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Abstract: Pseudorabies (PR) is caused by the Pseudorabies virus (PRV). It is an acute and hot
highly contagious disease infecting livestock and a wide range of wild animals. In order to investi-
gate the relationship between latent infection of Pseudorabies virus and sow production perform-
ance, this study collected production parameters of first-parity sows with wild virus gE positive
and negtive in a Pseudorabies positive stable intensive farm, including total litter size, healthy
litter size, weak litter size, stillbirths, mummified fetus, litter weight, number of weaning live,

number of weaning qualified and weaning weight. And compared the production performance of
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PRV gE antibody negative and positive sows in the same intensive pig farm. The study showed
that each PRV gE antibody negative sow could produce 11. 96 live piglets per parity. Additionally,
PRV gE antibody negative sow could provide more alive, weaning and weaning qualified piglets
per parity than infection sows, which were 0.63, 0.18 and 0. 28, respectively. Although the
average birth weight and average weaning weight of piglets produced by PRV gE antibody
positive sows were higher than those produced by negative sows, the weaning qualified rate of
antibody negative sows was higher than that of antibody positive sows, indicating that the weaning
live piglets produced by antibody negative sows had higher uniformity. In summary, the production
performance of PRV gE antibody positive sows was lower than that of the negative sows. Eradi-
cation of PR can bring higher profit to the pig farm. Pig farm should actively eradicate the PR.

Key words: Pseudorabies; intensive pig farm; infection with the wild virus; production perfor-
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Table 1 Production data of wild type PRV gE antibody negative and positive sows S
HR Y AT 1A AT Fefs RJIE WE AT %ﬁ‘ﬁiff
Background Sow Total birth Healthy Weak Stillbirth Mummies Weaning
qualified

PRV 973 gE Hi & BAPE 15 1104 14 722 12082 1119 1116 405 10 882 10 724
Wild type PRV gE antibody negative sows
-1 13.334+  10.95+ 1.01+ 1.014& 0.37+ 9.8+  9.71+
Average 1.28 1. 24 0.53 0.51 0.31 1.48 1.48
PRV B8 gF 74 f0 44 B 8% 441 5 650 4706 291 482 171 4 280 4160
Wild type PRV gE antibody positive sows
-4 12.81+ 10.674 0.664+ 1.09+E 0.394+ 9.68+  9.43%
Average 1. 65 1. 22 0.41 0.53 0. 32 1. 50 1.52
2.2 BELEFHESN g o0 ljfiﬂ?l_iﬁﬂ‘ttk ’

ShH7 PRV B oF SUIKBIRE R SERRSE P47 2400 LT = e
WL AT 65k gE BOMR Bk BB AR B RO . & 1200 _I_ 171067 Antibody positive
{7 AT RIGEAT 509 B 5 05 F oE SUk IR HE 5 1000f ‘]‘
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as below
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Fig. 1 Perinatal litter status of wild type PRV gE antibody
negative and positive sows
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Fig. 2 Analysis of production performance of wild type PRV
gE antibody negative and positive sows
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L Ls5p xx

=
w2 150} 142 M
mEw |
5 £ 145) [
"3
B-E%140F
ié_—-g &)
Tam L35t
Lo
M5 130f

z

1.25 " -
RIS

Antibody status

a. PRV B7 5 gE HitA B4 ;b. PRV HF 8 gE $i 4k FH £

a. PRV gE antibody negative; b. PRV gE antibody positive

4 PRV B gk M EMEMREEEFNGTHE

Fig. 4 Average live weight of piglets born of wild type PRV
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