephone calls made to the Extension office,

where producers who treated sows for lice made 3.9 telephone calls

compared to 3.1 telephone calls for producers not using the practice.
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This observed difference in the number of telephone calls to the Ex

tension office was found to be significant when tested by the analysis

of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the number of telephone calls made to the Extension office and

the use of the recommended practice of treating sows for lice. Pro

ducers who treated their sows for lice made a significantly larger num

ber of telephone calls to the Extension office than those not using the

practice.

Wash Sows Prior to Farrowing and Number of Extension Contacts

The majority (73%) of the producers surveyed did not use the

recommended practice of washing their sows before farrowing. Producers

who washed their sows prior to farrowing had 14.2 total contacts with

the Extension office compared to 10.9 contacts for producers not using

the practice. The 501 producers who washed their sows prior to farrow

ing attended a larger number of Extension meetings, made more visits

and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received a larger

number of farm visits from Extension agents than did those producers

who did not wash their sows prior to farrowing. These observed dif

ferences in the nxnnber of Extension contacts were found to be signifi

cant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the analysis of variance F-test,

Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the number of

Extension contacts and the use of the recommended practice of washing

sows before farrowing. Swine producers who washed their sows before

farrowing attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received a
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larger number of farm visits from agents than producers who did not use

this practice.

Increase Feed to Pregnant Sows and Number of Extension Contacts

Eighty-two percent of the 1836 producers surveyed followed recom

mendations for feeding pregnant sows. Producers who followed the

recommended practice of increasing feed to pregnant sows the last three

weeks before farrowing had the same or slightly more of each type of

Extension contact. The largest difference was observed in the number

of telephone calls to the Extension office, where those producers using

the practice made 3.9 calls compared to 3.1 calls for those not using

the practice. The observed difference in the number of telephone calls

to the Extension office was found to be significant when tested by the

analysis of variance F-test. Telephone calls were the only type of

contact that differed significantly. Therefore, there was a significant

relationship between the number of telephone calls made to the Extension

office and the use of the recommended practice of increasing feed to

pregnant sows before farrowing. Producers who increased feed to preg

nant sows before farrowing made a significantly larger number of tele

phone calls to the Extension office than those who did not use the

practice.

Clip Pig's Needle Teeth and Number of Extension Contacts

Sixty-eight percent of the swine producers surveyed used the

recommended practice of clipping the needle teeth of baby pigs. Pro

ducers who used this practice had 12.8 total Extension contacts com

pared to 9.4 contacts for those who did not clip needle teeth of baby
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pigs. Producers who clipped the needle teeth of baby pigs attended

more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the

Extension office, and received more farm visits from agents than those

who did not use this practice. These observed differences in the num

ber of Extension contacts were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level)

when tested by the analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was

a significant relationship between the number of Extension contacts and

the use of the recommended practice of clipping needle teeth of baby

pigs. Swine producers who used the recommended practice of clipping

needle teeth of baby pigs attended significantly more Extension meet

ings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and

received a larger number of farm visits from agents than producers who

did not use the practice.

Vaccinate Pigs for Atrophic Rhinitis and Number of Extension Contacts

Only 167o of the producers surveyed used the recommended practice

of vaccinating pigs for atrophic rhinitis. The producers who used this

practice had 16.5 total Extension contacts compared to 10.8 total

Extension contacts for those not vaccinating pigs for atrophic rhinitis.

Producers who vaccinated their pigs for atrophic rhinitis attended more

Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Exten

sion office, and received more farm visits from Extension agents than

did those producers who did not vaccinate their pigs for atrophic rhi

nitis. These observed differences in the number of Extension contacts

were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the anal

ysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relation

ship between the number of Extension contacts and the use of the
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recommended practice of vaccinating pigs for atrophic rhinitis. Swine

producers who vaccinated their pigs for atrophic rhinitis attended sig

nificantly more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone

calls to the Extension office, and received a larger number of farm

visits from agents than producers who did not use this practice.

Feed Nursing Sows and Number of Extension Contacts

Fifteen hundred and fifty of the 1821 producers surveyed used

recommended methods of feeding sows while nursing pigs. Producers who

used this recommended practice had 12.5 total contacts with Extension

compared to less than 8 contacts for those who did not feed sows as

recommended. Producers who fed their sows as recommended attended a

larger number of Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone

calls to the Extension office, and received more farm visits from

Extension agents than producers who did not feed sows as recommended

while they were nursing pigs. These observed differences in the number

of Extension contacts were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level)

when tested by the analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a

significant relationship between the number of Extension contacts and

the use of the recommended practice of feeding sows properly while they

were nursing pigs. Swine producers who followed recommendations for

feeding sows attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received more

farm visits from Extension agents than producers who did not use this

practice.
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Give Pigs Iron Shots and Ntimber of Extension Contacts

Sixty-seven percent of the 1678 producers who responded to this

question used the recommended practice of giving iron shots to baby

pigs raised in confinement. This question did not apply to those pro

ducers not using confinement farrowing facilities. Producers who gave

their pigs iron shots had 13.7 total Extension contacts compared to 9.7

contacts for those who did not use this practice. Producers who used

the recommended practice of giving iron shots to pigs raised in con

finement attended a larger number of Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received more

farm visits from Extension agents than did those producers who did not

give pigs iron shots. These observed differences in the number of

Extension contacts were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level) when

tested by the analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a sig

nificant relationship between the number of Extension contacts and the

use of the recommended practice of giving pigs iron shots. Swine pro

ducers who gave their pigs iron shots attended significantly more

Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension

office, and received a larger number of farm visits from agents than

those producers who did not use this practice.

Creep Feed Pigs and Number of Extension Contacts

Ninety percent of the producers surveyed used the recommended

practice of creep feeding baby pigs. Swine producers who provided

creep feed for their pigs had 12.2 total Extension contacts compared to

7,8 contacts for those who did not use the practice. Producers who

used the recommended practice of providing creep feed for their pigs
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attended a larger number of Extension meetings, made more visits and

telephone calls to the Extension office and received a larger number of

farm visits from Extension agents than those who did not use this prac

tice. These observed differences in the number of Extension contacts

were found to be significant (i.e., .05 level) when tested by the analy

sis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the number of Extension contacts and the use of the recommended

practice of creep feeding pigs. Swine producers who provided creep feed

for their pigs attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received a

larger number of farm visits from Extension agents than producers who

did not use the practice.

Clean Farrowing Quarters and Number of Extension Contacts

A majority (64%) of the swine producers surveyed used the recom

mended practice of cleaning farrowing facilities between litters. The

1148 producers who used this practice had 12.8 total Extension contacts

compared to 10.5 contacts for those who did not use this practice.

Producers who cleaned their farrowing facilities attended a larger num

ber of Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the

Extension office, and received a larger number of farm visits from

Extension agents. However, when these observed differences in the number

of Extension contacts were tested with the analysis of variance F-test,

significant differences were found only in the number of visits and

telephone calls to the Extension office and the total Extension con

tacts. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the

number of visits and telephone calls to the Extension office and the
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total Extension contacts and the use of the recommended practice of

cleaning farrowing quarters between litters. The strongest relation

ship was between the number of telephone calls to the Extension office

and the use of the practice where the F-value was 32.8 compared to the

F-value of 5.1 for office visits and 7.2 for total contacts. Swine

producers who cleaned their farrowing facilities between litters made

more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office and had more

total Extension contacts, than producers who did not use this practice.

Most Serious Pig Production Problem and Number of Extension Contacts

Seventeen hundred and forty-eight producers responded to this

question which was designed to find which problems are most serious in

the production of feeder pigs. Five hundred and forty-one producers

(31%) responded that pig scours was most troublesome in their opera

tion. Other problems experienced and the number of producers who con

sidered them as their most serious were small litters (276), uneven

birth weight of pigs (254), sows failing to milk (168), sows failing

to breed (128), downer sows (17), and other (364), Producers whose

most serious problems were sows failing to milk and downer sows had the

most total Extension contacts with 15 total contacts each. When tested

by the F-test, the only method of contact significantly different was

the nvimber of Extension meetings attended. Therefore, there was a sig

nificant relationship between the number of Extension meetings attended

and the producer's most serious pig production problem.
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Worm Pigs During Finishing Period and Number of Extension Contacts

Ninety-five percent of the producers surveyed used the recom

mended practice of worming pigs during the finishing period. The pro

ducers who wormed their pigs during the finishing period had 15.2 total

contacts with Extension compared to 14.3 contacts for those who did not

use the practice. Producers who wormed their pigs during finishing

attended a larger number of Extension meetings, made more visits and tele

phone calls to the Extension office and received more farm visits from

Extension agents than producers who did not use the practice. However,

when these observed differences in the number of Extension contacts were

tested by the analysis of variance F-test, there were no significant

differences. Therefore, the relationship between the number of Exten

sion contacts and the use of the recommended practice of worming pigs

during the finishing period was not significant at the .05 level.

There was not a significant difference in the number of Extension con

tacts made by producers who wormed pigs during the finishing period and

those who did not worm their pigs during the finishing period.

Feed Weaned Pigs 167. Protein Ration and Number of Extension Contacts

Eighty-five percent of the swine producers surveyed fed weaned

pigs a 16% protein ration. The producers who fed a 16% protein ration

to weaned pigs had 15.5 total Extension contacts compared to 12.6 total

contacts for those who did not use the practice. Swine producers who

fed a 16% protein ration attended more Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office and received a larger

nvimber of farm visits from Extension agents than those who did not use

the practice. However, when these observed differences in the number
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of Extension contacts were tested with the analysis of variance F-test,

the only type of contact with a significant difference was the number

of farm visits received. Therefore, there was a significant relation

ship between the number of farm visits received from Extension agents

and the use of the recommended practice of feeding weaned pigs a 16%

protein ration. Swine producers who fed their weaned pigs a 16% pro

tein ration received significantly more farm visits from Extension

agents than those who did not use this practice.

Treat Weaned Pigs for Lice and Number of Extension Contacts

Eighty-nine percent of the swine producers surveyed used the

recommended practice of treating weaned pigs for lice. Producers who

treated their weaned pigs for lice had 14.8 total Extension contacts

compared to 16.9 total contacts for those who did not use the practice.

Producers who treated their weaned pigs for lice had the same or fewer

of each of the methods of Extension contact (Extension meetings, office

visits, telephone calls, and farm visits) when compared to those who

did not use the practice. When tested with the analysis of variance

F-test, these obseinred differences were not significant at the .05

level. Therefore, there was no significant relationship between the

number of Extension contacts and the use of the recommended practice of

treating weaned pigs for lice. There was not a significant difference

in the ntimber of Extension contacts made by producers who treated their

weaned pigs for lice and those who did not use this recommended prac

tice.
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Feed Antibiotics During Finishing Period and Number of Extension

Contacts

Four hundred and seventy-five (76%) of the 628 swine producers

surveyed fed antibiotics to hogs during the finishing period. Pro

ducers who fed antibiotics had 16.0 total contacts with Extension as

compared to 12.3 contacts for those who did not use this practice.

Producers who fed antibiotics during finishing attended more Extension

meetings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office,

and received more farm visits from Extension agents than those who did

not use the practice. However, when these observed differences in

Extension contacts were tested with the analysis of variance F-test,

significant differences were found only for the number of Extension

meetings attended, number of telephone calls made to the Extension

office, and total Extension contacts. Therefore, there was a signifi

cant relationship between the ntnnber of Extension meetings attended,

number of telephone calls made to the Extension office and the total

Extension contacts and the use of the recommended practice of feeding

antibiotics during the finishing period. Swine producers who fed anti

biotics during finishing attended significantly more Extension meetings,

made more telephone calls to the Extension office, and had more total

Extension contacts than those who did not use the practice.

Total Number of Pig Production Practices Used and Number of Extension

Contacts

Only fifty-five (3%) of the 1876 producers surveyed used all

fourteen of the pig production practices recommended. However, 61% of

the producers used the majority (8 or more) of the recommended swine
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production practices. Producers who used 0 to 6 of the recommended

practices had 54,5 total Extension contacts compared to almost twice

that number, or 102.4 total contacts for the producers who used 8 to 14

of the practices. The producers who used a larger number of the recom

mended pig production practices also attended more Extension meetings,

made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and

received a larger number of farm visits from Extension agents than pro

ducers who used fewer practices. These observed differences in the num

ber of Extension contacts were found to be significant when tested by

the analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant re

lationship between the number of Extension contacts and the total number

of recommended pig production practices used by producers. The swine

producers who used more of the 14 pig production practices attended sig

nificantly more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls

to the Extension office, received more farm visits from Extension agents

and had more total Extension contacts than those producers who used a

lesser number of the recommended practices.

VI. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN FARMING STATUS AND THE USE OF

RECOMMENDED PRACTICES AND TTPE OF OPERATION

(FEEDER PIG OR FARROW-TO-FINISH)

Table VI presents data regarding the relationship between the

farming status of swine producers and their use of recommended pig pro

duction practices and the two types of swine operations (feeder pig or

farrow-to-finish). The number and the percentage of full time and part

time farmers is given. Also given is the nximber and percentage of



54

TABLE VI

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN FARMING STATUS AND THE USE OF

RECOMMENDED PRACTICES AND TYPE OF OPERATION

(FEEDER PIG OR FARROW-TO-FINISH)

Fanning Status and
Practices Used Number

Producers Using the Practice
Feeder Pig Farrow-to-Finish

Percent Number Percent

Vaccination for

leptospirosis

Vaccination for

erysipelas

Vaccination for

atrophic rhinitis

Feed dry sows

Worm sows before

farrowing

Treat sows for lice

Wash sows before

farrowing

Increase feed to

pregnant sow

475 42.7% 447 61.2%

= 59.7, df = 1, p<0.05

357 32.2% 328 45.0%

x2 = 30.5, df = 1, p<0.05

180 16.2%

x^ = 23.4, df

831 75.1%

x^ = 8.7, df

856 76.9%

x^ = 4.5, df

878 79.0%

x^ = 6.0, df

186

1, p.^ .05

592

2, p-^.05

594

1, p'^ .05

612

1, p'^.05

25.5%

80.9%

273 24.6% 229

x2 = 10.2, df = 1, p^.05

872 78.8% 629

x^ = 14.6, df =« 1, p'^.05

81.1%

83.7%

31.5%

85.9%
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TABLE VI (Continued)

Farming Status and
Practices Used

Producers Using the Practice
Feeder Pig Farrow-to-Finish^

Number Percent Number Percent

Clip pig's needle

teeth

Vaccinate pigs for

atrophic rhinitis

Feed nursing sows

Give pigs iron shots

Creep feed pigs

Clean farrowing
quarters

Most serious pig

production problem

Pig scours
Small litters

Uneven birth weight
Sows failing to milk
Downer sows

Sows failing to breed
Other

Farming status

Full time farmers

Part time farmers

737

138

904

622

999

658

65.3% 543

= 12.8, df = 2, p< .05

12.4%

= 31.4, df =

82.3%

x2 = 16.7, df =

62.3%

x2 = 21.7, df =

89.9%

x^ = 0.75, df =

164

1, p •< .05

649

1, p-<.05

501

1, p < . 05

667

1, p^ .05

73.2%

22.4%

89.4%

73.4%

91.2%

61.0% 492

x2 = 9.3, df = 1, p<. .05

68.1%

321 30.7% 220 31.2%

180 17.2% 96 13.6%

146 14.0% 109 15.5%

87 8.3% 82 11.6%

13 1.2% 4 0.6%

74 7.1% 54 7.7%

224 21.4% 140 19.9%

x^ = 11.6, df = 6, p'^.05

421 38.8% 469 64.8%

664 61.2% 255 35.2%

x^ = 116, df = 1, p^ .05
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producers who used each recommended production practice. The data were

statistically analyzed by the chi square (x^) test and the results were

significant at the .05 level.

Vaccination for Leptospirosis and Type of Operation

Four hundred and seventy-five (42.77.) of the feeder pig producers

used the recommended practice of vaccinating pigs for leptospirosis.

This compares to 44 7 ( 61.27.) of the farrow-to-finish producers who used

the practice. These data indicate that a larger percentage of farrow-

to-finish producers vaccinated their sows for leptospirosis than did

feeder pig producers. These observed differences in the use of the

practice of vaccinating sows for leptospirosis between feeder pig and

farrow-to-finish producers were significant when tested by at one

degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the type of swine operation and the use of the recommended prac

tice of vaccinating sows for leptospirosis. The recommended practice of

vaccinating sows for leptospirosis was used by a significantly larger

percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Vaccination for Erysipelas and Type of Operation

Three hundred and fifty-seven (32.27.) of the feeder pig producers

vaccinated their sows for erysipelas compared to 328 (45%) of the

farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate

that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers vaccinated

their sows for erysipelas than did feeder pig producers. These observed

differences in the use of the practice of vaccinating sows for erysipe

las between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant
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when tested by x at one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a sig

nificant relationship between the type of swine operation and the use of

the recommended practice of vaccinating sows for erysipelas. The recom

mended practice of vaccinating sows for erysipelas was used by a signif

icantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig

producers.

Vaccination for Atrophic Rhinitis and Type of Operation

One hundred and eighty (16.27o) of the feeder pig producers vac

cinated their sows for atrophic rhinitis, compared to 186 (25.5%) of the

farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate

that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers vaccinated

their sows for atrophic rhinitis than did feeder pig producers. These

observed differences in the use of the practice of vaccinating sows for

atrophic rhinitis between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were

significant when tested by x at one degree of freedom. Therefore,

there was a significant relationship between the type of swine operation

and the use of the recommended practice of vaccinating sows for atrophic

rhinitis. The recommended practice of vaccinating sows for atrophic

rhinitis was used by a significantly larger percentage of farrow-to-

finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Feed Dry Sows and Type of Operation

Eight hundred and thirty-one (75.17.) feeder pig producers fed

their dry sows as recommended compared to 592 (80.9%) of the farrow-to-

finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate that a

larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers fed their dry sows
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as recommended than did feeder pig producers. These observed differ

ences in the use of the practice of feeding dry sows as recommended

between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant when

O

tested by x at two degrees of freedom. Therefore, there was a signif

icant relationship between the type of swine operation and the use of

the practice of properly feeding dry sows. Recommended practices for

feeding dry sows were used by significantly more farrow-to-finish pro

ducers than feeder pig producers.

Worm Sows Before Farrowing and Type of Operation

Eight hundred and fifty-six (76.97.) of the feeder pig producers

wormed their sows before farrowing compared to 594 (81.17.) of the

farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate

that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers wormed their

sows before farrowing than did feeder pig producers. These observed

differences in the use of the practice of worming sows before farrowing

between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant when

tested by x^ at one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a signifi

cant relationship between the type of swine operation and the use of

the recommended practice of worming sows before farrowing. The recom

mended practice of worming sows before farrowing was used by a signifi

cantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig

producers.

Treat Sows for Lice and Type of Operation

Eight hundred and seventy-eight (797.) of the feeder pig producers

treated their sows for lice compared to 612 (83.7%) of the farrow-to-
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finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate that a

larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers treated their sows

for lice than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences in

the use of the practice of treating sows for lice between feeder pig

and farrow-to-finish producers were significant when tested by at

one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the type of swine operation and the use of the recommended prac

tice of treating sows for lice. The recommended practice of treating

sows for lice was used by a significantly larger percentage of the

farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Wash Sows Before Farrowing and Type of Operation

Two hundred and seventy-three (24.6%) of the feeder pig producers

washed their sows before farrowing compared to 229 (31.5%) of the

farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate

that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers washed their

sows before farrowing than did feeder pig producers. These observed

differences in the use of the practice of washing sows before farrowing

between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant when

tested by x at one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a signifi

cant relationship between the type of swine operation and the use of

the recommended practice of washing sows before farrowing. The recom

mended practice of washing sows before farrowing was used by a signifi

cantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig

producers.
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Increase Feed to Pregnant Sows and Type of Operation

Eight hundred and seventy-two (78.8%) of the feeder pig produc

ers increased feed to pregnant sows as recommended before farrowing

compared to 629 (85.9%) of the farrow-to-finish producers who used the

practice. These data indicate that a larger percentage of the farrow-

to- finish producers increased feed to pregnant sows before farrowing

than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences in the use

of the practice of increasing feed to pregnant sows before farrowing

between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant when

tested by x at one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a signifi

cant relationship between the type of swine operation and the use of

the recommended practice of increasing feed to pregnant sows before

farrowing. The recommended practice of increasing feed to sows before

farrowing was used by a significantly larger percentage of farrow-to-

finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Clip Pig's Needle Teeth and Type of Operation

Seven hundred and thirty-seven (65.3%) of the feeder pig pro

ducers clipped the needle teeth on their baby pigs compared to 543

(73.2%) of the farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These

data indicate that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers

clipped pig's needle teeth than did feeder pig producers. These ob

served differences in the use of the practice of clipping pig's needle

teeth between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were signifi

cant when tested by at two degrees of freedom. Therefore, there was

a significant relationship between the type of swine operation and the

use of the recommended practice of clipping pig's needle teeth. The
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recommended practice of clipping pig's needle teeth was used by a sig

nificantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder

pig producers.

Vaccinate Pigs for Atrophic Rhinitis and Type of Operation

One hundred and thirty-eight (12.4%) of the feeder pig producers

vaccinated their pigs for atrophic rhinitis compared to 164 (22.4%) of

the farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data indi

cate that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers vacci

nated their pigs for atrophic rhinitis than did feeder pig producers.

These observed differences in the use of the practice of vaccinating

pigs for atrophic rhinitis between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish pro-

ducers were significant when tested by x at one degree of freedom.

Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the type of

swine operation and the use of the recommended practice of vaccinating

pigs for atrophic rhinitis. The recommended practice of vaccinating

pigs for atrophic rhinitis was used by a significantly larger percentage

of farrow-to-finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Feed Nursing Sows and Type of Operation

Nine hundred and four (82.3%) of the feeder pig producers fed

nursing sows as recommended compared to 649 (89.4%) of the farrow-to-

finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate that a

larger percentage of the farrow-to-flnish producers were feeding nurs

ing sows as recommended than were feeder pig producers. These observed

differences in the use of the practice of feeding nursing sows as recom

mended between feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers were significant
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when tested by at one degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a

significant relationship between the type of swine operation and the

use of the recommended practice of feeding nursing sows the recommended

quality and quantity of feed. The recommended practice of feeding

nursing sows was used by a significantly larger percentage of farrow-

to-finish producers than feeder pig producers.

Give Pigs Iron Shots and Type of Operation

Six hundred and twenty-two (62.3%) of the feeder pig producers

gave pigs iron shots compared to 501 (73.4%) of the farrow-to-finish

producers who used the practice. These data indicate that a larger

percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers were giving iron shots than

were feeder pig producers. These observed differences in the use of the

practice of giving pigs iron shots between feeder pig and farrow-to-

finish producers were significant when tested by x at one degree of

freedom. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the

type of swine operation and the use of the recommended practice of

giving pigs iron shots. The recommended practice of giving pigs iron

shots was used by a significantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish

producers than feeder pig producers.

Creep Feed Pigs and Type of Operation

Nine himdred and ninety-nine (89.9%) of the feeder pig producers

provided creep feed for pigs compared to 667 (91.2%) of the farrow-to-

finish producers who used the practice. These data indicate that a

slightly larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers were pro

viding creep feed for pigs than were feeder pig producers. These
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observed differences in the use of the practice of providing creep feed

o

for pigs were not significant at the ,05 level when tested by x at one

degree of freedom. Therefore, there was not a significant relationship

between the type of swine operation and the use of the recommended

practice of providing creep feed for pigs.

Clean Farrowing Quarters and Type of Operation

Six hundred and fifty-eight (61%) of the feeder pig producers

cleaned their farrowing quarters between litters compared to 492 (68.1%)

of the farrow-to-finish producers who used the practice. These data

indicate that a larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish producers

were cleaning their farrowing quarters between litters than were feeder

pig producers. These observed differences in the use of the practice

of cleaning farrowing quarters between litters between feeder pig and

farrow-to-finish producers were significant when tested by x at one

degree of freedom. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the type of swine operation and the use of the recommended

practice of cleaning farrowing quarters between litters. The recom

mended practice of cleaning farrowing quarters between litters was used

by a significantly larger percentage of farrow-to-finish producers than

feeder pig producers.

Most Serious Pig Production Problem and Type of Operation

The most serious pig production problem for feeder pig and

farrow-to-finish producers was pig scours which plagued 30,7% of the

feeder pig and 31.2% of the fairrow-to-finish producers, A larger per

centage of feeder pig producers were experiencing problems with small
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litters and downer sows than were farrow-to-finish operations. A

larger percentage of the farrow-to-finish operations had problems with

tineven birth weight of pigs, sows failing to milk and sows failing to

breed than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences in the

type of pig production problems experienced by feeder pig and farrow-to-

finish producers were not significant at the .05 level when tested by

X at six degrees of freedom. Therefore, there was not a significant

relationship between the type of swine operation (i.e., feeder pig or

farrow-to-finish) and the most serious problems encountered in the pro

duction of pigs.

Farming Status and Type of Operation

Four hundred and twenty-one (38.87.) of the full time farmers

produced feeder pigs while 61.27. of the part time farmers' swine opera

tions consisted of feeder pigs. Over 647. of the full time farmers

operated on a farrow-to-finish basis compared to 35.27. of the part time

farmers who finished their pigs. These data indicate that a larger

percentage of full time farmers finish their pigs while the majority of

the part time producers sell their pigs as feeders. These observed

differences between the farming status and the type of swine operation

were significant at the .05 level when tested by x^ at one degree of

freedom. Therefore, there was a significant relationship between the

type of swine operation and the farming status. A significantly larger

percentage of the full time producers finished their pigs than did part

time farmers.
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VII. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF EXTENSION

CONTACTS AND THE TYPE OF OPERATION

(FEEDER PIG OR FARROW-TO-FINISH)

Table VII presents data regarding the relationship between the

number of Extension contacts through meetings, office visits, telephone

calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts in a 12-month period

and the type of swine operation (i.e., feeder pig or farrow-to-finish).

The mean number of contacts are given for each contact method. The

data were tested by the analysis of variance F-test and were significant

at the .05 level.

Extension Meetings and Type of Operation

Feeder pig producers attended 1.3 Extension meetings compared to

2.2 meetings attended by farrow-to-finish producers. These data indi

cate that farrow-to-finish producers attended more Extension meetings

than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences in meetings

attended were significant at the .05 level when tested by the analysis

of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a significant relationship

between the number of Extension meetings attended and the type of swine

operation. Farrow-to-finish producers attended a significantly larger

number of Extension meetings than feeder pig producers.

Extension Office Visits and Type of Operation

Feeder pig producers made 2.5 visits to the county Extension

office compared to 3.4 visits by farrow-to-finish producers. These data

indicate that farrow-to-flnish producers made more visits to the Exten

sion office than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences
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TABLE VII

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE NUMBER OF EXTENSION CONTACTS

AND THE TYPE OF OPERATION (FEEDER PIG OR
FARROW-TO-FINISH)

Type of Swine Operation

Feeder Pig Farrow-to-Finish
Mean Contacts Mean Contact^

Extension Meetings 1.3

F =

2.2

75.7, p-c .05

Office Visits 2.5

F =

3.4

25.7, p"C.05

Telephone Calls 3.0

F =

4.8

59.7, p-^:.05

Farm Visits 2.3

F =

3.7

57.2, .05

Total Extension Contacts 9.8

F =

14.7

35.7, p<.05
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in the number of office visits were significant at the .05 level when

tested by the analysis of variance F-test. Therefore, there was a sig

nificant relationship between the nvimber of Extension office visits

made and the type of swine operation. Farrow-to-finish producers made

significantly more visits to the coxinty Extension office than feeder

pig producers.

Telephone Calls to the Extension Office and Type of Operation

Feeder pig producers made 3.0 telephone calls to the county Ex

tension office compared to 4.8 telephone calls for the farrow-to-finish

producers. These data indicate that farrow-to-finish producers made

more telephone calls to the Extension office than did feeder pig pro

ducers. These observed differences in the number of telephone calls

were significant when tested by the analysis of variance F-test. There

fore, there was a significant relationship between the nximber of tele

phone calls to the Extension office by swine producers and their type

of operation. Farrow-to-finish producers made significantly more tele

phone calls to the Extension office than did feeder pig producers.

Farm Visits Received From Extension Agents and Type of Operation

Feeder pig producers received 2.3 farm visits from Extension

agents coiiq>ared to 3,7 visits received by the farrow-to-flnlsh produc-.

ers. These data Indicate that farrow-to-flnlsh producers received more

farm visits from Extension agents than did feeder pig producers. These

observed differences in farm visits received were significant when

tested by the analysis of variance F-test at the .05 level. Therefore,

there was a significant relationship between the number of farm visits
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received from Extension agents and the type of swine operation. Farrow-

to-finish producers received significantly more farm visits from Exten

sion agents than did feeder pig producers.

Total Extension Contacts and Type of Operation

Feeder pig producers made 9.8 total contacts with Extension com

pared to 14.7 contacts made by farrow-to-finish producers. These data

indicate that farrow-to-finish producers made more total contacts with

Extension than did feeder pig producers. These observed differences in

total Extension contacts were significant when tested by the analysis

of variance F-test at the .05 level. Therefore, there was a significant

relationship between the total contacts with Extension and the type of

swine operation. Farrow-to-finish producers made significantly more

total Extension contacts than did feeder pig producers.



CHAPTER III

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

I. PURPOSES AND SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Purposes

The purposes of this study were to characterize swine producers

and their operation as to size, type of operation, production effi

ciency factors, fanning status, number of contacts with Extension, use

of Extension recommended swine production practices and to determine

the relationships between these factors.

Specific Objectives

The specific objectives of this study were:

1. To characterize the swine producers and their operations as

to size, type of operation, production efficiency factors, farming

status, number of contacts with Extension, and use of Extension recom

mended swine production practices.

2. To determine the relationship between characteristics of

swine operations, and the number of contacts with Extension.

3. To determine the relationship between the use of recommended

swine production practices and the number of contacts with Extension.

4. To determine the relationship between farming status and the

use of recommended swine production practices and the type of operation

(feeder pig or farrow-to-finish).

69
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5. To determine the relationship between the number of Exten

sion contacts and the type of operation (feeder pig or farrow-to-

finish) .

II. METHOD OF INVESTIGATION

The population of this study included feeder pig and market hog

producers in Tennessee. County Extension agents collected the data

through personal interviews and returned the completed surveys to the

Agricultural Extension Education Office.

The Extension agents were instructed to interview both feeder

pig and farrow-to-finish producers. The recommended sample size for

each county was as follows:

1. Interview fifteen feeder pig producers for the first fifty

producers and five additional interviews for each additional fifty

producers to a maximum of twenty-five interviews with feeder pig pro

ducers.

2. Interview ten farrow-to-finish producers or all farrow-to-

finish producers in counties with less than ten producers.

The "nth" number technique was to be used to identify producers

to be surveyed. Alternates were selected to replace those producers

who, for good reasons, could not be interviewed. Producers with less

than five sows were not included in the survey.

The survey instrument was developed by The University of Ten

nessee Agricultural Extension Specialist staff in the Swine and Agri

cultural Extension Departments.



71

The survey was conducted by agents in the participating counties

through personal interviews. The completed surveys were then returned

to the Agricultural Extension Education Office for analysis.

Method of Analysis

The data were coded and punched on computer cards. Computations

were made by The University of Tennessee Computing Center. The one way

analysis of variance F-test and the chi square test were used to deter

mine the strength of the relationship between dependent and independent

variables. The .05 probability level was accepted as significant,

III. MAJOR FINDINGS

Major findings were classified and presented under headings re

lated to the objectives of the study.

Characteristics of Swine Operations in 1979

1. Almost 43% of the producers farrowed 1 to 10 sows one time

within a 12-month period. The number of sows farrowed once ranged

from a low of 0 to a high of 350. The mean number of females farrowed

once was 9.2 sows.

2. Forty-seven percent of the producers farrowed 1 to 10 sows

twice within a 12-month period. The number of sows farrowed twice

ranged from a low of 0 to a high of 450 sows. The mean number of fe

males farrowed twice was 17.9 sows.

3. Almost 26% of the producers raised 61 to 120 pigs, to wean

ing. The number of pigs raised to weaning ranged from 0 for the low

to a high of 8500 pigs. The mean number of pigs raised to weaning was

275 pigs.
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4. Over 267o of the producers marketed 1 to 60 pigs as feeders.

The number of pigs raised to weaning ranged from a low of 0 to a high

of 7150 pigs sold. The mean number of pigs sold as feeders was 163

pigs.

5. Over 247o of the farrow-to-finish producers sold 11 to 70

hogs for slaughter. Over 15% sold more than 500 slaughter hogs. The

mean number of slaughter hogs sold was 122 while the low was 0 and the

high was 7400 hogs sold.

6. Over 497. of the producers were full time farmers. The other

50.7% were part time farmers.

7. About 427o of the farrow-to-finish producers fed their hogs

in a building, while 57.3% fed their hogs on the ground.

8. Some 41% of the farrow-to-finish producers sold their hogs

to a packer, while 28.4% sold to buying stations and 30.1% sold to

stockyards.

9. Only 13.6% of the farrow-to-finish producers sold their hogs

on a grade and yield program, while 43.1% sold by direct buying and

43.3% did not sell to a packer.

Extension Contacts Made by Producers in 1979

1, Over 38% of the swine producers did not attend any Extension

meetings, 39% attended 1 or 2 meetings, and 23.3% attended 3 or more

meetings. The mean number of meetings attended by swine producers was

1.7 while the low was 0 and the high was 65 Extension meetings attended.

2. Over 22% of the producers did not make any visits to the Ex

tension office. About 51% of the producers made 1 to 4 visits, 22.5%

made 5 to 12 visits, and 3,77. made 13 or more visits to the county
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Extension office. The mean number of office visits per producer was

2.9, the low was 0, and the high was 98.

3. Over 25% of the swine producers did not make any telephone

calls to the Extension office, but 48% made 1 to 4 calls and 22.4% made

5 to 12 telephone calls. The mean number of telephone calls was 3.7

while the low was 0 and the high was 60 telephone calls.

4. Twenty-four percent of the swine producers did not receive

any farm visits from Extension agents, but 51% received 1 to 3 visits.

The mean number of farm visits received was 2.8 per producer while the

low was 0 and the high was 31 farm visits.

5. Only 6.2% of the swine producers did not have any Extension

contacts. Over 32% had 1 to 5 contacts and 46.5% had 6 to 20 contacts.

The mean number of contacts was 11.1 while the low was 0 and the high

was 396 total contacts.

Use of Recommended Swine Production Practices in 1979

1. Only four of the recommended swine production practices were

not used by at least 50% of the producers. Those used by less than 50%

included vaccination for erysipelas, vaccination for atrophic rhinitis,

wash sows prior to farrowing, and vaccination of pigs for atrophic rhi

nitis.

2. Over thirty percent of the swine producers said pig scours

was their most serious pig production problem. Small litters and

uneven birth weight of pigs ranked second and third in order of impor

tance.

3. Over 607, of the swine producers used 8 to 14 of the recom

mended pig production practices. Almost three percent used all 14 of
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the pig production practices while only 2.1% did not use any of the

reconnnended practices.

Relationship Between the Number of Contacts Producers had with Exten

sion and Characteristics of Their Swine Operation

1. Full time and part time farmers did differ significantly in

terms of the number of contacts they had with Extension through meet

ings, office visits, telephone calls, farm visits and total Extension

contacts. Swine producers who were full time farmers attended signif

icantly more Extension meetings, made more visits and telephone calls

to the Extension office, received more farm visits from Extension

agents, and had more total Extension contacts than part time farmers.

2. Swine producers who fed their hogs in buildings did differ

significantly from those producers who fed their hogs on the ground in

terms of the number of Extension contacts. Producers who fed their

hogs in buildings attended significantly more Extension meetings, made

more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, received more

farm visits from Extension agents, and had more total Extension con

tacts than producers who fed their hogs on the ground.

3. Significant relationships were foxmd between the producers'

method of marketing hogs (i.e., packer, buying station, stockyard) and

the number of Extension contacts. Producers who marketed directly to

the packer made a larger ntnnber of telephone calls to the Extension

office, received more farm visits from Extension agents, and had more

total Extension contacts than those vdio marketed through buying sta

tions or stockyards. Producers who marketed through buying stations
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attended more Extension meetings than those who marketed through a

packer or to stockyards.

4. Swine producers who marketed their hogs on a grade and

yield program did differ significantly from producers who sold by

direct buying or who did not sell to a packer in terms of the number

of Extension contacts. Producers who sold their hogs on grade and

yield made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office,

received more farm visits, and had more total Extension contacts than

those who sold by direct buying or who did not sell to a packer.

Relationship Between Recommended Swine Production Practices Used and

the Number of Extension Contacts

1. There was a significant relationship between the use of

nine of the recommended swine production practices and the number of

contacts with Extension through meetings, office visits, telephone

calls, and the total number of Extension contacts. These practices

were:

(a) Vaccination for leptospirosis,

(b) Vaccination for erysipelas,

(c) Vaccination for atrophic rhinitis,

(d) Wash sows prior to farrowing,

(e) Clip pigs' needle teeth,

(f) Vaccinate pigs for atrophic rhinitis,

(g) Feed nursing sows as recommended,

(h) Give pigs iron shots, and

(i) Creep feed nursing pigs.
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The swine producers who used these nine practices (i.e., each

practice) attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more

visits and telephone calls to the Extension office, and received a

larger number of farm visits from Extension agents resulting in more

total Extension contacts than those producers who did not use these

practices.

2, The swine producers who were using the recommended practices

of treating sows for lice and increasing feed to pregnant sows, did

differ significantly from those not using these practices in terms of

the number of telephone calls to the Extension office. Those producers

who treated their sows for lice and who increased feed to pregnant sows

before farrowing made significantly more telephone calls to the Exten

sion office than those who did not use these practices.

3, The swine producers who followed recommendations for feeding ,

dry sows did differ significantly from those not using this practice

in terms of the number of contacts with Extension through meetings,

telephone calls, and farm visits received. The producers who fed their

sows as recommended attended significantly more Extension meetings

and made more telephone calls to the Extension office than those not

using this practice. However, producers who did not feed dry sows as

recommended received significantly more farm visits from Extension

agents than producers who used this practice.

4, The swine producers who used the recommended practice of

worming sows before farrowing did differ significantly from those not

using these practices in terms of the number of Extension contacts

through meetings, office visits, and telephone calls. Producers who
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wormed their sows before farrowing attended a significantly larger

nvimber of Extension meetings and made more visits and telephone calls

to the Extension office than those who did not use the practice.

5. The swine producers who followed Extension recommendations

for cleaning farrowing quarters between litters did differ significantly

from those not using the practice in terms of the number of contacts

with Extension through office visits and telephone calls, and total

Extension contacts. The producers who properly cleaned their farrowing

quarters made significantly more visits and telephone calls to the

Extension office and had significantly more total contacts with Exten~

sion than those producers who did not use the practice,

6. The swine producers who used the recommended practice of

feeding antibiotics during the finishing period did differ significantly

from those not using this practice in terms of the number of contacts

with Extension through meetings, telephone calls, and total Extension

contacts. The producer who fed antibiotics during the finishing period

attended significantly more Extension meetings, made more telephone

calls, and had more total Extension contacts than those not using this

practice.

7. The swine producers who used the recommended practice of

feeding weaned pigs a 16% protein ration did differ significantly from

those not using the practice in terms of the nvnnber of farm visits re

ceived from Extension agents. The producers who fed weaned pigs a

recommended 16% protein ration received significantly more farm visits

from Extension agents than did those producers not using the practice.



78

8. The swine producers who used the recommended practices of

woming weaned pigs and treating pigs for lice did not differ signifi

cantly from those who did not use the practices in terms of the ntimbers

of Extension contacts.

9. The total number of recommended practices used by producers

was significantly related to the nxmber of contacts with Extension

through meetings, office visits, telephone calls, farm visits received

from agents, and total Extension contacts. Producers who used more of

the recommended practices attended significantly more Extension meet

ings, made more visits and telephone calls to the Extension office,

received more farm visits from Extension agents, and had more total

Extension contacts than producers who used fewer practices.

10. Thirty-one percent of the swine producers indicated that

their most serious pig production problem was pig scours. The next

most serious problems were small litters and uneven weight of pigs at

birth. A significant relationship was found between the responses to

this pig production problem question and the nvtmber of Extension meet

ings attended by producers.

Relationships Between Farming Status and Use of Recommended Practices

and Type of Operation (Feeder Pig or Farrow-to-Finish)

1. There was a significant relationship between the use of 13

of the 14 recommended swine production practices and the type of swine

operation (feeder pig or farrow-to-finish). These practices were;

(a) Vaccination for leptospirosis,

(b) Vaccination for erysipelas,

(c) Vaccination for atrophic rhinitis.



79

(d) Feed dry sows,

(e) Worm sows before farrowing,

(f) Treat sows for lice,

(g) Wash sows before farrowing,

(h) Increase feed to pregnant sows, t

(i) Clip pig's needle teeth,

(j) Vaccinate pigs for atrophic rhinitis,

(k) Feed nursing sows,

(1) Give pigs iron shots, and

(m) Clean farrowing quarters.

Each of these 13 practices was used by a significantly larger

percentage of farrow-to-finish than feeder pig producers.

2. There was no significant difference between the use of the

practice of creep feeding pigs by feeder pig or farrow-to-finish pro

ducers.

3. The most serious pig production problem for feeder pig and

farrow-to-finish producers was pig scours. However, the differences in

responses to the pig production problems were not significant between

feeder pig and farrow-to-finish producers.

4. Full time and part time farmers did differ significantly as

to their type of swine operation. A significantly larger percentage of

the full time farmers were farrow-to-finish operators.

Relationships Between Numbers of Extension Contacts and Types of Opera

tion (Feeder Pig or Farrow-to-Finish)

Farrow-to-finish producers did differ significantly from feeder

pig producers in the numbers of contacts they made with Extension,
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Farrow-to-finish producers, when compared to feeder pig producers, made

significantly more contacts with Extension through meetings, office

visits, telephone calls, farm visits, and total Extension contacts.

IV. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the findings of this study, the implications and

recommendations below are drawn.

1. Almost 30% of the swine producers surveyed used less than 7

of the 14 recommended pig production practices. There was a significant

positive relationship between the use of 9 of the 18 recommended pro

duction practices and Extension contacts. Therefore, efforts should be

made to contact those people who are not using recommended practices.

2. Only 6.2% of the swine producers had no contacts with Exten

sion through one or more of the contact methods (i.e., meetings, office

visits, telephone calls, or farm visits). Although the percentage of

the population that is not being reached seems small, the highly sig

nificant relationship between Extension contacts and practice use

would indicate the need to reach this group.

3. Significantly more of the farrow-to-finish producers used

each of 13 of the 14 recommended pig production practices when compared

to feeder pig producers. Farrow-to-finish farmers also made a signifi

cantly larger number of contacts with Extension dtiring the 12-month

period when compared to feeder pig producers. Since farrow-to-finish

producers tended to be larger famers and full time farmers, it would

seem that extra Extension efforts should be directed toward the smaller,

part time farmer who primarily produces feeder pigs.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

Similar studies should routinely be conducted In all work areas

to determine points needing emphasis In Extension educational programs

for planning. Implementation and reporting purposes.



 � 

 

 

 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY

- ./. .: . . ,-i.

-■

r •'•.

' .'•■ .. 'i

• ' ."i - - . - *. ; ■* ' " ■ • • ■ , .«' ' ■:-.
" V< " -' --4 • ■,» ' ' > , f ^ ■ • -

■ "-. : ."V. - - ■■ ■ " >■ . 'v- 'J

'■■- ■: ■ ' ■ ■■' ■ ''5-' -i-.
. ' . . V - ■:



BIBLIOGRAPHY

1. Amett, Melvin H. "Influence of Selected Factors on Numbers of
Office Visits and Telephone Calls Made to the Wilson County Ex
tension Office, Lebanon, Tennessee." Unpublished Master's The
sis, The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, 1973.

2. Cary, Thomas E. "Description and Evaluation of the Tennessee Agri
cultural Extension Service Practice Checklist Survey Approach
to Establishing Educational Priorities and Evaluating Progress."
Unpublished Master's Thesis, The University of Tennessee, Knox
ville, 1975.

3. Freeman, Pat Perkins. "Relationship Between Characteristics of
Grade A Dairy Producers, Their Farming Operation and Their Use
of Management Practices and the Number of Contacts They Had with
Extension." Unpublished Master's Thesis, The University of
Tennessee, Knoxville, 1978.

4. Gordon, Michael E. "Relationship Between Number of Contacts Hay-
wood County, Tennessee, Feeder Pig Producers Had with the Agri
cultural Extension Service and the Management of Their Feeder
Pig Operation." Unpublished Master's Thesis, The University of
Tennessee, Knoxville, 1977.

5. Jenkins, Jamieson H. "Relationship Between Selected Characteristics
of Soybean Producers and Their Management Practices and Partici
pation in the Extension Program in Fayette County, Tennessee,"
Unpublished Master's Thesis, The University of Tennessee, Knox
ville, 1977.

6. McLemore, Marcus F. "Selected Farm Characteristics of Swine Pro
ducers in Tennessee and Their Use of Recommended Production Prac

tices in Relationship to the Number of Contacts Producers had
with County Extension Agents." Unpublished Master's Thesis, The
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, 1979.

7. O'Neal, James G. Leader, Extension Animal Science, Swine, The Uni
versity of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service, Interview,
1980.

8. Tennessee Agricultural Statistics. 1979 Annual Bulletin. Tennessee
Crop Reporting Service, Bulletin T-16, 1979.

9. The University of Tennessee Extension Service. "Summary Tennessee
Feeder Pig Sales, 1978." Mimeograph, College of Agriculture,
Knoxville, 1978,

83



84

10. The University of Tennessee Extension Service. "Trends In Tennes
see Hog Production." College of Agriculture, Knoxvllle, 1978,

11. United States Department of Agriculture, Economics and Statistics
and Cooperative Service. "Another Revolution In U.S. Farming?"
Agriculture Information Bulletin No. 433, 1980.

12. United States Department of Agriculture, 1975 Yearbook of Agricul
ture. That We May Eat.

13. Wilson, Meredith C. and Gladys Gallup. "Extension Teaching Meth
ods." Extension Service Circular 495, Washington, B.C., Federal
Extension Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1955.

14. Yabaya, Solomon Ahyuwa. "Relationships Between the Frequency of
Contacts Com Producers in Tennessee Had With County Extension
Agents and Their Adoption of Eight Com Production Practices."
Unpublished Master's Thesis, The University of Tennessee, Knox
vllle, 1978.



�
 � 

�� �

V

;
.. ' .

APPENDIX

"V
-V ''V*: 



 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE

1979 SWINE SURVEY

Feeder Pig and Slaughter Hog Production

Name of Producer Address

1 Card Number

(1)

County_ Date

(2) (3) (4)

_0 Respondent Number
(5) (6)

Part I; Pig Production

Note: Part I is to be completed for both the feeder pig
producers and the farrow-to-finish producers.

A. General

(7) (8) (9)

(10) (11) (12)

(13) (14) (15) (16)

(17) (18) (19) (20)

(21) (22) (23) (24)

(25) (26) (27)

(28)

TAEE 4161
Revised 9-79

1, Over the past 12-months how many females
actually farrowed:

a. Once? (Actual number)

b. Twice? (Actual number)

2» Over the past 12-months, how many pigs
were raised to weaning? (Actual number)

3. How many pigs were marketed:

a. As feeders? (Actual number)

b. For slaughter? (Actual nimiber)

4. At what weight do you normally sell your
pigs? (Actual weight)

5. Are you a full time or a part time farmer?
(1 = Full time, 2 = Part time)
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B. Lead Questions and Recommended Pig Production Practices
Note: Agent should record producer's response to the Lead
question in the blank provided, then decide whether or not
the recommended practice was followed,

1. Lead question for Practice #1: a) Do you vaccinate
sows for Leptospirosis? no, yes b) How often
do you vaccinate sows for Leptospirosis? times/
year

(29) Practice #1: Vaccinate sows twice per year for Leptospi
rosis (1 = no, 2 = yes)

2. Lead questions for Practice #2: a) Do you vaccinate
sows for Erysipelas? no, yes b) How often
do you vaccinate sows for Erysipelas? times
per year

Practice #2: Sows vaccinated twice per year for Erysipelas
(30) (1 = no, 2 - yes)

3, Lead questions for Practice #3: Do you vaccinate
sows for Atrophic Rhinitis? no, yes b) How
often do you vaccinate sows for Atrophic Rhinitis?

times per year

Practice #3: Vaccinate sows twice per year for Atrophic
(31) Rhinitis (1 no, 2 = yes)

4, Lead questions for Practice #4: How many pounds
of feed per day are fed to dry sows during summer
months? pounds per day b) How many pounds
of feed per day are fed to dry sows during winter
months? pounds per day

Practice #4: Feed dry sows 4 to 5 pounds per day in the
(32) summer and 6 to 7 pounds per day in winter (1 = no, 2 = yes)

5. Lead questions for Practice #5: Do you worm sows
before farrowing? no, yes

Practice #5: Worm sows before farrowing (1 = no, 2 = yes)
(33)

6. Lead questions for Practice #6: Do you treat sows
for lice prior to farrowing? no, yes

Practice #6: Treat sows for lice before each farrowing
(34) (1 = no, 2 = yes)

7, Lead question for Practice #7: Do you wash your sows
before each farrowing? no, yes
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Practice VA?: Wash sows prior to each farrowing (1 = no,
(35) 2 = yes)

8. Lead questions for Practice #8: a) Do you increase
the amount of feed fed to pregnant sows 2 to 3
weeks before farrowing? no, yes b) How
many pounds of feed are given sows each day 2 to 3
weeks prior to farrowing? pounds feed per day

Practice #8: Increase the amount of feed fed pregnant
(36) sows 2 to 3 weeks before farrowing (1 = no, 2 = yes)

9. Lead questions for Practice #9; a) Do you clip
each pig's needle teeth? no, yes b) When
do you clip needle teeth? days old

(37)
Practice #9: Clip pig's needle teeth (1 = no, 2 = yes)

10, Lead questions for Practice #10: a) Do you vaccinate
pigs for Atrophic Rhinitis? no, yes b) How
many times are pigs vaccinated for Atrophic Rhinitis?

times

Practice #10: Vaccinate pigs twice for Atrophic Rhinitis
(38) (1 = no, 2 = yes)

11, Lead question for Practice #11: How many pounds of
feed per day are fed to nursing sows? pounds
per day

_____ Practice #11: Nursing sows fed recommended pounds of feed
(39) per day (1 = no, 2 = yes)

12, Lead question for Practice #12: Are pigs farrowed in
confinement given Iron Shots? no, yes

Practice #12: Give Iron Shots within three (3) days to
(40) pigs farrowed in confinement (1 = no, 2 = yes)

13, Lead question for Practice #13: Do you Creep Feed
your pigs? no, yes

Practice #13: Feed pigs an 18 to 20% Creep Feed (1 = no,
(41) 2 = yes)

14, Lead question for Practice #14: Do you thoroughly clean
the farrowing quarters after sows are removed? _; no,

yes

Practice #14: Thoroughly clean farrowing quarters after
(42) sows are removed (1 = no, 2 = yes)



(44) (45)

(46) (47)

(48) (49)
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C. Pig Production Problem

During the past 12 months, what do you consider
(43) the one most serious problem you have had in the

production of feeder pigs? (1 = pig scours, 2 =
small litters, 3 = uneven weight of pigs at birth,
4 = sows fail to milk, 5 = downer sows, 6 = sows
fail to breed, 7 = other)

D. Number of Contacts Feeder Pig and Slaughter Hog
Producers Had with Extension Agents
Note: This section is to be completed for each
swine producer interviewed in this survey (i.e.,
the feeder pig producers and the slaughter hog
producers)

1. How many Extension meetings of all types did
you attend during the previous 12 months?
(Actual number)

2. How many visits did you make to the Exten
sion office during the past 12 months?
(Actual number)

3. How many telephone calls did you make to the
Extension office during the past 12 months?
(Actual number)

(50) (51) 4. How many farm visits did you receive from
Extension agents during the past 12 months?
(Actual number)

Part II: Slaughter Hog Production - from Weaning to Market

Note: Part II is to be completed for farrow-to-finish
producers only (e.g. this excludes producers who finish
purchased pigs only and those who produce feeder pigs
only)

A. General

1. Do you feed hogs in a building or on the
(52) grovind? (1 = Building, 2 = Groimd)

2, At what weight do you sell your slaughter
(53) (54) (55) hogs? (Actual pounds)

3. How do you market your hogs? (1 = Packer,
(56) 2 = Hog buying station, 3 = Stock yard)
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4. If slaughter hogs are sold to a packer, do
(57) you sell by direct buying or on the basis of

grade and yield? (1 = Don't sell to packer,
2 = Direct buying, 3 = Grade and yield)

B. Lead Questions and Recommended Slaughter Hog Pro
duction Practices

1. Lead question for Practice #1: Do you worm
your pigs during the finishing period?

no, yes

Practice #1; Worm pigs early during finishing
(58) period (1 = no, 2 = yes)

2. Lead question for Practice i^2: What percent
protein do you feed the pigs from weaning to
125 pounds? Percent Protein

Practice #2: Feed pigs 16 percent protein from
(59) weaning to at least 100 - 125 pounds (1 = no,

2 = yes)

3. Lead questions for Practice #3: a) Do you
treat pigs for lice after weaning age?

no, yes b) How often do you treat
them? Times

Practice #3: Treat weaned pigs for lice (1 = no.
(60) 2 = yes)

4. Lead question for Practice #4: Do you feed
antibiotics during the finishing period?

no, yes

Practice #4: Feed antibiotics during the finish-
(61) ing period (1 = no, 2 = yes)
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