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 60 , ;  
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. 1). 
 1 

 
 60-  [8]. 

 
 

(
), 

 

 

 
 

(
), 

 

 

 
 

(
), 

 

 

 
 

(
), 

 

 
21 3,000 31 2,428 41 1,708 51 1,275 

22 2,976 32 2,356 42 1,656 52 1,250 
23 2,952 33 2,284 43 1,604 53 1,225 
24 2,928 34 2,212 44 1,552 54 1,200 
25 2,904 35 2,140 45 1,500 55 1,150 
26 2,880 36 2,064 46 1,460 56 1,120 
27 2,804 37 1,988 47 1,420 57 1,090 
28 2,728 38 1,912 48 1,380 58 1,060 
29 2,652 39 1,836 49 1,340 59 1,030 
30 2,500 40 1,760 50 1,300 60 1,000 

 
  
 

. .  [1]. 
                                  I=B+2×W+35×G,                                                (1) 
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 I – ; B –   
, .; W – , ; G –  

, .  
. [9]  

 « »  Microsoft Excel. 
.   

,  
,  100   201,9±1,31 

. : 
 – ,  – ,  –    

 –   0,3 (td=0,26; P<0,95), 0,5 (td=0,34; P<0,95), 3,4 
(td=2,31; P>0,95)  0,4 (td=0,19; P<0,95)  ( .2).  

 2 
 

, xS  

 
* 

     
 

 64 42 30 25 15 
 

 100 , . 
205,0±0,91 205,3±0,68 204,8±1,29 201,9±1,31 204,9±1,95 

±  -13,0 -12,7 -13,2 -16,1 -13,1 
 

 6-7  
,  

24,0±0,27 26,8±0,28 20,3±0,25 22,2±0,26 21,3±0,24 

±  -2,0 -2,2 -5,7 -3,8 -4,7 
,  

 
5-10  

,  
163,2±0,36 155,0±0,54 165,4±0,39 161,4±0,67 154,5±0,80 

±  +10,2 +8,0 +12,4 +8,4 +1,5 
 5-10 

, 
 

226,0±0,60 186,0±0,54 228,0±0,48 195,0±0,58 172,0±1,26 

±  +56,0 +18,0 +58,0 +25,0 +2,0 
:  *  - ;  - ;  - 

;  - ;  -  
 6-7  

 20,3±0,25  21,3± 
0,24 ,    6,5 (td=17,3; P>0,999)  5,5  (td=14,9; P>0,999)  

.  
 « »  5,7  4,7 . 
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 5-10 
. 
 

, :   42,0  (td=58,13; 
P>0,999)  40  (td=49,55; P>0,999), 33,0 (td=43,83; P>0,999)  31,0  (td=37,14; 
P>0,999), 56,0 (td=41,53; P>0,999)   54,0  (td=38,69; P>0,999);  

 –  10,4 (td=15,6; P>0,999)  8,2  (td=12,63; P>0,999), 4,0 td=5,15; 
P>0,999)  1,8  (td=2,36; P>0,95), 10,9 (td=12,24; P>0,999)   8,7  (td=9,92; 
P>0,999) . ,  

,  « »  2,0-58,0  1,5-
12,4 . 

,  
,   

 - 77,6%,  
 72,3 ( )  76,0% ( ) 

. 3).  
 3 

, , xS  

 
 

     
 

, 
 

128,2±0,40 127,0±0,46 128,1±0,49 129,0±0,46 128,3±0,66 

 
, % 76,0 77,6 72,3 74,5 72,8 

,  10,3±0,28 10,7±0,29 9,5±0,23 9,1±0,24 9,2±0,35 
,  1,29±0,03 1,35±0,04 1,22±0,02 1,24±0,02 1,20±0,02 

 
 

,% 
5,9 7,5 6,2 6,1 4,8 

 
 26 

,  
63,6±1,84 63,3±1,83 54,6±1,36 54,1±1,35 55,2±1,32 

 60 
,  183,1±5,30 182,3±4,92 157,3±3,93 155,8±3,89 158,9±3,60 

, % 80,1 84,5 78,8 79,8 79,3 
 

,  
 – 10,7  1  .  

 
, , , ,   0,4 (td=0,99; P<0,95)  1,6 (td=4,25; 

P>0,999); 1,5 (td=3,30; P>0,99); 1,2 (td=8,75; P>0,999) ,  
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 – 4,8%.  
,  

,  4,8  7,5%.  
 

;  
1,09-3,36  0,06-0,15 . 

 26  60  
 – 63,6±1,84  183,1±5,3 ,  0,5 

(td=0,11; P<0,95), 14,0 (td=3,91; P>0,999), 14,9 (td=4,15; P>0,999)  13,2% 
(td=3,77; P>0,999) ,  

,  .   60   
 

 « »  2,3  3,1  1,26  1,69%.  
,  155,8 

 158,9 ,  24,2  21,1 ,  13,44  11,72%  
 « ». 

   
80,5%.    

  , ,  4,4, 5,7, 4,7  5,2% 
. 

 
 -  35,9  ( . 4). 

 4. 
  

   
 64 35,4 
 42 35,9 

 30 32,2 
 25 31,5 
 15 32,0 

 
 

, , ,  
 0,5, 3,7, 4,4  3,9  1,39, 10,30, 12,25  10,86%. 
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Summar  
V. M. Voloschuk, A. P. Vasyliv, V. V. Zamikula, V.I. Khalak, Y. M. Lunik. 

REPRODUCTIVE ABILITY AND PRIVATE PRODUCTIVITY OF 
GILTS IMPORTED BREEDS IN THE PERIOD OF ADAPTATION TO THE 
CONDITIONS OF THE INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 

The materials of the article presents the results of a comparative study of their 
own productivity and reproductive capacity of sows imported breeds Landrace, Large 
White, Duroc, Hampshire and Pietrain in adaptation of an industrial complex. Found 
that the large white breed sows and sows Landrace breed best adapted to the 
conditions and feeding in industrial complexes and have the highest level of 
productivity. Other beef breeds have high genetic inclinations, but their 
implementation is necessary to create the right conditions and feeding. 

Key words: pigs, breed, reproductive ability, own productivity, adaptation, 
industrial complex. 
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