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Table 1 Effect of former acquaintance (FA) on aggressive behaviors in piglets 5 h after mixing

Aggression variable Control FA P value
Latency to first fight 604.33+106.92 1189.50+166.71 0.018
No. of fights 29.5+£5.27 4.33+1.41 0.004
Time spent fighting 1832.5+578.84 116+49.61 0.031
Time spent bullying 196.67+37.08 70.33+21.03 0.014
No. of bullying 18+2.46 10.67+2.09 0.047

Time is recorded in seconds. Data is recorded in per group. The same as following tables and figures.
fiun: Mei et al. (2018)
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Figure 1. Untransformed means with SE for the number of skin lesions for the socialized group (SOC) and
control group (CON). LS means with p-values are given in the text. * Means differ by p < 0.05.
fian: Salazar et al. (2018)
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Table 2 Number of skin lesions due to mixing at a different sampling day of weaning according

to treatments (control group (CON), mixed at 7 days (M7) and at 14 days (M14)).

Pre-mixing  1d Post-mixing  2d Post-mixing P value

Weaning M7 (n = 60) 1.11 + 0.39°  0.74 + 0.21° 0.60 + 0.19° 0.007
Weaning M14 (n = 60) 0.97 + 0.33°  1.20 + 0.32° 1.03 + 0.26° 0.44
Weaning CON (n = 66) 0.21 + 0.06° 1.03 +0.21° 0.80 + 0.21° <0.001

Values™™ lacking a common superscript letter differ by P < 0.05
#ian: Camerlink et al. (2018)
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Figure2. Weight loss in the 3 days following weaning and mixing. M=male piglets; F=Female piglets. Total=male
piglets and female piglets. Con=control group; FA=FA group.
fian: Mei et al. (2018)
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Table3. LSMeans with SE and p-value for body weight of socialized and control piglets and for

males and females

Weight n Socialized Control P value
DO * 683 1.6 £ 0.0 1.6 £ 0.0 0.31
w4 683 83+03 8.4+0.3 0.55
W6 683 14.7+£0.3 14.1+£0.3 0.09
W7 369 219+ 0.4 21.7+0.5 0.46

W11 369 44.0 + 0.7 43.6 + 0.8 0.50




* Excluding piglets that died before weaning
fiun: Salazar et al. (2018)
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Figure3. Body weight (mean + SE) of piglets by treatment group (control, CON; mixing at 7 days of age, M7,
mixing at 14 days of age, M14).
fisun: Camerlink et al. (2018)
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