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P RH%pE LHER 2 4833% (CRD) 2 3x2x4 45 F 3+ %3 » W R F &4
(BAF - ERHE gt ) Hul (B 2% 55 ) 2 B p = ¢ (90.1-100
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Table 1. The pig head number, number of households, average herd sizes,and

auction price in Taiwan in recent years

# i A B e = ¥k T pate & REC i
1971 3,078,548 540,583 6 23.70
1976 3,676,442 329,607 11 42.17
1981 4,825,862 140,452 34 56.46
1986 7,057,099 72,393 97 48.50
1991 10,089,137 39,662 254 38.87
1996 10,698,366 25,357 422 58.65
2001 7,164,605 13,753 521 40.13
2006 7,068,621 12,508 565 49.55
2007 6,620,790 11,743 564 51.74
2008 6,427,579 10,992 585 65.66
2009 6,250,330 10,661 586 52.86

(ka4 ¢ »2011)

o EOBAREAZEEGIGE

Table 2. Meat consumption per capita (kg) in Taiwan in recent years

E 7P 2 ES 4 p H e

2005 39.40 (51.09% ) 3.63 1.62 32.28 0.19 77.12
2006  39.95 (50.61% ) 3.90 1.53 33.52 0.04 78.94
2007 38.59 (51.88% ) 3.81 1.40 30.54 0.04 74.38
2008  37.30 (51.41% ) 3.87 1.56 29.80 0.03 72.55
2009 38.11 (51.69% ) 4.19 1.11 30.28 0.03 73.72
2010 37.07 (49.05% ) 491 L2 32.26 0.04 75.57

2011 37.30 (48.24%) 491 1.3 33.80 0.03 77.31

(Fretf % ¢ > 2011)
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A
b At 405 it R

2 g
PRHE (A7) 0.816:£0.014  0.913+0.016  0.833+0.019
Goplock (JR R/ £ ) 2342003 2.39+0.03 2.46£0.04
1102 5 % 75 5 & (A4 )  15740.02 1.80£0.02 1.70£0.03
#1102 7 p 168+1 16741 17842

L g
PRE (27) 0.783:0.009  0.723+0.011  0.708+0.015
902 5 # 5 B (A4 1.390.01 1.610.01 1.530.02
#9027 p 15941 16541 17041

(3% % > 1998)
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j
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ENFP i BB (P AFAE 1 2011) o SRS HA U HEL LB
kS A KR B S A R AR 2 P A

FARPATA ETE O B i A L A P IERN 2 & P inRfE 0 # LS st
F$EPFE (F 1995 @ SF A G~ P aiE o~ AL g EAR E
e rfrd FoRERURF o P DY FERAEE g 2 R

% EARATEE Rk 2o R AR SR RS P ERB A B
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A B Ko B e Lk (1% 02000) - #v 2 ARH S BF R
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TR Bt X R AP J g mRch - R A T LR AR A

[vas

iR A F R o % (Lawrie, 1998) 0 gt b o R RS R AT
(Fp ki) BF A frh1 22 FRENI 2 a BT B i
Wero ) TR LN TG eE SR s Y
PE-RAMEFLFHFEETER AT EEIL AT OBLAL VY o
AWML s S RBR LS f kI 1 FEF A LR AR B
d dF e wff B RV L RBF P RO ED 4 AK R L
e 2 A s 4 (Pulkrébek et al., 2006) e
. AT A § AT
EEFRAFER AT R 0 XL HITOF B E ¢ BBARRE T ST E BAER
d A B AR BT R SRR AR A R
ERFPRER O B F A MTAENF R - fad TR AN
Bh el AR o RS A S F AR A L (3B 5 2002) 0 A A en )
* 5k B 37 4+ Optical Probe (= & SFK #2224 2 ) 2R B F i
MAEEB 2 R REEFFTEY TIRE ¥R FUL (X }ﬁf‘u#ﬁ;% e ol 3
Rehp s s A ARELJRTRFFT ZJIFX R L op {oigiaadf i
EEC A p Bl FTEF B B R SO KRG TS S kR
5 Ulster Probe( # B b 72 #1745 < & evWolfson *k 7 % # & )f-Hennessy
Fat Depth Indicator (Hennessy == @ 4 & ) & i p ® s F i € BT8R
% #7 ¢ 4p 11 Hennessy Fat Depth Indicator = Optical Probe ## 7z {4 4p irz@ Ulster
Probe Pl p ¥4 £ (Kempster et al., 1979 ; Kempster etal., 1981) < & 5 # 7 45
MERERLT AR A S T MEF L BEE G RSB 2L AR
T RAELS B - %2 4 @i (Satheretal, 1989) - F]pt — i it I FFRIE % 7y
BB BERG M0 p B F Rk BRES > 4 &4 Danish Meat Fat
Automatic (M. F. A.) ~ Fat-O-Meter (F. 0. M.) (& f&i% Fprd > # SFK s
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7 4 & )~ Hennessy Grading Probe (H. G. P. ; Hennessy = # 4 & ) 2 Destron
PG-100 p *3i%k (4c & < Destron 27 2 & )o H ¢ M. FA. 44551605
53 AR L nR i o FLEBE AR BT IS a 3 R&REAP FOM e
H.G.P. $%it 39 My BlE R L EMOT 5 R o ff (Kempster et al.,
1985)- d 3t FO. M. v H.G.P. ¥ M & ¢ "qif 4% 8 #&@?] TR R en A H

2L A A B ES-PE 4 A g £ (Gispertetal, 2000) - F]

T BB LEE & A A R oA RO M. A BIRIRF R A
A > I AT FEY L A4 ALET (ol BIEFFERE LR D
FENFE N R A RS )o d MFELN R Y PR A SEIRE 0 T -
ERREFLIRFIE ok AQER BT~ 5 & Eaimsgs? > 2 ¢ Tokyo
Keiki LS-1000 f= CS-3000 £ f& = pFag 24,z %t (Real-time ultrasound ) > v i
AR FAE QB BURE B HR T B8 i85 R (Swatland, 1996) -
SEEFALRT 2 grende A 5 3F 5 RER R I BT E& (Total body
electrical-conductivity ; TOBEC) fe#’ i~ 17 $t7 (Video image ) *t 7 & & g3+

Boip REBERHmMEZ T 2 2pHEL T L L g8 X (Fortin and Tnog, 2003 ) -

d WP TR REBLHFREFEFTIFRATF P B A TR 2 AR
FHC WHRD o AR e KRS AR Fo B 6 51003 £ ¢

Fil* TR K B (T2 AR e A SR RIRRR R 2 (1993 )1 * A k8 T # & (TOBEC)

&R ap o FEF AN SRY FHTERER HEH
Fop B oo m I AT BT MRS S R B T2 (M
1993; % % -2003; fj % 12008)» S5 & PF7 g 2rec L 4% bk B o F (2011)
FI* Bttt (VIA) p 7 & B AE movp P ighs 2 B8R d RAp & 4 B
A AT RN g AR AL R oL FRIAPY om R LR S
et + FITOBEC & VIA#E > ! > A g7 A L5 B2 T &5 Ak
* G R A e
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sk 8 47 4+ (Optical Fat-Lean Probes ; O. P.)

R B A R o ir e BRFE LR > Flg kot fp B s
FHCS R E S (F bR s kA ) RE AL B LR chk o IF
Fpheg G - Bl E SRk B E BT BRI A oIp R B2
v 2_ppd B (Goldenberg and Lu, 1997 ) e

e P A& AR Aol R R o TP A R 0k chide §F
S AR RIE AR E &g At o

PEEEHFE (O.P) RIEFF

LRI S S s o

PRERN R & SREL ORI F B

34 T g g A frdt s o

T pr 8 ifAz § 4 (Real-time ultrasound ; R. T. U.)

BRIy R AIFRES RS A5 AR E T 7 % & (Electrical pulses)
B BHEIFR ik e GEJABENBFHEPL > T B
R Rhfigroar ko gRFATEIHER  EHAFHFE B

W
ﬂ

A D AR R R IER AR A E ST R DR T E LB AR R A
g (T Es 2 /) ped (% 2008) BB N2 o K o2

ARG e R AR ARG AR T ARG DFE R L > Fa FpE o
BEAL S AR R DT F

LRI R Fdr chE 451 o

2425 BB By o

3.7 el F5R o

A% RN S R (S e R b 1) .
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T %A (Total body electrical conductivity ; TOBEC)

RIL T ERE - AR b 2 AR S EHRE § e
i# (Linetal., 2002) - %) v %o pb LR @ 3 -k &E T fRF > Flut g
FREDTER o ANRE PET RO E A ERN20 R o T AWHET
thdc p 3R & 3% ohp B4 (Fiorotto et al., 1987 ; Harrison and Vanltallie,
1982 ; Klishetal, 1984) - ¥ 4 A T 4y e * FH T EA T EmOG &
fop € (Forrestetal., 1989)» ¥r 2 & A gliiapg § (455 > 1993)- ¥ TOBEC
A - A7 UAFh B A P INnE £ ORE RIS E w0 T
BRI RADEE R AR S A2 & F ¥ o B8R & (Eustace and
Thornton, 1991 ) »

¥ %8 TOBEC | # 7] % :

LRy adfda f o cnizl o

2. e & g R

3. * TOBEC Fkleigiml A2 AL 43 7 4 (Bias) ehfFa)is & o

2 1A ¥ (Video Image Analysis ; VIA)

RIS T MR AWM F iR HRISE 4 7@ 2 2 Bl iy A
fe Ao B el o VIA BeiEp A 5 0k kot 8RR 5 o Bl 5 B Ay
e R R gl o RREF Y AR B AR gL AR RARE ¥
AR T AIH VIA JOER S-S A R & R R E AR M A AT S &R
Fediiap S fos 73N pobp Faapplae 4 o P m FIRRA R R AT YR

g s (Cannell etal., 2002 )«
I cAFENpY 2 EHFERR

TSR B EAEIR B OTY G0 P ARE R P S B

d ¢ a

\4

K*}'@_’?Jﬁ %}Z{H—ll ’Eﬁ#?;’iiﬁgp@ﬁ}z;]’?f’%?'l’t

3
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RS CEEE 50 H R BT S0 B S B R R
LG B0 o MR AR SR R P B 24k 5 5
2R H AR EBRL PR A EE o IR 2L S4B AL P BB
Bip go Ha W PR AR B EAR S BT el E A (SRR 0 2004) o 2R
AR AT AP AL 2 2T Fpte B LAWY & 423 E
TREAERT 0 51989 F L F s FREE R 0 ¢ F 6 T eI sAY o ok
Hig o 7 1990 ERFHE E et ERRPHE R EENE 2T 5T
Bt a il R o d BV AE LR o SBA L A KT B
G5 Flmad DA BRI AR o @ 1997 EpF e R REFRE T
B 0 U BRAOEEET o SR LT ek e AR AN A FAR
ERGEAF FRAFALEE PN FAAR @ RS TR AR
Mime i MERRZ Ry L vRAN TSI F /g - Eupglend

B
BLiORIFLEMETEBRE - RLEMETOEARYRER L E
#

Foier s o R NEEHTAAIRLEI TS o FRAGES A
FHTAG 2 LR 2 TR ST FHRY o002 F 2 b A LR E

'
o e GRS R R R R R R M e A 2
WA RFE Ay & BT gy LS Bnip i (R 24
2004) e BRI R NG 3F 5 FF o blde 2N - ER . EFEEME
42 &4 (Correa et al., 2006 ) o
AREE BeRRdp g B F AR TIAR
(=) B &7 FL piatldpg 2 s F iz (5224 > 2004)
HEH TRk B S OFTSRMET R SR T
TR WL SBL SRS SP I R Rl A
N B AL IR A R

S ;ﬁ—),ﬁ o E oL IroE g
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. BP R R ENTsRE

(=) &£l Ews sttt

te g A Boh a2 BREA BB OR o 1922 E i 2 A B AT 0 1944
# 2o 52| 7 (Fredeen, 1984 ) o 4~ 8 ik e §8 & s 0 443 5 B B ch— ot Ap B
SR (B E SR vebfe g R F T RARE ) EAH RS B
Gl SEAE R R LRI e 28 S & SURCE R T U
AsK A A A 2 % o A 1968 £ F T F P R fe ARl ey i
o BB L Bl K {o kil ik & kst (Brodum, 1998) o 4c £
R R A E RS sdplicd o 1R R E oo 5 om U WA B
(g e gt £ X RE S &N Pt o 7 TG Ty
Fd7P g e RBREKEYFEEERT R A BRI (71
ke k (ko f BRI EIP Y
(Z) $FRE Eas afik

EWpEE ABEEEd 2 EP ¥ (USDA) 1985 & 1k Nsp i #4 (7 o
USDA #-7 & AgiA 2 5B %% U S 1% -US 2% -US 3% US.4%
{-U. S. utility (USDA, 1985) -
USDA 7 & & s 2 2R

FARA B o7 (frap A Fp AW fom B ) RN E R
BT 58ms (U.S 1~4 5% )0 28T & ROCEE B R < & p 8

A~ kS~ pEd Bw 5 UL Sautility o

—h
e

B bR (E8A) fop ERR2BHEFEALZ S5 0 2
FdeT o EMA s (Uxk BB F AR, Inch) - (LOX3 g ik g ) ©

Boarul MER E AR L ESLA > ¢ B2 5 E=3 4 H g g
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S B i U S lac s Ak <3 445cm A @35 U.S. 3% o
(Z) WE AWML a8

1989 # Frpf B4 f (- dhgE & Bl e AR H 0 & iy § B HBE F
frhtE cFmP RREE FA k45 S E-UR-O'P=BES (42 )
WEER LSRRG LRAERRE Y FASREDE BRI F R
7 F 0 mfE Rl R L R R R A MRE {rR Rk S B fip M e
7Pt 08 MBI A X 25% A £ L1205 0 LA E R
# 1+ (Goldenberg and Lu, 1997) -

ER Rl X A S R

Table 4. Pig carcass grading standards in EU

TR B 5 (%)

S >60
55.0-59.9
50.0-54.9
45.0-49.9
40.0-44.9
<40

T O XV C m

( Goldenberg and Lu, 1997 )
(=) £ 7 Ao s fh

2004 & F Fobe xR M 5 0 W ¥ BoRR epE AR A SR > 7 B R
TR RS Y B d B AE I TARY suenn i R frz & evep BB

(Pulkrabek et al., 2011 ) -
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() P *pAEHs aEE

PoA LT (R A R R A R R
fop B (vop cnegh p 4 g npggd )AL RS A A 5 4 B E s (B

1999) «
(+ ) 7 & F Ao sin it

1996 & r2 48 = @ Hgp Fde > Pl dp iR R F g BR ER G fi{e
B A€ 3 B 4p 2 i fE A A7 7 SRR o e B4 ¥ & (5k » 2002)
(=) ¢ B EWHs afhE

1988 # ¢ Wi = GB/T9959.1—1988 (# & f# ~ ik ¥ 7P ) 4
GB/T9959.2—1988 (& A # ~ & 7§ ) & 75 B FIEIE o 2001 £ & {71337 > %
A 35 R R & B 5 GB9959.1—2001 (@i HFEp Yo ¥ RAERE A 5L EF A
faa - Ak R AR SRR Z s A K - BLRR
Bagd Rt oo e B 8k st Bk A koo ARHE R R A

ol R TLE R R A B A g (TA - fEA

5 R (%50 2002)

(A) 8/ EHA B8

ARSI R RRERIIRLBRTRAES, LT BE s EHARKRE
FEF-n o RIFIFI B AABREIL LA BIA S - L e S

e B ol € OkER o W AR AMBRER D F S bl kAWML A

WE AR REEEG S A SRR ANES L1 s
RARFRE FEEA B S S RFER AR S (D RSB HET (2)
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ep R R 0 (3) R HARER o (4) FWALTF B Bk AE
#% (%7 ) (M 2000)-

LI~ o R B RS L

Table 5. Pig carcass grading standards in Taiwan

3 BAE (25) F R (2A)
- 60-75 1.2-2.6
75.5-95 14-2.8
= 54-70 1.0-2.7
70.5-90 1.0-2.9
90.5-110 193
= 51-60 0.8-2.8
60.5-75 0.8-3.2
75.5-95 0.8-3.6
95.5-120 0.8-3.7
- 48-55 0.5-3.0
55.5-70 0.5-3.4
70.5-85 0.5-3.6
85.5-100 0.5-3.9
100.5-120 0.5-4.2
%) EMELT R RIS b A PR
(P > 2000)
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N

COHR R AR R R

Table 6. Pig carcass appearance assessment standards in Taiwan

D, ety
3. ¥ ks a ¥

4. I e~

B g

ﬂﬁ”ﬁﬁ#?&iﬁo

FE R

E N B kY hR
BEWEFTIEI AR PR FT T RS ) R 4 & nd F |k ITEN
- Bedll 2 E BHALapfiorE 2 R v A B g B Rl o SR S B H 0 Ry RG o Pra RS A &
ﬂf%?’*#ﬁ%mﬁﬁffw#’% FHIRRE |hizd o R TG AR R ORAR & AR
AT W Ep g T R o B B OEE - NERL AR
FINGEINE TIE RREE > ek £F oA RGP éﬁyfk
o AR LR A kB
LS
33 o
- B EEHAY [mERTREG B dr v BB Gf L TN 0 - N7 S LS TR R
ﬁ~%?$%%ﬁ?ﬂ’mﬁ%%$%’dv%%ﬁﬁ%%%%?ﬁi’$£$%ﬁf*ﬁiﬁ%ﬁéﬁ
Lo ks AR P p F T (R e mkE 2 A A2 AR B
Ul SRS o “f*? TR IRE A R [P R Rd R
R - By AosAgmins g
L R
= Bz ERHAE? [BRERTARZ B kB A g B R R BdAFREH [Pgsrd B Pl w2 2B
Lo RN RS o R AR R L % 0 R EIN R SRR § R RGL o 0 AR IR AR
TR [AEEEERET (REHRE R 3.2 F R U A
AR g B e ke e 43
LB~ A BRI
AT iR H RS o
= B AN gt B2 (BAf AR 55 BREA R R T 4 BR N [P Rd o Pramt a2 B
ofE s G B BT AR R g 2 i iat L R R o [ L ARE S BTG 58 ke
£ . Ay S L o BT o
E L AMELTRERT BRI F -
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= BFR RAERILKL 1R

PEE MR TR RS > blde s fhu s B R g R84
EREHE AP L ERERA S SREEL S BEFAR
wEEE > NETEEHE  BEY AL BUMETEA L RF WA
2Rl R AR (R0 2005) - kL AR R ATRI R 2 00 B ¢ R EHE
B E ~ BRE s BI I X RER - ERG R s i s s B R

R RFR Rk FIF RS A R R R R AWk 2 5

L

% °
(-) &

At EMERLIBA S a gL EMPRS T EE T AHER
:z % o Plastowetal. (2005) % “ddtiz s~ EXp8r~ <0 5~ 1Ll E& 4 L
B2 Ml R R AT ik 2 veRF g s gy o g (1991) 45 7
Bt w2 b2 - B Bt g H BRI pOF P R iaR i o
Loetal. (1992) # 7 2 b S-fap & H 4 £ 230 - R ks pf Frpdes X 8 »
BEETHALARERIET ReEME  RET2 5 10445 R
ok P G RS e £ oo pE (1991) R ER AT (L) 8 R T (Y)
2R (D)Z s - e (LY YD 2 LD)# = mfe < #(LYD -
YLD) z Bedide » %87 ¢ AME S LYDEE ; BEFULY 3 0 Y
Bt Z BT B LS o LD B PG A YLD Bt o Y )

R F L E 3 12 4% Fom BL2l = SAA AR FEARE BT B PR R B

=R

LY L2 YEB > adefer FiRmo2flins > Fljfe BHT IR

2 Bep RN HARE A AL CARELE S SR RELE TR A

Iy

R E PG R B R pn 7 5090+ s m Sz LYD ¥ YLD

% I o Gispertetal. (2007) & fiifh s 5 o ERE BT X 6 gE 2 AR I
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Erdrfhy i 2 WA SRg 2wp 25 (P<0.05)- F% (2002) 45
D Em At - 82 7 (Taiwanese black pigs ; TBP) #&7 #& 2 &4 & > H
TR b HaR s M (RE > 1997) 0 A F R E R G ff Ea TR
TBP i 2 | -
(=) BFEmEHL

B LM R L B R R B IR FE AR EEE
R Rt g € Begi 4 e 2 208 Correaetal.(2006 ) g rk &3 107115
125kg = 6% b A Z prnti 2 AR SR T F AR EM LN 2
B F 5~ AL B G fFIONE2 B4 (P<0.05)03F 5 2 J ( Candek-Potokar
etal., 1998 ; Garcla-Macias et al., 1996 ; Latorre etal., 2003) 7= 5 #p i 5 % o M
22 /(1999 )7~ o EE PFEtE 3 70-110 kg = 1g 10 kg 5 — f e {70t i o

HERT L EREFEIMEME L TR R BHE LR G AR

=R
M

IR R IONEL B4 o B E Y b I BN S AL E

{7

Bk 3% o RS A k Brde 1 iE 422 4F 4 (Ellisand Bertol, 2001) - @ 7 F A& % pF
FHENE LI R EMME R TP R R E A SR
EYRFRAEE > CEFEFRIEME L A P2 T B g
FUEHE R @ T % (Serranoetal., 2008) - 4t E p FEAOE Hp T e B pEE
@i?ﬁﬂﬁﬁ’%%ﬂ%ﬁ~M¢?%§$%¢%%ﬁ’@g§$$%%$
GRLo % g IS (PRE L 1999) @ Bide B EPEEME ¢ B S A B R H 4 0 @
PR EF AT R EREBEF AN (% - 2001) - FJot J AR g g & A

BT AHEEHE AR BB T AER o

=) 1w

FERPERENEMERE LT AR LR - A TR A

Wk B2V RFR2BE>SAESEOE - LB aphd 43857 d £
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WELOFEMARPFET 3 LG R (27 %) (Zengetal, 2002) - + % Q‘/gki’—:q‘%
AR EMET (FEREp F) B3E /(R %1984 &g >
1995 ; Weatherrup et al., 1998 ; & % > 2000 ) - Bahelka etal. (2007 ) " # % F
FREEAZ B e EERERER 2 AL RS R
ToaRB ARl REZTHBFERLAR -REL P EERE 25
Hus 373 4p g% (Larzuletal,, 1997 ; Tischendorf et al., 2002 ; Cassady et

l.,2004) - g% (2004) v“d 542 = 552 % i w20 100 kg & 120 kg A #¥
Pz £R RSB REMERRE SR L TR ERKRE TR G R

CRep T aEE (P<005)-
(z) &4k

Fr & (2002) v a7 Foofe S 7 B AORCARG S R 2 5 - BLET H AR
2 F s palgag £49% 6% 28R ETAE 0 BRF R A FBE e
Pl T Ra BRI aEFAP R e ERE > P ERZ R
R R RN T (P<0.05) o Witteetal. (2002) i€ 5% & T 359%8 & 90 kg 4
{1+ A 473 e apieps (Lysine) 2 £ (4.8g/kg ~ 6.4g9/kg) 2 4 > 121 25K »
Eas d R RALT TR E 9126 kg A F ot H ARk o B 5 IR
kRIS AN R F10H F g 5 R RS 2R SR 2 B
F (P<0.05) =% (1996) g NFHGFEEF SR it REFRSL A BT
B s AR T EMET R L LRFIZ ehd Rg A 5 0 @8
SRR R SRR R o R e R R B R R R R

3 %3 2§ fvpip (Goodband etal., 2006) o & vb A1 I 75 F L & B A AOHF 2
ko Hp PR RRF b ER (BAFE) 2 R d F 2 Typel ~ A4

FRHEpE I mF i g Hiid (Reyetal, 2005) -

o
ol

2y

\F‘b

- EFE g
NOBER BLE TR TE

B OSFERe 3737530 bldo 1B E FL IR T AT



'mhl
1\2

FRIELEE &F

3«\

R eERRER P ¥ AR S Bf‘ R
By k% (Laacketal,1995)  "g ¥ & f 4 A KB endg § fo 4 P4 5 ko

L o A PR B E R F o iTE ko geand LR ARE S

o

)

-

Rk FEANG A i o R R S TG R T

foE
AR AR R B0 { £ & 0¥ 4 5 PSE (Pale, Soft, Exudative ) {v
DFD (Dark, Firm,Dry) 2. % Fp - REF P T 272 A{cpp 2 541 ¥ -

Fptod A ERP SFERE TR ERE L TR (£T7) e B
Bk A SheRks A BB SHREE L 7 4p &k =% 2 REN(Reddish pink, firm,
non-exduative )IZ {8 hgE p o 4T RS B ¥ L2 7 R TR - FFEPE Faiiok 4
Rra 2 P8R p iRy 2

(-) ¥FL27fp

ki#p (PSE)

PSE 7 P &5 % ARFsiny i - Edp A F L hpp T RARG R § L
(Pale) » 7 # Eeix » 4 £ 38i% (Soft) > #vp £ & ¥ Bj% &% 7+ (Exudative) -
RABAL L U FRIFA E£25% 0 B F (5 45 min pehpH 2 <60 © pH
B "% 2P (Bendall etal., 1988) - Zhu etal. (1997) M » foit ¥ X F 494" >
PSE f B4 #&% L @ fediieia (@ - PSE p e 4 % i @ foshit 53 a0t
Po—Zqo A0 pEBEEET AN AR EREOPE T2 G
PR BB DL BLNF TR o bk R SRR EEETF SRR
AR S QST R R BRI R I 2N 0 1 ATP A 3 0 T R AFPE -

A2 AU o R pH BAE T RS RITE LB BRIt e g e

Flak s vop rEA > B A4 PSE P -
iz ¢ (DFD)

R
BT RASTHEE AR P DRERET ok TR g R

R EBRG o AFEoup HRES 2 (Dark) s F A (Firm) s sop £
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-

o 5ok (Dry) engFpc > ioagp o 30vupg & 5 §0% J’f??% P ROR £ FoR

4 -] 5% B % pH E>6.0 (Van Laack etal., 1994 ) - DFD ¢ 2 :f i@ & B >

%2 Rendement Napole(RN) £ )7 ¢

Monin and Sellier (1985) & % # - E ¥ E fAmpF £ 73 B 4 M2 & % pH
B Fld iz A0 E Rk php s (acid meat effect) 0 #1723 RN A& %]
FEF pES £ oo ke D R PSE B3 A Fit o (R4 R JFoK A
£4% o6 F RN A Flehpk f o PSE f — 4k > #R8 2 G diShg & pH E > & pH

TR g R MY PSER > 23 RN A TR p B Mt 4 E o Rk o

=
I

ko ipHEpE L BBFL AEY T EAY > AU BAEEF A FRK o
RSE g

RSE f 4p & % (s9ef @ E 24 (Red) B # 4 # (Soft)» »~p % & 3
k4% 4y (Exudative ) e i (Kauffmanetal.,, 1992) - ig#f pt ga d #3228 »
e %kt B & o Van Laack etal. (1994) #-5. % pH & <5.6 -~ & & & <50 ~ j}
KIF L >5%:0p 4]~ 5 RSE o RSE p 8228725 PSE f 5 4 » Ligsgp 5 &
&4 ¥ - Kauffman et al. (1992) dpdio 60%:7: & B REppmet i RSE ¢ o PSE
FPf-RSE p & &7 H3R 1 iy # ~anigadp 4 (Kerth etal., 1997 ) Van Laack et al.
(1999) 7§ ffefhis 4 L 7 F ¥ > 82%<H PSE ¢ L RN A F|3% ¥ % - 10%:h
RSE ¢ RN A& 53§74 & -

RFN  RSE PSE DFD
FLdg i 5659 @ <5.6 <55 >6.0
%R 43-50  43-50 >50 <43
kst <50% >5.0% >8.0% <2.0%

(Kauffman, 1992)
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Lo BE ST

Table 7. Pork quality index

Attribute Target Comment
Color 3.0t05.0 Utilizing a 6-point scale
pH 5.6 0 5.9
Tenderness <71lb. (3.2kg) Utilizing WBS at 7 days
Flavor robust pork flavor (no off-flavors )
Intramusculer Fat 2104%
Drip loss Not to exceed 2.5%

( American Meat Science Association, 1991 )

(Z) BB p 22 1 & 7%

B

kY B RFH O RS E AR R R RS Eea

BARERE 2Z b rRFE > 2 WAt 4eT o

FP d B RF AR RSO - g { AERPLINN T
& PR LR Pl (Lawrie, 1998) o f i d Bl T j o RASToR F R
AR FAFOF R AREBRG e P e Fd B ey e AR
A RB T om PRI DT FALE RIS F it ByudaiEdl (£
8) @ B % ~ BAh -~ E8 s pH EIHP § § TR (GHE 5 1996) -
(L) &4

e ¥ i v (Myoglobin, Mb) 225 % ¢ & 4= 3¢ ( Hemoglobin, Hb)
3B PEE 2 F]F (Theorell, 1932)  #uic Fov ¥ A v ' 5 E R
_Efj%‘i 2 A% FoAagEPEF AL oy g1 BNA 0 R AR

25



voaRiep d2a &4 F (Lawrie,1998)c @ 2 e fAieindd 7 E TG A
o—drm gtz ded 2 RRVRT A AR TR E 2 X (Lawrie, 1998 ;
R 1987) > Flpt A p G EER E I @2 f AR o R (2000) a‘;q R
Bz pd AR AR FF ORI L G FP AR L AR o A R T
Wiz g 7L BREY S d A F P Shed  EE R A BR AR AI
Frp 2 AR d o H L ke d o
(2) &%

g dpdi oo T FlaE s E e H oo 0w i gk e (red fiber) vt Bl
egax RS R ADp B (Type ) Arcicfod g BE B BRI 7
Mg p ¢ i (Henckeletal, 1997 ). 3% 577 5 @ HF MRS F1 % ¢ #2500

pul

i

WAk FlE (2006) rtridple P #22 LR RB RS B X BT B
FEpRB 2w I Aep Bz g2 seae T B 4 gk o vl Fev

3T AR R ER A AR R G R E 2Ry 7 F

a4

FEEEF IR E
FIL R hA N 2 B R G A ged R LB TS 2 L
$ (Lawrie, 1998 ; 4+ » 1987 ) -

(3) &4

Ventanas et al. (2006) “ fifd ikt I e iEt fI T e ik s 2 fe R
PR DEr2 vl e R R FFRSMAE VLB KRB 20 R 7
Bl p ¢ A 2 RE VY dpdidept grd LB £ d T Hovg a0 i 7

PETEIk o dF % (2003) 4% A FWSIe 2 LR RS T AN TR B
RAT AL ARET A BRI LES EABA WL s o 8
Pl e fE i A R i den B 2 B %4 3R ¢ Chester White ~ i
TR et it RE 2 iy 5 A5 5 0.9240.95 22 0.85mglg - @ R R
B BHRILL 062mg/gr At £ ¢ BRI T El o kg ¢ 2

EAL o BT T AR 0 o2 4 0 Spiselman (2006 ) B CI Y]
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s2 5 2 5% (Berkshire) 4% #pfie— 4p pEE > &fE? @ * g HFLEPEI
PR AR AR I TAT L2 5 A g
(4) &8

vop o i g g B0 EF RB EMHE A AR oA R A
"EFE MW AR I PINE2 4o F o Shuleretal. (1970) 4 N EF B R R b
Be FREE 2 B4 o F =4 AEEZ B4 o Candek-potokar etal. (1998) = A&
F 0@ T BE BT WD RREZEHE R BT RF L
=4 @ (a) 4R o Latorre etal. (2004) dpdiopm L4 3 116124 & 133 kg
Bgpr P 133kjL B E Y AL F KB 2y s E H B BARE o
Virgilietal. (2003) 45410 # 5 L3 2 R R & (L) #$¢@ (b) ¢xgr
A PRA A EM o 2 Eo(a) RIEF P &K e 2o
(5) pH &

ol BT SR pH & KRR 0 - a2 o pH B A5 T BT
blde 2 Fofd s B~ B d o~ R~ EAEER o BEE (1996) 4 diEo 4 B F
WWAET o ¢ TﬂT&E%*# BPAIFE s E > A e f 7 % €

Phfa ERyepehpH BT 0 B e d & (a) » i< (Henckel et
al., 2002 ). W = & i’f:@ﬁ@ﬁkﬂ%%?%# T F R Y ﬁfi
AR A TFIE B R pEIFREIL R VBRI AR A S - s pH BRI~ g fE R

#. (Schéfer et al., 2002 ) -
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FANNFB A2 ¢ FADUR A

Table 8. Characteristics of red, intermediate, and white muscle fibers in domestic

meat animals and poultry

Red fiber Intermediate fiber White fiber
(Type 1) (Type TA) (Type 11 B)
Color Red Red White
Myoglobin content High High Low
Fiber diameter Small Small-intermediate Large
Contraction speed Slow Fast Fast
Contraction action Tonic Tonic Phasic
Number of mitochondria High intermediate Low
Mitochondria size Large intermediate Small
Capillary density High intermediate Low
Oxidative metabolism High intermediate Low
Glycolytic metabolism Low intermediate High
Lipid content High intermediate Low
Glycogen content Low high High
Z disk width wide intermediate Narrow

28
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2. ~ 312z % (Marbling)

SEERAMELEGE Y RHFRIE T I - A A RIFER 0 ] i
Ro2 A5 ey A 0 BRI R A A R R A R R Bl R FR
AT B R ER & B EE p ahk 32 7 & (Marbling ) $ i 2. ( Gandemer
etal,1992)« < 7 X AL T p S i & FlF o Ve chx L E R
(Marbling) ez & 2 &F 4 Bshi & T3 > BB e a2 i~ g4 kiﬂf‘
FRE a PSR SRR R (Miller, 1994) - 258+ 12 £ 2
FlReRBBRE -~ u  AFEEHE - AEE > L TRAZFEARD B
G R F PEAARE o
(1) 3@

AR ERZF BN A B TXAFREL < F PR & kA T

q&

FRALPFIFZFEREFAUEL L - a5 - a2 F
i

RPERFLFBAZ T o FP ek 272 AR R AERTXLE

—

AIVEE YA AT o S B ERNEHF2 LR RS AL AT R

B2 ATEE XA (R - 2003)c F E g iR k2 2 L gRH P 5 F g

(2) 14

B $50 4 T 2

énhn

ZRER S N E N B F S S
Cisnerosetal. (1996) # 7 B EHMEH TR L AP S T2 B8 B k7 ¢
74 QF’J;LLJ»?;’,? fale B 2] S A= VAR S T«’ﬁ);x-i& L IO T RIEL o BB gL L gk
Pg‘p*rg xliadd NP ’373 S WTR B R vk 2 L R ek ) ?b’??"ké’ 213_
(Martel et al., 1988 ) - Weatherrup etal. (1998) # 7 4p &1 B = 7 5 g c7np

Rrarp g R @ D PR
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(3) BEPFEHE
WER BRI TR P Ao RS B

B 5l e h kg R AR e kL (MR 0 1999) 0 f & 2 AT 7 &

AL LA 0 5 R
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3. %-k 4 (\Water-holding capacity )

Gp i AL KA - dra T o 4 BER L 9E § T5%:k A (Offer
and Knight, 1988 ; Tornbergetal., 1993) & ¢ i%-k 4+ (Water-holding capacity,
WHC)® 2 H Ak 2 @d kA trie 4 o ok 4 B8k A D foend 6 5% 0 enfe i
BRAFEERLENSRE Fh oG B 5ok 4 LRPE ARG @
g F (Meatquality) #. € & enFl % 2 - > Fl 8 | chif-k4 B2 R R
T ¥ e fEf pFag -k 4 £(Driploss ) %% BF ez & 4 £ (Cooking weight
loss) £r4cis (Shrinkage) 2 & f e0% ik & 4 LApRE o ot o > B E

2 N RS- 8 A 253 87 ee i 5 (Bertram et al., 2007 )- 7 Honikel (1998 )
£ Van Oeckel etal. (1999) %£4p £ 3 1 & f ehifk4 7 i P85 » 22
PiRkd g 3 FeREPFELL L (Cooking loss) i€ » 2 Fimad s » 5
SRy B TR

o Pk s A BB N v ¢ L D B2 &0k (Bound water) ~ F

Z-k (Immobilized water) % 7#54g-k (Freewater) ¥ = fa o KA F &ovp Fov

\x
TJH-

B AR Fd B2 TR TR AR 38 AT TR

Fwfghep it E PG Mo e ATP ' 2~ 2 g 4 - FL g 4 -

piis
=

ikl

MOt 2 4 gk (Bendall, 1973) - @ @20 Fov 2 & f TR i
fo TREk 22 FH HIp 2 okl o PR iR A S RIS LF] S R
Baz oz TRt @ %y 42 #p (Offer and Knight, 1988) - i%-k
AREFXALDIF L FEABRAIDI AT I Bk a2
PEICRAPERNE] 0 @ SR E B AR RE D o A AR AR {
Sl 7] 0 R PRER R g 2 o i pF o ok A i AR FR A &k (Offer and

Knight, 1988 ) «
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4. h v& (Flavor)

S R RRREE A T B I R R LR E T el

)‘]o

B MLATFEER S °%Eﬁ@£ﬁ#@%@’4$%ﬁ¥&%ﬁ%@(q
B> 1989)c i M EE FH AR AT T A ZFFFE LR >~ kot
el AHASPRIGS LHRAR MBS R SRy o B 2
AR F &R s ol forEa R o jiFiA o A H AU EAR
Boerdch @ Zep 7 SHEPARGATH BHRAR LR 3L 22 Hprk o
boek o AE 3 FRE R o ok A F AR LR LR T e BEAR- Y K
BRETGREEST I ER ELFF oA kA2 (> 1995) 0 A & X
ThAF R ARABAFEE  FIF TN S ArAR S BT 401 5y

e RE RS S B P PR T R VR P ORISR A R S o T R -

FAREHEE b g 2 R F o

(1) g% 3 &% 73 Ui N

(N = Eﬁg ﬁ?ﬂ'%,\ Pﬁ b V;:\—i,\?/f:’?}

ik AP RRR £2 - MG A R pREs BB E SR EE R
PR P h ko g S RFOREET CAhsk 227 fleo il
o iR Al o B Ao TR ~ S P BEC R - s B gk
FEORA M B A b vk o foh R T 2 WRCE Bk (FFE 1996 5
Thu,2006) b vk % & 3 7 o Af ek A0 o ok AE e 2 Lk B0 b ok g R v
R vr? gk e A A FER A ¥ o3 G o0 Frack gt Mg FpF
TAA G F R A A B AR BEHE - S kAN Cend s ¥
- FRpERF REHTE S it & 5 (Mottram, 1998 ) sz & 4 3 & 5 4 S fE
B~ %~ MR EgdEE o Flt i B Ak v B oS vRIE ~ F R BrRefR

M2 b vk e 4 2 (Hertzmann et al., 1988 ; Barton-Gade, 1990 ; Gispert et al., 1990 ) »
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M E A A Y 3R DR AS B R A g Mt (De
ROss, 1997 ) "5z £ B p ¢ HE X » 51 5% % 3 40% » = fey b fig ~
B PERER A el 2L AR A0 o pBap P ipag £ 2 FlR

tiEb AR AR SERA AR NHIRBEER cFIN AT R HEFY
3 FrR2 hoeR ~ 4 MR £ 5 41+ (Cameron, 1990 ; Edwards et al., 1992 ; Oliver
etal., 1994 ; Candek-Potokar et al., 1998 ; Brewer et al., 2002 ; Latorre et al.,
2003 ) -
Il Pqimpele = $157 75 b vR 2 F2 58

s Hed2 Py F2 £ 0 2 98% 105 ¥ Lo efrdr 2 &

frigipfh o — BRI > P P e {oig BB H A 2 o AR b vA 3T I 4R
B @ 5 A7 e ferg R b sk SRR = f 4p B (Cameron, 1990) - @ & ¢ ¥
-3y EERY DERSYAL AL RFZ - B Ak rR2 7 2

#55 (Stephanetal., 2002) - gt ¥ Pginfile & ¢ Fl 48~ A~ 1% > 0%

B

e

BED G HNA N o T BRI ERE e R T

5

I, Fo8BFep Pgpps o 2 2 5%
(1) &
BEY s e X F R b ot A8 (g0 1997 5 B 0 2002)

¢ (1997) v Az EratiE LA Bt dEs 2R (FFIRXE
2)ULYD= BT AL Rikptled BRI HEIRE 25 B
B s e fo R 0 @ LYDSE R 75 2 Pq vk 4r fo & B 4 o Kellogg et al. (1997 ) +*
FHRT (YY) ~FFE (H) »&24ign (D) 24 BREHYZ DY e fi
FPIH AL EEET L AT % 2C18:0 @ C18:227C20:47 ¥ 3 i< » DYfE2
PR S B R L AT c df % (2003) YR A R SRS S AR T
BRRT o BRLET Y A foiy itz Bk (CL6:0) BRI 0 A e/

e for PR s B G G 0 B AREBITEE R B o I EE
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Bk R4 e frt B 2 Ap o i B B2 R o FEE ¢ Ay

Rl A T d T

S
34

g Bk fi BB A (C18:0) - & fciy ik
R B2 o it d B0 m QLA B2 LR s £ (CL18:2)
( Cameron and Enser, 1991 ; Kellogg et al., 1997 )
(1) &

CERE TR LA A R RIECONE F¥ e ER I P
T FRIF 2 kel e R AR Tk e ok fek (B %2002 ;
B> 2003) T E RY RE RETM o nhA 8¢ 5 AT b forg Rk R 4w E
Omaga-3 ~ Omaga-6 1% % > Flp 37 5 & F #7 b o ek R IEOR FE_FE
§ B g pph2 A - Lampeetal. (2006) 45 4175 & &74? ke~ 30 B LA
T IRE 2 ey PR BRI B Y i SR E AR o AR
B3 8 %27 &efoigippaindii ) oo 4 (Peanuts) ~ 4% (Canolaoil )~ #
o4 (Sunflowerseed) % > p ¥ 2 7 &e ey ipph 7 £ 77 L g > RV o

$ A R AR S b rR g £ 2 B2 (Miller et al., 1994 ; Myer et al., 1992a ;

Myer etal., 1992b) - = Myeretal. (1992a) 45 1 #5957 5 = 2 & {oiginpd
FEH ST E AR ARABE PR F ORI ET {2 P24
E’ZLE' o
CHE) 5]

PR ELFE AR FERT G AR T AR RE a2 7
7% #17 > Correaetal. (2006) ‘“ 7 Ip = £ ik B 82 14 ] 4130 g ia 3 ff 2
AR 0 IR KRR G e B F RO 2 ke LR R
BMERE o2 Tdp (C18:2) & 5 =7 & fr?ysfk - Cameron and Enser
(1991) ' fiAple B RE & 2 7 o Mu| B ARy ek g i & > 2 2 4 K
vl hd AR e for A B E BN L R TART AL e eR R

Mo g (1907) W RESHN R EFRE S g L0 SRR D
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B 5 A e pR G RHE R HER AT 4 R

bl s e foig PG E A o Ak B AR O EEL BEA BEVUT g 2

DG IRF 2
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#4 ~ AR A o RR

Table 9. Major saturated fatty acids

LR 0 (P
b8 S it % pE e (C) %)

7 3 S
4 Tk Butyric acid 53 i 5 _
5 ~ e Valeric acid -34.5 = — -
6 ¢ Bk Caproic acid -3.2 — — —
y R ph Enanthic acid -7.5 - — -
8 * Caprylic acid 16.5 - — Lk
9 I Nonanoic acid 12.5 n — —
10 % ik Capric acid 31.6 — — —
12 = Lauric acid 44.89 = — —
14 kB & p Myristic acid 54.4 1.6 4.1 3.7

16 il Palmitic acid 62.9 23.9 21.9 26.1
17 ¥ R e Margaric acid 61.8 — — 1L

18 F Pg Stearic acid 70.1 12.8 22.6 12.2
20 =2 P pk Arachidic acid 76.1 — — —
22 £ AL Behenic acid 80.0 — ~ —
24 LBy Lignoceric acid 84.2 - — —
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L AR e

Table 10. Major unsaturated fatty acids

Paimfic ke 05 (Pg gﬁﬁi}%“ )
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(2) B¢ Pz 28
ILATP 2z H B B4 3t ocp @ 2 50t
SFPE L S EVUE P AR ERT RN S & R iF T TR ¥
Pkl = AR o deoite LIRS (Adenylate cyclase) » 3 jpefs
(Protein kinase ) ~ ##p4 i f# a, b (Phosphorylase a, b) % - & "+pg & 2 1 i %
% glucose-6-phosphate » £ %5 d pEfzit* » & 4 Pyruvate» i& » > R8¢ 7] #5
Fe sk > & R+ @f4a o 4 4 T ] ATP (Adenosine 5-triphosphate )
(Stryer, 1988 ) m ATP it #friE 7 L fad 304 L Fdar g i £ o i fr
ST RETR AR R PR 2 A - R DR L &S
A ATP @50 % ¥ fopd SRR AER (EF BBrEfE o 2 537 5 F 540
ATP 2 %8 0 R 38hgL 54 2 3 (Tsai et al., 1972 ; Bendall, 1973 ) e 4@ = #777 >
Bendall (1973) # R A {8 2 chufz? - ATP iE bk 2 Bifs i » % 5 ADP
( Adenosine diphosphate ) = AMP ( Adenosine monophosphate ) » £ &if 3 %ei®
# = 5 IMP (Inosine 5°-monophosphate ) » :&@ &= ¢ 3 (INO, Inosine) fr
=t % #Le4 (HYP, Hypoxanthine) - 5 B ATP 2 H B mtde >t p 2 3 £ i »
2 (1995) dp RS A A L PER o R M2 ATP g ¥ i 3.08mglg o e
EER R AR D s 24 B PITEIATP ¢ B st o A kil 14
T prigdpe g P ADP 2 AMP 323 cd (A %% 5 05+0.03mg/g) e @
S EFEIMP 2215 018mg/g» e A fe 24 pFR| 2 3 1.45mglg - A&
SZRARPE LT PREFPTGRER M em "L ¥ INO & HYP 2 £ R

KRR P 2 e @ 4
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AUCLIUSLLIIC

Bl— ~ A s ATP % 27 it 2 7 b ib e o

Fig. 1. Outline of different ATP degradation steps which may occur postmortem.
(Tsai etal., 1972)
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ap @ ATP 2 H B g 22 b vh 2 BE 1%

P Y ARAR 5 & S ek A (Seasoning ) (Caul and Raymond, 1964 ;
Shimazono, 1964 ) & % 34 w&] ( Flavor enhancer ) ( Titus and Klis, 1963 ; Kuninaka
etal, 1964) ; @ iF& KPS 5 2 & ek A (Potentiator) &457% 5-1% H pd & i
Fon Pz AR Jr#%v - B=n SR G S-PIHEE T Bk 4 o 5
PR N ket %2 mEARF AP 2 R eA R R s 0 TR
GMP ( Guanosine 5’-monophosphate) ~ IMP ( Inosine 5’-monophosphate ) &2 XMP

( Xanthosine 5’-monophosphate) - 5& % (2007 ) 45 ) 1% H e B erst il & ¢ * pF
24 4egk 5% > @ GMP 22 MSG st s i IMP 22 MSG i » Bwkis 4 77 i
Weoeap? 23 RENIMP FI 5 X iBARY pRADEEFeR o Ra i
W= d - LZF PRHRET S 2 E M2 E£51/20-1/100 0 & 2§ 2
5-CMP -~ 5-AMP 2 5-UMP : 3 - fe it Py & ek (7% £ 14 0 7 - S
rR2 BErRpE G S aE L (1) MR > dofs i< @ (Monosodium glutamate ;
MSG) ; TreRdf o (2) PiH L s ekde [ o IHEAER 7 - B¢ 55 #ekeh
P2 = 48 5 Inosine 5’-monophosphate (5’-IMP ) ~ Guanosine
5’-monophosphate (5°-GMP ) ~ Xanthosine 5’-monophosphate (5’-XMP) o % &

FRBERMET S SAN - AR 2d PR ES S B RERSTE PR
4 &_Inosine 5’-monophosphate( 5’-IMP )~ Guanosine 5’-monophosphate( 5’-GMP ) »

EL

t'nk-

WREEER S H G AR (F 0 2001) 0 ¥ - sgAd P R
- R e B R R A T R R A e o R T -

B A Y P ) R 2R

(D) % 4§4%

AHANF o PHRMEE T3 77 b o Terasaki et al. (1965) £2 Dannert

and Pearson (1967) & 2 p ~gEp ~XZF ~pp 25 g 2 IMP 2 &> B
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>
-
o
fuiod

A AR om LAE(LITO ) R F oA B b2 IMP AR o

s 4
bl
4\.\

GAFETT Bt R 2 B A R TR P PR R R TR o
Nakatani etal. (1986) r ¥ H b Bt 2 & ch@ it fs sop 37 & 2 4p ik - v
AR BT R 2 5 B2 ATP~ADP &2 AMP 2 4 & » e "g ¥ p7
GRER gL R E &P PR EfES 2 Hypoxanthine 5 A & F 44 > A
RFIT 5 R AP AT LR b
(1) 548

A EfE2 F40p Y PR RN G AR - Tsaietal. (1972) # % 4p
di ¢ 7 (Poland China) ¥ &2 & (Chester White) & f& & & 2 % 3 ik b 5 4

EFPT G A R4 > €7 7 B2 1 o Suzukietal. (1991) - # @ R f6 k&

2 IMP z EHFRF LD A S8R 5 o 5 (1997) R a7
AR P PHEHEY 2R  RFERB R AELCH T TG 3 2 IMP
FE O RARRZ PHEMIBSA RG22 e BRAT i d o 3 (1992) &

DAL R p L PN L8 SRR AR G W
#.% 2 Hypoxanthine s  » m Bt 242 s RR|abks s 4 8 o
) psfn s 4

3 (1992)47 Hiepiha § 32 AMP 3 B399 f 2 s p 453 22 2edbe 5(1997)

R R B B2 PN §

“

B BAeL 3 554 65
"EIMP Z B TS5 N # Ko R B F AR AP 2 IMP F EHY
PR AOFE LR AT SR LTS S b R EIR A 2 £ o Davidek
and Khan (1967) 45 1 it & "E F e £ > H g gz e 2 IMP 7 £ g2 #
A AL TEEEF P B A EBNE P PHREBS IR (5
1997) -

(V) iz

FRA e o e 2 PP Z £7°7F F oo Rhodes (1965) #§ # 32 2+ A3
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(Topside) ~ E3% (Neck) £ % #% (Shoulder) z ¥z €3 “r% b o s+ @
#(1983) dg i p Foep @ o 3 AFAIMP z 8 B G 2 A B o
FER B e 3 (1992) A 3 e p R PHBMEF R A8 BEN
T A E LR o A3k 2 Hypoxanthine » 2 JEEEF F 506 p i T 9

g 2. ATP ~ ADP & IMP 7 & &

Faormp ooa e 2 IMP 7 R A 5]
B

SVM IMP "% ﬁ*‘§ } FE %F*&"Lfﬁ”ki'lg ﬁvﬂﬁq—\ Z ¥ 2t r«LrP ATP * ‘b

%12 5 IMP F 4% (Terasaki etal., 1965 ; Davidek and Khan, 1967 ) -
(V) Fr3iryge %’3'? 30

o (1996) AR AR EE P BHRMBFEREL C SETRA
B (2°C) prspF  ATP 22 RS R - m IMP 5 1 5% & "~ - 4t
(1983) +t $.-15°C ~5°C 2, 20°C pr iz #rp IMP R R £ 5% #73 FFAF & W &
B3PS Y 310 F P33 -15°C i ¢ O IMP 2 B 2 it B (K value)
- B r v akgEgt o 8 (2002) 45 114 #iﬁ%%ﬁb’%ﬁ?fs‘éﬁii% o H 3
g ATP '% j2@ B 7572 i@ B vk ¢ ADP ~ AMP £ IMP s 2 & o
Terasakietal. (1965) 7 4p iz S % Hyapl i Fk g >+ % i"f.‘*ﬁ 24 % iy 4s

ATP~ % Eipiafi e pH ET % > BREFIMP <
(3) P @ pap i flpl do o0 g g 4
B

-0 T Ed 2F S At H 4 (Monomer) frle s > F RiRA A S 3
L= il (—NHy) &= Bl (—COOH)- m el Ao i+ B pl

oL Al o' =AEEL G AT é‘fﬂ‘%f#’R@%\»?% i = et 4a( 5k %2007 ) -
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NH,
H-C-COOH
R
Amimo Acid

B0 FEOKfRS > WA X 20 548 A o do et (Glycine) ~ [ AL
(Alanine) ~ $7=p: (Valine) ~ ¥ "%p& (Leucine) ~ B & =& (Isoleucine) ~ ¥
P '=pf& (Phenylalanine ) ~ ¢ "<& (Tryptophan )~ p&?=p& (Tyrosine)~ % * % Jue
fié (Aspartic acid )~ . 3%&ps (Histidine )» % 4 figr=( Asparagine )~ % %4 ( Glutamic
acid) ~ &=k (Lysine) -~ # A% (Glutamine) ~ ® g% (Methionine ) ~ #f 7=
fe (Arginine) ~ si3%=fe (Serine )~ ghi%=f& (Threonine ) - & 2k izps (Cysteine) »
i oeps (Proline) & o & ' Ak FIH pFaniga> Flpt 5 7 a2 iC B4
Booom e Rl A4 A S w47 (38 2007) ¢
ok (el ) L sagied
¢ &7 '=pk (Alanine) ~ @ "<& (Leucine) ~ £ & *=<fZ (lIsoleucine) ® %«
=% (Methionine) ~ ¥ 5 *=p& (Phenylalanine) ~ % *=<f& (Proline) -~ ¢ &t
(Tryptophan) £ %%cps (Valine) o wtsgan-KIFNEF L 48K & 3 4o @ 3 4 o
Aok (i) L sl
B Hd s F (dok) VR asEz P o 4ol g A (—OH) i
bicie (Serine) £2 fgdepg (Tyrosine ) » % M % #ieé (Aspartic acid) 22 4% g%
(Glutamine ) fe%ek (—CO—NH,) » * =ixpl (Cysteine) 1L F Fifis 24
(—SH) » Zf&it o
TR (pHET 7 )¢
H¥ ¢ frgporit (Lysine) ~ #v=pc (Arginine) 22 ‘e 3efg (Histidine ) o

{44 (pH 33T 7 pF)

218

7 * ™ % sepg (Aspartic acid ) £ 5 fg"= (Glutamine) »
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1. vk pedr ek
PERIR A I LR O RP H o RAR Y & TR vReDl B S T L R

3] 1908 & ¢ lkedo #7% 3 gk vt 40 (Monosodium glutamate ; MSG) » ¥ 3

g i fciwidE o MSG AL A chf ek 4 8 4 o @Bl K3 S Y R

% #8732 » 4e3 P~ (Extraction) ~» 4 % (Fermentation) & 2 f&* § & = 12 2

4 A RRRARM Y F R perecd H ¥ £ 4 hx A Eek e (Kirimuraetal,
1969) @ % — Bicd 7 % 4l enfliepb 4t 1956 &£ p & Flr et b3 pEer
£

4 # (Win, 2008 ) -

A 4 el o ¥ X

NI, 35 gh pe T vk 2 )2

(1) B & (Threshold value) £# %=¥i% R

B & (Threshold value) 3 "ik ki AR 2 Tl2 B Mk B o kB AR T &
AAFARF ISR oA B ERERES FM AR 0 FEEIFRARS
TR ARG R (AE 0 EdrHIE RS R AL (F 019970 4T 5 LA
AR BB B
(1) i=fkpl ik &

RAFL e 14 2 kR 35 € B R vk o Kirimura et al.(1969 )+t #i L-Ala

EREE HR KRR L B 5B KR (5gldL) 2 -kinik g RF 2
SRR Rk E - 0 @ R RIA R TR P 3BT 809 7 rA( Sweet taste )

4w 20% 2 MSG ek % I o

QUPDRES N &%
Solms etal. (1965) % Solms (1969 ) 545 divefkfe2 55 2 F (D-form ;

L-form) &5 sk 25 EF L L > 4ok 13 9757 o
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IV. B2 500ep @ el pt 3 £2 %1%

o ¢ duRflE A 5 % 6 0 (Bound) & 258 (Free) o — kB & b
AR R AAPR AT 2R X % R PFAIRARR & FlIfE S S ]
EEPFTARSTF LR -

(1) 448

WA P SRR e P 2 PRRRARL S R AP AR AR R
Wbl EAEE L B b P 2R R v Gl S 4p 7 (Jones, 1959 Macy et al., 1964;
Shewan, 1955 ; Tallan et al., 1954 ) - ie & 5dp el fe 2 B L2 F & F ° BE &
e 3 PR RN Y G A 2 ERRARE RET FL R AR
2 &4 £ 24+ > Dabrowska (1984) dp 214477 fp o & 2 Medlpl ol 0 H R
Ao g F fd g P oo
() 548

A0 (1982) b2 b SAFREARE T ER AL 2 BT R
(Kagoshima Berkshire, KB) * % # p ¢ 5 # % 2 Br5dpreflph 7 § » 4 =
% 4 & (Hampshire, H) ~ &30 #7 (Landrace, L)~ % 5. § (Yorkshire, Y) 244
/% % (Duroc,D); m 3%k = gg3ef]in KB % »H =t 2 W~L-~H>D¢+Flores et al.
(1994) #p '3 b S-fo2 FeR Bisp A fl 2 & » SARRANFLE > 2 3
FRR AL ELEF R Ag 72 5 @ 7z 7 White Belgium 2w 3ifE & 5
e Glu~GInsTyr~ Arg~lle~ Leu o & 75 < 3R A& 2 ;];Je;}g AR I < e
po¢ pEapra it 7 ¥ 7 a Bp ¥ 858 (Koga et al., 1983, 1985 ; Okitani et al., 1986 ) ;
etz B OupsiRi et 7 £ RS AR S Th R S S8 (Suzukietal

1991) -
QIDES"
-k R hEdb il P SRR R 7 E R AP o B ALEHR
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AP EEERLR e W B F - FavrAp £ %17 - > 4o Usborne(1970)
I R AE TR Y YOS ARM L B BRE AT ME e e
g ¢ 2 Thr~Val ~ Met~lle~Leu~Phe His z € " #{+ > i Alar Gly 7 &

I % o F (1997) 22 gh2 3 % p 2 ol g s r iR AR 5 B

-

6.5 " ¥y 75 ¥ 12 7 > e Thr+Ser ~ Gly ~ Ala ~ Leu & 3.7

48 fechs g 0 LIPS ¥ SRR G B Y - R R
Kogaetal. (1985) iy di 2wl ik G ocp Prapicfipiz B 87 i S o
Y T A TN A 5 AR 58 e Okitani et al. (1986 ) 7 7 #f iz 2 % % - Okitani
etal. (1986) p ' B ~ @&~ @R 3 ¥ ¥ ¢ ¢ Proz £ %275 £ 3£ - Koga et al.
(1983) 4p 2 s L E 30T § A5 @B S50 o PRl PFY et 7
EraRFZ R 2 EE ORL B~ FE 5 g 2 Cars Ala - Thr 2 4%

2 ¥
% (P>005); m % g>rix - gpoes 3 2 Car 2 Alaz 48% (P>0.05)-

Ny

(V) pPrir gt = if &

WL TR 2 AR AR D E 6 F U o vup P pEg iRt
7 £ % € 3 4c(Colombo, 1958; Motoc and Banu, 1968; Niewiarowicz et al., 1978 ) -
e pr s B R AR > PRRURA R E I St 0 4oRTiE 2 4°C 5 2 - Cornet and
Bousset (1990) 4 &1 75 & A 12 07 2 4°C > 30 A 483 48| gt g £

FEMELL > TEPELS G PEERRARL 5 E -

(4) Wi

| MR AR B ERE

FpEHN SR ST E SRR LTI R R Rk
RATUERERFUSERE RIS P E L TR R YT
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2R F #H#(Bolemanetal., 1997 )o 11 T Wik - B BB 2 G Bk F1F o

Be e 38 S agvpg P iging g8 o
PR 2. TR

(D) 35k

3 Jp AT cihs o ovop FPUR m Sen T f SR o it s BRAMA T R
L E B Gt A p gk i > H = 30X B o (2002) 45 M 4m
A A A EICR T SRR R TR Al F 2 Rk H 2 £ GR
RERATF AR rea PEHLIpMREAR - 2 PREFREF I F &L
Hovp wme 59748 0 Fphig & 8 f WOR 607 oo Susilo (2007) v 7
SRS S RE RN T RE I TE A B F T E AR R B R
GEPIEoRE A B PRSI REBITREE LT R R B
Ao
(1) &#&

SR 2 HRZMEFEIML EFF ARG 28 o2 R Fmp 20
Hopp Lotz 3 4 & (Thu,2006) - ® se 7 & RARP-2 £ & 5 H hrp 7 ug
Z_# # (Calkinsetal., 1983) - +& (11987 ) gt R E 2 B S G g2
2 * 51 (Cross-linkage ) &7 > » F]pt H ek 4 42 i - Field etal. (1971)
:};]5: AP R e H (;';Ev‘a?f_%%,liﬁ *H)FE ’414'* S B R
oA ZEBOH A &k F AR A - Cooper etal. (1970) %7 § 3R 2
ip o AP Ie 4R TR O Ry #rfe s (Swedish Landrace pigs ) ¢ 424 7 # R

Lipg iR P b L Hyvgiie e i~ > 2 A3 4 @ (Shearvalue)

o

<k

RS A ﬁﬁ:‘ I 28
CHE) seporgsn 2 §
Ramsey etal. (1990) 45t » oo pgin g 485 > F4 EARARK o 7
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2 RN s & 4 Fenbd % (Courseetal., 1991 ) -
(IV) &% 3 X

Courseetal. (1991) 45 &1 * § ¥ &k4e'd & = (Heifer) » Hoavp ok &0 %
Ptk end o @ B e s KRB 0 H Ik VAR S H R
HERE “f:& ’ %?c“f:g (38C) %ag=spogpg mit (Oualietal.,1990) &
A g (4°C) $tp ehdicR 7 5 3 4108 2 (Wood and Richards, 1975 ) - Ramsey

etal. (1990) 45 14k &P B v B2 2hdr - Hovp fgin g FRFE - g+ P

3

2 %% 0% ok (1987) g » 3 4 S Pt & o £ B 4vop p g

I

e SR SRR S ENTY
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Table 11. Names and abbreviations of the common amino acids

o LR s R R

A} - <) R= WP (
1)

- 4L M vRpE Glycine Gly (G) H (d&giH) imit

o 1

& fopt B R Alanine Ala (A) CHs N

&AM sRp Valine Val (V). -C.(C).-C N*
i Leucine Leu (L) [C-C (C) -C N*
P v AL Isoleucine lle (1) . -C (C) -C-C N*

TER A FARR Phenylalanine Phe (F) -C-[CgsHs] N*

) it Vil Tyrosine Tyr (Y) -C-[CeH4]-OH P
RN Tryptophan  {Trp (W) -C-[indole] N*
o VREL Histidine His (H) C-[imidazole] p*

ZEphpe (R P % xpe Aspartic acid jAsp (D) |-C-COOH P

A * % fEiefs | Asparagine — Asn (N) -C-CONH, P

(%2 Hpp e Glutamic acid Glu (E) -C-C-COOH P

B ) iR Rpe (Glutamine) (GIn (Q) C-C-CONH, P

7 35 oh s rRpy Lysine Lys (K) -C-C-C-C-NH, p*

A (Rt Arginine Arg (R) -C-C-C-[guanidine] P*

7Aoo Serine Ser (S) C-OH P
R Threonine —Thr (T) +C (OH)'-C ¥
OH-#f 1ep Hydroxy Pro P

PR I T L Methionine ~ Met (M) -C-C-S-C N*
S Cysteine Cys (C) -C-SH P
#efe (3)  [Cystine -C-S-S-C- 474t [Cys-Cys

(2)
Fphendy #fr=pt (3)  Proline Pro (P) i (imino acid N
(it -C-C-C-)

lk:!"o

(2) & & 3 wkiiept

(Cys)

( Stryer, 1988 )
(1) d73 *¢ &4 agehne FoRgkpe > /i d *h 4P~ - N, non-polar 2-4& 4% ; P, polar 1&

DR S D At (k)

(3) &d Brefm iy Feonz flifEgf P
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Table 12. Threshold values and organoleptic characteristics of amino acid

N4 P FERL R %R
(mg/100ml) (mg/100ml )
W @ d | F | A
L-Ala 60 10 +++
L-Asp Na 100 20 ++ ++
Gly 110 10 +++
L-Glu 5 20 + +++ ++
L-Glu Na 30 10 + +++
L-His HCI 5 35 + TP b
L-lle 90 15 ++ | +++
L-Lys HCI 50 20 ++
L-Met 30 15 +++
L-Phe 150 20 +++
L-Thr 260 7 +++ | +
L-Try 90 10 +++
L-Val 150 30 + | +++
L-Leu 380 10 +++
L-Arg 10 20 4+
L-Hypro 50 35 +++ | ++
L-Pro 300 50 +++ | +++
L-Ser 150 15 +++ +
L-Cit 500 20 ++ | ++
L-Glu(NH) 250 30 +
L-Arg HCI 30 30 +4+
L-Orn 20 20 ++
L-His 20 50 ++
L-Asp 3 30 +++ +
L-Asp(NH) 100 30 +++ | +
(%w »1990)
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Z = v omBE 0.39% kA P2 Bk

Table 13. Taste of amino acid in 0.3% aqueous solution®"

Taste
Amino Acid L-Form D-Form
Group 1. Amino Acids Without Taste
Arginine Flat SI.Sweet (D,L)
Aspartic Acid Flat Flat
Isoleucine Flat Flat
Lysine Flat Flat
Proline Flat, SI. Sweet Flat (D, L)
Serine Flat Flat
Threonine Flat Flat
Glutamic Acid Flat
Group 2. Amino Acids With Varying Taste
Cysteine Sulfurous Sulfurous (D, L)
Glutamic Acid Unique, Glutamate
Methionine Sulfurous, Meaty Sl. Sulfurous, Meaty SI.
Sweet Sweet

Group 3. Amino Acids With Varying Taste
( As Compared With Solutions Of Caffeine Or Sucrose )

Alanine Sweet, 0.549%; Sucrose Flat
Histidine Flat Sweet, 2.23% Sucrose
Leucine Bitter, 0.0119¢ Caffeine Sweet, 1.309% Sucrose
Phenylalanine Bitter, 0.069% Caffeine Sweet, 2.209% Sucrose
Tryptophan Bitter, 0.1339% Caffeine  Sweet, 11.00% Sucrose
Tyrosing® Bitter, 0.0179% Caffeine Sweet, 1.65% Sucrose
Glycine Sweet, 0.45% Sucrose

( Solms, 1969 )
*The amino acid marked( D, L )were not available in pure D-isomer form; therefore,
the racemates were used in the tests.
°pH adjusted to pH 6.0 with NaOH or HCI.
Due to the low solubility of tyrosine, the taste tests were conducted at elevated
temperatures.
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MR AR
- ~RBERB Y KR
AR L £ 70 F AR H P B4 5 A4 136 5 - R A4 147
FEXN A8 N S 1715 A 1908 o TR G UHE S s
WMEHF S 90-130kg 2 Fo A 5w ek 10Kkg 5 - & - #7F @B Liod o8

ERAL LRGP AL AEE

A% P EE (Kg)

v Ad M Ry
WJL [y 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130
bt R=¥F - n=8 n=13 n=18 n=10
T n=15 n=29 n=26 n=17
' A [P n=14 n=27 n=31 n=12
'_—I‘LY ;%7
sl L =g n=19 n=21 n=13
951 Bar  n=6 n=12 n=11 n=9

- e n=10 n=13 n=19 n=7

~ B Rl s wm P 2 AR
PERELROPHLERINAREEESF O REGRT 24 P FLEE B
FOPBRE L AME LR ok L RS SRR P R R
MR L ek E § (2 ) BHigIps (0-2C) 24 ppris BRI EE
BoEsdisnep 2 Bp opH E o Bis- ] P (pHy) 22 B8 24/ BF (pHa) o »
TEREMER B EM2 T RER (% RS MEERSE) i
TR 7 AR F2E o

RN % i Mo

SR P AR L P (1988) #F| ko A EA s T D1 KU e oEn

540 E 5522 FoaF P RET &2 02 (SIS (S8 pEcE 2B
2B BF P REE AU LR D Beh a2 T T YOEAE ] 2R 2

Sl S AEBd 0 3. A FINBAIAING VN G S B BRALT IR F 2

B A2 - o B F Y RE T TR o BHIE A IS S EFA IV



FL AR PR £ (¢ G BRE G LR ERE ) BRG
EHFRAFLE S BRE £ (F GAEER P LA R R )

Bty Bh g E o SRR £ (187

,,m

gk R £ )RR EEEET
FE TR wINA R FEEL AP S FREI(F AR ) RAR
TR SRR S LR o ANindagd R R R o B B ARl

10/11M 45 > B 10N 2 (2 A BB Z FRECRHR G F I o T HIER
oA gD R B AL 2 E e # & (Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan) & & H & # « &
AR AN ERE L R R LA F g o4 4R Pork Quality
Standards, National Pork Producers Council, US.A.) fH g7 ¢ ~ < B 7 X &2

FRAEZ A - CEPPHERIZTRBIEIAACFZAL 1 FHTE
TEZE L BF2ZRALEFTA L L5 FRIZERE F &5 8% A B4eT o
i) BRSE (RAifi s ERere gL f) e (BopeLp) &k
F PiA42 £ (90.1-100 kg ~ 100.1-110 kg ~ 110.1-120 kg £ 120.1-130 kg ) i& {7 A&
R R RI s pH & > R - s 4 e T o

i) FITERSFELEEIPEME NS 120kg 2 F P §  orE B

A
&

>‘1\

Bl e et 38 3 A E 5 110kg-120 kg 2 7 & > ik 7 I &fd (102
B ERerae gLl fh) sPe (BROofE L) BFFA St b L
A EERO20R > 2 EE IR 65T c T ME 2 & ERE K R
4°C 7k # (DEI-828, DATTIME) #p ¢ - "\Ii?.f‘:ffl}??f"é BAY iR

CIEL a0 4 A 45k 4 £ R F T4 @ e T8 21120 ¥ S Bl
- BEH 20004 kR e A Bl P LM B~ R A 4T~ ra IR A 17

LIS T R
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Fig. 2. Chart of pigs carcass cuts.

(* »2010)



R e R REANE

90.1-100 kg

100.1-110 kg

110.1-120 kg

AR R AR G B 120.1-130 kg

(Emre guii k)

90.1-100 kg

100.1-110 kg

110.1-120 kg

120.1-130 kg

DR

Fig. 3. Chart of experimental design.
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Fig. 4. Flow chart of carcass trait experimental design.
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Fig. 5. Flow chart of meat quality experimental design.
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Fig. 6. Sampling position of test sample.
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o~ Pl EIE P
i) ARl
(1) =% < (Live weight)

lEgy24 ) gt s E € (Ray, 2004) -
(2) %% £ (Carcass weight)

R LS 2 R AR ENER (27, Kg) (Ray,

2004 ) -
(3) A% 5 (Dressing yield)

X (%) = (BRE/EHE) x100% (Ray, 2004 ) -
(4) B #8+£ (Carcass length)

el d IEdazgz £ (24 ) (Ray,2004) -

(5) # *3 5 B (Backfat thickness)

Ede 2 A GR o ABRIBH1Y RS HE RS Ez o h & Rk
pigdeRmBg il a7 FR2 T06E 0 B =5 24 (Ray,
2004) -

(6) "p 5 # (Loin eye area)

A R L 1010 B o e i BlAg2 0 U Ea ik

( Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan) | =& # > ¥ = % cm® (Ray, 2004 ) -




EAER

(7) mgRi=gE

i y5Pulkrdbek (2006) = &3 eca. > A % p o~ @R p (7 RE ) KA
Priodildpmp Bl £ c g RE s vl B e FRERE L
EEFEE -
(8) ¥ g3mi=d

#$EPulkrdbek (2006) = % 1 :c2 » IHAE ~ FF B (F B L g )~

TARE AT RRRE BT RBPE R RESY R o TR

ERPERFEL -
(9) BEmEE

xdpPulkrébek (2006) = ;212 :c2 > m{dfep (Z%p ) 54 Tl
Risaisfifop € o g8 E S BERBE s FERELEETHFE -
(10) * w4 > & (Weight of primal cuts)

%45 Pulkrdbek (2006 ) = ;2 13 ex2_ » S4B 0 f ~ w B s qaREp A P S
FE AR AR A B DR e AT 2 R £
(11) ¢ F (Lean percentage) (%)

iy Pulkrébek (2006) =z 2:zz > [ (i fifop £+7° R £+ EF
k£ ) /A% £]x100
(12) # &£ (F4F )¢ ¢ (Color)

g g £ 10/10M e 2 @ A B R 915-20emB s B R ¢ 204 4 is 1
dREETFVRL LA AT Z AL P PRE AT 6L E SR
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ERERE A ,g—*ﬁ ¢ ¢ ¢ %24 (Pork Quality Standards, National Pork
Producers Council, U.S.A.) 2|z » m1-64 47 » Bcie i 74d » EB &7
e e

(13) ~ 32z % (Marbling)

RITP L2 HAPRLd LEEFVRLABAFHALL F PR
FAMAFIE A6 L E SR 0 NEAREE LA SR G R ¢ HEH (Pork
Quality Standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A.) 2|3} = 32 £ % > 12
1-104 %77 » BB M AT R P voR i3s3 B0 5 BB A TOUp s B S oo

(14) i"f‘?i’ & (Frimness)

BlEp I FLZRAFLED REETVRZL LA EZAL2 PR
FAMLIRA 6 tEEEFR 0 MEARRRE 2 AF RGP d T (Pork
Quality Standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A.) %|3:# ?f“?? B 1-5

DA EERATE FRARL  BER AT A -

61



POR TANDARDS

Quality of fresh pork varies greatly. The quality levels shown below will appear differently to consumers, taste differently when cooked, and perform i .
converted to processed products. High quality pork has greater monetary value than low quality pork. Quality can be evaluated by simply visual appr. The Other Whlte Mea[»
determined more accurately by scientific tests. This chart may be used to help identify variations in pork quality. Color and Marbling Standards cards are also avail l-bh .

- : o S e
PSE Pale pinkish gray, very Soft and RFN Reddish pink, Firm and DFD Dark purplish red, very Firm and
Exudative. Undesirable appear- Non-exudative. “IDEAL". Dry. Firm and sticky surface, high

ance and shrinks excessively. Desirable color, firmness

and water-holding capacity.

OLOR STANDARD

water-holding capacity

B /
Pale pinkish gray to white Grayish pink Reddish pink Dark reddish pink Purpllsh red Dark purplish red
Minolta L* Value' 61 55 49

MARBLING STANDARDS2

100

Color and marbling scores are as described in Cunwum&wlﬂy!mum«(hmum 1999, NPPC. For more information contact:
1 Minolta L* values use D6S daylight light source s M
2 Marbliog scores comespond % tramasscude Hpid content  National Pork Producers Council
iy wwmreceeny

@;‘iﬁﬁﬁiéﬁﬁgﬁ#§?%ﬁ%°
Fig. 7. National Pork Producers Council Pork Quality Standards.

('National pork producers council, 1999 )
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i) Rk
(1) - 4= & & 45 (Proximate analysis)

= ALO.A.C (1986) = ;% » A W¥ 3 EJT 2 & B UKk A ~ 8 Fed ~ o g ing
KA ERF AV A o BAIIISEFZ % o
(2) pesg & (pH fE)

B A w3 (5 — o P (pHL) 2245 = w ) PF (pHae) A %] 02 pH meter
(TS-2, Suntex, Taiwan ) ] 2 % £ vz (s p 2. pH» 4 S £ vog Pl i § 3
10/11"M =4 2 7 5 ta e Bl B L ogees B B RIRE A 047§~ 3-5¢m
# ~ pHmeter » & & # pF3f B~dc e -
(3) -k + (Water-holding capability )

iz Ockerman (1985) 2z = 2 RlT 2 o P05 o2 HF £V ik %0 B3R
® (9 24 »WhatmanNo. 1) jadw FE Lk st e fog L2 P Br 7 24
o PEEILE o BPedF 2 FREE YA BB A F R o 12 500 psi 2 BR AR - A 4 S B

o d-p Bl 22l Bl G ff sz 0 12 E 5 &k (Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan) 3+ & p [
YRRl Ao Tk TH 2 o WHC (%) =1— 253k (%) -

MYk (%) = (¢4 BEla - Ble £ ) (61.10) /B~ & 27% 7 -k £ x100

(4) ## % £ F (Cooking loss)

J“‘Y’

#ed ok R G HIE R RO e T FH S 20m B o 4 g

fl.ji:fg ’ ﬂ’rnj’i’r T 37

-y
A

2_ 7 %4z (Barbecue 1850, TEFAL, France) 424712 10 4 45
Po e Lo RS s hBIY CERGBBC (P EREER

A3 T2CE2FER ) BN BB R ARigd kA L g e liw £ RS

b

LHSEL “f” e FHE > WL FELF Foo
(5) 4 % (CIEL"a'b")
Bk lom B A8 0 2B >4 X ik (Color and color difference meter,

Model TC-1500SX, Tokyo Denshoku, Japan) * & iRl H £ B J F X B - ek
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HidzahE (L) kd @ (a) &25d @ (b)) & piksoasn s
BRE £ €45 T A 2o Lvalue4%% 4 2 234k 2 > a'value & & 5
Zd B FBELIHIB DvaAue T EAF IR fESES R o

(6) % 4 & (Shearvalue):

oA * e Fp42 7 %45 (Barbecue 1850, TEFAL, France) 424~ 10 4
e o - o IS ssmeg vl ¥ E & 68°C (Digital
Thermometer PDT300, UK ) » £ #4% 527 & 2x1x1 (ExExE ) cm® ~ ] » 12
F= 1+ & 47 ik (Texture analyzer TA-XT-plus, Stable Microsystem, England ) fe &
it @ HDP/BS 2 7 A1 H-E B (H M va 2 ) $ik 5 8 Rt 4 %
Bl 2ratr 2k % Fd @ (kglem?) e

(7) F 4 it 2% (Texture profile analysis )

B RoB R R B B A 2XxIx1 (EXFxE ) em® L] 14
4 1 47 ik (Texture analyzer TA-XT-plus, Stable Micro System, England ) fe
& ¥t it HDP/BS 2 45 A4 s 358 (HC o dh et vl ) BRI ZAL & ~ R~ 581 -
@®ﬁ°é%ﬁﬁ%$%?ﬁﬂﬁ’?4E%@?*@%%#igﬁﬁﬁ’
P4 EArERenE - s B PR A F TR R
WA (1 2 1992) o se i Fisfy A 45X e £ T 4 BA 4T TR
T ap 2 w2 B o @ 5% kR Gomez-Guillen and Montero (1996 ) &2
1 (1992 )ein 2 i3 s & 47 2. - 12 10mm/sec 2_:# & 5 P T_IF 5p 2. 45 # 1 & (Test
speed) > Bl T PEFRR B A (Strain) X T i A B R HT75% 0 #rF 2 B% P
F¥t4 & @ > BT 4 &2 A (Hardness) ~ 314 (Elasticity )~ p &+

(Cohesiveness) £2:2 -1+ (Chewiness) e ] 8 5 & & f b $i it & 7385 & eh

Fod W HES R -
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Force
S -
H'!
Al
Y /R'Z\
R | ] : \
- ’Y“_’ Time
B1 | | B2 |

A K (Hardness) : H (% — =t R4k 5978 = cnfd o ARk § R4 o
i B (Cohesiveness) =A2/AL (& =X R OT4g = chdind & TR S 5 )
st (Elasticity) =B2/B1 (& = # /R 5472 Cerpr ) o

e w1+ (Chewiness ) =Hx (A2/Al) x (B2/Bl)

GRS RS S AR
Fig. 8. Standard curve of texture profile analysis.

( Szczesniak, 1975 )
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(8) ATP R ®i 4~ 7 & (ATP-ralated compounds content)
iz Crescentini and Stocchi (1984 ) ¥# Seewald etal. (1993) 2. = ;% i3 :2ip| T_
1 #5pd
a. KHoPO, ik 8 % iz (pH=6.0) : ™2 0.1M 2. KH,PO, (%) @ * 0.1M
KoHPO, (Hh» %) A pH & -
b. KH PO, #i e B & et (pH=4.0 )1 12 0.1M 2. KHoPO, (4’4 % ) # 0.1M H3zPO,
(§ A Z5) A% pH i o
C. KHoPO, i e 8 4 e (PH=7.6) : 12 0.1M 2. KHoPOy (Hhi %) & * 0.1M
KoHPO, (4R %) A B pH & -
d.0.6N i # fit : B~ 70% B % pape @ 0.6N 2 iE & L3 i o
2. 1R Sope gl
& & 5. ATP ~ ADP ~ AMP ~ IMP ~ CMP ~ GMP ~ UMP ~ INO ¥? HYP ( Sigma)
1 pH=6.0 2 FEfk B 2 - & AR R R S 0.5mg/ml o
3. @& 2
BB D 2 ey B R » 25 F A 06N 2 15 IHFIRE 1A
a5 % 2 Whatman No. 1 g &g > §00 3 g3 RiFk € £ 32 100 £ 4 -

b T ARt » 5T A pH=T6 ZBSE RS B R 5 > 55 30 A4 1

sl

12.0.22pm (Millipore) Jg ¥iBify » iR e B > B 4w F ¢ o #8575 20-80C
f%f * oo

4. HPLC 2 A 47 i i
F B ATie 2B ki k4P & 47 &k (L-6200, Hitachi, Japan) 4 47 - i@ * #c&
3B+ BB 25ul ik id ~ &R B(L-4200, Hitachi, Japan ) 3% @& & % 254nm>
AEEAL s RP-18 (B & > P &) S5 & 17 Hicdp /2 & 5o (Quick

Chrom,, SISC, USA) & rd2 H % 5 ff o
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a e e B ik i

kit AL KHPO, B 8 3 e (pH=4.0)

kit BiKHPO, Bife B 4 B (pH=4.0)% 109% Methnol( Mallinckrodt) °
TR AN 3 g ok pe > 0.22pm (Millipore) g MR f i g o

b.#5 & 4p i i B2 R R

B (min) A (%) B (%) s (ml/min)
0 100 0 0.6
4 100 0 0.6
13 0 100 0.6
14 100 0 1.0
24 100 0 0.6

(9) #saprespt 7 £ (Free amino acid.content )
iz Knecht and Chang (1986 ) #tit 2. = j* | &2 °
1 ##Eprd
(1) Dabsy-Cl #=# # (4mM Dabsy- Cl buffer) :
P~ 26mg Dabsyl-Cl ( 4-dimethylaminoazobenzene-4’-sulfonylchloride) ;% 3%
20ml ¥ 7 = (acetonitrite ) -
(2) phpta 4 % 7% (100mM NaHCO; buffer, pH=8.3)
B~ 429 NaHCO3( & 4 % 5. ) a3t 4 gps -k @ » % = £ % 500ml> 2 1IN HCI
¥ INNaOH A pH &1 83 G- % 592
(3) mifs % b7 (50mM NapHPO, buffer, pH=7.0)
B~ 3.55g NagHPO, 73 *>+ 2 g+ -k ¢ > = = & F 500ml > »2 1IN HCI & 1IN
NaOH # - pH &3 7.0 BaAf B g B 2o i 12 1w GIR & 440 -
(4) fypasp 2 Bk (25mM CH3COONa buffer, pH=6.5) :
B~ 2.0508g CH3COONa - 4r » 40 ml N, N dimethy formamide > x 12 3 3+
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k78 3 1L 2 AN HCI 22 IN NaOH # # pH & % 6.5> 12 0.22um( Millipore )
T B g o
2. AiriE
(1) #4:3]% :RP-18 (B & » p )
(2) & 424 ¢ 5pm > 200x4.6mm
(3) ##4p (mobile phase )
A fEpidh ¥ ik (25mM CH3COONa buffer, pH=6.5)
B: # 7 % (acetonitrite ; CH3CN)

A4k £ 1436 nm

#HoAp i E R

B (min) A (%) B (%) snik (ml/min)
0 85 15 1.0
20 60 40 1.0
32 30 70 1.0
34 30 70 1.0
36 85 15 1.0

3. HESrA

B v gh i it

Arginine ( Sigma )~ Aspartic Acid ( Sigma ) ~ Anserine ( Sigma )~ Carnosine ( Sigma ) ~
Glutamic Acid( Sigma )~ Glycine( Sigma )~ Glutamic Acid( Sigma )~ Histidine( Sigma ) ~
Isoleucine (Sigma) ~ Lysine (Sigma) ~ Leucine (Sigma) - Methonine ( Sigma) ~
Phosphoserine ( Sigma ) ~ Phenylalanine ( Sigma ) ~ Threonine ( Sigma ) ~ Tyrosine
( Sigma )~ Tryptophan( Sigma )~ Taurine( Sigma )~ Serine( Sigma )¥? Valine( Sigma )

vLd g ok Rt pe A Img/ml L AR e o
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oo o SRS 0 B30 R G 60 F A3 B3 RIS 0 ATT Bk
< 10000 rpm 30 4 48 » B~ i3 702 Whatman No.4 Jjg '8 g © ik K 4o
010 » 45 1 F-0 TR A E Kk T F R4 Fro £ 2 4°C 2000rpm des 10 A 45
i * Whatman No0.4 jg i g o o~ f 53 B~ B 25ul ~ 3 3 -k 25pl ~ 50ul
100Mm NaHCO; buffer 7 4mM Dabsy-Cl &3] » j& £ 353 3t 72°C-kig 15 & 48 -
i #s 4~ 700pl < NaHPO, 32 £ 355 > Bois 12 0.22um 6 i Bk °

(10) *g%mps =& (Fatty acid composition )
%z Sukhijaetal. (1988) = ;2 Bl T 2
1 ##Ep4
a. ¥ (Benzene)
b. Methanolic HCI : #-10ml ¢z & (acetyl chloride ) (Fluka) £ 100ml 2.
EoRT PR (FRBE S pA) PRE
c. 6% (viv) K,COs (Shimakyu)
d. & -karpidp (NaSO,)
2. AwAgT

e Koo e BT 14 ok gz s (Labeonco, USA) it (54 ik dc % < i
W2 AR BRI R R o P 030 2 R A TR A BN H G E T b e s
2ml Benzene ¥2 3ml Methanolic HCI 32338 & » 70°C-kig & -] P> L 4r 3 8
fex Bml 6% (viv) K,COz £ 2ml Benzene i & » f5 12 Mg 3 T 448 > B~ b
RATHCRE B E ¢ 0 de r NSO B7i330-80CH # * -

3. GCx Tixt
P %

g % 4p & #8 1® (Trace GC ultra, Thermo, Finland ) &7 4~ 45 > i

e

BB B E L lul o HRIE S VG H&p) (Flame ionization detector ) -

A HE 4 s = i E (Rtx-2330, Restek, USA ) # #54p 4 48 5 Npitig 5 1 ml/min -
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split ratio 100 : 1 - injector ;8 & % 240°C - detector ;8 & 5 250°C o 4 #7 i% i 4r
T olovenAxdsE B S 160C 0 2 1612 2C/min i 28 1 210C 0 iF 15 A
& oo AT R AR BRI R

(11) rg%%%% 2 ( Melting point)

iz Ockerman (1985) 2. = jx Bl &2 o #fgip2g i {432 » £ o F (0.8-1.1x100
mm) ¥ o EE o RAFRER AR RGP EEE c BB HF ARAR
KRR T ML E R B R kA BE R o g2 o ) FEE
R BT 2R R WL B A B F R AN A A D 2R S PR
BT 2 BRTEBREGE-

(12) »egk m#c® (Muscle fiber number)

e e S R 5 0.2x0.2x0.2cm> 2 = 4 A5 1 @ % 10% 4.5 1 formalin )
Fie 24 ) pEo TR H oKk 24 0] P Rl SR8 T R e vk b 2 JEp 8 % (50
70~80~85-90 -~ 100% ) & & M #-H g 4 %2 >t Xylene » £ #-H d Xylene # /%
ERTHY B e BEY RFRHME B RENTHM PP T AT

ERp# P ER > ENPRAT O FURAFEE L
( Hematoxylin-eosin stain, H& E stain) » ¥ 44 & (St * (735 o 3F 5 {8k
BBk 400X L T BARE P i -
(13) R F &= (Sensory evaluation )

iz Cardelloetal. (1983) = /& &3z o &% 4 p *» = 2cm B2 f # > {]*
© Fp# 2 7 %45 (Barbecue 1850, TEFAL, France) 42%-12 10 » 453w fFwm % -
Kt is B A& 4o 3 ¢ u R R 68°C(Digital Thermometer PDT300, UK ) »
o e 2xAxD (ExExXE ) emd <o o d R RIEIIR A s B Y A 2
AP PHE FMIFIE S 6 FHEESTR cHE S R WOR SRR 5P
M g R 2 R REFE TS oo O a4 pFd 2 E PRI AR E
1R 9 s mF f Al e ¥ AP TR 2R 1 S4RX-9 5 &% 7
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WeR BV P R g2 4R L SR 09 S HEE G bk G G P 2
hif 01 AHERA 9 BRI PR vl pE o F R P 2k B
Thadp 2R LAEICE 9 AES 7 gk iR BT
FAP P rE 2 Rk 0l SRR 09 2 BEER S RS RIS
BT E > 1 SR> 9 A& B o

B § R

pEp: 22 it

¥~ %
5
5

e 1AL B B 9L EEESEIF
F v Tl A B F kB 94§ ik
R LA G HR A 9 & % MR HRiE
$AE 1A RBEER O£ Zims
5 "R 1A R E 9 &5 it
B vk t1 A AR R 94 %k RiEk
RELR (1ALEPIK 9L FlEEE

w

w
w
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EEENCA-SA £

AR 2EHE% (CRD) 2 3x2x4 47 F]+ K 3h o 1 7 e & fE (4
e, Dy ERAL Ly (R Y) e (Bap 4 ) 2EsE (90.1-100 -
100.1-110 ~ 110.1-120 ~ 120.1-130kg ) 7 & B R8dk ~ — S =0 o 2478 ok 4
ZHF X m A g (05, D ERRAT, L H5 ], Y ) s (F =7
LopE) g Rk 2 RN o i * SAS 3t A 47k s (Statistical analysis system,
SAS, 2002) - s &4 5% (General linear models procedure, GLM ) 4 47 >
Moo T A T iafe (Leastsquare mean, LSM) Bl T R R g e T30 2 L B
foo BRI R A g TR 2 4p B {2 4 41 o g #F o Robison (1976) 45 ¢
o EMRE ARt LA LR R BRSO TR I L kA B Tk
SRR EFEA TR AARS 2 B B RERE S AR R AR
PREREE R R fE L S 0SBt o Model | Y=Bo+B1X1+B2X 1% Bo="% #c; Bl

2P2 L fF il YRR F A AT N X=SEHE SRR G A
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T~ 2% 8544

- BB E S S R A AR 2 B

RS S ERAT N RN P n T Rz £ 8 (£ 14)0 AW
PRl LA AE T LE R - R BB B R L ER A
i r b de=fis LEARAEY REFIZ BB TE 2 5k
(King, 1991 )

1AM Edrt BERE DEME ke (P<00l)e @ &3
VL R R bR Feadp e 47 ¥ U AL R £ &P
FRREDApM (P<005)r Wiz B oL 6] (£29) 295 0.36 £ 0.37
(P<0.05) E#re i LA ERApM2 %% (£305 4 34)0 v -
o R s a2 AR QLT P REELE ERE (P<0.01) -
m A A g R R E R FEFARM S 1T T RIS - Y B (S B R R
mER B Y KRR A pM A % 5-0.33-0.29 7-0.38 (P<0.05) (% 29)-

TG A LRI R R B R A 95 R R ] (P<0.05)- & &M 6 ff
HEtamp €2FAMAY > 2% 5 0372 F 48 (P<0.05) (% 29) -

e E e Rk B - _gé‘p%wclgg?ﬁg%%%lﬁ%

Z]

_H—

¥ (2002) g be fd e © 2 IRy D ERAT BRE 2 BWE S A TR

\m'-

,1"

AL 2 ERMLTL B L A Rt M (5% 51997) L EAME
AT (R EE AT LB £2 7 % > Crossetal. (1970) %
Frp b Rt s b B hep2 MR FREME SRR EE D
AR Fpr il EREAME R B (1995) i kR
2 Pt &Rl A p o fﬂth?u;{gvf AT R B R SRR F2 A A4

U RGR R B R B B 2T AR F R o 7 (2008) 45 0 5 A KA
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AR EMEF EFMEMEN e E2 e A AT R o i oD
PR N F R E P R S B R ER G fi 2 RS E e A
# 4 (Virgili etal., 2003 ; Correaetal., 2006) - “&Ep & # ¥ 5 ¢ 7% &4 cuip
e ki L gk MM (1999) dp e AW E T ERG fF L p R L AP
2. M % oLloetal (1992) 7 3 &fH> 4 £ AR~ B ke B B52 B
SRR PR ER G ek E S RS R G f (P<0.05)
F 3R (1985) F Mk 2 ME BT~ § FEgu{oA AR FRhir ML
~E BB ek REE S F R B GR R 130 S B e A%
o R L R G REP R R SRR G 0 ERATE T R 2
B Eoo— Ak APk A @ BR A0S bldo AWE 2 55 0408
2B R A5 04-0.6 2 B - F]td5d R L LR SR S L

Eg kﬂl%gg%\

AT
WHRBORAY BRI REME T A2 X8 (£ 15)0 S% kT 0~
2 EMEREFRE ~FE (P<005)-d £29 3 £ 347 it i e ks
Foamormp L ERG fFERp XY R oA (P<0.05) -t did - s b
SHBABRGERTER > CREREARF REZF LR (P<001). A % 7 5
B ER G fE >~ Bk KR AR (P<0.05)e & ARG f b o T R
TEFRE RS LER G (P<0.01)- Bahelkaetal. (2007)  #= %
SRR ORE A REMEREFR AR FREZ AR LA B ARR G
Wz TFRRER s irE WS o B Py rg pinig %k (Larzul etal.,
1997 ; Tischendorf et al., 2002 ; Cassady et al., 2004 ) -

RN R T T

.:?
\:1
o+
~=i
oy
=k
o
W
(w.
.
W
|
o
>_L
1%"\‘
1o
o
|

W
s

RE L EME  TFIAME SR AL B AR HBoEE2 Be T g2
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RP AR F o en PEMN S He 3y Fens 3 5o kA M kehi
WA LRSI en PEEMILk A AR LI BFENFEFRRL
o F B ARE O EEMRERES  EA PPN AR (RE
2000a)> iz = F 2 # 150 d SRR P F FPR oAk L0 Fldm & B OFH T A S 0ER (o
2004) i@ AF MM LGB 2R (MmE > 20000)  de- A B

R2FRERLARBEEE -

BEpilE

#1552 RN TEIFIMEN TR EEMER P B EEH
¥ 90-130kg> 1% 10kg 5 - &b B % AT > & BT nT DA E ~ T30k
TRBAE A nFF BEFLE (P<001l)- H°¢ &% (P<001)- &L (P
<0.01)~zmA % 5 R (P<0.01) £ Ep 5 # (P<0.01) 354 A 3 pFiERE € 3
Sod BEEH X B FLAPM (P<0.05)c 3¢ A 3 & 5 desi w5 g1 ok TS
PEREE LA E 2 K B A B AR > BAEP 2 4 B A e g
pErging o E R em WL PAAD RAD B REE g B s
Bois o A LFH L iBAR Y B AR N R GRS B (2§ g R
B ama Ay o FI S EE R A E 2 W e B F N2 &S (k0 1987) e
v R C AR g A F DN A PR e e (RE S 2004 ;
Virgili et al., 2003; Correa et al., 2006 ) Correa et al.(2006 ) & +* #& 5% & 107115 »
125kg =2 P AR P EWEZ EHE R SEE T EF EFFEML L 2o
Be 25 s B E SRR G fFIONEL B A o 3F S RFETT AR diAp 2 B &

( Candek-Potokar et al.,; 1998 ; Latorre et al.; 2003) o
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Table 14. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on selected carcass measurements

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S BxS
=M £ Live weight (kg) 109.03 108.61 110.12 110.41 111.21 109.15 326 NS NS NS
&4 & Carcass weight (kg)  92.61 92.31 93.22 93.73 92.14 91.92 289 NS NS NS
% & Dressing yield (%)  85.12 85.21 84.69 84.84 84.58 84.45 083 NS NS NS
k%4 £ Carcass length (cm) 81.71°Y  82.72°* 83.93%Y 84.76™ 81.94>Y 82.52°* 051  ** * NS
¥ - %495 & PIBF (cm) | 3.27°% 2.98%Y 3.21°* 2.79"Y 3.54% 3.01*Y ogs I ** NS
Bots ot 4 55 & P2BF (cm)  1.97°% 1.84"Y 1.88%* 1.72%Y 2.11% 1.97*Y o7 & ** NS
b f4 541 4 75 & P3BF (cm) | 1.88% 1.79%Y 1.87" 1.75°Y 1.98% 1.86%Y Ju ** NS
WP G 4% LEA (cm?) 58.12%", " 59,172 53.14>Y 55.19°* 52.14°* 52.78%% 146 | ** ** NS

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire. (S) Sexes ; Barrows; Gilts.
P1BF, Backfat thickness (1st rib) ; P2BF, Backfat thickness (last rib) ; P3BF, Backfat thickness (last lumbar) ; LEA, loin eye area.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

ab.%alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
%Y 2\ialues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 15. Effects of pig’s sexes and slaughter weights on selected carcass measurements

Barrows Gilts Significant
(Kg) 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120120.1-130 SEM S W SxW
A4 € Body weight (kg)  95.39° 105.76° 115.37° 122.11° | 96.51° 107.43° 11561° 12331* 139 NS ** NS
B84 € Carcass weight (kg) 80.53"  90.07° 98.30° 104.37* 81.90° 91.27° 98.77° 10593 147 NS ** NS
B % % Dressing yield (%) 84.79" 85.13" 8550°  8540° 84.88°  85.20°  8567° 8560° 076 NS ** NS
&% £ Carcass length (cm) 79.73% 82.57° 8347 86.17° 81.03° 83.70° 8533° 87.70° 0.8 * %% NS
- 45 PIBF (cm) 2749 298°  3.32° 359 | 240°  3.04° 320 3299 021 ** ** NS
L fs s rg B P2BF (cm)  1.89° - 191"  2,01° 2.25° 1.52¢ 1.73° 1.99° 217 029  **  x* NS
hofs e ¥ 7o & PSBF (cm) 1.83°  1.90° 204  247° | 149°  160° 201* 171" 018  **  ** NS
Pz 5 A LEA (cm?) 51.03° 53.90° 58.17° 61.97° | 53.67° 58.43° 5877° 6320° 039 ** ** NS

(S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts. (W) Slaughter weights.

P1BF, Backfat thickness (1st rib) ; P2BF, Backfat thickness (last rib) ; P3BF, Backfat thickness (last lumbar) ; LEA, loin eye area.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
*d\zalues in the different weights of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

77



AR LS P P S ) B A e

2

(w.

L

R LR BRSO R n TR P SR R e 2
2 (2 16) mEifop £ AN BFLEFLE (P<00L) HEw:&E -
HA S BRI BB R il on mEmist > Gl AEL T4 LB Erer
(P<0.01)- & 502 p "5t (Lean:Fat) (P<0.01) ¥ ¢ % +* (Lean:Bone) (P
<005) FRXERIEOLL ca g €186 3 g Bawpg £
Rop E Emard i i s I RF A F AR 25 dvmuap £2 24
Boda i BEFRES & 9L pld b (P<0.01)-d 7 Frpit s F1E §
WA N R BN Rl g R B 2 R W o e LR 2 ot
BoEHER AL Lo (P<0.05) (W 9)  Hik s & Faf e p 4t
(Lean:Bone)z it A 5 2 — e 3 3 Sg/sMWE R 4e F A 2 484 > @ 9 § A
1m1ummmﬂ1%’ﬂ\ﬂ?ﬁ&*%§$£*%%*§i$iwﬂ’ﬂ%
& B A AT U RS R R g A T g A RS
EFFARZRE o vil? BN e 2 LR R 0P BT F
”ﬁﬁi%i’?%‘# AT (P<001)> @ 95 7
P B £ AR B R NHE L
LI (L 2P B RE A RE £ (P<001)

N
“ j
\-1-

.01

(P<0.01)efe ¢ g oyind 2
7Y Bz p gt (Lean:Fat) ! AR £ @ B3 A A g k2 pofg et (LeaniFat)
g f b (Lean:Bone) (P<0.05)c S &/ EME v B30 1L 2 4 L g
»fle (P<0.05) (H19)» 474 52 Faa#rz p % (Lean:Bone) %4 & 3 4c
RIERE-ROBEFIFIWERAET 200 2%t > m Y AHRTEHE
Bitedm ST H RN PR T D R T 2 e S 4 P X L T el
T2 5 e M 2P R RO L aE o B H P Bl it H i
BRSO EI A e S 2 LB BR A Bk RE 2 BN
£ (P<0.01)> ¥ Hp 7ot (Leam:Fat) # e Fridrer 5§ & (P<0.05)

BEIVEEIE Bl FHRFR 2o - S Sic T 2 R LR 53
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RERRL AR Y Ak R o AR AN AR AN AR K
i (Jersey) 1L RS Bl d FROR L B SiEEHK A L B ok
R AIREA 5P T BE LG RE D e g B g kb
é%@%%éé%ﬁi~°W§(w%)%ﬂgﬁ%ii&LQujig§ﬁ
2o oSt o B AR Z PR o 2 A RR R NE LT RE L
o e £2 Bk o

125

/4

WRBAORAL RN F EFRHEHET o P IR ke 18
(217) B EALAZT ¢XFMP FE FTRE - A 1T 8 “ B &
Elgr EERB T IR PEARRE N R ¥ T AEHF LR (P
>0.05)c Flpt + 7§ $2 & 2 p #q e+t (Lean:Fat )(P <0.05 )- Weatherrup et al.(1998 )
FAripdioms g ckp #Higira B B arp BRE A RS SRR
FRE R FEP RSP B A2 P g o BN iaE AR

RO (P<0.05) 0 FJpt 7 A o5 e ® R p gt (Lean:Fat) & ¥ i
L (P<005) ERFla R ferkamf 3 ool Lo v 2 4
WEER DA S o4 R X{od T M E Bl 0B R 5 G B o - KA
TORFVIEZ AR 0 A RPET BRE G {7 E TR o RN g TR e T
FRAEBF FHRA A o pfaimRagr Hdmoislfed YT AL { 5
R e b G MRS BN B E S LB o amF oA R A
op Zap ZIONERIE 2 HAem P @ ARFHP R FORET AR AR
BT R EE AF (P<0.05): %5 " Em ffs B30 p #70t (Lean:Fat)
oA R TRE SR E 2P gt (LeantFat) (P<<0.05) ¢« w3t 7 & A4l
AR < o -k RE B SRR BB E oq 2 g 4p i
ok F3 oR>SEARE>RORZAES - BA Y ORI d 4 X B FUEL D
A RPEE T LFR (25 %) (Zengetal, 2002) - Latorre etal. (2003)
AT s s B Ep SRR B T2 B S RET RS
R R F Pt 7 5 0 g 2 g oo
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REFEERL

F17 VR P EE T EIEENEHTRELY P BRI AN
2B BEFpFEME 90-130kg 0 11 F 10kg B - iR B %A L F B F
PEME 2 Wb TN o £E BT YR FHRS (P<001)- p gt
(Lean:Fat) RIEF A F s + <@ ©% (P<0.05) § %+ (Lean:Bone)
RISES B PR EH e n A (P<001)o B3 kop ~ # B fgimit b+ 2 )
£ » Maynard et al. (1979) dadided R RZ SHESBERT A2 B2 7
itz omdd LS5 e EERT2 AR BR xRy R 28 £ER B
PR e WAL RGRBFLARE L2 EL A A CH AR D P RH R4
TR R e s A B T R iR o LR E L P BN i A e 2 f
Bod B PR BRI R c R R Y A FR AL 2 e
BiRizz fop £agind PREIFRA (P001)e e @ IR risnd Al uer gl
EFAARR G B gisE» 90.1-120 kg P # £ » 2 3] 7 120.1kg
PR s E B BT R A R R AN EanBARY iR Y AR o R
PRrREALEET EXTIMPA AR FARE E7 PPN A3 AR ko
A Bl A ST o @ e g iR e AR i S o @ P BRI B Pt (Lean:Fat)
FRlsEEFR L P s T2 (P<0.05) @ p vt (Lean:Bone) RI%EHEE F H A
+ 2 (P<0.01)- Garcia-Macias et al. (1996 )# 3 #ﬂ;,%ﬁa‘ﬁiﬁ‘—“"%%ﬁé )i
P g5 R s PG ffg 0 f fgt (Lean:Fat) # i< - Weatherup et al. (1998 )
PSR EMEss A8F T R85 ¥ BME B 40 p *52- (LeanFat)
BEER S emtod i E ey > HEP 2 4 8 ok B rpapdrp £35
WEH e ML PR RADF R o B ik ts o AR
W Az F Ft p%E (Bone:Organ ) 2o vt B3R "% T R > Bed (R 2 U el
£ BByt 0 FIORE B F PEERE 2 5 4o Pt (Lean:Fat) 7 2.4 B
@ g (Lean:Bone) B+ 2 2 4B% (Fk > 1987 ) o bt i BRI Bl e 2 2 X
BoRBEIVEMERE SA SRS O EFEFF AWML BRIV
fop 8RR E P EFRS (P<001)- f Pt (Lean:Fat) RISE¥ & % P48
£ da T (P<0.01)- B ¥+ (Lean:Bone) PIME ¥ & PFig & H4v @ + 2
(P<0.05)c B At ik wg 3% 5 FlF > bldorld ] ~ 280~ EHE ~ &
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% &#8 (Correaetal., 2006) - # ¢ F4 £ ¢ 7] F Ak m i frcé:ﬂ%iﬁ GIReae S
THPHMETIAREFFRERZFAE LA (ARSI A2 BB TR ELH)
FRAER A AFAERCEZHME A A > F A FRHLET BRE ARG

R - BsAlaw R
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Be g e S 2 F A0

Table 16. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on the front, middle and rear partition carcass composition

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S BxS
a B3R Front part
fop £ Lean weight (kg)  8.736° 8.872° 8.683° 8.712° 8.426% 8595 067 ** NS NS
#59% ¢ Fat weight (kg) 1.799° 1.721° 1.923° 1.886° 2.156° 2.026° 022 ** NS NS
f #gt Lean:Fat 4.76° 5.8 4,67 4,75 3.92° 4.55° o7 B * NS
¢ 4+ Lean:Bone 2.66 2 2.43 2.53" 2.22° 2.27° 014  * NS NS
¢ B3R = Middle part
Rk £ Lean weight (kg)  8.123° 8.179° 8.436° 8.579° 8.692° 8.543" 067 ** NS NS
#59%# Fat weight (kg) 2.095°* 1.676*Y 1.736% 1.469%Y 2.532% 1.765%  0.29  ** * NS
P 75+ Lean:Fat 3.86°Y 4.26°* 4.17% 4,53 3.66%Y 3.98% 0.19 1 * NS
¢ ¢ Lean:Bone 3.98%Y 4.15%% 4.53%Y 4.74% 3.67% G. IRk 0.8 * NS
fs FL 3% i Rear part
fop £ Lean weight (kg) — 8.902%* 8.996% 8.636"Y 8.751%* 8.123%Y gomaes N7l * NS
"5 95 & Fat weight (kg) 1.523%* 1.492°Y 1.543%% 1.533%% 1.756* 1.623*Y  0.39 4 * NS
f 5t Lean:Fat 5.86%Y 6.02%* 5.59"% 5.51"% 4.62%Y 5.09% 0.14 ¥ * NS
¢ ¢ Lean:Bone 4.01 4.18 4.06 3.94 3.70 3.85 021 NS NS NS

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire. (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
a0 %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
%Y 2\ialues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 17. Effects of pig’s sexes and slaughter weights on the front, middle and rear partition carcass composition

Barrows Gilts Significant

(KG) 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130 SEM S W SxW
a B3R = Front part
Aop & Lean weight (kg) 7.542°  8.525° © 9.054° 10.055° | 7.821°  8.633° 9.418° 10.419° 041 NS ** NS
295 ¢ Fatweight (kg) ~ 1.635°  1.793° 2.088" 2.342" | 1.436° 1.685° 2.166° 2.207° 011 NS ** NS
P %50t Lean:Fat 476 475 = 454"  438° | 544b° 569  446° 457 012 * * NS
1t Lean:Bone 2.47° 2.63° 2.72° UGS NG R ONOSEEN. 0 BN 0 B19 NEER ¢ NS
¢ B3R = Middle part
fop & Lean weight (kg) 7.737°  8.763° 9.736° 10.252° 7.989" 8968° 9.751° 10.380° 041 NS ** NS
595 Fatweight (kg) — 1.446°  1.679° 2513° 2195° 1351 1651° 1.917° 2118 022 * @ *x  *
;v Lean:Fat 5.84° 5.87° 4.33° 4.74° 6.21° 5.92° 5.30° 495 011 * * NS
¢ ¢ Lean:Bone 3%1" 3.89° 4.20°% 4.12° 3.76° 3.97° 4.64° 452° 009 * ** NS
fs B 38 = Rear part
fop & Lean weight (kg) 7.564" ~ 8.231° 8.990° 9.456° 7.913%  8664° 8952° 9582 017  * ** NS
595 ¢ Fatweight (kg) ~ 1.210° 1.253° 1.878°  1.928*  0.966° 0.940° 1.608°  1.799° 011 * ** NS

B 75t Lean:Fat 7.34° 7.05° 5.76° 5.59¢ 8.40° 7.19° 5.90° 584° 026 * ** NS
¢ 4t Lean:Bone 4.43° 4.64° 4.68° 4.90° 4.54° 4.78° 4.95 501° 011 NS * NS

(S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts. (W) Slaughter weights.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
b %alues in the different weights of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

83



240
2 A BX 3R A B B (Lean:Bone) B34 A 7 tb(Lean:Bone)
= 28 —
& 27 adi T 4L P
M= IEee——=
SR a— : ——ftiE £ 33 -

r ws ] -

5’ )s h e ESTRHF E %é _ﬁ‘; o tliEE

_ q 3
i 24 — HIEE =33 - BT A
= + 2] BHEE

2.3 -ih-: 23

90.1-100 100.1-110110.1-120120.1-130 'E.' 20.1-100 1001-110110.1-120120.1-130
B EHEREKD BEFEEHFTREKD)

B4 ~wEgEe B3niep £t (Lean:Bone) * S8 & F prin e BF 20 2 B ol o

Fig. 9. Interaction effect of breeds and slaughter weights on front part and middle part Lean:Bone in pigs.
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etal., 2002 ; Cassady etal., 2004 ) o pt & % = F pr i 55 Bt prap d pro sl 7 5
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Table 18. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on the distribution of primal cuts weight

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows  Gilts Barrows  Gilts Barrows  Gilts SEM B 5 BxS
% # ¢ Shoulder weight (kg) 2.39° 2.41° 2.40° 2.51° 2.07° 2.19° 0.45 ** NS NS
w52 - Picnic weight (kg) 5.64° 5.78° 5.57° 5.63° 5.23 SR 0.73 ** NS NS
% 4 ¢ Loin weight (kg) cFve Y A @ F £ KR Y 0 W W R * NS
/|- 2 % Tenderloin weight (kg) 0.51 0.52 0.52 0.49 0.51 0.52 0.11 NS NS NS
seapk Belly weight (kg) 4.98° 4.82° 5.12° e 5.34° 5.31° 0.51 *§ NE >
t4 52 ¢ Ham weight (kg ) 8.89° 8.92° 8.57" 8.44" 8.12° 8.26° 0.11 ** NS NS
Rop = Lean percentage (%) « 57.67°Y - 57.98"* ~ 58.42%Y 5874  56.13%Y  56.80°* = 0.42 § B NS

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire. (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

ab.%\alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 19. Effects of pig’s sexes and slaughter weights on the distribution of primal cuts weight

Barrows Gilts Significant
(KG) 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130 90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120120.1-130 SEM S W SxW

A # ¢ Shoulder weight (kg)  1.96° 2.23° 2.45° 2.46° 2.08° 2.20° 2.23° 269° 029 NS ** =
# 52 Picnic weight (kg) 462°  5.14° 571> 578 | 465" 5217 45.36" 594 038 NS ** NS
# 4 p Loin weight (kg) 2.99¢ 3.21° 3.64° 3.85° 3.14° 3.49° 3.77° 395 011 * ** NS
] 2 % Tenderloin weight (kg) 0.45°  050° = 055®  0.60° 051> 051° 051° 059° 003 NS ** NS
wezp Belly weight (kg) 4.04¢ 4.82° 5.23° 5.67° 4.11° 4.72° 5.54° 571° 021 NS ** NS
ts w2 Ham weight (kg) 7.44° 8.09° 8.88" 9.33° 7.72¢ 8.21° 8.78" 9.42* 039 NS ** NS
fop = Lean percentage (%) = 58.03* - 57.98° 57.33° 56.87° | 5885 5873 . 58.23° 57.46° 033 * ** NS

(S) Sexes ; Barrows; Gilts. (W) Slaughter weights.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

*dyzalues in the different weights of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 20. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on proximate analysis, WHC, and pH of LD muscle

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant
Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S BxS
S A (0
chat(ef) 74.17 74.21 74.38 74.55 74.21 74.29 015 NS NS NS
/ [0)
# F‘;’roii(f) 22.88Y 23.32% 23.01Y 23.92 22.72Y 23.11% 0.23 NS * NS
#2835 (0
“:a(t@ 1.92%% 1.73%Y 1.61°% 1.31%Y Ry = 1.56"* 0.11 % * * NS
#. > (0
* Zs(h/‘)) 1.38 1.39 1.22 1.29 1.27 1.31 005 NS NS NS
molk 4 (0
’ VLVH éﬁ) 68.14%Y  69.56™ 68.22%* 68.45"* 67.12°* 67.23°* = 036 * *  BNS
2 4 F (0
BEALO0) qggbx g7 930 18.66"Y 19.19° 21.14** 20:33*Y 055 * NS
Cooling loss
Ham pH1 6.42° 6.47° 6.21° 6.22" 6.17° 6.23" . - NS NS
Ham pH24  6.23° 6.26° 6.01° 6.14° 6.02° 6.11" Q41 NS NS
Loin pH1 6.31° 6.29° 6.01" 6.11° 6.01° 5.99" Q08 4 * NS NS
Loin pH24  6.17° 6.11° 5.87° 5.92 5.88" 5.93 o." * NS  *

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire. (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

ab.cd\/alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 21. Effects of pig’s sexes and slaughter weights on proximate analysis, WHC, and pH of LD muscle

Barrows Significant
(KG) 90.1-100 100.1-110 110:1-120° 120.1-130  90.1-100 100.1-110 110.1-120 120.1-130 SEM S W SxW
’}4 2 (%) a b G c a b a c *
Wator 74.43 74.01 73.79 73.75 74.46 74.17 74.50 73.56 0.11 NS NS
4 0)
e Ffroii(f) 22 552 22.13° 22.00% 21.76° 23.08° 22.61° 22.44° 2254 019 @ * * NS
#z 55(0
E EFﬁa(t/O) 1.08° 1.72° 1.75° 2472 0.54° 0.80° 1.20° 1.04° 003 * * NS
#. I (0
X Zs(h@ 1.23 1.20 23 1.23 1.23 1.23 1.20 1.27 0.04 NS NS NS
vl 4 (0
* \J/‘VH é/") 67.29 67.21 67.17 68.15 68.36 68.30 68.24 6895 031 * NS NS
HampH1  6.34 6.32 6.29 6.25 6.33 6.33 6.30 6.20 007 NS NS NS
Ham pH24  6.28 6.09 6.14 6.19 6.40 6.35 6.20 6.26 009 NS NS NS
Loin pH1 5.93 5.97 5.81 5.86 6.02 5.99 5.94 5.94 011 NS NS NS
Loin pH24  5.88 5.95 5.80 5.89 5.88 5.97 5.94 5.90 023 NS NS NS

(S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts. (W) Slaughter weights.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
2b.%alues in the different weights of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Table 22. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes of on meat quality evaluation of LD muscle

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant
Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S B*S
g
(folor 5.69° 5.77° 4.99° 5.01° 4,72° 4.65° 012 * NS NS
AT R
. 2.66% 1.72%% 2.052% 1.69°%Y 1.78%* 1.66>Y 011 * * NS
Marbling
29 R
T°F 2.98° 2.88% 2.85° 2.78° 2.43° 2.59¢ 023 * NS NS
Firmness
2R E,L*
. 50.18° 49.58° 49.58° 49.55° 51.48 52.48% 034 * NS *
(Lightness)
=4 i@ a
= 7.89%Y 8.96%* 7.64>Y 8.24° 4.66%Y 5.78% 016 * * NS
(Redness)
$¢ b
mE 0.74%% 8.77% 7.99%% 8.01°% x 6.48%Y 024 * * NS

(YYellowness)

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire. (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

a0 %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P.< 0.05).
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vk el 58 R f M (r=-0.67,P<0.05) (% 37)-
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Pl EpEE N B RE 2 T4 BT RE IR 2 B
% 23° s MuF ik ROt BEAR R EM (P<005) @
b RO B B R A N Rk A R (P>0.05)0 vk e p 2 vt o
Bolz FrdEFLE (P>005) R e FRNE LB TR SR RYER
2 vgaficp 2 ABR o S RE G RH2ZT I BAAREY R AFE AT EE
LFE G RF s B AL R R M G T h RS 2 R ) 2
AR TR > BECR T4 BT R RS Gidoepg p RS £ e AN

FEFGEE A GO PR RRE O UR § R ROR &R R T

R
4 & (Hovenieretal.,, 1993)c @ »vp ¥ <32 7 & & B % ﬁirﬁfi’pﬁ'ki‘l,f%*‘—%i’?f?)i
e

A5

-

f R EE SR AR L R (Miller, 1994 ) - Crouse etal. (1991) ¥ 4,
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DR B ZWUR AR S L APM o e AR B g fFAX S —*Ff ’
AR iE ¥ 3 (2003) 7 dp I H g ff IR RS 2 f},\‘mi H i %

T4 ENF MR bR A HM G F T4 BRI N L R HR

Fdic - Wood etal. (1999) dg di g svp p Pqis g £ F pF o o P& RR

B g s g 4 g 38 (2003) Frdp e pog e g BT

&
=

o

% i
TRARL
B (r=-0.965,P<0.05)c F]pt >+ A g% ® FEB Evez § 4 @2eighs g § o

“‘1“
far

-

Yo

A-
ER.1

FRFES SR F SRR A ARt (£87) B4 Bl aiag
(r=-0.52, P<0.05)~ « 7 7 %3®=A (r=-0.48, P<0.05) 7 &k =4 (r=-0.72, P
<0.05) E® R Apb e T A EH AR E ALY g K2 Fin
MR A R A SRR PRV AR AR A LR B FL - -
Brewer etal. (2002) Wit dw e AR EF Bk BFIRE L L
BRRAE 2T 4 E @ Enfiltetal. (1996) 7= 7 b g faz % &£ 9T
BT FME G R RE JRMAT 4 BERS LA LR ST
REREHRE ] RELFF4 0 FP L RFREEI 2P AR % o a

Fop TS EREARET "aik g £ Crouseetal. (1991) § 4p s ez p 2
WoRAREFARM » ved p Rt T4 B2 K A FE e TR
BHCD b r flmpk o oo ok Stea e (2002003) 0 2 (2003) Tdp dip AR
RLERPET RICFRIRARS R, 2 RE LT B R ARG TR
Mo 2 v okl MR A S F A RA R T AN ) § B oA T ke
PAXS HE k4 F00 PRSI G AF A% PIR 4eif k& £ Fod BT B2
e e A RS R 2 T BEFRT {RTE S B T MRS

Food g i e B TR Rt Rl R (P<0.05)0 &gt Es ¢
BAafpr? T PEAR ST RAARZITE G M T AR RS
O R SNV Sl R R R i S IR B
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Table 23. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on shear value, texture profile analysis, and muscle fiber number of LD muscle

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant
Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S B*S
U P
Muscle fiber 237.23% 234.41°2 182.11° 181.78° 163.29° 143.32° 1.01 & NS NS
number
'LI’JJ N
YR 5.660%Y 6.021%* 6.445°* 6.558% 7.086%Y 7.996%* 043 ** . NS
Shear value
R cy cX b,x b,x ay ax
4.542% 5.988™ 6.213> 6.399" 6.971% 7.521% 029 ** * NS
Hardness
n R
) 0.662 0.636 0.647 0.618 0.644 0.596 0.21 NS NS NS
Cohesiveness
SE [+
. 0.633 0.695 0.702 0.639 0.660 0.657 0.11 NS NS NS
Elasticity
vE wEM
. 1.012 1.123 0.964 0.937 1.011 0.957 0.13 NS NS NS
Chewiness

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire.(S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

0. %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
%Y 2\ialues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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% 24 57 i fiul 2 s F b L B O 2 1 ik - Bendall (1973) %
Rt g B B4R ATP (adenosine 5'-triphosphate ) i ibit 4 mips v - & %
% ADP (adenosine 5'-diphosphate ) 4= AMP (adenosine 5'-monophosphate ) » £
g4 i=iv* & 5 IMP(inosine 5’-monophosphate )- & & & 3= ¢ 3 (inosine, INO)
fr=k & &4 (hypoxanthine, HYP ) o @ ATP > §8 ) "% f352 T ~ & 5
ATP—ADP—-AMP—IMP—INO—HYP (Tsaietal., 1972) - @ & % 24 #7157 » % &
Fovp @ ATP~ADP & AMP B0 e st 2503 » 2 p i R alx L8 (P>
0.05)- 2 (1995):};1 DTG ki 24 Rl F IR ATP 2 = 2 2705
a2 ADP 2 AMP SEizpe 5 pF I e 4o S0 i AR o @ A (SR ¢ M O
P

¥

1‘\

=k

XFIFE R REA AL E EF 2 R Taaietal (1972)3#, 41
Fle i 2 Bk FEET oo p PHRME 2 £77 5 274 £ -$8(2003)
FEP A CATP s R ie e 55 A AR (-0301)  ZRE AFF T2 T 7 16
Al H ATP i fRid > 577 o @S HMMBF 222 48 -

B % (2002) < 4t o EALPEATIE 2 BRI R G F AR £LRATP §
B fad Rl i@ Bk ¢ ADP~AMP £ IMP ¢5 £ o @ b 3 pe b 5 4
X Ppde 0% e o X G K R P EL(S k0 GMP) ~ #8 eige % L (77 H Bk
CMP)~ Frepeed” H B (SR L > UMP) » i i & = 2 3~ & 3 P17 L (RNA)

2 % § PO (DNA) e & oo @ ATP 4% fReniAz 7 a0 € 5580 & & (2~

»«m w5

AR BEE RH E

IMP 22 GMP % & ¢ ¢ 1 & ol vk$= B > W FIGMP fpf ¢ 7 405 0 F]
PLIMP SRR ek 3R KRR BE BRI SRLZ bR AF R R vR
7 4 4] (Kawai et al., 2002) - Dinarieva and Safronova (1973 ) 45 & IMP &2 GMP 4%
2 BEIEORRNAIREE HAR Y 2 I FRATR SRR A
(Yanoetal.,1995) % ® 1t 2 2 IMP 2 GMP 2. 2 & » %% &7 o 42
SEERBZIMP B0 Hx 5 Frdrs st i9a% (P<0.05)-GMP ;&
P>t o2 Fakg¥F L8 (P>0.05)- % (1997) # % :}F;,#,pyb}aﬁh z_ IMP
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FREARRT ARG o F PV Faos PR P g SRR B2 IMP 2
BB i g R AR RA T TN BARIR K Y B AR A2
S B A A R LR R A AR R ARG A
Bk Fo it DR RAZER G FME FERE) FRE2ZABERE
fEh R HRA B Ram (i G A PR L o BWAR 2L Flpt el ks
PRARITL R o R § 0 E R S e

£ GMP & IMP.2 b 3 mchpi e M e b it P R 1 -
Kudaetal. (2008) 35 & HYP 7 £ #f*c ¢ i & hshcinnd 2r5ekeng 4 > ¥ HYP
ZELE LR R fAp M o Terasakietal. (1965) % 4% 11 IMP 22 % 4 ¢ b
B> @ INOR| R &rk s HYP B R £vk o @ — 48 k35 > INO 22 HYP % & 58577
pE e em f 2 (2 21995) AMpErmEid €32 INOEZ HYP 2 £2 %
b PRI - PR T R  E SRE  PER ATiE L F SRR AL o R
ERFINOZEHYP 2 % 7 B RAHEINORA HYP & X B g% £ 8 o

CMP 3 #3576 4 B E 1 B (P<0.01): X5 L f6f B2 CMP 7 £ 4
B (P<0.01)e e SfE@ a4 AR sk (P<0.05): Hit i 9nd 2

\mﬁ-

CMP z # B gL g2 230 &Ra Fx#rR k£ 2 - Dinarieva and Safronova
(1973)45 4 IMP &2 GMP £ ~ g 5 ¥ @ b vaeg 4 (€ £ @ AMP &2 CMP
Pl B8 INO It F RS chp Shvhd M o Flpt gt 2% ? 32 CMP 7 2 &
SREF G REFELE (P<001)> e & H 40 h A b ¥

o

”‘iﬂ
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%24 53 a2 g P R B IR 2 e 2 R 2 R
% BT up ¢ ATPCADP & AMP B¢ g -2 bt w M ali¥ 43 (P
>0.05)°IMP 3 & ¢ @ B

7ok (P>0.05)

ERARAT : RTINS ey Y
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Table 24. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on ATP content of LD muscle (mg/g)

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S B*S

CMP 0.1437%* 0.1093*Y 0.0391%Y 0.0689"* 0.0643"* 0.0310%  0.0011 *x x  x
UMP 0.0924 0.0650 0.0864 0.1099 0.0925 0.0853 0.0020 NS NS NS
ATP 0.0071 0.0097 0.0090 0.0086 0.0075 0.0074 0.0011 NS NS NS
ADP 0.0068 0.0069 0.0074 0.0080 0.0077 0.0068 0.0014 NS NS NS
GMP 0.0663 0.0522 0.0499 0.0423 0.0579 0.0531 0.0019 NS NS NS
IMP 1.3457° 1.1173° 0.6431° 0.6343° 0.5070° 0.4888° 0.0036  ** NS NS
HYP 0.0041 0.0036 0.0050 0.0052 0.0045 0.0057 0.0010 NS NS NS
AMP 0.0066 0.0070 0.0070 0.0053 0.0055 0.0050 0.0011 NS NS NS
INO 0.2929 0.1534 0.2841 0.3012 0.2900 0.2350 0.0022 NS NS NS

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire ; (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.

NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
0. %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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AT RREEAEER . FELVERIRARKR AT

S !

22553 i n2 g PRERA L B2 g o IRARE A 2 ]
AT L E @ Bk > (1997) WP ORAR A PR AT A L TS
faRrko A s SivRph (Ser)~ 7 ps (Thre) &4 »=pt (Gly): Friieiip d
Poe g et (Arg) -~ eimpic (His) ~ £ o seph (lle)~ v "&pe (Leu) ~ $=pi
(Val)~ ¥ pps (Phe)~ pepc (Ala) £ 553 vepe (Hyp) s fFek i flfh & 35
B opidipe (Met) ~ #%%fc (Glu) & = % 3=ft (Asp) o @ Suzukietal. (1991)
e 2 ph (Tau )~ 5 r<ps (Glu)~ #peseps (GIn)~ 4 3=k (Gly )~ p #=pz (Ala)
grork (Car) P41 B A4 hrhZ WRAR o WRE F R PRIVERF 0 ¢ 7
R EeR g ek 0 A AL AT

PR Rk Rl Sioepk (Ser) ~ T dkpk (Thre) ¢ 4 "=t (Gly) -
S kT o ShvRph (Ser) B4 iipt (Gly) xR glgE L8 (P>0.05); @~
e 7 £ (Thre) s e ¥y 2 78 2 F> 272 50§ (P <0.05)
f ek VR AL G M epk (Arg )~ deiieit (His)s £ 6 sk (lle) s v veps (Leu) ~
Seps (Val) 2 F 5 '=pk (Phe) o S5 %7 > '=<pk (Arg) -~ £ v "=k (lle) -
Horpe (Val) & % 'eps (Phe) 2 g & AR &g ¥ 28 (P>0.05)-
et (His) 7 B SR L 28 > Hitid BFREFBIe YT M2 ek
it (His) 22 (P<0.05) @ e dv st (Leu) 2 & @ ER Sl F 3 >0 4L 5
2 5.5 (P<0.05)e s 4738 B ¥ @FeR IR PR & 125 7 puvepi(Met)s #7274 (Glu)
XA oeps (Asp) o fdiwpt (Glu) 2 £ 23 o 0 Bt 2% (Glu) 3
FRE AR P HALEAERFERE (P>005) ™ 7 grikpt (Met) &2
togphk (Asp) 3 E At sl TaEFLE (P>005)-

L3 2B 2 MRAR 7 R @ dEH iR (Arg) ~ JiRpt (His) ~ 4 %

o

fa (Trp )~ & 5% »%f& (Phospho-Ser ) &2 £ & s (Tau ) - # "=k (Arg )~ & 3=pz (Trp)
2 g sk epe (Phospho-Ser) »r -/ & 4% £ &8 (P>0.05) @ =r%epk (His)
Pl EREr s £58 > Btz £5M (P<0.05) % (1997) ™ Hzftkﬁﬁzﬁ\f/i

b vk B (T A HE 0 Hz;.; (His) }%g«rpin*éﬁ& y e H B %};t_dl SRR 2 418
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Fagemrtt AR (Tau) »ASAF L EHF (P<005) it L7 Y
REBAITEGLER2LE2RBETE (Tau) e 2R G - AEFRZ 7 EUIRAR > B
S ARG LS BBPER o S A (480 1999) 0 5 A REY b F R -
AREBARERY RS AH A ERSM) 2 B RF 2
bz A2 3meye  Hgng it 845 T rE Ry VR4 R ﬁ;g d o adPdhe B
FHEF g8 9 it 4 (Siesand Murphy, 1991)- & 2 £ fL 3T h sA b 2 258
Suzukietal. (1991) ¥ #& M2 mpk (Tau) P ML & A 4 b vhz veflp > H it
AL p 2 hovhe B A M2 g Mo iRy vk (Car) 2@ sk (Ans)

=k
=
I
~=ie
s
ev
ey

-

Ho Uil B FEAMF S A RSN IR b d oF SR IE By i
F v e gEds o A §28P 2 5 3§k B gk (Kantha et al., 2000 ; Mei
etal,, 1998 ; £ » 1999 ). & svrk (Car) 28 (Ans) SRR el F LR
(P>005) - sx btz %% B hplehveflfi) a3 2 8> Svhoeflpi s £

Rk @ e R B AGEFERE P RIS AR YL 2 ERF
L%@%‘L o
ea

%25 5% S uz e P s Rt B2 il o AR 278
Rrhoeflpi et @ AR A E LR (P>0.05). 3 (1997) &z #r (L) »
AR (YD #ign (D)vzEgffedp i (LYD) 2 82 X BT 5 4 i
E AR Y o dp IRFR YRR LR R ¢ ¢ BN S
e~ fu] g gt g pHE R 0 SR BT o PREURAM T B0 iu Lo R
FPREMFRTRAME B4 (P<005) AR AFEL S ¥ LB (P
>0.05) 1 A ok B g M prs AR 7R o AT Kl g
etz £3 £ 8 > sk RlE £ 8 (Okitanietal., 1986)
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Table 25. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on free amino acid content of the LD muscle(mg/g)

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S BxS

Phosphoserine 0.0114 0.0108 0.0138 0.0148 0.0132 0.0128 0.0011 NS NS NS
Serine 0.0303 0.0296 0.0298 0.0291 0.0287 0.0243 0.0023 NS NS NS
Threonine 0.0077? 0.0068 0.0048" 0.0042° 0.0057° 0.0041° 00011 * NS NS
Hisidine 0.0021° 0.0028° 0.0068? 0.0062? 0.0052° 0.0068% 0.0012 * NS NS
Taurine 0.0579? 0.0559* 0.0369" 0.0349° 0.0388"° 0.0347° 0.0033 * NS NS
Glycine 0.0394 0.0378 0.0287 0.0292 0.0411 0.0388 0.0019 NS NS NS
Arginine 0.0068 0.0073 0.0072 0.0061 0.0079 0.0062 0.0013 NS NS NS
Anserine 0.6897 0.6785 0.6972 0.6811 0.6866 0.6714 0.0052 NS NS NS
Valine 0.0339 0.0441 0.0462 0.0447 0.0511 0.0536 0.0023 NS NS NS
Methonine 0.0047 0.0052 0.0041 0.0051 0.0044 0.0047 0.0023 NS NS NS
Isoleucine 0.0063 0.0071 0.0061 0.0067 0.0078 0.0082 0.0014 NS NS NS
Leucine 0.0067° 0.0084° 0.0127° 0.0132° 0.0078" 0.0075°  0.0025 * NS NS
Tryptophan 0.0678 0.0712 0.0662 0.0679 0.0787 0.0741 0.0014 NS NS NS
Phenylalanine 0.0228 0.0224 0.0211 0.0242 0.0239 0.0258 0.0023 NS NS NS
Lysine 0.0382 0.0278 0.0477 0.0322 0.0398 0.0369 0.0014 NS NS NS
Tyrosine 0.0078 0.0067 0.0069 0.0061 0.0081 0.0078 0.0025 NS NS NS
Carnosine 2.4501 2.5520 2.341 2.445 2521 2347 = 0.0123 NS NS NS
Glutamic Acid 0.0178 0.0185 0.0142 0.0157 0.0141 0.0149 0.0012 NS NS NS
Aspartic Acid 0.0161 0.0154 0.0137 0.0124 0.0140 0.0137 0.0012 NS NS NS

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire ; (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.
a0 %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*¥ 2\/alues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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AR P RRR X2 - A A R PRESGTRBE IR (L RY
HEp P ehheRoFER P it e A T RER b p T2 R (R 21997 K E
2002) o F F e AT o BT pp e L ol i g R LR
BoE el r st BOMR o RS e 26 Hr A o

% 4F {o?g 954 ((Saturated fatty acid, SFA) 84 » 2 ¢ 7 425k (C12.0)- f &
B (C14:0) i (C16:0) 1 bl b mfbf 4 R B F £ 8 (P>0.05) @ 47
FOTHIL LB ER A Q5T § B F R 2 A " pe(C18:0) 78k v (P <0.05) -
H 7 & {crq9%p > m (Monounsaturated fatty acid, MUFA ) » = /¢ p& (C16:1)

g g (C2001) Ak B p|r g ELE (P>005)- i (C18:1)
PlE it B ER Al FEFF >t g (P<0.05)° i § 7 ¢ fory Ak

( Polyunsaturated fatty acid, PUFA ) > =t &; firid fit (C18:3) &2 - 2 F fik (C20:4)
ARBEY AT LE (P>005). @ L (C18:2) % & L g@l L8
¥ (P<005): s iz Tt B2 78 (P<005)e e Agfd

5o
FUUT IR EL AL B BEARNAL L RO A RRL BRI
WEE (Cl18:2) 2 & » M ERArRlE 2 o s Efier w2 Firk M2 447 F

s

2 RFIT A B FP T ER R R ESR e FIRE R KA RS G AR
@ Kelloggetal. (1977) g3 I 95 % f87 A F 48 2 & frad ik (C18:2) 7 & »
m AR RgvARL R BT T AR R P sl 2§ FI R4 A0l 1
Gl B8 %A F 74 e o Scottetal. (1981) 4p it By vmps tm gt 8 = 80 AR B
O G i (C18:2) 7 % ¢ EXF # 0 erBfsem % 1K > a7 b ol if e %
FE P TR (C18:2) 2 bleif ¥ (2008) 4101 % Sl R 4
vov b o B B Pp kY 8L g o Lampe etal. (2006) @ * 4 & 4t i A

bl

Wrshie $ v 2 2 e forg R I A A R TR E ST L A e E i
B A G o i E BT R A A R R i MR L AR R
E:A0 ()%F" »1989) - ¥ iFd r’ﬁ‘?}?r"":}}:-l I RS E ”%“Fi@iﬁiﬁtf”ﬁ oy

B TP hrpsE B sfi 3 B4 4 13 ko Correaetal. (2006) A e
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FREREMER BRI ARES FRALEAREEEE ARG K
FRMO G2 L B FRE L LR (C18:2) &1 5 A% &
g AL o FIMEE RS Y A Rt e ik (Cl8:2) A4 R L
Frid e (C18:2) 7 B £33 5 5|+ B8 i3 e ;;Je.f%-‘% VR SR
F2 51 R2BFF G Frnen hled i PBER heh £ 8 0@
(C18:1) &=t &y ffrid fx (C18:3) (Crouseetal., 1982) — 4m 3 » G F b &2
SR e pR e E AR e fetg AR R AR @ 2 5 AT ot REE R f AP
B¢ (Cameron and Enser, 1991 ) - # % 26 +* # 7 fo &F-4822 14 %] ¥ SFA - MUFA &
PUFA ¢ &> SFA 1 607 5.8 % (P<0.05) @ &« MUFA = & » #8258 &
HATEF 3395 2 (P<0.05)° & PUFA = 6 » 546 ¥ & & ¥ 15 8(P>0.05)
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FEE | B aE st gk G A B R e r A2 B 26 HTT o fdefoiy ik
i (Saturated fatty acid, SFA) 284 » * ##: (C12:0)s ¢ 8 5 (C14:0)~ #
fe (C16:0) &2 4 "y e (C18:0) - b b u|F 4 mAg ¥ 2 2 (P>0.05)- ¥ 7 4
ferginpe = & (Monounsaturated fatty acid, MUFA ) » % 7% 3 2 ¥ 5B 2 5 % 2 3¢
i (C18:1) »* & (P<0.05)- @ ifi it (C16:1) & - - a5 (C20:1) R
&k FAB(P>0.05) -+t #& 5 7 42 v ¥g ##pk (Polyunsaturated fatty acid, PUFA ) »
I pe (C18:2) = w Er‘%ﬁﬁﬁ*éﬁ"ﬁﬁliﬂ B¥x A2 Lp2k (P<005):
HP PRI B QUL 2R OB ARRABEIZ Lo (C182) ¢80 & £33
BRI F 2o R EBE S U FARS T - 2 R TV G b LA e R E 8
B4R ERA R AR PN FE L REBEPNT L EZRET AP
AN LB W e e (CI8:3) &7t v i (C20:4) &R 2R
BLERE aEELR(P>005) @ ek 261 B o S fE 27 4 B Y SFASMUFA
¢ PUFA vt 6] > 8 22%75 B gag 2. SFA L 6] (P<0.05) ~ 73 B F 2
MUFA z € (P<0.05)° 2 PUFA =& » B A B BB i LB+ By ¥ 3
WHBEORE (P<0.05) EMEfER S B34 (P<0.05)- )t & PUFA 1t
g L

2

7 LR (P<0.05) d * PUFA ¥ & pr i e (C18:2) ¥ 1=
Bt b LRI G LR R £ B 6 TS P (hotd S 50 s & i) o

L FR G R A A
109



2ot sk EpEERBELEEE YRR E (%)

Table 26. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on fatty acid analysis of the LD muscle(%)

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant

Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S BxS

C12:0 4.113 3.878 4.299 3.928 4.001 4.007 0.052 NS NS NS
C14:0 1.347 1.342 1.547 1.556 1.334 1.326 0.039 NS NS NS
C16:0 23.789 23.845 23.875 23514 23.141 22885  0.089 NS NS NS
C16:1 1.021 1.024 1.008 1.009 1.005 1.001 0.023 NS NS NS
C18:0 13.386" 13.515" 12.742° 13.005" 17.898° 15.047%  0.036 * NS NS
C18:1 35.115%Y 36.789%* 35.789%Y 36.715% 32.458Y 34.425"* 0059 * * NS
C18:2 17.512%* 15.365%Y 15.784%Y 17.542%* 17.421** 16.789% 0067 * * *
C18:3 0.879 1.056 1.008 0.758 0.728 0.879 0.012 NS NS NS
C20:1 0.720 0.774 0.778 0.695 0.724 0.854 0.023 NS NS NS
C20:4 0.254 0.221 0.212 0.193 0.232 0.218 0.009 NS NS NS
SFA 42.636°* 42.582°% 42.464° 42.004°* 46.118** 43524 1 0.036 * * NS
MUFA 36.856%Y 38.588% 37.576%Y 38.42%% 34.187>Y 36.281°*  0.056 * * NS
PUFA 18.646" 16.643" 17.005Y 18.495* 18.381* 17.8877 0.023 NS * =*

(B)Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire ; (S)Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.

NS: not significant, * P <0.05, ** P < 0.01.

a0 %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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EATETORE AEfeRRE > FNH B B 2 fg i B o i Wood et al.
(2003) #dR4 @ 35t 0 3 ffqinpe2 G BEF 4 B o Gl4e C18:0 43 B % 69.6
C>C18:1% 8 % 134°C »C18:2 % 8- 5-5.0C > m C18:3 % 8- 5 -11.0°C » ® ¥y
U R o rt RRERI S Pkt Sl = SUA R o S P o

BEEFAP ML 17 B 5 AT B 3 B8 SFA & it 4P M (r=0.49, P<0.05) -
m & MUFA & § 4p R (r=-0.45,P<0.05) (% 37)>

A

LR e AR R e Bk L B o R 2T 0 A B 2

2 AT B K R BRI F B A 0 B R Pl g AR e A | O 2 R
frfoR -~ 75 % - Scottetal. (1981) # 1 » M5 %s 7 B i & > e
é@frgﬁgr—g o gjampﬁ S F%Hﬁ%—é‘_fﬁ'%cf% ’ F%B;‘;ﬁﬂéé‘fr)ﬁ#l‘ﬁiﬁﬂ oz d B
SREIFHFRFL P E B RRE 0 FILL AT IRE 2 P R B o g
REAREF VR EWMIGAAR R R R EMTY P R FERER(E
1989 ) -
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Table 27. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on melting points of the LD muscle('C)

Duroc Landrace Yorkshire Significant
B G B G B & SEM B S BxS
R E 29,78 28.74Y 28.74%* 29.01°* 31.25%% 30.17%Y 023 * * NS
Initial melting point
b
= S A 44,78 43.12%Y 41.15°% 40.99°* 45.42% 43.78%Y 041 * * NS

Fully melting point

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire ; (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

ab.%alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

*YValues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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#2853 SRAEBHEREFEFFLEAE cVRERBIR > FEd LB F
PRIEA A s AR E LR (P>005) @ AdcR A b2t ik b L B
o Frdrd > R T R AL B ARSI A A nrRE BRI R LS
Ry s BB (P<001l) u® AR T &i%%s PR ~ 5~ hvk s gk
Bl RiA 4 (P<0.01)-Enfaltetal (1997) &:%7 b a2 F & £ 32>

—\

ZREFRERE f‘fu'f;'f s H A B R SVF]E G g 2 v g 9% (Intramuscular fat,
IMF) 2 &7 R3T4 > ¥ K2 T4 B dm e T FiB2 iR 8 R
7B R EFMRE 254 o Gandemeretal. (1992) #4511 IMF 2 £ F4%3 o %t

AP ehdick 2 5 MG BaEH G o B8 (2003) IR 0 FER 2 fp e B 2t

BEF BApM (r=0843P<005)« % (2007) 4 » IMF 3 £ g § &3
ERAIM > AR E REARSE AR P RRREFS 41 g
L E BB RS BA AR A E AR S 5 P R 2 el

(P<0.05)- o B> B8 h sRenF) % o L iE P 78447 0 4ot HELM B 5 ~ 5
AT R ke AR LA HELBARE AR KB IMP 2 £ 4
7. o Terasakietal. (1965) ¥ #& & IMP £2 % ¢ &=k B > 7 Inosine | & & vk >

HYP A & vk o F]pt IMP AR L & 2 f Sliirk2. & & 4 52 — (Fuke, 1994) <
BRGEEPRI AR ™5 RE 3 & TR 7 BRI A Ak #eR iR L
R AERFEE (P>005) g Hes Earfdml i’ﬂﬁ“?%ﬁ
B R e A Rk TR AL B R 2 bk S bkt 5
Podmpe S r P23 (Crouseetal., 1982) - — @ 3 > K,ért 1A e (C18:.0) &=t

A

TR pe (C183) 2 ¢t » G heh& G p ¢ &efrig PRI H 72 e frig AR |
TAPM o mE S AT ééfr'?a s»f: % f 4p M (Cameron and Enser, 1991) - # ¥ ©-3
RRREE R M G D R E 0 R ALRT F PEAY 0§ ERAR LD
4 323 2k vk (Stephan et al., 2002 )- ¢t ¢t » Cameron et al. (2000 ) ¥2 Kimata
etal. (2002) a‘ﬁ MUFA # ez e id (C16:1) & ph (C18:1) z £ &2 p

SRR S SRR RRL RIS TN HRBRERSL FR LT
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BoammMapg (Cl81) 28 > FI B %Y (R hrRTFLRAPE > A d §

TR EM P LB R SR R AR

A

2285 kBB EeFR T S LRt ulE B R Al
FAECRRERBIARATLSTRYBEIRB2ZTA BRI Z AR LR
FlatBORETREL AL RFL P RO D BRELS AR ER WA
uR TR Mfﬁ s BosrE PR ek 2242 X B (Miller, 1994 )-
A 20B A2 prigip AR RIS S BoEyELRR~EE (P
<0.05) ¢ sup poehx B E R Ag5s (marbling) (07 & 5 S A~ &di & 55 0 #
BEha 2 hovks 5P oT oo P R el R B R K o d borRFEA L
BB PHRBEF R FREE I RE2Z IMP 3 £ > w3t gippeds
7B N E L FENSFAE MUFA 3 B 4% By 0 tkEiid fqaptied 2 £ 8

EEROBEERERRZRF] e Fgihg &y AT B R PHEMN B 2
Bk W ER R 2§ d ek sAS R R o Wood etal. (1996) 74 it
BT BE IR St BN FRARIREME AT B R

Tk 4P BE o

114



N R -2 T TN R S -

Table 28. Effects of pig’s breeds and sexes on sensory evaluation of the LD muscle

Landrace Yorkshire Significant
Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts Barrows Gilts SEM B S B*S
2 g
P 4.72 3.99 4.12 4.33 454 3.77 012 NS NS NS
Color
é’; d“; 5.89 5.66 5.78 5.77 5.69 5.50 011 NS NS NS
Te:;ff; s 6.99% 6.42% 5.72°% 5.44°Y 5.01% 4.99%" 023 * * NS
5 ‘]ﬁ'_ ax ay b,x a,y C.X cy
Juiceness 6.11% 5.21% 5.78" 5.44% 4.21% 4.11% 0.17 * * NS
U:nafm T 3 708 2.11° 2.58° 2.01° p.H° 022 * NS NS
F’fa\“/ir 6.12%* 5.88%Y 6.11%> 6.01%* 5.77"% 5.86" 017 * * NS
Overall 6.62%* 6.26%Y 5.89°> 5.77°% 5.06% 5.00% 0.11 * * NS

acceptability

(B) Breeds ; Duroc ; Landrace ; Yorkshire ; (S) Sexes ; Barrows ; Gilts.
NS: not significant, * P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01.

0. %alues in the different breeds of the same sexes with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
%Y 2\ialues in the different sexes of the same breeds with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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TR SN E SIS | PSR & S EY SUERD P R
HEG Rtz G hrh Fl2 - o
K/% 3ok /’a\’f‘?—il‘%-‘% > tt_;fgfiﬁ,\:‘ 75 A B 455 IMP ~ GMP 22 HYP $+ 4 & £ e

Jul

i‘;J'—A,\ , r}’]],b:‘%\

R SER BT A (& 38) % B GMP $Fh rh:=A (r=0.45)
BRRTEA (r=047) R R F R ApE (P<005)c a4 = BI= B % 0 A0k -
X P 28% (P>0.05); IMP R 24tk R34 (r=047) g vh3®=4 (r=0.52)
Bk s R (r=039)5 5 %1 4akt (P<0.05); HYP Bl b ra3® 4 (r=-0.21,
P>0.05) 5 k=4 (r=-0.36,P<0.05) #7445 & (r=-043,P<0.05) % £ 48
k¢ - Terasaki et al. (1965) ip dUpP IMP ‘ﬂg*urs PGBz o a HYP
FERBFHERRLRRAL Y ¢ R At HYP R G 2 X RE |
tph (Kudaetal 2008) &t :2sk4p i 0 @ R LT B £ 7ot )L 25 ¢ BT i
2 IMP 5 £ -

WORPFRR AR A R T SR M (£ 38) 0 AR Y N A B[R R

AL £ Sioept (Ser) 227 wkft (Thre) &2 @ ekl e i 4 9%k (Glu) & =
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Foxope (Asp) $HHF B Eu2 B F SRR AN A (£ 38) B %A
»Ser ¥t g rR3EA (r=0.39) TR ETAPM (P<0.05) @ &< RIEA BT
T ApBE (r=023): i £ B 2 &% (P>0.05); Thre p] £ % k324 (r=0.42) &
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P>0.05) £ g wk3EA (r=0.39, P<0.05) % i 40 b o SFELP] vk 27 B vk bz fh ik $450
ERRIRAR T RS 3B TRIRAR
HEkE epilesfirfdniz i
Ba g 2 ARE o A 5 R R BRP 0 m Bt RO R PR VR T R
Aperr B2 B - Rk Ao B4R & P oRA R 2 R 2 AF R ( #51997 )
£9.(1978) 4p g RAEE F AL bek ol 7 2B RE - AR TER 7
EIpie% o FIpt 2% P HA s fafr & R il R € B > 2 AR T ik

0 T SRR PE & S N
A iE

FRE A LR SRR £

17 rEEGT B 2 b PR EE g rRFTA o

Wi E S AR iR k2 AR 2 (£ 37) B 0 SFA iR A
(r=-0.43)~ 5 i+ 3=4 (r=-0.52) & f 4p b (P <0.05); MUFA ¥t/ ;=4 (r=0.42) »
5 s (r=0.55)~ b rk3EA (r=0.33) o< B A (1=043) & 1 4p i
(P<0.05); PUFA $h vh3%4 (1=-0.33) % f #ahf (P<0.05)° B ? #39sfk e
A Bt ok S ek v Rk R @ d SR ) TR IR A 5 0 #°(2003)
BDAXS SFAGERRT 4 ET % X REZMAE > HARRKRAZ oL LR
Fla* i i mRB2 SFA 0 Bt REnmip g Bvudialicp 4 Ry
BBV NRUR ) ARBL TP A BRI ST R R EEE 2 FT  Ro
MR ALY R A2 AR M 0 A 3EE Y MUFA 2 PUFA 2 b vhz Ap B 123 % &
Cameron and Enser (1991) 3% Wood et al. (1996) #1332 "f 1 g e (C18:0)
@ B R e (C18:3) 2 ¢h o MUFA 4o SFA 22 b sk & T 4p B > @ PUFA 2 b vk
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Table 29. Correlation of carcass traits of Duroc barrows

e AW AF ML, 30 kil CERaAn dte LD FH TR SRR g i Y op o O E R E kg
g £ 5 % PR KL TR % i B D G G - R (IR £
e 0.98*
B% % 023 036
Big£  0.66* 0.60* -0.19
1+ 048* 043* 023 031* .
B i 0.42* 041* 0.21 0.33* 0.48*
442 0.39* 0.38* 0.17 0.32* 0.43* 0.37*
LG f 0.39* 0.31* -0.11 0.36* 0.17 -0.10 -0.12
Ampo 0.64* 0.63* 0.21 0.42* 0.31* 0.29 0.37* 0.28
W 0.86% 0.72* 0.17 0.47* 0.33* 0.31* 0.29 0.23 0.42*
4w 0.81* 0.66* 0.13 0.36* 0.29 0.34* 0.33* 0.18 0.43* 0.57*
#4 ¢ 069* 043* 022 0.52* 011 0.29 0.42* 0.35* 0.39* 0.43* 0.38*
24 073* 0.72* 0.26 0.48* 0.12 0.31* 0.37* -0.01 0.45* 0.42* 0.36* 0.52*
Hanp o 0.79% 0.69* 0.17 0.32* 0.34* 0.33* 0.44* 0.26 0.37* 0.39* 0.42* 0.42* 0.42*
W o7get <028 -0.27 048 0.11 021 042 012 0.22 0.39* 0.43* 0.39* 0.38* 0.39* 0.32*
@t 024 033 021 021 011 045 021 0.26 0.53* 0.46* 0.29 0.27 0.42* 0.33* 0.41*
¢ fgrt -0.33* -0.29 0.07 0.13 0.13 0.09 -0.29 0.37* 0.38* 0.39* 0.29 0.42* 0.35* 0.37* 0.12 0.24
¢ g Ft 027 026 013 011 0.14 0.08 -0.11°0.34* 0.39* 0.38* 0.38* 0.41* 0.39* 0.39* 0.26 0.31* 0.32*
¢ gt <013 -011 041 023 011 011 -012 042 0.49* 0.42* 0.39* 0.29 0.37* 0.35* 027 022 029 0.31*
s ¥+ 024 021 014 021 009 013 -0.13 0.27 0.42* 0.43* 0.43* 0.31* 0.38* 0.33* 0.32* 0.29 0.31* 0.33* 0.42*
Fop & -0.43*-0.45* 0.12 0.36* -0.33* -0.29 -0.38* 0.19 0.29 0.27 0.39* 0.42* 0.29 -0.11 0.31* 029 0.43* 0.32* 0.39* 0.42*
¥op £ 0.36* 042* 0.13 0.37* 0.17 0.11 0.27 0.37* 0.43* 0.45* 0.52* 0.46* 0.39* 0.29 0.39* 0.32* 0.31* 0.36* 0.34* 0.43* -0.21
*P <0.05
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Table 30. Correlation of carcass traits of Duroc gilts

A EW EE AM L B AU R In S R FE
& E ’ £
=+ = 4

Bon wp R G F R B GF RE Rk
z Z »

4
A ‘iﬁ 3 3 3 3 Ex P iy Lb Fobi gt b g bt oL i +

0.99*

B E

K% 0.31* 0.38*

B L 0.56% 0.42* -0.22
%1% 039% 0.39% 017 0.29%

Ef 042* 044* 019 0.31* 0.38*
B 742 0.38* 0.34* 0.09 0.34* 0.36* 0.37*
ERoG f& 0.37* 0.29* -0.13 0.42* 0.11 -0.17 -0.12
A P 0.65* 0.55* 0.24 0.33* 0.41* 0.25* 0.36* 0.24
o 0.72* 042* 019 0.34* 0.20 0.33* 0.25* 0.26* 0.41*
fs®p  0.56* 0.56* 0.11 0.32* 0.21 0.31* 0.31* 0.11 0.33* 0.41*
g 0.36* 0.33* 0.23 0.36* 0.11 0.28 0.32* 0.31* 0.29* 0.33* 0.33*
% 0.62* 0.55* 0.14 0.41* 0.12 0.33* 0.47* -0.04 0.33* 0.34* 0.29* 0.44*
mrnp 0.44* 042*% 0.22 0.35* 0.42* 0.34* 0.34* 0.11 0.31* 0.31* 0.31* 0.37* 0.37*
gt -0.21 -0.28* 0.13 0.09 0.29* 011 011 0.12 011 0.23 0.26* 0.34* 0.34* 0.33*
Aoy 022 029 022 018 021 0.09 0.22 0.28* 0.21 0.34* 0.11 0.29* 0.39* 0.31* 0.29*
¢ gt -0.31%-0.27* 0.09 0.11 011 0.15 -0.27* 0.24 0.29* 0.34* 0.29* 0.33* 0.42* 0.29* 0.22 0.33*
¢ p ¥t 028 029¢ 0.11 021 0.09 0.01 -0.01 0.34* 0.34 0.31* 0.14 0.42* 0.33* 0.17 0.17 0.21 0.31*
fs ¢ #"g¥t -0.23 0.12 0.17 0.22 0.08 0.07 -0.05 0.11 0.33 0.44* 0.22 0.22 0.29* 0.33* 0.23 0.07 0.33* 0.25*
fs ¢ # 033* 011 011 0.19 0.07 011 0.01 021 0.32 0.41* 0.33* 0.13 0.33* 0.31* 0.33* 0.11 0.26* 0.22 0.39*
o 5 -0.42* -0.44* 0.29* 0.39* -0.25* -0.27* -0.34* 0.33* 0.31* 0.28* 0.17 0.31* 0.31* -0.21 0.37* 0.26* 0.28* 0.33* 0.31* 0.25*
BKogp £ 046*047* 0.31* 042* 0.19 0.21 0.29* 0.36* 0.33* 0.31* 0.22 0.33* 0.36* 0.11 0.35* 0.29* 0.31* 0.34* 0.09 0.31* -0.23

*P <0.05
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Table 31. Correlation of carcass traits of Landrace barrows

e B B3 AR %1 B f8 Befd EPe A aee RO R gL wmp wp YR PR BE fSF R Mg
£ A B + L P P F * Foek e e RN R X A
ERE 097*
BF 5 0.29* 0.22*
£ 0.43* 0.35* -0.17
% 1+ 0.29* 0.31* 0.12 0.24* .
B 5% 0.33* 0.42* 0.14 0.32* 0.32*
B 4 0.31* 0.29* 0.19 0.28* 0.43* 0.36*
LR A 0.36* 0.33* 0.23* 0.29* 0.21* -0.21* -0.22*
A mop 0.57* 0.42* 0.26* 0.42* 0.31* 0.26* 0.33* 0.23*
W p 0.44* 041* 0.17 0.33*0.26* 0.37* 0.32* 0.17 0.39*
e 0.36*% 0.48* 0.21* 0.32* 0.23* 0.34* 0.29* 0.33* 0.42* 0.31*
4 ¢  051* 0.36* 0.26* 0.42* 0.17 0.26 0.33* 0.29* 0.33* 0.36* 0.37*
2% 0.36* 0.42% 0.07 0.46* 0.19 0.42* 0.42* -0.14 0.34* 0.31* 0.25* 0.34*
R4 0.42* 0.34* 0.11 0.37* 0.33* 0.31* 0.33* 0.14 0.32* 0.29* 0.41* 0.30* 0.37*
A Pt 2011 -0.23* 0.23* 0.05 -0.19 0.12 0.17 0.23* 0.26* 0.17 0.13 0.33* 0.34* 0.32*
W g Ft 012 0.24* 0.24* 0.26* 0.15 0.17 0.23 0.27* 0.27* 0.22* 0.17 0.31* 0.39* 0.29* 0.29*
¢oporgit -0.21* -0.11 0.11 0.14 0.01 0.16 -0.28* 0.34* 0.11 0.18 0.25* 0.29* 0.42* 0.31* 0.22 0.23*
¢ g4t 0.21* 0.23* 0.08 0.04 0.16 0.02 -0.04 0.29* 0.12 0.21* 0.11 0.23* 0.33* 0.16 0.17 0.11 0.32*
i$p "grt -0.01 0.22* 0.12 0.12 0.07 0.17 -0.03 0.07 0.03 0.34* 0.29* 0.31* 0.29* 0.37* 0.23 0.17 0.34* 0.35*
is ¢ #0012 0.17 0.26* 0.32* 0.19 0.13 0.07 0.16 0.05 0.27* 0.33* 0.12 0.33* 0.35* 0.33* 0.12 0.26* 0.22* 0.31*
Fop 5 -0.42*-0.46% 0.24* 0.49* -0.29* -0.29* -0.39* 0.39* 0.23* 0.29* 0.17 0.33* 0.31* -0.31* 0.37* 0.36* 0.38* 0.31* 0.39* 0.25*
soep £ 0.46*0.48* 0.33* 0.35* 0.26* 0.27* 0.28* 0.29* 0.30* 0.33* 0.42* 0.35* 0.36* 0.20 0.35* 0.29* 0.32* 0.24* 0.09 0.32* -0.33
*P <0.05
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Table 32. Correlation of carcass traits of Landrace gilts
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0.97*

0.32* 0.23*

0.33* 0.31* -0.17

0.31* 0.34* 0.09 0.29* .
0.43* 0.46* 0.21 0.33* 0.32*
0.52* 0.29* 0.11 0.27* 0.44*
0.42* 0.35* 0.23* 0.25* 0.26*
0.36* 0.41* 0.25* 0.49* 0.31*
0.42* 0.44* 0.13 0.34* 0.25*
0.39* 0.45* 0.23* 0.31* 0.27*
0.55* 0.34* 0.24* 0.43* 0.16
0.37* 0.32* 0.02 0.45* 0.12
0.45* 0.35* 0.19 0.34* 0.53*
-0.21 -0.33* 0.23* 0.07 -0.32*
0.12 0.34* 0.25* 0.29* 0.12
-0.23* -0.09 0.12 0.11 0.04
0.24* 0.26* 0.18 0.08 0.16
-0.11 0.24* 0.13 0.19 0.08
0.13 011 0.29* 0.35* 0.11
-0.42* -0.43* 0.24* 0.35* -0.11

£ 0.56* 0.58* 0.36* 0.31* 0.26*

0.46*

-0.31* -0.32*

0.33* 0.29* 0.33*
0.35* 0.31* 0.27*
0.34* 0.42* 0.32*
0.41* 0.34* 0.25*
0.45* 0.45* -0.11
0.32* 0.36* 0.12
0.11 0.11 0.25*
0.16 0.21 0.24*
0.17 -0.23* 0.36*
0.01 -0.41.0.19
0.12 -0.02 0.17
0.19 0.03 0.26*
-0.26*-0.35* 0.49*
0.25% 0.26* 0.33*

0.32*
0.44*
0.31*
0.35*
0.36*
0.28*
0.29*
0.01
0.16
0.13
0.25*
0.33*
0.35*

0.42*
0.38*
0.39*
0.39*
0.47*
0.52*
0.20
0.23*
0.37*
0.47*
0.49*
0.53*

0.37*
0.23*
0.45*
0.03
0.13
0.25*
0.19
0.47*
0.53*
0.37*
0.43*

0.35*
0.31*
0.34*
0.33*
0.29*
0.24*
0.35*
0.32*
0.32*
0.45*

0.31*
0.36*
0.34*
0.45*
0.33*
0.20
0.13
0.33*
0.46*

0.33*

0.30* 0.31*
0.35* 0.29*
0.11 0.13
0.37* 0.17
0.39* 0.35*
-0.31* 0:34*
0.44* 0.36*

0.29*
0.31*
0.11
0.12
0.38*
0.39*%

0.42*
0.36*
0.36*
0.37*
0.42*

0.39*
0.32*
0.35*
0.34*

0.41*
0.36* 0.26*
0.11 0.33* -0.36*

*P <0.05
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Table 33. Correlation of carcass traits of Yorkshire barrows

AW AN AE AW, 6 BB ER An Ww g AL g8 Hoalwp wmEg f SF GF DF RE RER
t t x & R A c Tt T e e L A L L A S -
EHWE 099
%% 031% 0.25
AL 052% 031 -027
£ 1% 033* 033% 019 039% .
Boisv 0.41% 044% 022 0.35% 0.33*
i HE4E 053% 0.33% 021 0.37* 0.42% 0.52*
wpod 4t 0.41% 0.31% 023 0.35% 0.46% -0.38* -0.42*
Amp 039% 0.32% 0.24 0.44% 0.49% 0.37% 0.28* 0.43*
Forep 0.48% 049% 0.33* 044* 0.39% 0.33% 0.21 0.37* 0.36*
isrep 056% 047% 021 035% 0.37* 0.42% 039 0.33* 0.45% 0.49*
TP 0.47% 042% 0.34% 0.53* 0.46% 0.37* 0.42* 021 0.41* 0.36* 0.33*
2 ¥  039% 043* 012 055% 022 054* 055* -0.21 0.45% 0.37* 0.39% 0.39*
Josp 055% 0.56% 0.29 0.39% 0.43* 0.39* 0.42* 016 0.32 0.38* 0.41* 0.37* 0.32*
O rgt -0.31% -0.41% 0.33* 0.18 -0.43* 031 021 011 0.38* 045* 0.1 0.36* 0.37* 0.37*
w029 0.39% 0.35% 0.33* 021 016 019 029 039% 042% 012 0.43% 0.44* 0.39* 0.32
¢ ofpit -0.32% 011 048 023 011 023 -021 022% 021 011 022 0.39* 046* 0.35% 031 0.39*
¢ p 030 036% 019 021 042 021 -0.31 021 0.36* 0.33* 029 0.34* 032 021 014 041%* 022
(69 3t -0.33% 0.34% 021 029 0.33* 015 -0.22 011 023 0.39% 047* 0.35* 010 036 019 013 0.46* 0.39*%
s 404 016 021 028 0.39* 042* 015 013 0.34* 024 0.37* 0.43* 0.37* 016 032 0.37* 0.1 0.37* 0.37* 0.31
Jop % -0.56% -0.53* 0.23 0.34* 021 -0.24 -0.36% 0.45* 0.23 0.42* 0.33* 0.36* 0.39* -0.41* 0.44* 0,39% 0.47* 0.45% 0.37* 0.36*
@k £ 0.59% 0.54% 016 0.33* 023 024 039% 0.43*% 0.39* 043* 0.43* 0.45% 047* 0.43* 0.46* 0.38* 0.42* 044* 021 0.33* -0.38*
*P<005
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Table 34. Correlation of carcass traits of Yorkshire gilts

@
™~ %

W o ofF ofF
SO S | =
RN

B g ¥4
B8
LA
VAL

A

{3
=

]

e =g I

=

—
LS

#
#

”q L
¥ L

R= L
'E]L

N
RN

L
#
#
¢
g o
N N
R
Ao £

i

A

P
=

ERT T Y
;‘g: E, ¥ 1 £23

=t
A

&R
» R

v
o

s B

R= LU
.E]L

R Rep

oL j'

NI

0.89*
0.29
0.42*
0.33*
0.42*
0.47*
0.46*
0.37*
0.47*
0.36*
0.44*
0.39*
0.42*
-0.33*
0.27
-0.36*
0.33*
-0.32
0.12
-0.54*

0.11
0.39*
0.37*
0.43*
0.41*

0.32

0.36*
0.44*
0.53*
0.44*
0.49*
0.42*
-0.46*
0.37*
-0.21
0.39*
0.33*

0.23

-0.43*

0.59* 0.57*

-0.03
0.29
0.29
0.31
0.34*
0.21
0.29
0.21
0.37*
0.07
0.29
0.38*
0.37*
0.28
0.9
0.23
0.24
0.25
0.14

0.29
0.45*
0.36*
0.38*
0.44*
0.34*
0.35*
0.45*
0.42*
0.39*

0.27

0.21
0.44*

0.31

0.27

0.31

0.32
0.36*

0.34*
0.41*
0.26
0.44*
0.29
0.38*
0.36*
0.12
0.23*
-0.33*
0.11
0.21
0.32
0.43*
0.44*
-0.31

0.67*

-0.36* -0.41*

0.34*
0.36*
0.41*
0.37*
0.44*
0.36*
0.41*
0.16
0.13
0.11
0.25
0.25

0.38* 0.33*
0.27 0.38*
0.39* 0.37*
0.41* 0.27
0.54* -0.22
0.36* 0.16
0.19 0.12
0.12 0.23
-0.11 0.11
-0.21 0.07
-0.23 0.42
0.23 0.36*

-0.44* -0.37* 0.44*
0.23 0.34* 0.34* 0.46*

0.46*
0.44*
0.37*
0.47*
0.31
0.39*
0.42*
0.07
0.39*
0.38*
0.37
0.33
0.39*

0.51*
0.39*
0.36*
0.37*
0.45*
0.52*
0.21
0.42*
0.36*
0.38*
0.37*
0.41*

0.43*
0.37*
0.42*
0.07
0.13
0.27
0.29
0.57*
0.53*
0.43*
0.52*

0.38*
0.36*
0.34*
0.42*
0.41*
0.39*
0.43*
0.41*
0.33*
0.36*

0.39*

0.34* 0.38*
0.48* 0.37*
0.47* 0.36*
0.33 0.31
0.12 0.36*
0.26 0.41* 0.38*
0.37* -0.42* 0.45*
0.48* 0.53* 0.47*

0.34*
0.39*
0.17
0.21

0.38*
0.43*
0.23
0.21
0.49*
0.58*

0.11
0.47*
0.34*
0.45*
0.43*

0.32
0.36*
0.47*
0.54*

0.22
0.27 0.34*
0.31 0.36* -0.42*

*P <0.05
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Table 35. Correlation of meat proximate analysis of LD muscle

koA F o LR VS 5k 4 xE4 & Loin pH1 Loin pH24
Sk A
Fa i 0.27
Py -0.65*  -0.59*
iRk 4 0.33 0.42* -0.11
EFEA L 0.27 -0.11 0.19 -0.52*
Loin pH1 0.13 0.09 0.12 0.37 -0.27
Loin pH24 0.18 0.07 0.14 0.46* -0.33 0.58*
*P <0.05
Rz SRR EEEE BT BRI
Table 36. Correlation of meat quality characteristics of LD muscle
g LR PRA L a b* Loin pH24
g g
B E R 0.17
i'ff?“%“? i 4 0.48* 0.32

L -0.33 0.29 -0.42*

a 0.43* -0.21 0.37 -0.27

b’ 0.37 0.49* 0.21 0.38 0.25

Loin pH24 0.52* 0.33 0.47* -0.44* 0.32 0.22

*P <0.05
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Table 37. Correlation of meat quality and sensory evaluation of LD muscle |

Crude . Melting Shear Myscle - . Total
fat Marbling SFA MUFA PUFA ooints - value Hardness fiber Tenderness Juiciness Umami Flavor acceptability
number
Crude fat
Marbling  0.69*
SFA 0.39* 0.61*
MUFA 0.64* 0.58* -0.47*
PUFA 0.17 0.26 -0.52* -0.36*
'\Sgl.tr:?sg 013 0.1 0.49* -0.45* -0.11
Shear value -0.52* -0.48* 0.11 -0.44* 0.21 0.27
Hardness -0.47* -0.39* 0.09 -0.41* 0.19 023 0.97*
M‘;zcrszfer 0.37* 0.41* -055* 0.61* 0.31 009 -0.67* -0.59*
Tenderness  0.59* 0.44* -0.43* 0.42* 0.17 0.11 -0.72* -0.66* 0.36*
Juiciness 0.64* 0.59* -0.52* 0.55* 0.23 0.13 -0.45* -0.39* 041* Q85*
Umami 0.44* 0.47* 0.17 009 -0.11 0.21 -0.39* -042* 0.35* 0.23 0.29
Flavor 0.35* 0.43* 0.12 0.33* -0.33* 0.14 -0.39* -0.36* 0.42* 0.66* 0.59* 0.34*
acce;[ra(i;ablility 0.37* 0.33* 0.17 0.43* 0.22 0.17 -0.68* -0.55* 0.52* 0.72* 0.68* 0.51* 047*
*P<0.05
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Table 38. Correlation of meat quality and sensory evaluation of LD muscle 11

GMP
IMP
Hx
Thre

Serine
Glu
Asp

Tenderness
Juiciness

Umami

Flavor

GMP  IMP  Hx Thre Serine Glu Asp  Tenderness Juiciness Umami  Flavor  Total acceptability
0.23
-0.33* -0.41*
021 027 -0.11
0.17 0.23 0.17 0.37*
0.29 021 -0.21 0.42* 0.44*
0.21 019 0.09 0.45* 0.37* 0.55*
0.33* 037 -0.27 027 011 0.17 0.18
0.36* 0.39* -0.18 029 0.27 0.32 il 2l 0.47*
0.47* 0.52* -0.36* 0.36* 0.39* 0.42* 0.39* 0.39* 0.41*
0.45* 0.47* -0.21 042* 021 0.43* 0.42* 0.33* 0.52* 0.33*
0.39* -0.43* 0.21 0.23 0.26 0.24 0.57* 0.35* 0.21 0.36*

Total acceptability 0.31

*P <0.05
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Fig. 14. Camparison on histological of longissimus muscle from different sources.
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I INE R o
Effect of breeds, sexes, and slaughter weights on pig’s

carcass traits and meat quality

Effects of pig’s breeds, sexes, and slaughter weights on carcass traits and meat
qualitys were studied. Completely randomized design with 3 x 2 x 4 factorial
arrangement were used. The different breeds (Duroc, Landrace, Yorkshire), sexes
(barrows, gilts), and slaughter weights (90.1-100,100.1-110,110.1-120, 120.1- 130
kg) of pig’s carcass traits and meat quality were compared. Carcass weight, carcass
length, dressing percentage, loineye area, backfat thickness, primal cuts weight,
proximate analysis, pH, and water holding capacity were compared among the
different breeds, sexes and slaugher weights. Lean color, marbling, firmness, shear
value, texture profiles analysis, muscle fibers numbers, CIEL a’b’, ATP related
compounds content, free amino acids, fatty acid composition, melting point,
cooking loss, and sensory evaluation were compared among breeds and sexes on
slaughter weight at 110.1-120 kg.

In terms of carcass traits and proximate analysis, Duroc had significantly (P <
0.05) larger loineye area, heavier weight of picnic and ham, higher ratio of front part
lean:bone, and rare part lean:fat, higher pH value, higher water holding capability,
higher fat content, and lower cooking loss. Landrace had significantly (P < 0.05)
longer carcasses length, thinner backfat thickness, heavier loin weight, higher
percentage of total lean, and higher ratio of middle part lean:bone. Yorkshire had
significantly (P < 0.05) thicker backfat thickness, heavier belly weight, the lowest
percentage of total lean. Gilts had significantly (P < 0.05) longer carcasses, thinner
backfat thickness, larger loineye area, heavier loin weight, higher lean percentage,

higher protein content, lower fat content, and higher water holding capacity. As the
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slaughter weights increased there were significant (P < 0.05) increases in carcass
weight, dressing percentage, carcass length, backfat thickness, loineye area, primal
cuts weight, and loin of fat content. However, as slaughter weights increased there
were significant (P < 0.05) decreases in lean percentage, loin of water and protein
content.

In the meat quality analysis, Duroc had significantly (P < 0.05) higher score of
lean color, marbling, and firmness, a" value,and b value. Yorkshire had significantly
(P < 0.05) higher L value, lower score of lean color, marbling, firmness, and lower
a value, and b" value. Barrows had higher (P < 0.05) marbling score, b~ value and
lower a” value than gilts. Duroc had significantly (P < 0.05) lower shear value and
hardness associated with a higher number of muscle fibers. Barrows had lower (P <
0.05) shear value and hardness than gilts. Cohesion, elasticity and chewiness were
not significant difference among breeds and sexes (P > 0.05). In the content of ATP
related compounds, Duroc had significantly (P < 0.05) lower CMP content and
higher content of IMP. In free amino acids analysis, Duroc had higher (P < 0.05)
threonine and taurine content, Landrace had higher (P < 0.05) hisidine and leucine
content. In the fatty acids composition, Duroc and Landrace had significantly (P <
0.05) higher C18:1 and total monounsaturated fatty acid content. Landrace had
significantly (P < 0.05) higher C18:2 and total polyunsaturated fatty acid content.
Yorkshire had higher (P < 0.05) C18:0 and total saturated fatty acid content.
Yorkshire and barrows had higher (P-< 0.05) melting point. In sensory evaluation,
Duroc had the highest (P < 0.05) tenderness, juiciness, Umami, flavor and overall
acceptability score. Barrows had higher (P < 0.05) tenderness, juiciness, flavor and
overall acceptability score. In correlation analysis, overall acceptability score were
positively correlated with fat content, shear value, tenderness, juiciness, flavor, IMP

content, threonine content and mono-unsaturated fatty acid (P < 0.05).
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