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:L ,A.s  during  reGen,t  years ever. increasing at ten ti on
:,is  .beinggiven. to. the utilis.ation  of pas tur.es  by pigs ,.  it

se-ems worth.<whi:le  .ts  exami,ne  the. intrinsic worth Of some of
the 7methods  of grazi.ng  wh5ch  a.re  being practise.d.  or .advocated,C‘.

The ,observat.ions  herein relate essentially to
. ’ .farms  which consist dominantly of grassland and whi’ob  engage

in pi.g  keeping as a side line designed: usually to, brf.ng ab0u.t
.better  returns- from dairy by-products.. He.n,ce’farms  on which
pig-keeping is the ma:in  ven.ture  or on,. jflhich  arable, ‘.groppi-ng
is extensive are’  defini-tely  excluded from aonsi  dera’t$,dn  b,.’  ,’  . .

On tb-e farms which are.  to be cor@i.dered.:,the  ourre,nt
‘~“uti:lk’Sation  of grassland by pigs is of four pr$bipal  types.

-yyp(TJ  f :, Pigs have acoess  to. practically no grassland.
: This?  practice, though  it i-s da.indling  in -populari$y,;and. :Pas

” few if any. advoaates, is sti  11 practised  by >a  ‘c.on’~i‘derable
numbe.r  . ,.,’  ‘/, .a -: :;

Type 2:’  Pigs have -oontinnous,  access to, one ,re:lat$vely
!’ ~larga~:paddock,
‘,

say .l to 3 or .4  acres geneSa,ll3i-,acc‘ording
-to the:- number of pigs.. This type- of uGi.l5:sati’on”,~aa:~,few

: t:adv’ocates, .:but  many prac  ti ti oners.
.’  @rt?ferabl

I t  i s  ‘dis,ti.nqtly
e to Type 1. .’

,

:- Its  principal advantages are (1) in a,whole  year
.’ ‘-.the.ipigs  consume a considerable. amount of leaf ; nutrit-ious

i”:  grass,, (2)  I t  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  inexpens5ve, (37.. G i v e n  ,”
-& :f(; ;“proper fencing the pigs are confined and the danger .of

‘damage by wandering pigs is eliminated.

: Its .main  : disadvantages are (1) there 5-s  comparatively
j’ .,lit.tle.grass  available when it .is most ne.eded,  t’.e.,  ‘wbn the;:

I. supply of’ .dairy.pr:oducts  2s -at a min’imum. ( 2) The’re is
. - surplus feed. available in Summer when ther;l?  is also- a.
,‘; p’lentiful  supply of .&airy by-products. (3)..Eventually
the ‘feed- available from the pas-tures usually: deteriorates

in. -‘@ali ty - .qlovers  decrease.;. grass tenj,dB.  to dom$.n.ate-  and
’ ,jto.-Increase in grossness or eoars.eness.

Type 3: I?igs graze in a series of small.paddoeks  -fn  a
” ,mati.ner  wh$c;h  h a s  .been  termed.rotational  graz,ing.  A ’
-pub’U  shed description of the small paddock sys tern Prritte.n  by

M r .  tie  .M.  Peirson,an officer of the. Waikato Pig-recordsng
Club,.;:indicates  ,that t o  acoomo’da.te a  pig-ke.egiog  o u t f i t .

‘,-bGSed..  on 5 to 6. sows two ,.ac.res o.f  grassland nou1.d be
:: ,&bd1’vide-dAnto  10 small paddocks beyond whi.ch  <the  pigs g0ul.d

., ,n:‘o.t  :be allowed .to  graze. Such a lay-out involves over half
a!i:&.E:e  ‘of fe,nces  a.nd  gates together with piprng,  -etc.,  for
t.li’e-,,~~s.tri~buti-on  of water and of dairy by-products e Thfs

.“.o:alls  for ,o.onside.rable expenditure %h-ich,  it is Glaimed
~is.‘~justifi~ed  ,beaause  it enables the pigs to have rTaS  far as

.’  poSsible a ,..fa:,rly .conti-nuous supply’ .of grass in the leafy
s t a g e  0’T

-It .zeems  to be agreed :t,ha,t  tbe sma.11  paddock
+ystem  -when:?opera-ted.  aitb ,sui  table equipment facili tate.s.

the .:conven’ien  t and. systematgb’  feeding  of pigs e But the
‘..advooates  of -the small paddock system a.ttribute  to it muoh

.more  important -,advantages;. they, claim @at in addition .f t
p-rovides markedly whol.espme  .and .profi  table conditions of
pig  kebping  o On the other- hand farmers .w.ho  are quit83

-
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-“r:’ experienoed  an& r.elatj.vely  sueoessful in pSg  keeping
contend that. they would not employ the.small paddock

i3g;tem  eve! k.f~‘they  were  o f f e red  f’ree of  cost  the  fenc ing ,
e.,. ental:ledr i n  P’ts  layou,t -- a layout whi oh oosts  the

greaterV  part  of 3200,  in providing paddock a0Oorrw.oaatfo~
to a.ope  with, the s-ki:m,mi-lk  from an average herd of 35
to 45 oows;. /

Such farmers attach muoh  weight to certain
disadvantages of the small paadoOk  sys tern.

Ia the first ,place  over a wide range of
conditions in Winter and early Spring when utimally leafy
feed 9s par ti ctularly  needed, the small paddooks are ‘poedhed:
or produotive of oompar.atively  little feed.

--L

Eventually , a-nd indeea.  fairly soon, the feed,
from the small  padd-ooks  deteriorates substantially;  i’t
beoomes  less wholesome and less .a ttraotive. Thi-se  3i,s  he’ld
to bet due to unavoidable changes in the compo&ti.on of’ the
ewwaf3  in. the sma,ll  padaocks, changes which are a necessary
aooompaniment  of the enrichment of the soil re.sulti,ug  fr,om
the concentrated feeding of milk by-prorlucts,  e tc:#.,  to. the.
psgs  0 How great this enrishment is may be gauged from
the fact that for eaah sow kept in an efficient pS;g  keeping
us$  t of the sort und-er  c,onsideration  from 14 to, 16 t.ons,  0.f.
skim. milk is fed annually. After allowance 2s tiaae  for
fertilising  material removed in pig-flesh sold, there
remains from the skim mfPk  material of fertiliMng  value
equivalent to at least 2 tons of sutlphate of 8mmoni.a.  17
cwt. of’  superphosphate and 12 cwt. of 30$ potash on t: &ores
annually. Fhis is irrespective of any fertilising
material introduced by the feeding of meals,  grains.,. e.t,c.

Critics of the small paaa00k  sys tern assert that
it would be .much  better, to have such fertilising  mater%&1
distrS.batea  as eve.nly  BS possible over twelve OP. twenty
8eres, instead of on 2 acres; distributed over the larger
area it would lead to Improvement, whereas concentrated on
the smaller area  it leads to deterioration. The  pro,@goni&
of the small paddock system counters by saying “it may be
advisable to shift the layout from time to t5me.m It.  may,
be taken that Sn practice the labour  entailed in s,uc.h  a
shifting will lead often to its not being done even mhen
advisable.

The ohange  in the composition of -the pastures in
‘the small paddocks consequent upon the enrichment of the
soil is considered  to be of basic importance. T h e  c h a n g e
normally consists of the suppression of clovers  and the
dominanoe  of grasses, ; often, ryegrass. Considerable
field experience shows that the resultant herbage is not
attractive ma even, if kept in a short, leafy stage of
growthsit may be expected  to be relatively poor in mineral
matter which is of much  moment in pig raising. Hence
there s&ems  good ground for questioning the olaim  of advo-  4
oates of the small  paddock system that .i  t bri.ngs about  the
provision of markedly wholesome herbage O The small paddook
system is else  crit%cieed  on the score of sost. Even if
it were oharacterised by all tbe important  advantages
claimed for i%, which is not admitted by many, it is held
that its cost would oft;en  make it impractgcable.

Some of those who criticise  the small pa@2obk
system of pig grazing are not simply destructive critics.

They propound and practise  an alternative system which
oonstitute$  the .4th  type of pasture utilisation by pigs
which is to be considered‘
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7.:
. 1mportan.t  features of the 4hh type of utilisatioh are its

sfmpli  oi ty and ,cheapness..
are+

Its  essent ia l  features  br ie f ly

i* AS  far as possible the higs graze over fields of many
aaies the feed from whlich  is oonsumed  mainly by’dairy cattlle.

!:
2. hormally  the grazing is arrange,d  in sudti  a w&y as to
.assure the  p i g s
grassland -

rece iv ing  highly nutriti’ous &ed  f&tn  the
fresh’,’ leafi  and s8tisfaotorilg  rich  in olover.

’ Bs far a.6  is known’ ho one has evolved iand put
into practioe  what, he oonsiders  a perfect,pyoc3edure  of
this type, and so one must be, oontent  herein to outline
briefly’ the methods and results  of two farmers.

First of these is Mri.  J. Lauridsen, Lintdh.

.A.

ted whdlly
L a s t  y e a r  Mr.- Lauridsen kept  5  BOWS.  whidhwere

on grass  except fo$ about 2 weeks  before
farrowing’and for 5 to 6 weeks following farrowidg;  after
which the young pigs were weaned-and the sows returned .
to grass  alone. Uben  on g&Ass  the sows :w,ere’in  some of
the best pastures on the farmi the,  bulk of the  feed of
which Ps czonsumed  by the dairy cows. Be twdeti  farrowing
and weaning the sows and litters occupy a convenient high
quality pasture of about lk aores. Ghen the ,grass is
short and in scant supply as it 1s:  ‘likely to b&in Bate

very

Winte’r  and ,early  Spring the sows are given a limited amount ’
of :.o:hti,u  moellie,r. Actually during the past Winter the
sows received practically nothing but whizt -they o.btai,ned
from the pastures, As far as possible be twoen  weaning and
slaugbtsrPng  as porkers, the pigs are penned and fed’ wholly
on skim milk, but should the supply of skim milk at ,any
time ,not be adequate enough to maintain a satisfactory
rate of growth in all the growing as dis  tint t from ‘the
b:re+ding  pigs then some of the growing ones past the .
w@ning stage are given access  to pastures- .to  supplement
the sk&m  milk.

The results obtained by Mr. Lauridsen seem
significant. His sales,  almost wholly in the porker stage
are equivalent to .55  lb. of pig flesh for, every hundred
pounds of butter+f,at  psoauoed. This compares interestinglyS
with returns of .54 lb. of pig flesh for every’hundred pound9
of butterfat &ted by Messrs,. Phillips and .Hale  in evidence
submitted to the Dairy Commfssion. In the latter case, the
coat  of mea.1,  e t c . , w a s  approtimately  5/4d.  f o r  e a c h  p i g
sold, whereas in’Mr. Lauridsenls case it was 3/-.

Incidentally Mr. Lauridsen sold a greater total
oumber  of pigs j.n. the previous season than last year, but
details of weights are not available, For the year Mr.
Lauridsen sold 15 pigs for each sow kept which is slightly
better than the piga-sold-to-sow  ratio in the resulta  oited
by Messrs. Phillips and Hale (123 pigs sold from 9 SOWS.  )

A second  iaimer  wh,o  employs methods of pas&ure
utillsation by pigs essentially similar to those employed
by Mr. Lauiidsen’  obta9ned  the best results noted and features
as Farmer B in the published report of Manawatu  P%g  Zecoyding
and Development Club. This farmer produced 48 lb. of
pig flesh per 100 lb. of butterfat. His total meal
puraha.ses  aire  unusually low relative to the gross returna
(22. 2 .  0  meal  .oosts; 2116. 18. 8 gross returns.) This
is partly due. to the fact that the feed from dairy by-
products and pastures was splpplemented  by grain and peas
grown on the farm?  ( 0n this farm  &he pigs graze systematic-
ally over several, pastures t;otall.y  about  20 acres, in such
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a way that they graze  leafy, nutritious pastures the grow th
of  which is,  controZled  by the dairy  c.ows.

Certain aspects of the procedure of the farmers
mentioned seem to call for some comment. The fact that
Mr. Lauridsea’s sows maintain themselves  for 36 to 38
weeks of eaoh  year essei;  LL.7  ?A;; on pastceti  .Is  interesting
in relation to recent work by the ;s&-:::i-  of Agriculture of
C-bridge University. As  the  resul t  O f  ,t;iG;;  Cr:,r?:.,

Dr.-,Woodman  states in the Uarch,  1934, Journal of the ,
English, Ministry of Agriculture. --

,lrBs  ‘regards in-pi’g sows being permitted unrestricted
grazing, the herbage  so secured (say 12 to 15 lb.) ,
if .y.oung  grass, should- be looked upon as furnis,hing
the equivalent of no more than about 2 lb. of meal;
and if more mature grass about l* ‘lb. Indeed, in
view’ of the energy expended by the  sows in grazing
a;nd  moving about, it -is probably safer to Qssume  that
these figures over-state the case for grass,*

It is slightly unfortunate that the  weight of
& in-pig sows is not indica.ted  definitely. Marshall
and Halnan, also of the Cambridge School of Agriculture.,
state on page 348 of “Physiology of Par,m  Animals” (19.323
tha:t  the bare maintenance ration of pigs of 200 to 258 lb.
live Feight  is the-equivalent of 3.6 to 3.87of meal d&ply.
And,.in  Voodma.nls  a.rticle  already quoted he writes, wi t-hout
quks’ti oning:  -, ‘,i . .

“A  colleague 8 ta ted recently ea.*.. i; has always been
found necessary even when grass is abundant to feed
at least 4 lb. of meal per head to”mointabfn  the animals

in good condi tion. IT
.

It seems that the Cambridge workers have satisfied
themselves that pigs cannot maintain -themselves on pastur6s
alone. Yet, Mr. .Lauridsen  has demonstrated in practice
that  they  can d o  80,~ And Mr. Lauridsen’,s  performance in
this regard is not at all unique - other farmers in the ;,
Manawatu District and doubtless in other districts have
managed sows’ in a similar way and obtained similarly good
results.

The feeding of sows on grass alone between eaoh
weaning and farrowing is of great practical moment beoause
i t  increases  t&e  proport ion of  skim milk  avai lable  as a
dilutedconcentrate for use in rapid flesh production
by the pi-gs for slaughter.

It ha,s  been urged against the ‘feeding of sows
on grass alone that while .s.ows  so fed might seem
satis,fa+tory  in oondi @on their litters would be unsatis-
fat tory -’ wea.kl$ngs  , and pigs’ @aa .at .birth  would be unduly
pumerou?. This ‘has, not beenso rn  several ,5nstances
which have been inves tSga&ed.; It is conceivable that the
uee  of pa.stures badly balanced in botanical composition
woal’dprovide a di,et deficient in .mineral  matter a.nd  result ,
in poor litters,’ bu$ the’pastares  in the instanoes under
o.bservation  were not badly balanced - the proportion of
o1ove.rranged  from good to very good - and ab the ptistures
were grazed in a distinctly leafy stage, their content of
mine’ral matter would be rela.tively  high.

It may be as me11 at this .stage  to distinguish
between a practiaal  possibility and sound farm practiae;
it is held merely that feeding sows on pastures alone has



.been  shown t%  be a practical $ossibility; it by n’o means
f o l l o w s  nece+$arily t h a t  eco:nomically  :it . i s  qouna  p r a c t i c e  -
dairy cols’  oan. be maintained ‘0.n pastures alone, but it is
not necessarfky  sound  eoonomically  to a0 eo.

Mr.. ,Lauridsen’s practice  of aeaning at 5 to 6
weeks is value@ by himyfor  assuring a second litter  at a
timely stage relative to feed supplies. I t  is interest ing
to note that iJii p. Jacques in Modern Fig Ke4~5hg..;..p~b2ished
in 1930 by Cas$ell 1 s 8 ta.tes: - ‘$1n Denmark pigs are tieaoed
at four weeks;”

One of the purposes behind Ur.  Lauridsen’s method
of weaning, i.e., the adjustment of feed requirements to
feed supplies is refleated Sn  his sales. This .is illustrated
in those;  s? !:m!j ?~its3n  35ich  were  as  fo3kows:-

Peri 0a.m-m

July-August
Sep tembe  E-Oc  tober
November-D~~cr;l::b~r
January-February
March-April
May-June

-m--w

75

Underlying such sales is a pianOed  adjustment
Of  f e e d  reQili~3Lilai;‘;2 Fn feed oroduction  on the farm - a
type of. adjustment about ahicn  zjllti::‘, z:zcr  to  be  consfder-
able neglect.

Disadvant@.gss Attributed to Extensive Grazing
of Pigs,

PC----

Three ob,jections  commonly are raised to the
grazing of p%gs on wide range.

1. Damage to pastures is held to result from the ‘9?ootingUS
: habit of the pigs. This danger can be obviatea  by suitable

lTringinglT  of the pigs.

2. It is held that ordinary fencing @ould be insufficient
to keep pigs from roamrng  widely even on to other farms with
Consequent  damage to crops, etc.

Several farmers whose pigs are kept on wide ran’ge
affirm definitely that the pigs as a rule do not pass through

a. reasonably well .made  and maintained seven-v!ire  fence and
. I observation seems certainly to confirm this view.

3. Et is held that pigs on wide range would be’subject to
tuberoular infection from .grazing herbage contaminated by
tubercular infected cc&e  D On %his point the opinion of the
Director oP  the Livestock Division is that  there mould  he
sowi danger of,infection.,in  the manner specified, that in
practice the aangek  woixld  not be great; that it &ould
probably be offs6 t by the greater vitality with consequent
greater general resis tancz to disease w~bioh  would result from

’ the free consumption of leafy herb&g5  of high digestibility
and miner&i. content and that in short the incidence of
disease In pigs on wide range would probably be less than in
pigs confined to small  paddocks.



(5) That i ’ n p5g grmiog  dry brzcrding Sil,i~alS ha-ie  .been
‘minkafnea wholly on the .feed  gu$:hertiC  “2  wide graiing

mi:th  cotieequen  t goa&  resu$ts. ,. _’
( 6 )  .Tti&‘t  ‘aide  range gr&inp  uvcfda  ‘GO a do‘hs,i&$f&bis
extent the disadvantages ofJthe  s,mall.  padd’ck  s$s tern... ,4: I [ > ,;;’ . .

.None  of the methods of .pastu& ,80$1@$56h b,y ’
.p$gS,  ~~hich h a s  heen ‘o~,~~Y~c~~.  T :: :-:..~..s~lii~,~~ ‘i-j ~s-i.ti.~is  Wvenseci
as &I  id,e@. o n e  - so far e-no.q%  cr@rpe&~$,i@  sttidy has ndf
WGn &?.rrie.a  to warra,nt  .the formation of a&finite  cdnclusionti2


