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Table 1. Meat consumption per capita (kg) in Taiwan in recent years

# i s P = EQ & P H g2t

2008 37.30 3.87 1.56 29.80 0.03 72.55
2009 38.11 4.19 1.11 30.28 0.03 73.72
2010 36.98 4.90 1.29 32.70 0.04 75.92
2011 37.32 4.85 1.14 33.84 0.04 77.20
2012 37.18 4.39 1.03 32.54 0.03 75.17
2013 34.94 4.84 1.04 30.63 0.04 71.50
2014 34.18 5.16 1.21 33.70 0.05 74.31

(7 %3 A ¢ > 2014)
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Table 2. Pig carcass appearance assessment standards in Taiwan
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2=~ mE &R
Table 3. The pork quality targets

Attribute Target Comment
Color 3010 5.0 Utilizing a 6-point
scale
Jii B
pH 5610 5.9 Utilizing WBS at 7
days
Tenderness <7 1b. (3.2kg) (no off-flavors)
Flavor Robust pork flavor
Intramusculer Fat 2 to 4%
Drip Loss Not to exceed 2.5%
(NPPC > 1998)
(-) &%

Fo b d i%?iii{‘iﬂ'?f;ﬁ BREE R R R A AiER S HE
FREIG T %iﬁi‘ﬁ % B8 (Lawrie, 1998 ; Monin, 1998 ) - ¢ ¢ % 2
Tap R Eik Afr2dpth LRPFp § F2TF 50

P2 d Fooa (M S AR N Bl g N2 R R

T4 WP 4 (PE 0 1996) ¢

(=) =3z (Marbling)

SREIREAIREEETLELETE - a0 B AR
2 A BiRpp AR 2 AR ER R R HEMAE 2 bR 2
£ B (Miller, 1994) « & B854 T8 7 22 T & 5 5ofd ~ 2u] ~ 4rfiche

o BRFPFEHMELTE -
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it (Leucine ) ~ ¥ Fi?%fs ( Methionine ) ~ ¥ p "&fik
( Phenylalanine )~ % *%f& ( Proline )~ ¢ *<fi4 ( Tryptophan )
% %ft (Valine) » P 3avRikpe 3 5330 k79 » H gk
BAE L 4BE B H 4@ H 4o o
® i Ada (pH#ETTF) MRAR
& 3Ly refs (Lysine ) ~ # "%=f& (Arginine) % ‘&
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it (Histidine ) o
® i s (pH#ETTE) iAR
¢ 45X 4 fphie (Asparagine) % fiepd (3 % >
2007 ) e
) *=fAptss? 2 5k
AR A e F A P AR ET P ER X G2 Tl
Toad - AR R @ ARG AR e AR A e

ZRERE 1908 £ v Fu A LAp A Y § F R

:ltt

- BR AR FRAR 6 ROREE S B AR 8 8 Bk

20 hodm pAEES Y OEORKBL B AR B

4

RS el FRREY o ek G RTRRS A LG ok

arx (&> 1989)-

(m

PRHORAER2Z FlF 5 35 > blde D BB~ %A
Ao RER E TR BT Bk o
® i & (Threshold value)
BRIRAMAARE DL B MER  ERARE T
ForrREART A EE Dk o BFIRRR S X - bR
ﬁﬁ’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%%’¥§¢ﬁﬁﬁ$’§%ﬂ
Hufmihrhz R (F 01997)0 £ 7 52 & fApez &
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R (%9 5 1990)
o ik

Solms(1969)a‘ﬁ ' R RN AR R ARG B
¥4 P > 4o MSG A 5 L AL #rk2 X R4 2 Erk2 D
-ﬂl] °
® ik R

L S goRARE R 2 FLERC A AR E A AR
PR B OVRRE ~ dS0RPL o RER - SRR E €

$H AR TR
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Table 4. Threshold values and organoleptic characteristics of amino acid

T R e R T ek P
ek
(mg/dl) (%) A
L-Ala 60 10 +++
L-Asp Na 100 20 ++ ++
Gly 110 10 -+
L-Glu 5 20 + 4+ ++
L-Glu Na 30 10 + +++
L-His HCI 5 35 + +
L-Ile 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 +++
L-Hypro 50 35 4+
L-Pro 300 50 +++ A+t
L-Ser 150 15 +++ +
L-Cit 500 20 ++ 4+t
L-Glu(NH) 250 30 + +
L-Arg HCI1 30 30 +
L-Orn 20 20 + ++
L-His 20 50 ++
L-Asp 3 30 +++ +
L-Asp
(NH) 100 30 +++  +

(== »1990)
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Table 5. Taste changes of amino acids from different concentrations

3k B (g/dl) F ik B (g/d])
L-Ala 0.5 ek 5.0 Pk h R
L-Arg 0.2 =R 1.0 EFR
L-Glu 0.025 fhrk 0.2 Fé 5 vk
L-Ser 1.5 TETAC N 15.0 PPk g v
L-Thr 2.0 A 7.0 P ek

(-] & > 1989)
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e P A LG B S F S W~ B E k2 ErRiE o @ Suzuki

(1991) 2% Tau~Glu~GIln~Gly ~ Ala~Car & & 4 F 5§ h v 2.

VR o RAR AL 2 BRT A ST A (F 0 1997)

R vk 32l fs (Tasty amino acid )

Ala ~ Asn ~ Asp ~ Gly ~ Glu ~ Ser ~ Tau # Thr
o ok

Ala ~ GIn ~ Gly ~ Hyp ~ Pro ~ Ser 2 Thr

=Zvrh ¥4 (Bitter amino acid )

Arg ~ His ~ Hyp ~ Ille ~ Leu ~ Met ~ Phe ~ Pro ~ Thr »
Trp 2 Val

ek vl e

Asp ~ GIn ~ Glu ~ Met 2 Ser
WA (A2 F 82 b k)

Asn ~ Gin ~ Lys 2 Ornithine ( 5 %f4 )

7 AR (A2 0k 2 hvR)

Met % Tau (2 & fi2)

() B oep ¥ pegpoei e 5 €2 73

P P OERIRAR S B2 FE G RS el A RS

oo S ERER GG AR
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I St

PR AR E G - R RAKR T E o B H AR
FRE%ARFAMAE AL LR Dabrowska (1984) 45 4
M iRk G AR AT g F Rt P oo e
ER IS G A S AN R T G & RSN

ER RS N

Flores et al. (1994) A 3 dp i » 7 I S-fE2 Je 2 F 7%

PORAM B SEPREABFLE A REFTF RELL

Moz Re R FE G RO IREE (Arg) 2 3 8 - £ (2012) &%
I HAELAR T EFREBIZE QLR R L7 %

fe (Thre)~ 2 & & (Tau) e
. 9

£ (2012) dp v o AR SRR R R R 2 A AR

Mm@ pgdmaed RL 2 ¥ 7w - T2 4p Mt (Kogaet
al., 1985 ; Okitani et al., 1986 ) - & Okitani et al. (1986) ’JIF‘
MApERapgn g X ¥ P 29k (Pro) 7 £ %7
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Tables 6. Amino acid content in different species muscle

2% B E % 7 k% FEE %

Arginine 7.7 6.3 6.6 7.1
Histidine 2.9 3.6 2.2 2.3
Lysine 8.1 8.7 8.7 8.4
Tyrosine 3.4 3.9 4.4 4.3
Tryptophan 1.3 1.5 1.3 1.2
Phenylalanine 4.9 5.9 4.0 4.6
Cystine 1.3 1.0 - 1.3
Methionione 3.3 3.2 - 3.2
Leucine 7.7 8.0 - -
Valine 5.8 5.8 - -
Glycine 5.0 - - —

(Block and Mitchell, 1947)
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o

2. P PRz EEAESS
(DB isovp ¢ ATP 2 H B Fife3baup @ 2 g1
B R d G AR A o 2 B
(adenosine triphosphate, ATP ) ~ ’ﬁlﬁ # = #4p& (adenosine
disphate, ADP ) ~ Bif&» it (creatine phosphate) % » 12 3% i
o EEer 2 250 £ (Honikel et al., 1997 ) o« #5477+ = {4 »
g0 R JETR KSR E T IRE F R B ATP &
EL L B RPN RIAEE (P & 2 3 FF 1% o Tasi et al,
(1972) 75 h & 3 B 15 » ATP RPN ¥ a0 20 % B T
b B - T e
ATP z_ 7~ fdfe R4t 8 p 2 fEvks 3 B8 & ATP 2 &~
f i AP IMP sk i a p 2 @ Erkif, w4 = ATP
& 22 ¥ & $» Hgpoxanthine> B| € & 24 & vk( % %2007 )
3 (1995) 4p HRF W A fe A o pER e @ ATP Z W
# 3.08mg/g> e s 24 -] pERF > QT F IR ATP @ 242577
0 BEisprl 14 A pFo e ¢ ADP 2 AMP 35§ 7 ik E

(9% 05% 0.03mg/g)e @ 73 &% IMP 7 £ 14

hud
&

% 0.18mg/g > e Bts 24 [ pFER| 2 1 1.45mg/g s B s = %
Pleg 5 7 %% A NPT PF A 204 4 @ "8 Mo ¥ ¢} hypoxanthine
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Z inosine 7 £ R € MEAT F A Z H4em 2 F o

IDP+NH, IMP
ATPase myokinase ribose
ATP ADP AMP Inosine Hypoxanthine
R AH;
adenosine

Bl- ~ Bfs ATP "# 27 it 2 % PR T o

Fig. 1. Outline of different ATP degradation steps which may occur
postmortem.

(Tsaietal., 1972)

(II)ATP 2 H B B5id- %+ a ¢ b vh2 B2 ivH

R a&i s af? By 2 Aol gl o #eko
mHY BR LA LS T L a4 (MSG) o 4 i&{
i& 2 eRE (%% >2007) £ ~ 5 2 faa 57 &2 ek
AN

PR S AR 3 § &2 & 3 »A A (flavor enhancer ) ( Titus
and Klis, 1963; Kuninaka et al., 1964 ) £\ & #| (seasoning )

(Caul and Raymond, 1964; Shimazono, 1964 ) > @ 1T & * J]

76 1 B eRA (potentiator ) k5% PiH R £if o K H
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(GMP)~ sif it (IMP) % P i oot & ok i 4 7k > %
AE B R b ROERAN R Y PR A 2 Bk B AR %
fi s fe 3k (8% (synergism) » 5% % (2007) 45 &1 5’-GMP #&
5-IMP z_g#rksg BB 1123 3% > GMP & MSG 2 4r 3k
ek 7t IMP # MSG 2 %k kchg o421 45 910 IMP £ 3
F 2 hvh3 EiApB 0 @ inosime * £ & vk > hypoxanthine

B 5 =k (Terasaki» 1965) o

32



AN S TS TP

Table 7. Umami of different foods

R CHEI T TN T T
5 v %’9*?[’52@\ B P > T Ee > T ER - Ea
e (MSG) | ZN | AR PRR ) R
A (IMP) | (GMP) | (AMP)
5~ 4P ++ 4+ ++
A P ++ -+ ++
&~ B + ++ +++
R B ++ +++ F+++
bR +++ +++ 4+
e 4+ —t
&% ++
At bt et
AV~ o i +++ e

(%% »2007)
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() 8 tsvep ¢ ATP 2 H s 5 82 73
L ARG EE
Pz i r A B RME ST LR
AR EE 2P E P Ip 2B R 2 IMP 3
T OFRIBFAFIMP 7 £ %3 “77 B (Terasaki et
al., 1965; Dannert, 1967) > @ % I &-f82 7 p % H e b
Bife s 347 B oo f (2009) %t LYD = SfEseR
BRI RRMEIZZE BRI R
@ Suzukietal (1991) F 3 - ¢ RS2 2 e
PR P2ZIMPZ EHFFNLD2Z - SRR -
. s EE
% (1997) dp v 2 Pirul> g2 IMP 7 £
o AHE ke EE 2 IMP B RS0
BAOFBAORESw2E 2 (2012) " F 4pke 2
% o Davidek and Khan (1967 ) 1 SRR
£ Hypsqp zmp 2 IMP 227 EHRD C ARl
TEEAFPEIR o B LR P 2 PR

7o b (F 0 1997) 0
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4

—\

\4

AT AR R Y TAp o #
Jp P 2 IMP 2 £ 3% > @ F B i (Terasaki
etal 19655 70 > 1983) = 2 (1992) st fiv P %
SHL R PN § R AT 0 S8 2 ADP -
ATP 2 IMP z & ¥ Bg ¥ g >t o p 2 IMP 7 £

P 4 2 TR 5

S
ETTRS
_;—;g
bl
F_&
itk
\‘9
«w_
ar
ke
C
ﬂ

7 B g

e bary ATP w5 IMP 2 sec v ¥ 2 IMP

iv.  BEFSS

Terasakietal. (1965) tdf 4 @ dpdi» {85 =

(w.

AR PP IMP 5 Bif s B2 I RE

7L =

ke

SR Sk F il g teep ¢ 2. ATP ij 4=
gl IR AE pHE T @ R 4P iga B8

B

Hoavp @ [MP A4 2 i & o

3. &p P RARRES
(DPg5pa st a p rr%*’ y- e

vk EE Y R AR EL R ML

34

T P Wk Bk o 2

IERETREE ST FE I S

a

P AT g
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it 0 P AT BIRA R 2 B A S hrRPF 0 Tk v
TALHF B R (31E 2 1996 5 Thu, 2006 ) o f # 2_Fgim > ¥ 45 A
MEEZCTPR e PRI Y Rig 224 2y
ap &HE G £~ B (Mahgoub efal., 2002) o — #55; B 1L 4w
TR THA VLG IR e foigiaph s B Y 2 e foig AR L
B foiB B A L H 2 S frig Bl 5 A 2 iy apk > B A
MRS S P Y AR KRR 2§ R A

EX RN 5 SR T8 NI o SRl

=5

(Krause and Haryman, 1948 ; % % > 1994 ) @ B8 a g ¢ a9k
FREZFIR R B EA AN AR ER A IR
WRE F LA R HE RS FR bk s F A R
(Cameron et al., 1990 ; Edwards et al., 1992 ; Oliveretal., 1994 ;
Candek-Potokar et al., 1998 ; Brewer et al., 2002 ; Latorre ef al.,
2003 ) -
(ID)# 7 il o= S350 b vk 2 B2 58

P SEEL dee E MRS A T T R R PR X TG Y
FRE > Wooderal. (2003) # 3 4n M4 gk (Cigo) % T v
Fe (Cign) 22V F LV % RTFRIFER 2R o — Sk g 7

U

AN

PR L R HOR 2 PR RE S k] oA o d

36



F AR ot AR B bR SRR fARM o M e o iRpi s H A7
e frig AELE bovk 53R % & AP B (Cameron, 1990 )o@ & ¢ ¢ 2
omega-3 "y iAERBE A M B Y AW E 0 L AR FEARY § FR

e L2 A4 o g hrR2 3 LR (Stephan et al., 2002) o

A
TR S SR o Pl I T 4|
(2 1997 % »2002) ¢ (1997) 1 b fhz 44

RN ERATE R R (PRI E L)

B B Ly R g rpee (e 0 A LYD

32 FE 2. P9 9R48 B B i o Cameron and Enser ( 1991 )
W EIRATE PR i BB R i

P r iR 2oy iapi 2 B2 e foig Bk 0 R A
forg e f BRIBCE < SEe R d B4 e
foig e 2 B 2 e forg iy 7 B4 2 H e o
. &Y
Y AT T B2 B HEE SR E
& (St-Johnetal.,1987) = % 1 Ap o Bt 8 Lo e
Fetvx Fo R LR B TR B2 R
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Mz o P a2 gad R s &R R
By Bgn BB ZE2Z2HF (Ceo) HiER A
(Cie1)~ T frib g (Cign) 2 X L b i (Cigz ) &
T ARl ¢ e d b2 v it P S R i
B ¥ 4v (Lampe et al.,2006; % > 2009 ). & Myer et al.
(1992) 45 I Akl ® 5 A7 de{rig e 3 8 2 3 4o
g+ R h BLRTE R E A 42 2 5]
-}% o
. W
T e S N i S S S ROZE ¥ L ) S PR
FaiR A Mg ippkz Ay 3 A 2 4 IR > Correa et al.

(2006)% 1 3 o w]e 4 £ B 5 pa At 2 5y

K2 b ey P BEE R L LR ik (Cisa) &
5 A deferg ke £ (2012) v B EPT R L F
Bokved a2 LR RSB E
LR RBOoRL LR (Cso) 2ERAES Y

(1997) 5 Apin2 % o
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iv. &%EH
HEARBRH YR GBRES S BT
Parunovi¢ et al( 2012 )#-& +r 4] % 7 ( Mangalitsa Pig )
Rrpd RBEBAFE Y DA R A RE
S H RN T ) REAR L R

AR LR A efonirpi s £ 0 @ n-6/n-3

5 Apfrig AL 2 vt BB F U R o
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Table 8. Major saturated fatty acids

Rk e % (73 )

B it % w2 L (J;sé; -

7 4 -
4 TR Butyric acid -5.3 — - -
5 i Valeric acid -34.5 - — -
6 ¢ e Caproic acid 3.2 - - -
7 R Enanthic acid -7.5 — — -
8 * pe Caprylic acid 16.5 - - -
9 I e Nonanoic acid 12.5 - - -
10 % Capric acid 31.6 - - —
12 L = Lauric acid 44.89 - — -
14 p E &Pk Myristic acid 54.4 1.6 4.1 3.7
16 ¥ 17 pi Palmitic acid 62.9 23.9 21.9 26.1
17 ¥ e Margaric acid 61.8 — ~ -
18 H Pg B Steric acid 70.1 12.8 22.6 12.2
20 =473  Arachidic acid 76.1 — — —
22 i B Behenic acid 80.0 - - -
24 *Pgf&  Lignoceric acid 84.2 — - —

(5& » 2007 ; Wood et al., 2008 )
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Table 9. Major unsaturated fatty acids

P Pk S % (P i)

B % & #e

i 4 =
Cl4:1 P B &R Myristoleic acid 0.1 - 0.3
Cle:l x4 5 e Palmitoleic acid 2.4 2.4 6.2
C18:1 o Oleic acid 35.8 28.7 353
C20:1 0 il Gadoleic acid - - -
C22:1 [ Erucic acid - - -
C18:2 I Jprid ik Linoleic acid 14.3 1.3 1.1
C182 % = 17 Jirid ik Conjugated linoleic acid 20.1 3.9 4.1
CI8:3 =t I Jprid fix Linolenic acid 1.4 1.0 0.5
C20:4  fod w Ypk Arachidonic acid 0.2 -~ —

(3 » 2007 ; Wood et al., 2008 )
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(1) Wk
1. WeRyap2ZEE8f
RFap B2 FHE SRIRLFF £ F
AR SRRCHRETFZ B Y RS SR FFY L
L FlE 2 - > P HR EAEE 2R T £ (Boleman et
al., 1997) - m e p HR 2 FlF 5 HHA -~ & £
Pé F\n Bﬁg—aﬁé{l%\"’ ;E:;.{; o
(1) B2 5
ER-ESL R R R S B
RAFR S 573 o op B8 fe a3 o 2
B R GEP SRR B A S b
R 2 BT A KRS Rl & R R 4 K
RAEZHAT IR TR AT FRER TR FER
Pl p 2 fod s Hovp malon g L B i d i
P apicERRE (F 02002)-
(2) #&
Bofrz 4 K KR HH AP R R

Thu (2006) ip 0

|-

RS 2L A &
B 2§ 4 i o Calkins eral. (1983) 7 45 &y &+ § 39
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(3)

(4)

TEREARRHR S 2R cRESZ B E R
PEE 2O BRLERERED A - TR R
‘?7%‘%1 % % 4# (Cross-linkage ) P& Ffi> > F]pt H kg
B fdic (40 1987) -
L N RV A

Bofrz vop PR s ERE G MR B

MR P 2R N s N EMUR Y MR ¢ My
spz BAX S 0P 4 @& AR (Ramseyeral.,1990) -
Laacketal. (2001) dp AR 2 A F] S M g
s Havp pFgikg § oo
B ¥ pH &

&% pH & (Ultimate pH, pHu) #_4 % 2 p Wi
Z_ 3 & %1% o Eikelenboom et al. (1994) dp &) g P
o B RS pHEER A HMR o L ABTF LA
¢ > F1H 4 5 Rendement Napole (RN)# F]i¢ H 5
% pH B & 5460 > %4 2 A% pH ERd # 5
A ed 3 RNAFIZEHEEp Fivgam+ 3 RN
A Fl2 g fap B it (Goodwin and Burroughs, 1995;
Lundstrom et al., 1996 ) »
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AR L E 4105 > ¢ - BfER 2 #(LXD)200 5 ~ = Sf8

32 FE(LXYXD)210 5 o #7F sk s £304 0 SR 3 A1 285

PRSP EFZ > I TENEAT O FTE LB IEZ AL P
Fhip EhlfmkiEge KA R G

ER N A Y RN ERIP A 3F S

Table 10. The numbers of different crossbreeds and sexes on pigs

Lt %) o7

e ENT 146

- AR -~ 54
R 121

:r’ét«g

= R 5 89

S~ BFeERyo o a R iR
RHRELROFRLEFARESEFT pLEETRALE
IRTHET 24 IPFREFES EIPRFRACPIRLEY
TouTHE ke A SF L vmL S Eg \_il!ﬁ;jj\ A B 1S e
BRI MR L AWML R S EMRA A (022C)
24 ) pES BRI E B B L e ii g 2 Bets - ) PR (pHy) & B 18 24 )

P (pHag )pH i o 47 5 BRI AL B> 21 402 % % Bk (3
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Bofe b iike) & BFEEMA P EA M 2L o

Jui

N %ﬁg/,}*r
SR R AR (1988) 475 E > A Bl Tl ]

KA MG 448 S B dd QFd b

N
3
[e]
[\
—_\\
L
=t
(’Zu
T\4
N
b2

Bs g iplHed 2R 2 Y MEE &8 ) Taed B g

20T T, FOBAE ) Btz fSxh S B o 30 A IR Eg RN

{4
'3
g
ﬂF‘“
:\
-n\q,
X
&
[
N
s
3
&
[
N
\4
R
'71
=
i
1_‘
ok
3y
=
4
N
=
K
i

R Bosop 2o s S g ) P R
PETEE B £ (g PR ) BRI ELBERT R

o RETRT WA P FREA LS P FRE (ZFE )]

\4

[Et
D=3
¢

.y
4

(A
4

o
=

(%

Ly
4

Y
=

$e

iy

R BLE=EIE N R Y S LR

He BFELved 5 10110 =B > B 10/11M 2 (892 4 ER 2

FHEEVRARFLES T RER G FEUATHBIALT UEG R

B>

Z_ik (Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan ) iB| & B *Ep% & ff o F975 & 7 30

~

R

—
~

soONHBFR I VAT RE ';*”f BB 2 A o TN PLE
H # B £ v (longissimus dorsi muscle, LD muscle) » = 148 i% 1538

FIAAAEZAL IS PHE () RA19HRIEFL L KR



(R EAA

B p R
- MR ABREIARRUSBE NG S ER kS

iy 3 0Crk4g 2 B4 % (CIELAB) ~ B T B4 EE %‘fri;, ¥t
sy

KA E Bk o ¥ - MET o 0C kBRI Bk 4 82 pH B o - vk

B0 A S - AR A AT PR M S R A 7~ %

Fi A 45 21 auk s 2 fR A o

> R I P

1) AR phip

(1) #%8 £ (Body weight)

(St B REME R

LSBT R

s\
=)

(2) B4 £ (Carcass weight)
TEHE WS WS A FAPLEPFEAREHEER (
5 Yo
(3) B % 5 (Dressing yield)
BedFx (%) = (BWEL/FHE) x100% -

(4) B4 E (Carcass length)

oF T ER (24 ).

\

AL

(5) ##5 5 & (Backfat thickness )



BeRBE 415 0 A B[RBE 1 B R RS EfZ A F R

fefb P RSB BRI R £ BR2 TE (2
Ao
(6) "= % # (Loin eye area )

R B L2 1011 > B Foa U BAE. 0 L Es

-

# Bl %% (Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan ) | % & % > ¥ = % cm?

Ryg o R B EWITREP (1988) P iEigera o R

Frep (FAE )RR B F AR 5T EBE £ o

By R R EMITs SR (1988) itz o MENAR

FAHR (Zvep ) [ Boavpg S0 s FAcHEE S LY BB £ o 5y

5
=i
T
ol
s
B
=
S
T
e
M
~
b
=
A~
[E—
\O
o0
o0
—
J
\\‘:
;‘_:\
(\x
N
[
=
(’Zm
ey
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(10) & *» 3% i€ ( Weight of commercial cuts )

Byp o R R R s (1988) BBz o 1K R R
R s (SRR s Zoup o] ot P o FIR I R P AR
Eis 2 g o

(11) #p % (Lean percentage ) (%)

gk o R P EARER L (1988) ik ik

[ (FEp £+° Fobp £+ £) /& HE1x100% -
(12) # &£ ep ¢ (Color)

B g B £ H 10/11M4 2 B s Kk 9152 omB > B
PR L2048 IR LA g REF (Pork
Quality Standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A.) (Bl- ) &
FooM1-6A R > BEM AT B  BKER AT RIF
(13) * 3 % % (Marbling)

RIZR S =2 AP LERERE LA S ER J AR

Pork quality standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A.) 2|3 =+

N

Ij',_’_z.“i' ’ Ijl_lo,é,\%\,-,:r ’ ﬁ{fﬁfﬁ%ﬂ‘]& =4 8’1-4]]\ PEIU}'%/Z\-E;’

» Beie

<l
s

o

AN

TR P 2§
(14) ?f“?’)ii ( Frimness )
RITR S22 AP R ERERE LA SR I AR
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Pork Quality Standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A.) 2

H’f B o155 %7

PSE Pale pinkish gray, very Soft and
Rt bl Ao,

PP
and shrinks excessively.

Pale pinkish gray to white Grayish pink

Minolta L' Value": 61

» Hrip 4

RFN Reddish pml: Firm and Non-exudative.
“IDEAL". Desirable color, firmness
and water%loldmg capacity.

4.0

Dark reddish pink

Reddish pink

/'Pﬁ?ff.‘?&%ﬁ%}l’&fﬁ_%%ﬁ?fa

STANDARDS

e Other’
e White Meat

DFD Dark purplish red, very Firm and Dry.
Firm and sticky surface, high water-
holding capacity

5.0 6.0
Purplish red Dark purplish red
37 31

Fig. 1. National pork producers council pork quality standards.

) ¢

(1) - 4= & & 7 (Proximate analysis )

% AOAC (1995) = 3% » A Bl EJR 2 & Fpok A

BN

p's > ;%
q R E AL

e 3

L ERT A o E BRI %



(2) #®-k+# (Water holding capability )

% Ockerman( 1985)2. = 2P| T 2. P~ 05g 72 ¥ & & vk &
B2 (9cm > WhatmanNo. 1) > jg A S E L3 8 3048 ok it 49
2ZRBPF B ¢ 24 PE L o BB FREE S HBRLA EF
500psi 2. B 4 - A 4B iS By o e B2 b Bl G ff iR M E G AR

( Planix-5000, Tamaya, Japan) 3+ & p B2 ¢t Bla # > &4 » 7 5]
7 o WHC (%) =1-753k (%) -
MEEk (%) = (hBle f-p Blae £ ) (61.10) /Bt & 230 3
k& %100
(3) pede & (pH &)

Be kg o w3t B ts — o pF (pHy) & B te =+ w o[ BF (pHya) 4 %14
pH meter ( TS-2, Suntex, Taiwan ) | 2 % £ 92 g% g 2. pH» ¥ &
Ve R B A 10/11M 5 s g BplmE £ gk, EippEL
27§~ 3-5cm > & » pHmeter > I #& 2 3§ B~ici® o

(4) %% 4 £ F (Cooking loss )

-3 i Zowm S22 F R Eyugitgiad o T TEE Fr 1 O
Ao A gER BT RS > JI* ¢ FRAEHRT 180C L B I
5 (ZZ-IV-01,5 48 4=d= 10 10 A &afmd » 5 F 11 54 s 4o
IV R68C B P usokiAsgrd g kA LT o (Sedim
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ETIR
E
=

M
|k
4

ERBEE) G (eBBL) T
(5) ¢ % (CIEL*a*b*)
gl o8B RS %3 d £ ik (Colorand color difference
meter, Model TC-1500SX, Tokoyo Deshoku, Japan ) _* jp] & H 2 #7038 4
2 3 FZR B A a2 RRE(L*Y) 2d E(a*) 5 ¢ E(b*)>
F - REIEERR T T EAR TS S B
(6) B F &% (Sensory panel evaluation )
% Cardelloetal. (1983) = & 5%z - BF Ly d o0k
B )% e p# T 180°C2 B o 248 (ZZ-JV-01, 5 %) 424 11 10
REEERG 0 SEMNE S A& TP R R 68T LM
£ oxIxlem’® (EXEXB) A ) > d SEAALTVRL LA F Y
ABAPPHE FALIIIEL R 6 tHEETETR O HEFS ~ Frk
W ~Rhvh s 5 gk 2 BIEXREETAS - FAHIAF 0 B
d AP PRBEBIEZCR ¢ E ] SN GRIF FAESRREITR
oo r B2 vRiE 0 1 AHE 09 SRR A BOR U H T F
2.4 o1 A4BA 09 SR hovR A EREAEARY B X 2 RiE 0 1 Bk

K09 EAERR A SR ke E s LR P 2 R e B

T

MR Rt fe R 0 REiciE 9 ARSI g RS Al REAR
¢ },—L\'K’fljgsfb# ¢ t’Tf—Lf{jV% | é*ﬁqﬁ » 9 é’h—gﬁ : ﬁ&%”{-i&}if"]
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TR R R 0 1 A EIR > 9 5 R F B -

BT +it%
pEp: 2= S A

*® A
Fn 5o
B

TR Py IRt

Fer 1AL FRER 04 5§ kiEik
WA 1A LR RN 9 4 % MR BA
$ig o 1AL EEE 9L LS
hvk 1A EEAHA 94 %454 A
Bk 1AL BRER 04 %R rhiEk
BREZR : IALEIEE 04 RS B

(7) % 4 & (Shear value) :

©

e fl* @ p# T 180C2  »aF ¥ s (ZZ-IV-01, - 8) 424~
10 A G o SFME S oSG BT P SR 68C 0 £ B
Homr 2 2xIxlem® (EXFEXF ) < {8443 38 » NP LT

% ( Texture analyzer TA-XT-plus, stable microsystem, England ) fi &

‘it 2 HDP/BS 2 7 A48 (B #v2 7 ) $Hik 218 7 ki >
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Fh o R Err 2 bk it @ (kg/em?) o
(6) B 45 it 2% (Texture profile analysis )

Fl# e sp# 3 180°C2 B >4 (ZZ-IV-01, 5 %) 424~
110 A s o SR S A dafRg e BT Y R 68C 0 £ K
¥t 2 2xIxlem® (EXEXB ) 2| 1844r2 28 > PB4
% (Texture analyzer TA-XT-plus, stable microsystem, England ) [z &
12 HDP/BS 2. 7 A13ff (s vodienvg ) g R~ p R 584
_n_gryi fz}‘r.r,%‘wq _,SJK%’ yijglgg» g4 ,E.,g@'}rz ,xz\é,};g 7%
BLECRE R T4 BT RILhE - fd B WS e A R
Flpt TR R ERERADTE B (0 1992) - iz Gomez-
Guillen and Montero (1996) &4 (1992) == £ g st A 472 » 1Y
10mm/sec 2_:# B & B TIFFR 2. B B3 B (Testspeed ) » ip] T_PF R
A (Strain) XL L HABRGNTSN » 2 Bk UERHS B
iT® > Bl T A& &2 A A (Hardness ) ~ 3#4+ ( Elasticity ) ~ p H &
(Cohesion ) ¥7re g+ (Chewiness) ° B =

BOFE A AT P LS o AL -
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Force
L
H’
Al
A 4 /XZ\
, : : N\
- ’Yz‘_’ Time
B1 | | B2 |

A K (Toughness) : H (% — X H Rk 4758 = et o ek 3
FEAE) -

i B (Cohesion) =A2/A1 (& X HR#TE + ehfd & RATE

584 (Elasticity)) =B2/B1 (& =t HBR % 573 [T ) o

e g1 (Chewiness ) =Hx ( A2/A1) x (B2/B1)
Bl- ~FeRit iRt o | o

Fig. 2. Standard curve of texture profile analysis.

( Szczesniak, 1975 )

54



(8) ATP i B4~ 7 ¥ (ATP-ralated compounds content)
iz Crescentini and Stocchi (1984 ) ¥7 Seewald et al. (1993) 2z_ =
ERD IS -l S

£ 5 ]

E

1.
a. KH,PO4 B it B % 7% (pH=6.0) : ™2 0.1M 2. KH,PO,4 (k%
) &% 0.IMK;HPO, (ki %) # % pH i@ -

b. KH,PO, Bfs % % fbeie (pH=4.0) : 12 0.1M 2. KH,PO, (k4
Z)i* 0.IMHsPOs (5 A% 5) AFpHE -
c. KH,PO4 B e B % i (pH=7.6) : ™2 0.1M 2. KH,PO, (k%
#) &% 0.IMK;HPO, (+ki* %) # % pH i@ -
d. 0.6N i % fit : B~ 7096 # fafic 4l 0.6N 2 B & feia ik o
2. % A
&% 5. ATP « ADP ~ AMP ~ IMP » CMP » GMP ~ UMP - INO #

HYP (Sigma) 1 pH=6.0 2 Bifk B 7% & > & AL ¥ SRR &

0.5mg/ml °

3. T E

Pr Sg 2 of SR R4 ~ 25 ml 0.6N 2 i & FISFIR E 1 A
4 > 2% % 1 Whatman NO. | Jg A im > 2 g5 ki g
3 100 ml » %5 ml i 4c » 5 ml pH=7.6 2. Bife B 5 2 & >
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FE 30448 £ 17 0.22 ym (Millipore ) jjg "i8 g © gk 3 B > i
B P > 80T H * o
4, HPLC 2 A 45 i
F TR 20 B s R AP & 47 R (L-6200, Hitachi, Japan) 4 47 >
% Mg e BB 25 gkl ~ ¥ P B(L-4200, Hitachi, Japan )>
WALE S 254nm > A A F i RP-18 (MK > p &) ;Eidur
12 R 47 g 2 % 3t (Quick Chrom., SISC, USA) 3+ 5 a2 2 4
& A o
a.im i fe gl B ik
ik A KHoPOs#AfL B 3% e (pH=4.0)
imikit B KHPOL B 8 % e (pH=4.0) 3 10%° 7
( Mallinckrodt ) o
g oAl g kg o $ 022 1 (Millipore) Jg 'R i

g °
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b# & ApiniE B R

PR (min) A (%) B (%) i-i# (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) #ypreflpt 7 £ (Free amino acid content )

% Knecht and Chang (1986 ) #tif 2. = j* | T 2.

l.

RERY

a. Dabsy-Cl #74 #] (4mM Dabsy- Cl buffer) :

B~ 26 mg Dabsyl-Cl (4-dimethylaminoazobenzene-4’-sulfonylch
loride ) /% >* 20 ml ¥ ¥ *% (acetonitrite ) °

b. Bif @ 4 ¥ 7% (100Mm NaHCO; buffer, pH=8.3 )

P~ 42gNaHCO;( § A & 7 )a >3 g3 k79 » ¥ 2 1 500ml>
™2 INHCl ¥2 INNaOH # £ pH &3 83 % 3R 11— % 5%
C. FAfL T 4% 7% (50mM Na,HPO, buffer, pH=7.0)

P~ 3.55gNapHPO4 3 *+ 4 g+ -k ¢ > ¥ 2§ 1 500ml- 2 INHCI

¥ INNaOH A& pH ©3 7.0 PR B ¥ trr 2 o i3 1

bR & 4 -
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d. fig pdh % i (25mM CH;COONa buffer, pH=6.5) :

B~ 2.0508 g CH3;COONa i v » 40 ml N,N dimethy formamide > I

4 g ok e B 3 1L 2 INHClL 2 INNaOH 2 # pH & 1 6.5

12 0.22 £ m (Millipore) Jg%5% # B g °
2. R ERY
sy B2 5 (Sigma)

Arginine ~ Aspartic Acid ~ Anserine ~ Carnosine ~ Glutamic Acid ~ Glycine »
Glutamic Acid ~ Histidine ~ Isoleucine ~ Lysine ~ Leucine ~ Methonine ~
Phosphoserine Phenylalanine ~ Threonine ~ Tyrosine ~ Tryptophan ~ Taurine »
Serine £2 Valine ' 3 35 -K3 f2ts pe @l & 1 mg/ml 2. %3 7% -

3. W&

Hrep e S > B 30g M A~ 60ml 2 g RIBFR &
*4CT F i 4w 10000 rpm 30 4 48 0 Pt ik 32 Whatman No.4
T g o iR AR A 10 AR 0 T Few BRI EITKR 0 1R R
A gr s E 2 4°C2000rpm Fes 10 4 4515 0 12 Whatman No.4 g A B g
T L SR BR o B BLEB% 25 ] e 22 B F R 251 %
50 11 7100 Mm NaHCO; buffer 57 4mM Dabsy-Cl :##&] » 2 & 323 %
T2°C ki 15 245 o Ripté4e » 700 41 7 NaHPO4 2 & 355 > B s 14
0.22 ym 3 "B g ©
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4. HPLC 2 A 45 1% i

a. FHLUE I RPIS (MK B +)

b. ¥HLRH% ¢ 51 m > 200x4.6mm

c. ##4p (mobile phase)

A fiEphdp % i (25mM CH;COONa buffer, pH=6.5)

B : ¥ ¥ % (acetonitrite, CH;CN)

C: 244 & 436 nm

FHEAp it 2R

pFfF (min) A (%) B (%) sni# (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
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(10) »vgk ‘a#c® (Muscle fiber number )

R B g5 0.2x0.2x0.2cm’ 2. = > R8> I * 109048 5

(Formalin) =iz 24 -] p% » I i& * ji R+ ik 24 /] B > RORE
# e vt b2 JFpkE A i (50~70~80~85~90~100% )  f P B

2@ % Xylene » A#-H d Xylene #3223 M ¢ 3B 3 e 1o g v i
Frdel@ o g WM TR R INERERFER > &
Bovfipl ¥ B ugEA & & =24 ¢ (Hematoxylin-eosin stain, H&
Estain) > T4 S PEFHT o 35 18005 ks (Leica,

DMS500) 400X g1 - B4R T p v ‘adic g o

(11) *#5%=% g ( Melting point )

% Ockerman (1985) z = Z Rl % 2 o RPgiplg it {3ar £ g
(0.8-1.1x100 mm) # » %3 v G352 r 2k & X B o L mF
BPA i F AR R AIO I RL mg 2R R 2 k2 BE Y o
Ripg s o R BB AR e F ) FRE SRR
BT 2ZBERTLEAGE § n e D 230 PR

B2 BRTE BB
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(12) Pg%mpk 2= (Fatty acid composition )
%45 Sukhijaetal. (1988) = x|z 2 o
1 #&EfRY
a. ¥ (Benzene)
b. Methanolic HCI : #- 10ml 02z fg# ( Acetyl chloride) (Fluka)
£2100ml 2 k7 fh (Hre % pa) ¥R g -
c. 6% (v/v) K,CO; (Shimakyu )
d. & -ksErpisr (NaSOy)
2. H A AL
A E U e BT ok O R ( Labconco, USA) & {74
FACF FCR LR AL R TR P 03g 20 o BR AR
L g P o0 4o 2ml Benzene £ 3ml Methanolic HC1 #£ %72 & » 70
Crkipd sl dr: 28 4 » 5Sml 695 (v/v)K,COs 22 2ml Benzene

R & > {512 4°C 2000rpm T A4 0 B~ b iRt iR g F 0 0 e r

~‘.

Na,SOs B35 :-80C ¥ # ¥
3. GC % %% i
F %76 * 5 49 & 17 % (Trace GC ultra, Thermo, Finland ) i&
A MBS RANE L Iy RRIE S VEaES kR (Flame

ionization detector ) » 4 3t ¥ 11 & £ ‘w¢ (Rtx-2330, Restek, USA ) -
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#Fe 40 & 85 Noini® 5 1 ml/min ~ splitratio 100 : 1 ~ injector § &
% 240°C > detector JE & % 250°C o ~ #7i% £ 40T [ oven 4245E R
% 160°C » 2. {81 2 C/min 1% F =8 3 210°C » a4F 15 245 ~ #7
% g AL 2 AR IE SR R R

RN A i1

AFRIFE R 2R % (CRD) 2 2x24F F]F K3h o MR

et

A (2 R SRR ) N (B AR S B HE L ey

B2 B8 &g * SAS ¥i3t 4 47 &k 5 (Statistical analysis system,

SAS, 2002 ) - #xs 4258 (General linear models procedure, GLM )

PR
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? 2L by =2 1 =2
i~ ‘E";?-,'?ia ‘3%“;/[6

-~ AL EEEENE Rk

frulz. LD 2 LYD it k2 28 - S5 A HELAHMET D
1k (r=098,P<0.05)  E¥ Boms MR AME -7 AL
G o R AR ST AR EFRE SRE (P<0.05) 2 A1

£ 00X (2012) 2472 P G apinZ Bk o bRk 5 e BELD =

FOE G kg N H R g AR £2. 5 % 0 Crossetal. (1970)
BALTRE AWM REE g v £ B2 F g E2 M Py
ta i R By B R R APR P AR L R E S £ 8
Z-Fedm bEFFY  RREFARFLE HAY N5 LYD AR A
F H A EHIL(P<0.05) @ # Fbulgr 546 A& 4 2 R o (P<0.01)>

Mt AR YR REFFXSAE BN EE . RS (2010) 3 4

ey
N}
B

FAEE L G AR AR S 4 il L% E R 2
oG AT ER 2 £ SLYD R LG LD 7 S f 4 i ik

M2 B (P<0.05)e P i a BBl BV RE S - HERER B
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SHFERER S BUERT LR ZBFMERY 2 LYD = 5

4

PARERLD - BRI A H P B AREFE (P<0.05) b
FEFER R SAY BE FEELERE (M (r=-0.70-

s (1995):a & RITE ¥ B R GRlH&p 5% (2012)
2T A NERATRR L N ERL S - R R BB
BRI ER BB ERT R RS SRR HP R
R SRS RN A Nt R LY TR & &

AR E R Ao @ F g B R T2 B 4e (Virgili er al., 2003; Correa ef al.,

2006)  "ER G fF RIEE T 2 LD 4 7 B E A< (P<0.05) 2 MEP G

\

o E T LR b KRB AR LR ARG Y

3R AT G 2R e (P<001) BEm SR Y R R G

-

R SBRENTRE @ BE 2R 56 BPERA A M
Ay BRE BERG S B APM (r=038) # K B

SR EFRYZER G o FEER G FF AT AP (r=0.69)

-

FCRIRER Y ER G fE K 2R SR AR 2 48% o @ AP A 47 AR
wAURR F R MRS (r=0.69) R R (r=0.84) 2 i ik
P (r=042) 52 4pB - "o A H 530G F AN EE E2 £ 8 &
Ppo B (1999) dpditdpe EFET R ffEHABE FE L

M B ARHREEPR - E (2012) MR S F SRS



AoFE RS RF I 2 G BEEFRE SR (P<0.05) 2 G A
Bahelka et al. (2007) 3R> * 73 B 2 A 7ML > @ F OF
N RERS ok AERCE R (U R S S AR R AR

2% (Larzul et al.,1997; Tischendorf et al., 2002; Cassady et al., 2004 ) -

-
pluy
[
bt
2
3
&t
=
e
[
bl
%4&
S
33 <
X
%
=
=3
4
hY8
3
B
it

P bR vep 2 R BEhA Bl S  o s8a B R
avpchta g (Brody, 1945) 0 F)pb & iRZAp M A 47 ¢ 4 T2 B F PRIS
ML 55§ 4ph (-0.88) - Ellis and Bertol (2001 ) # 45 1 3 4c
BEEAHMET R B (LB £ T) A R
CRFRE o R EME A e e 1 R AR A 0 FIR B
WRAPEZE Ao F e WA FRE L A %A e 1 B

4B i £ 9T Huf % (Lawrie, 1998) o SFif 1 b &4 R

Bk

- EMBEAE Y A F LB R B 5 (F02005)
TR B R EF RE L e e L R DRE SRR

TR R
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Ft- 7 PRI R T 2 R R 2

Table 11. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes of pig on selected carcass measurements

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts SlgnlsﬁcantBXS
Live weight (kg) 108.51£10.78° 106.85+11.67° 112.424+12.34%¢ 109.37+11.42%¢ * NS NS
Carcass weight (kg) 94.16+9.74° 93.05+10.29° 97.70+11.61% 94.34+10.53° * * NS
Dressing yield (%) 86.75+0.01?2 87.08+0.01? 86.82+0.01? 86.21+0.01° ok NS ok
Carcass length (cm) 84.07+3.182 85.13+3.82° 84.47+3.85% 85.48+3.35° NS * NS
Lean yield (%) 56.87+£2.57% 57.81£3.02¢% 50.93+6.37° 51.86+5.73 ok NS NS
P1BF (cm) 3.20+0.62° 2.83+0.52°¢ 3.43+0.62% 3.22+0.68° ok roE NS
P2BF (cm) 2.24+0.51% 1.95+0.53° 2.33+0.512 2.11£0.55° * ok NS
P3BF (cm) 1.53+0.41% 1.15+0.44°¢ 1.63+0.40? 1.49+0.49° ok ok NS
LEA (cm?) 51.33+6.51° 56.83+£7.14% 50.93+7.76° 51.40+7.45° ok ok ok

&¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

P1BF, Backfat thickness (1% rib); P2BF, Backfat thickness (last rib); P3BF, Backfat thickness (last lumbar); LEA, loin eye area.
B: Breed; S: Sex.

LEA, loin eye area.

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



I PR RELEAEERHL S IR £ 2 B8
2L o ID - 5488 LYD = S Bt e phu T i

BN £ LR HRHA 0 A REAE U KR e

BEEE (2012) Faptt e gk £ 5 LYD = SR BR

LD = st pd - #9 x nAgF g af o 1 (2012) &5 4

% (P<001)> Bfop €7 ¢"EF R E BFFEMEN o FL

= (P<0.05) - Serrano et al. (2008) % 45 113§ v & F AL 35 7T

7 et 4y 7 (Tberianpig) 22 773 ¥ B> e p £~ A g £

Huo sz €y EFRAEE L% (2012) "I g% &

FREHEL A AHE BT F BWE FNER LR

2o gniz g £ 3R FRS (P<0.05) & Bop 5 R F T % (P<0.05)-
—dAm T o RE BN REZFEE 2 LR AR A
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frhgT D EME ST PR (r=028) "E3ap (r=0.88) % /| 2 s
(r=0.11) TR ApM o 7 FHELEEFLE T T ApM > BH LI L
EBER fApR o HY 2R g (r=-098,P<005) 2 2 ¥ p (r=-
098,P<0.05) 2B R fApM > g g4 Lpeka 3 > 2485 - K
BhALY BFILFELALD >IN TESLFIREF R 2 E

EERF s EgERa s o ShaRA

@*‘é = g VR 3R 7f;| (BI‘Ody,
1945) - Gispertetal. (2007) v“ gtz se ~ 5§ 2 FRmarfamp2 &
PR FR PR hE2 BWE Z R LA B 5% (2012)

LR G AR R o
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FoL D A RSSO L A I £ 2 B

Table 12. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes of pig on the distribution of primal cuts weight

' . Significant
LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows  LYD gilts

B S BxS
Shoulder (kg) 2.37+0.35 2.44+0.380 2.27+0.34° 2.34+0.36% * NS NS
Picnic (kg) 5.51+0.64 5.55+0.68 5.53+0.82 5.46+0.63 NS NS NS
Loin (kg) 3.69+0.51° 3.77+£0.36° 3.49+0.68° 3.65+0.622 * NS NS
Tenderloin (kg) 0.5440.82% 0.56+0.80° 0.53+0.76? 0.53+0.69? *x NS NS
Belly (kg) 4.47+0.83 4.95+0.90° 4.88+1.02° 5.02+0.98° * ok NS
Ham (kg) 8.42+1.07 8.56+0.85 8.41+1.07 8.21+1.03 NS NS NS

&¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05). The weight of table 12 is one side carcass.
B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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ZLZw LD - SRt EE LYD = S/ B2 7 e
HH - s kR4  FFA LR EZ % - 2587 0 LYD
7 BEFRF (P<005) 2k~ 2 3vu Fe 8 LAk Bl &
BRI FELFO TR RS F RO ERFTZ BT M A48T
kr 2 Fe FEEF R ARAEIAME (r=0.99,P<0.01)c 4232 £ 5
7 YR (P<0.05)2 224 > H Y MLYD 7 8 ¥F#B (P<0.05)>

PRl BRI E 2REFE (P0.05) ¥4 o gait i g £ 40

R AP SRS o FIM AR RBZLZ T R FE LYD = &
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al. (1999) A3 dpdh » F a2 R Ry 2 Fok4 > AR AFT
FUEMEZRAL o RFRYVHT R BRI EE AN (r=-
0.98,P<0.05)> 3% %z B2k f 4pM (r=-0.96,P<0.05)
F8(2003) dp 8y o e N R ARG o R Bfe Fed 2 B g
%ﬁ&’ﬁ%%ﬁiﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ’ﬁﬂwéﬁﬁﬁﬁmi%%(i,
2012) - 4p B = g (P2 20005+ 1995) 45 & » - Si@ v sk pH

B T4 N EZ-FBEEEI N3 2L HKk F KR
Mo Bt 24 %m"“58@01@’ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%,m¢$ﬁﬁ%’
Bk d R BT EB R op pHERITE TR 2 L2l 7 &

Fio- P2 pHE » Ambafeipg 8 F &L ot ¥ RPN 2

FEF2Z AL k{24 L ERE pH E > B 2544

B FRNfsm2 24 FpH EY A2 R AR (P<0.05) LYD B = 7

AABECR (SR P RBEF AR (P<005) 2 pHiE A LD B2

)

P A B R (S Y M pH i H P

e R Y IF S

“ﬁ

52

e

AR AR EETRAORE AR pHER R FAEF 2 R F] A
TRLER Eﬂ%mﬁf 2R TR Mg (1999) B 4p 80 7
Pkimps b pHESEE 2 2R ¢ FRES @R AT EEw
AR AT R TE R 2GS TP AL IR MBI EET G R

F8 2w R %ﬁ?ﬁs‘ézsz 4 g iE g\ %ﬁﬁﬁag@,@ » B R pH &



T "% i F 5 973 I - Bendall and Swatland (1988) R4 ¢ H FIFEE 2
pH B i%-k4 a3 BN %> T pH B3 E 7 8485 » H Bk 4 4%
Fom AES2Z E5 pHEA5793 6322 F > 2 ¥ pH E¥& %k
PEREARM (r=-025)° v pkdg i E pH G K2 JFok A E o p

SPGRLFR 0 R A4 b LA R L MR (Mabry, 1998) < fie1 ¥
PR AR ZHFRS LGP RFELR R - o e A MSE
SokA G EAFLE A d 0§ pH E M H iRk 4 FEiL s e God

2

A

B SR 0 R Rk R e e 2 g

ik

E2 kg

Il

Fep 2 k4 o B LR 0 @ 7§ B4 (Heinz and Hautzinger,

2007 ) e
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2L A R EE RN R - A A AT s Rk 4 PR 2

Table 13. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes of pig on proximate analysis, WHC, and pH of LD muscle

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts Significant

B S BxS
Water (%) 70.68+1.57° 70.47+1.18° 72.39+1.232 72.59+1.23% ** NS NS
Protein (%) 19.11+1.69? 19.27+2.00° 21.88+0.80° 22.07+0.81° ** NS NS
Fat (%) 3.80+1.25° 3.34+1.58° 5.39+1.07° 5.16+1.43° ok NS *
Ash (%) 1.24+0.08 1.2520.07 1.23£0.22 1.27+0.25 NS NS NS
WHC 0.67+0.03 0.67+0.03 0.67+0.06 0.68+0.06 NS NS NS
Cooking loss (%) 31.641£5.18 30.75+5.91 33.1545.12 30.74+6.37 NS NS NS
Ham pH1 6.35+0.31 6.30+0.34 6.36+0.32 6.32+0.30 NS NS NS
Ham pH24 5.79+0.13¢ 5.82+0.13° 5.99+0.28° 5.8440.29° ok ok ok
Loin pH1 6.31+0.33 6.24+0.37 6.27+0.37 6.25+0.34 NS NS NS
Loin pH24 5.79+0.15° 5.84+0.13° 5.92+0.28° 5.83+0.27° % NS ok

&¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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oy

B ARBESBSBUEE S AR AT R B
VP EMEE S ERRBIAPLAROBY S Up S A

}.i‘_l?'jaTX FRMAEIF2ZIERE 2L 57 F BB EHE

L EFE BT ERELE 10/11M 2 B2 B 59 1.5-2 cm
BoRwEYRTES 20 AMBUEE NERBRE AT RER FHRE
# (Pork Quality Standards, National Pork Producers Council, U.S.A. )
I o 1-6 44T o BEMATES BRA CHKERETHEI RFE
IR 1-10 A E T o BEMATRE PR s 2§00 dciE
- A e LRV C o S %ﬁ?)ﬁ

115 Ak o BB A T R i's’r‘

RAXZ > BER A7 R RARG o

-

Bp S SRR bR AN SEA R AL 2R

(P<0.05) LYD = Zf8fe 2 7§ THRFE2L P § ~ A LERE

%
i}

Bim o BP9 W IYD4 3 E¥FEF (P<005) 2 ¢ ¢ 374 LD =
fasfar g iz ABg > HFdplm it EF S 24 ) pH &
REPEpR opH B 52 ko 2ag g d 2 LR o AREX

TR AR oY EFRLES (P<0.05)> 7 H¢ LYDRE 2 f7F &

oy
ol

FH5 3 (P<0.05) 2.« L XFTL 3@—1?)]%’73‘5 7 BT IR R
% 2~ E X s (Cisnerosetal., 1996 5 £ > 2012) - LYD = Sféfe
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LG RLD - gt g § (P<00S) 2 F R AL > L L SR
SAREKMFALAR o HARAREE (LY) 24198557 > i@ty
PA2 AR (P<005) LD - SR ipi HFRFLARE
(L¥)>» mBops R>pg 245 - 27 a@an (2003) 771 7 #%
dL*E g e LIRFEK S B A ApM o TR A G R RS P
A dg Fkiendd L*ERF 2G4 LD - SfER T B

KB Y il 24 ] pFpH @7 i LYD itz 8% ¢ 2 i LYD 3

B (b*) 2 A48 %7 0 ERBEEYY 24 2 e (P<0.05)

LYD = St 5 BEF® LD = SfEfe 2 i 8 (P<005) 2% ¢ &
(b*)» 254 & (b*) s EX 2 4PM (r=093) > &Lz x

"R AP (r=0.62)- Casonetal. (1987) 3 pth > *q¥hz 2 &5

dim (b*) APk > B AFEEEHE om AFEHR? > LD

-
-

ﬁﬁiﬁi? BRES P 303 RM2ZABH - BFPRALSE

(a*) ¢ 74 g2 & » B F]¥ it & Henckeletal (2002) 2 ¥ 3

it

RARGO EER LR OB AR ERS SRF SRR R AR
sup pH Bp-ig T HRH 2 B (af) T oA S k2 B4 s
%ﬁﬁﬁiiPﬂﬂi“ﬁi$%ﬂLD:§ﬁﬁiﬁ&%@24¢%
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pH &3 # LYD = S-f8fe % pf M2 AR% > o F p H b 4

5‘-15 I:E'J; (a*)o

SR RS BE ST B

R

7

~

R -

s

AL R

B L e
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Table 14. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on meat quality evaluation of LD muscle

Significant
LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows  LYD gilts ghrican
B S BxS
Color 2.58+0.62°  2.47+0.64° 2.56+0.67°  2.69+0.69° *x NS ok
Marbling 1.92+0.63° 1.71+0.65°¢ 2.02+0.79* 1.77+0.73¢ *x ok NS
Firmness 2.50+0.84°  2.50+0.66° 2.78+0.65% 2.76+0.67° ok NS NS
L* 56.27£3.96° 55.95+3.13% 53.04+4.33" 50.86%4.52° *x *oE *
a* 8.72+2.12 8.67+2.05 9.14+1.42 8.89+1.56 NS NS NS
b* 9.67+2.75P 8.44+2.92° 10.51£1.02% 10.44+1.30? ok ok ok

&€ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
L*, Lightness; a*, Redness; b*, Yellowness.

B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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I~ PRpEEEaEEEE R E e g p 2 35

ERE N o - L - AR S ER R A S
AR EY AR BNy AR FL LR LR R ORRE
2 A 0 F (2009) dp M H o fFT Al P R g > S P Bk
2 ZR o ApHmieg st (Rlz) a0z S s adkr j
b2 ARR S SRRSO EA LT RPN EAE LR LR
s (P<0.01)  HeY MBORELE G T RYFELF 2 RK
P ol LYD = BER 2R HFERF 2 alkp (P<0.05) @
AP BT E (r=-066) 2 ARL fAPM (r=-0.63)° < ey
do pm R R Fl R e REA S AT R R 4
L a g 2R CEHERREER Y §FEE g (Joo
etal.,2013) - Petersenetal. (1998) ¥ % A N SRR R 2
LR AR BN A A AR Al 2 FI R AR LHFREFAR
SFH AR ER T § R g+ ] (Staroneral.,2000) o F

B i ad g iyl p 2 AR SRR LR B H R
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it 4
T~

=~

¥vEad 4 B R E(r=099,P<0.05)% 2wt (r=0.50)

i

T Aph + gt 2 An S fdn 7 (Jeong eral., 2010 5 X+ 2012) -
Enfalt et al. (1996) 745 1 AT R 9= S Rl LN o)
PHCR SRR AR QAN ot R T R T s gt
A LA EBNRB OB SN LR AT A RTF]LE OELF R L
TR BRSSP AR LA ea B
34 B2 H K - Hovenieretal (1993) 458 » F5vep T4 B~ | 2
G R N TR B+ FE PR SR EEIEE Y,
AR R R ARy BRE R R R AR M2 A B
Wood et al. (1999 ) if;] AU VUR NP s T Bl E PE o vup P L TR B
2R A SRR T4 T AR B ek (3602003 1 X0 2012) 7R
dep pRgiaZz BT EE R R A APM (r=-0.965P<0.05) - F]
AEHY FEEV2 T4 BEEREBFZE R T iR TS A TE
PRS2 AP A (R T pHRT S EEH %7 E(r=-0.69)

FRUR S (r=-055) #ARE R L AR (r=-055)

N

AR ARV EPRE ST 4 EiA fE M2 g F12 - oBreweretal.

i

(2002) B EEE e AEARFIFEE S FRB B LAY
RRBEREZT A Ee Ak rg RRFER TS Bakor v

v A AR R R 2 MR ARE F AR e N R A e T
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R i S WA TR AP e f T RmpE o oL RS

e 47 (Crouseeral 1991, 3 > 2003) = 3 (2003) 7d4p &1 p & R 52
HRRE R aRe Tt s o R R B Rk TN R
Wz k4 > Peh BB p B R frap 2 F kA EE T AR
HigfTovgafpan s Hjg-k4d £ S oo fdxo

RIS Seif k2 Eot oo d 27 @i aded 7 6§ 2 HoR H
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Table 15. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on shear value, texture profile, and muscle fiber number of LD muscle

y—

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts B Slgmslcant BxS
1(\;[88% fiber number 260.0149.07°  181.30+13.04% 410.90+24.14% 286.10424.53¢  **  wk  kx
Shear value (kg/cm?) 3.31+1.14° 3.60+1.08? 3.26+1.18° 3.62+1.128 NS * NS
Hardness 2.81+1.06° 3.12+1.052 2.79+1.02° 3.13+1.08? NS *x NS
Cohesiveness 0.45+0.10° 0.46+0.09° 0.49+0.12% 0.51+0.112 % NS NS
Elasticity 0.75+0.14° 0.74+0.17° 0.83+0.09? 0.81+£0.09? *% NS NS
Chewiness 0.93+0.41° 1.06+0.43P¢ 1.14+0.63% 1.29+0.552 *k *x NS

&€ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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LYD B 2> 7 LYD * 7%

Bl= ~ 7 RiRpE2 & &£ vz e 2 (400X) o

Fig. 3. Comparison on histological of LD muscle from different sources
(400X).

82



.
7N Al

R L AR MR E ATP B B 2 32 58

+ 1 =~ Y
a

. AR L R fEE gt ATP M B 2 vt die $R(2002)
e R LR RERY ErEE A2 F RE S B PR
2_ % i &g ¥ - ATP(adenosine 5’-triphosphate )** %t g4 it {6 > #& % 5 ADP
(adenosine 5’-diphosphate ) 2 AMP (adenosine 5’-monophosphate ) »

i &y (deamine) ¥%* @ 4 = IMP (inosine 5’-monophosphate ) -
T A WAL 5 =0 F B4 %4 (inosine, INO) @ 4 = B Zvk 2

( hypoxanthine, HYP ) o 7 {5 v ¥ ATP 4 f% E /& * R &
ATD—ADP—-AMP—IMP—INO—HYP (Ff » 1992 ) & + = &5 %

Vo R M 80 e 470k 0 2 ¢ UMPCATP-GMP 2 INO

‘Er

R FAR o kg RN ER L 24 L FRITE PN

\1
BN

P8 BFMATP 5 2 24703 » 2 AMP &2 ADP S ¥ 2 5 /%
B2 H4eoaiFie (2 1995)-CMP 7 £ %% &7 LD - Rfai
ARFRFLAR AR T AEFALRHY LYD = AR 2

3 A FE X (P<005) 2 CMP 3 & <
A %’ﬁ BEEH 3 (P<0.05)2 ADP 3 % -AMP 7 £ R 3 LYD = P fi
PR FHFRID - SRt ES (P<0.05) 27 £

EEFAR -0 EFUE Y PHAMER ; EL

SR
i
e
T
X
iy
kg

RGO N %’H"‘?fzﬂi o (1992) 471 > & & B % w0 F
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MG ad P aEfRIER BEATP 3 BRI €8 4 R MG 5 E M ﬁé‘i
R AR HEIRATP 5 2K o
GMP £ IMP 5 & ¢ A &2 hea$ > F GMP &p @ 3§
AR T IMP 2 HEfRAS A2 R 2 Hp 218 Bk
Xk (Dotyetal., 1961 ) @ Kazen1az(1961)# AR hek? > IMP

fvag  His V&2 ek o @E% P VR IMP 2 7 £

-

23 T
LYD = 52 B F R LD - /et d IMP 7 £2 4% > 7 §
SR RAFEF AR H Y X U LYD B 2 5 B ¥ B8 (P<0.05)
2 IMP & o s 8% 25 (1997) v 17 B it up g IMP 7 £
Yo dme i ER o IMP ZE aR>B ARE>A B LR A A
Fk? IMP 78 ~ 53R vRITA 2 5 vRIEA G B AR IEN L 2
53 o ?)*Jc (Dinarieva and Safronova, 1973) 45 &} » GMP £ IMP %t
AR RAEPFRRT R ZFE A CMP 2 AMP B & %% > INO
RIER PR A2 ) SRk £ T IMP &2 GMP #t > 7 | 2 1 M

Fotp P ERHEH R R o 2 prdp It (Kudaeral,2008) HYP 2 2
ER4c g A2 SRE E ARz nd o TP A AE%Y o LYD =

AL EF R LD - BARE 2 IMP B A B ARG R
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Table 16. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on ATP content of LD muscle

Significant

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts B ) BxS
CMP 0.1137+0.003" 0.1136+0.005° 0.1066+0.011° 0.1097+0.006° o NS NS
UMP 0.0868+0.002 0.0860+0.006 0.0868+0.007 0.0870+0.001 NS NS NS
ATP 0.0045+0.001 0.0043+0.001 0.0046+0.001 0.0047+.0001 NS NS NS
ADP 0.0057+0.001° 0.0054+0.001% 0.0053+0.001° 0.0053+0.001° NS NS NS
GMP 0.0171%0.008 0.0149+0.008 0.0162%0.010 0.0150£0.009 NS NS NS
IMP 1.047+0.085" 1.034+0.088" 1.106+0.119% 1.0700.057° NS NS NS
HYP 0.0043%0.001° 0.00460.001° 0.003620.001° 0.0037+0.001° o NS NS
AMP 0.0061+0.000° 0.0061+0.000° 0.0063+0.000* 0.0063+0.000° Hk NS NS
INO 0.1506%0.023 0.1504+0.037 0.1518+0.044 0.1615+0.059 NS NS NS

&€ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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=~ e g N EAU R S R RS G T

A B -2 TR SR SR I S N T T R
4 @M R R L (Arg) -~ it (His)~ & ¥k (Try )~
Bk i 0=fe (Phospho-Ser) 2 2 Ffs (Tau)e 27 b KRz fEH & £ 9

2 g E RO PR R (His) 2 ¢ it (Try) i e X al

m-w{_

AR oF (1997) i~ b2 hrkiE (7 %A 0 vfg (His) %
sxvkz el o @ RAL (Arg) 7 £ 2 LYD = S5 5§ LD
SR IERBLFE B U LYD AR HEEFRIZ G
(P<0.05) - @ g ss'%fs (Pho) » LYD = S-f K S f ¢ 7 8 F #ix

2.7 % (P<0.05)° 2R E_LYD = SfE %

E?‘\é
=\
=
m-h-t,
-%i-
ih\
\“‘\ﬂ

(P<0.05) e MuFRalx Ly 2R - ARFARL 7 AR
A B S 0 FLE R AE P D T T kA2 5 2 R R (o
1999)» # 5 A #2220 7 4 AL AL o Sies and Murphy (1991) # 3 45 4
LR -,?,’"‘/T‘B d 22 4 o ¥ ¢ Suzukieral. (1991) LEFIEIEY
fe(Tau) 5 F #F° 2 8 24 hekz2 veflfe > Hav A4 Jiupg 2 heko

b oz s e hpe B G sk (Car) 2 7 svrk (Ans) o i

g AT 5 AR R P IR B S AR S 4 s
2 ER A F IR R NA R G R PR iEY o b
o geaed Bl 3 3 % kAR 2 9275 (Kantha ef al., 2000, Mei ef al.,
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1998 ) - e 947x (Car) % " 34*% (Ans) A Gf@rfiw P ¢ 2 d ¥ 2
MARAB AL FRT LG E BB FHEFER F (1997) i
e fe M2 ReRE-H S 5 ERvk2 il ph s Si9Rpk (Ser) -~ 7 M=
fa (Thre) 224 "efs (Gly); Brri=<iifh ¢ 324 "%k (Arg) ~ p =fk
(Ala) ~ Jeefs (His) ~ 2% "<fk (Hyp) ~ B v *%fié (Ile) ~ v *=pk
(Leu)~ ¥ "&fik (Phe) £2 %F7=fik (Val); @ekiefl e & 352 M 4 o=
i (Asp)~ #5'=ps (Glu) &2 7 gusieft (Met)e @ Suzukieral (1991)
WER P AL A heR2ZORAR L 2R (Taw) £9%p (Glu)~ P
e (Ala)~ o 25=fk (Gly) 2 #v*x (Car) e 7 A B 5 #rk2 Mk
fh > SR 0 SRk (Ser) LD &85 ¢ 7 ¥ E (P<0.05)
2 587 vept (Thre) ¥ 87 S M AMFLE > © LYD B 2 F ¢
Eas (P<0.05) 2 ;Hofs (Gly) PIG 2 B SR e id
® LYD* 5 ¢ 5 BF§B (P<0.05)2 7 £ o @ Sek e fe % % A4
7 esips (His) 2 ¥ p '<pk (Phe) 2 ¥ £ 8 o #'=f (Arg) 7 £

MLYD = e f i LD - St gRg 2 7 £08 ¢ L LYD

S
m\é

¥R B2 5B (P<0.05)0 B v s=pt (lle) %3+ LYD =

\_\4’
S
m\t‘-

o fa e

v ¥%fs (Leu) % ¥'=pk (Val) @& LYD = 5487 #B 7 £ 2 48

4 EFRS (P<0.05)2 B P uFRlRMEL L1 -
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FoH? UILYDRB 2T BEFERSG (P<0.05) 2 7 & @ frkieflpk
BIEE % % spk (Asp) - #0%fk (Glu) £ 9 giviet (Met) % %
Al s Y Y REEFL AR o v (0 1991) dp MR Y
el E B2 TR E FH P RN S 1 s E 8 g 30 PH

FoAPT g IEHORAR T RN ISR BER R S

o

R EAEE (POOS) AR opstpas SFIgafeFLis -
Okitani e al. (1986 ) '\ a4 Fr 21 B 2 FE3t 73 [ o IR (= 25 i 3l ik 2
R AT ERE I Wik TR AR AR PIAEEFLER o

bR ATIELYD = B4 7 adrh( Thre Gly )% Erk v fi(Ile)
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FLt- R e A PR R VORISR 7 £ (ng/g)

Table 17. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on free amino acid content (mg/g) of LD muscle

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts Significant

B S BxS
Phosphoserine 0.019+0.006" 0.018+0.006" 0.01420.004° 0.01620.005" * NS NS
Serine 0.041+0.008* 0.042+0.006° 0.031+0.006° 0.034+0.007° ok NS NS
Threonine 0.0045+0.001° 0.0048+0.001% 0.0057+0.001 0.0048+0.001% NS NS NS
Hisidine 0.0026+0.002 0.0025+0.001 0.002620.004 0.0023+0.007 NS NS NS
Taurine 0.028+0.009° 0.029+0.013" 0.051+0.004% 0.067+0.009%° o NS NS
Glycine 0.032+0.0072 0.03420.004 0.031+0.004* 0.036+0.003 NS * NS
Arginine 0.0049+0.003° 0.0038+0.003° 0.0063+0.001° 0.0071£0.0012 o NS NS
Anserine 0.6868+0.187 0.6175+0.164 0.6454%0.042 0.6632+0.037 NS NS NS
Valine 0.0386+0.014° 0.0368+0.012° 0.0420+0.006% 0.0482+0.010" ok NS NS
Methonine 0.0029+0.002 0.0037+0.001 0.0031+0.001 0.0035+0.001 NS NS NS
Isoleucine 0.0045+0.002 0.0047+0.001 0.0064+0.001° 0.0063+0.001° o NS NS
Leuine 0.0054+0.002° 0.0066+0.001° 0.0067+0.001% 0.0078+0.002° o * NS
Tryptophan 0.0575+0.016 0.0616+0.004 0.0598+0.009 0.0597+0.004 NS NS NS
Phenylalanine 0.0286+0.006 0.0276+0.004 0.0266+0.004 0.0268+0.004 NS NS NS
Lysine 0.027620.022 0.0256+0.019 0.0277+0.004 0.0219+0.009 NS NS NS
Tyrosine 0.0054+0.001 0.0052+0.001 0.0057+0.001 0.0059+0.001 NS NS NS
Carnosine 2.5319+0.246 2.5039+0.344 2.5299+0.234 2.5265+0.279 NS NS NS
Glutamic acid 0.0105+0.002 0.0115+0.002 0.0116+0.002 0.0118+0.002 NS NS NS
Aspartic acid 0.0233+0.005 0.0236+0.006 0.0232+0.002 0.0212+0.005 NS NS NS
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&¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05). B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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NN W = Exwﬁ\lr}a ]Lﬁﬂ 87aﬁfx7 zggs

R RER LR RE R ER TR - oY il 2 %
PRI ERTap P 2 hvhod R ¢ ke TS 4
$F %A rLB (401997 F%02002) 2L~ 53 F R S
B n A R oY iRt s 2 LA o

B vt ke fofg s pe (Saturated fatty acid, SFA) - H ¢ 8 42 L

(C12:0)~ #1537 (C16:0) % A *afie (C18:0) W& b] o S fd o 13w ¥

TANFLR AR 2R (ClA0) AR aigy £ 4

|
b ]
IS
'
~=

RESERB2ZZEHEY LLYD = 584 B B EH 3 (P<0.05)
23R R SFA ARASBEPLB ENTLIL LR ORT R
L FE % 2 AR% o H 7 &7 {o7 95k (Monounsaturated fatty acid, MUFA )
et p(Cle: )t SAEELFy alg¥ 23w p(CI8:1)

ST A FALL > wd Y LYD & g2

F_L
TR
et
SN
|
=
m&t
i
<l
(w
N
|k

(P<0.05)> & = % m (C20:1) & LYD = S8 7 § B ¥R
% (P<0.05) 2z > ex*FRlarLl @i 2fogini

(Polyunsaturated fatty acid, PUFA ) » Iy frith i (C18:2) ffi s 425

B aFLRE > LMk (CI18:3) A LYD = S i@ 7 i

Y

BrE2ARF HY X ULYDRB ARG EEERS (P<005)2 5 &

-

AEA ek (C204) i SARREF2Z L Rdd B oy



PEFZER AT - B RO PR TEIRT B2 S 2 R FF
D YRR ORER P R pRESRREFIRE R T P G L
£ @ Kelloggetal (1977) 3£ 19 L7 ¥ RS I bR
(CI18:2) 2 7 & » @ Aty mipfpodsevd 7 f:c2 > Lpp ¥
PR RPN Y 6 B A s B S B[ E A G 3 R oo % (2009)
BRSBTS B LYD = SRR 2t AR, 1 LYD
R PG EEFRK (P<0.05) 2 A 5p: (CI18:0) > @ &b <7
g fopiz v B 0 B I R pr (C18:2)~ =t I frid Bt (CI18:3) % 1<
44w e (C20:4) %1 LYD = 56502 #§ M FHF (P<0.05) 2
R oA Y G g RN RS T R R 0 B i
BEERe E £77F “7H o Correaetal. (2006) Wt fiafd w22 =& £ # &
WG a i pRes 2 P FRALERRAELEE LR

B BRSO b2 b fory s 0 SR Bl 2 I Fp e (C18:2)

85 AT ke e hpk o R A -rrffF, 11 SFA &2 PUFA % I &8 |+

)

4&\

W akEFE AL om MUFA o @R »a2kg ¥ A8 » e o LYD *

B RFRE (P<005) 2 blm 27 g il o3 2485 6
TR d > S p heRZ G R Y SFA FE¢ MUFA En4ph > @ &
PUFA % § 4p & (Cameroand Enser, 1991)- £ (2012) g il = &R
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Ft A2 PR AE R FEE 2 Rk 7 (%)

Table 18. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on fatty acid content (%) of LD muscle

Significant

LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts B S BxS

C12:0 4.091+£0.127 4.011+0.139 4.051+0.114 4.051+0.134 NS NS NS
C14:0 1.380+0.082° 1.402+0.067° 1.435+0.073 1.4760.065% o NS NS
C16:0 23.286x0.767 23.808+0.543 23.654+0.481 23.732+0.519 NS NS NS
Cl6:1 1.136+0.203 1.043+0.068 1.122+0.117 1.116x0.077 NS NS NS
C18:0 17.108+4.0 87 15.866+4.921 15.525+1.962 15.157+2.242 NS NS NS
C18:1 33.733+3.335° 34.439+2.943° 34.346+4.633° 37.258+3.311% NS NS NS
C18:2 17.463+£1.057 17.309+0.979 16.797+1.191 16.422+1.725 NS NS NS
C18:3 0.895+0.105¢ 0.958+0.068° 1.003+0.084% 0.982+0.071%® wx NS NS
C20:1 0.632+0.129° 0.686+0.098° 0.732+0.092? 0.742+0.091° NS NS NS
C20:4 0.238+0.025° 0.212+0.014% 0.245+0.040% 0.228+0.018% NS *x NS
SFA 45.866+4.253 45.088+4.843 44.666+2.093 44.446%2.332 NS NS NS
MUFA 35.501+3.346° 36.168+2.970° 36.200+4.668° 39.117+3.353% NS NS NS
PUFA 18.596x1.072 18.479+1.011 18.044+1.157 17.632+1.704 NS NS NS
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&¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05). B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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R BRI L L2 G A A Y - R e R
WEA A PR 2R LR TR ZERAT I RSB
PR R i A @ LR o @ R e e TR
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F o B OB A e TERR G HERS B
(P<0.05)2. %38 H R Fla sty ippfie o B S e feR b /8 -
R AL N~ SFAERY EFIRE o2 SFAER 7 b i F 248
% o Scotteral. (1981) 3 & Wh» 7 ERBL L > Lo 7y
AR RRE 0 f AR MR B A R ae e R RF o
Wood et al. (2003) 4p i egbp ~ 2 p 2 X p 7 > Fgipipghz fpipsz
AR w2k (C18:0) 22 kR %7 4pk - Woodetal. (2003) #3F
LP ARG A R AR A R A R E 0 bl

A aps (C18:0) 38 % 69.6°C» W e (C18:1) “3 8% 13.4°C > C18:2
BELL5C g A ¢ R s Ao R A o P RS BER TR K FoA R
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AP A AT( R A DT RRE RS SFAR g AL APM(r=0.98"
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Table 19. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on melting points (°C) of the LD muscle

: : Significant
LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows  LYD gilts B S BxS
Initial melting point 32.21+1.27%  28.09+1.26  32.10+1.14*  28.15+1.25 NS ok NS
Fully melting point 46.6212.43*  44.67+2.19  47.15£2.11* 44.72+2.11 NS NS NS

&C¢ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.
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» AR RS BRHE R T AL B
22 LA R EREPNUFRT &2 LR oI Ea SR T
LD = &fEfee w7 ¥ mRE (P<005) 2 s =4 »a H 9 B aog
PR RS B2 AR o FeRFTA RS LYD = &b
23EL

HUeR ~ 5 s gk ek 2 B BIRTARFALE -2
\’Etﬁxﬂg\”m’ﬁ B LR

DR HWR RS R AT WL Y BTk
Gandemereral. (1992) B 45 1) » 3o p 7gi5 3 24X » 18 2
WOR S Sy BaEZ # ke E (2007) 4 o g N Fgis g

DAPH A TLT REA ARG 4

,J_‘_Aa\

B &7 R
Lol B A B R TR

He g 2 54145
B A 2

aLD:Wéjﬁ
A > B3 MJrsfuPé NEERZE g»g_ é,;gc

rAph (r=0.87)-
4 % ey )

IMP 2% F hviy B > F]t IMP ARG P &0 5 £ &
4= 2 - (Terasaki et al., 1965; Fuke, 1994) c @ fm it %% ¢ B 2

PR IMP 2 £ FlESVARIET 5P R oL
ST R 2 RS o

B vk
oo LT RRRORAR P HRM AR HE T SRR BT
S5 k7 IMP Ak (r=083) &

P pARRE o g

qvRiEA (r=036) %
A S GMP ¥h ek (r=0.14) 32 5234 (r=0.19) %

T ARRE
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@ HYP %tk v& (r=-0.68)~ 5 vk3®=4 (r=-0.99, P<0.05) % 4%
B (r=-099,P<0.05) & f4pM o v fprag H & ¢ ¢ IMP 7 2% 4
iz o m HYP 2 2R3 ﬂ hork 4 B X o HYP 2 £ 273
KRR pAPME AEE LS 2 (Kuda et al., 2008, Terasaki et al.,
1965)° st e IMP $F b 2 & f AR B 48] 5 LYD = S22 # 3 # LD

AL R 2 IMP 3 & o AFd iR pi B 5 Ser~ Thre ~ Glu 2 Asp

SRR g R REXRTE I Ry RIFEFLIE -
FHEETEIR MRS EHORARH S BT ST e 2 B

AL HA RS ER T EITE R M A BT
SFA $th vk (r=037) &< B20 (r=006) 2 &k (r=092)

T ARRE > SFA¥E 4 & (r=-039) % f 4B ;s MUFA b & (r=
0.32) % 32 B3EA (r=057) 2 4p B ; PUFA %k vk (r=-0.09)
PSR TA (r=-036) AN o f ¥ Ppippz BBk
$EP 2R xR A (2003) % 0 & ¢ ¢ SFA 7 4% S
AT BT D RER LS AT AT E oA R
AP 2 ke %EET 0 MUFA (r=032) 2 SFA (r=037) £
BeAE EApH > A PUFA (r=-0.09) & f 4 > 22i64 < fx ¥ SFA 2

MUFA % it 4p B 2. /& % 4p (1 o
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Tables 20. Effects of different crossbreeds and sexes on sensory evaluation of the LD muscle

Significant
LD barrows LD gilts LYD barrows LYD gilts

B S BxS
Color 4.01+1.37¢ 3.83+1.322 3.65+1.18° 3.54+1.28° ** NS NS
Odor 4.50£1.11% 4.33+1.16° 4.68+1.34° 4.69+1.30% ** NS NS
Tenderness 5.04+1.16 5.00+1.33 4.98+1.36 4.92+1.15 NS NS NS
Juiciness 4.26+1.26 4.29+1.45 4.05+1.40 4.13+1.31 NS NS NS
Umami 4.65+1.13 4.47+1.31 4.63+1.24 4.50+1.16 NS NS NS
Flavor 4.72+1.21 4.53+1.30 4.69+1.25 4.61+1.09 NS NS NS
Overall acceptability 4.74+1.34 4.62+1.39 4.62+1.30 4.78+1.27 NS NS NS

&€ Means within rows showing different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
B: Breed; S: Sex. *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01; NS: not significant.

101



2oLt S BEARE e RS ST PR

Table 21. Correlation of meat proximate analysis of LD muscle

Protein

Fat

Ash

WHC
Cooking loss
Ham pHI1
Ham pH24
Loin pH1
Loin pH24
b*

Water Protein Fat Ash WHC Cooking loss Ham pH1 Ham pH24 LoinpHl Loin pH24
0.99"

-0.98" -0.96"

0.22 0.22 0.03

0.63 0.61 0.49 0.88

0.34 0.33 0.51 -0.84 -0.49

0.33 0.26 0.50 -0.69 -0.30 0.87

0.65 0.68 0.74 0.50 -0.15 0.82 0.53

-0.23 -0.33 -0.08 -0.52 -0.38 0.42 0.75 -0.15

0.55 0.62 0.62 -0.45 -0.18 0.71 0.32 0.98 -0.35

0.89 0.83 0.93 -0.01 0.47 0.52 0.67 0.56 0.25 0.37

*P<0.05
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Table 22. Correlation of carcass traits of pigs

Live weight Carcass weight Dressing yield Carcass length Dressing yield  PIBF  P2BF  P3BF
Carcass weight 0.98"
Dressing yield -0.25 -0.06
Carcass length -0.27 -0.36 -0.41
Dressing yield -0.88 -0.79 0.59 -0.19
P1BF 0.93 0.87 -0.44 -0.39 -0.81
P2BF 0.84 0.84 -0.17 -0.69 -0.57 0.93
P3BF 0.85 0.78 -0.47 -0.47 -0.71 098"  0.95
LEA -0.74 -0.64 0.63 0.38 0.69 -0.94 -0.87 -0.98"
*P<0.05
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Table 23. Correlation of meat quality characteristic of LD muscle

Color Marbling Firmness L* a*
Marbling 0.09
Firmness 0.60 0.36
L* -0.78 -0.02 -0.92
a* 0.32 0.69 0.90 -0.64
b* 0.79 0.62 0.85 -0.76 0.81

*P<0.05
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IMP

HYP

Thre
Serine

Glu

Asp
Tenderness
Juiciness
Umami

Flavor

Overall
acceptability

Lean yield

GMP IMP HYP Thre Serine Glu Asp  Tenderness Juiciness Umami Flavor  Overall acceptability
0.33 1

-0.27 -0.27 1

-0.29 0.99° -0.33 1

-0.29 -0.26 0.99" -0.32 1

-0.46 -0.09 -0.51 -0.07 -0.49 1

-0.02 -0.58 -0.43 -0.55 -0.42 0.83 1

-0.40 -0.58 -0.34 -0.33 -0.33 0.96" 0.91 1

0.60 -0.35 -0.56 -0.57 -0.57 0.39 0.78 0.48 1

0.19 0.36 -0.99" 0.42 0.99 0.52 0.38 0.33 0.48 1

0.15 -0.83 -0.66 -0.86 0.67 0.05 0.35 0.31 0.13 -0.72 1

0.02 0.26 -0.99" 0.32 0.95 0.72 0.55 0.50 0.50 0.96" -0.56 1
-0.53 0.39 -0.66 0.42 -0.65 0.87 0.49 0.70 0.11 0.71 -0.39 0.83

Table 24. Correlation of meat quality and sensory evaluation of LD muscle I

*P<0.05
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Marbling

Muscle fiber
number

Shear value
Hardness
Tenderness
Lean yield

WHC

Fat Marbling  Muscle fiber number Shear value Hardness Tenderness Lean yield
0.49 1

0.07 0.85 1

-0.69 -0.96" -0.66 1

-0.68 -0.95 -0.63 0.99° 1

0.87 0.29 -0.25 -0.55 -0.57 1

0.42 -0.47 -0.86 0.20 0.17 0.71 1
-0.99" -0.40 0.01 0.60 0.59 -0.87 -0.48

Table 25. Correlation of meat quality and sensory evaluation of LD muscle II

*P<0.05
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Table 26. Correlation of meat quality and sensory evaluation of LD muscle I11

Fat
Marbling
SFA
MUFA

PUFA
Melting
point

F
Hardness

Muscle
fiber

Tenderness
Juiciness
Umami

Flavor

Overall

accetability

) Melting Muscle o ] Overall
Fat Marbling SFA MUFA PUFA ] F Hardness Tenderness Juiciness Umami Flavor o
point fiber accetability
1
0.50 1
-0.72 0.14 1
0.54 -0.42 -0.74 1
-0.84 0.04 0.89  -0.90 1
0.32 0.97" 0.32 -0.58 0.24 1
-0.23 -0.95°  -039 0.64 -0.32 -0.99" 1
-0.21 -0.95"  -0.44 0.64 -0.34 -0.99" 0.99" 1
0.87 0.84 -0.40 0.05 -0.46 0.72 -0.66 -0.63 1
-0.68 0.28 0.92 -094 0.95" 0.47 -0.54 -0.56 -0.25 1
0.97" 0.58 0.71 -0.39 0.75 -0.42 0.33 0.30 -0.93 0.59 1
0.24 0.93 0.47 0.55 -0.29 0.95" -0.96" -0.97" 0.61 0.53 -0.29 1
0.37 0.88 0.37 0.32 -0.09 0.88 -0.87 -0.89 0.64 0.34 -0.39 0.96" 1
0.17 -0.16 0.07 0.58 -0.36 -0.22 0.23 0.18 -0.11 -0.30 0.03 0.02 0.26 1

*P<0.05
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Table 27. Correlation of carcass traits and distribution of primal cuts weight of pigs

Live weight  Carcass weight  Dressing yield Carcass length  Lean yield Shoulder Picnic Loin Tenderloin Belly Ham

Live weight 1

Carcass weight 0.98° 1

Dressing yield -0.24 -0.05 1

Carcass length -0.27 -0.36 -0.40 1

Lean yield -0.87 -0.78 0.59 -0.19 1

Shoulder -0.98° -0.93 0.39 0.26 0.89 1

Picnic -0.14 0.04 0.99* -0.37 0.48 0.30 1

Loin -0.99° -0.98" 0.22 0.28 0.86 0.98" 0.11 1

Tenderloin -0.81 -0.69 0.82 0.11 0.87 0.90 0.61 0.80 1

Belly 0.09 0.05 -0.22 0.88 -0.44 -0.04 -0.12 -0.09 0 1

Ham -0.38 -0.20 0.98* -0.34 0.69 0.52 0.96* 0.36 0.81 -0.22 1
*P<0.05
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Table 28. Correlation of carcass traits and distribution of primal cuts weight of LD barrows

Carcass weight
Dressing yield
Carcass length
Lean yield
P1BF

P2BF

P3BF

LEA

Shoulder
Picnic

Loin
Tenderloin
Belly

Ham

Live  Carcass Dressing Carcass Lean o ] )

) ] ) ) PIBF P2BF P3BF LEA Shoulder Picnic Loin Tenderloin Belly
weight  weight yield length yield

0.99°

0.29° 038"

0.59° 058 0.05

-0.13 -0.14 -0.17 0.01

0.46" 0.47" 0.27" -0.02 -0.36"

0.58 0.60" 0.34" 0.18 0417 0.64"

0.48" 0.50 0.34" 0.08 046"  0.64" 077

0.15 0.16 0.14 -0.02 -0.10  0.18° -0.04 0.03

0.30" 0.29" 0.07 0.14 0.17 0.01 -0.06 -0.10 0.04

0.43" 0.42" 0.13 0.25" 0.20" 0.09 0.06 -0.03 0.16 0.63"

0.33" 0.34" 0.27" 0.12 0.20" 0.07 0.15 0.12  -0.05 0.54" 0.67"

0.44" 0.43" 0.09 0.23" 0.29" 0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.06 0.55" 0.73"  0.72°

0.42" 0.42" 0.15 0.19" 0.07" 0.13 0.18° 0.19° 0.01 0.52" 0.60° 0.58" 0.57"

0.23" 0.23" 0.04 0.10 0.21" 0.03 -0.07 0.01 -0.05 0.49" 0.52" 044" 0.51" 0.38"

*P<0.05

111



F2 -4 LD B AR £ N £ 2 Ap R A 3

Table 29. Correlation of carcass traits and distribution of primal cuts weight of LD gilts

Carcass weight
Dressing yield
Carcass length
Lean yield
P1BF

P2BF

P3BF

LEA

Shoulder
Picnic

Loin
Tenderloin
Belly

Ham

Live  Carcass Dressing Carcass Lean o ] )

) ] ) ) PIBF P2BF P3BF LEA Shoulder Picnic Loin Tenderloin Belly
weight  weight yield length yield

0.99°

0.25 0.32°

0.78°  0.77° 0.06

-0.18 -0.18 -0.03 -0.13

0.42" 0.43" 0.18 0.12 -0.38"

0.50" 0.49 0.10 0.26 047" 0.65

-0.30°  -0.30" -0.19 -0.18 0.09 -0.47 -0.36

0.07 0.06 -0.03 0.04 -0.18 0.08 0.07 0.15

0.28 0.29 0.18 0.20 -0.15 0.13 0.01 -0.11 0.23

0.27 0.28 0.21 0.14 -0.08 0.12 0.04 -0.05 0.16 0.73"

0.42" 0.43" 0.23 0.34" -0.07 0.05 0.01 -0.01 0.12 0.58" 0.60"

0.24 0.26 0.35" 0.13 0.09 -0.05 -0.06 -0.14 0.11 0.55" 0.69° 0.68"

0.13 0.15 0.32" 0.04 -0.08 0.07 0.12 0.23 0.14 0.57" 0.66" 0.45° 0.52"

0.22 0.25 0.31 0.11 0.12 0.05 -0.11 -0.09 0.15 0.38" 0.71"  0.54" 0.62" 0.57"

*P<0.05

112



2=+ ~LYD B o ik L v g £ 2 A4 B 124 47

Table 30. Correlation of carcass traits and distribution of primal cuts weight of LYD barrows
Live  Carcass Dressing  Carcass Lean

) ] ) ) PIBF P2BF P3BF LEA Shoulder Picnic Loin Tenderloin Belly
weight  weight yield length yield

Carcass weight ~ 0.99
Dressing yield 0.52° 0.61°
Carcass length ~ 0.70°  0.69" 0.32"

Lean yield 0.09 0.11 0.21 0.29"

PIBF 0.55"  0.56" 0.38" 0.32" 0.02

P2BF 0.58" 0.59" 0.37" 0.33" 0.13 0.61°

P3BF 0.15 0.18 0.22" 0.12 0.04 -0.01  -0.03

LEA 0.53" 0.56" 0.57" 0.36° 0.36° 0.22° 0.24  -0.03

Shoulder 0.23" 0.23" 0.14 0.10 -0.08 -0.02 0.09 0.18° 0.14

Picnic 0.29" 0.32" 0.37" 0.13 0.21" 0.05 0.10 0.01 0.30" 0.42"

Loin 0.29" 0.33" 0.51" 0.16 0.19 0.02 0.02 -0.08 0.43" 0.30" 0.59"

Tenderloin 0.33" 0.36" 0.43" 0.19" 0.30" 0.13 022" 0.06 035 0.37" 0.64~ 0.63"

Belly 0.21" 0.22 0.23" 0.18 0.27" 0.07 022" 0.11 0.12 0.37" 051 0417 0.48"
Ham 0.29" 0.32" 0.45" 0.12 0.14 0.03 0.04 -0.05 0.33" 0.39" 0.66° 0.72° 0.70" 0.45"

*P<0.05
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Table 31. Correlation of carcass traits and distribution of primal cuts weight of LYD gilts

Carcass weight
Dressing yield
Carcass length
Lean yield
P1BF

P2BF

P3BF

LEA

Shoulder
Picnic

Loin
Tenderloin
Belly

Ham

Live  Carcass Dressing Carcass Lean o ] )

) ] ) ) PIBF P2BF P3BF LEA Shoulder Picnic Loin Tenderloin Belly
weight  weight yield length yield

0.99°

0.41° 053"

0.46" 0.43" 0.05

-0.17 -0.21 -0.32" 0.12

0.54" 0.52" 0.16 0.08 0.01

0.63" 0.62 0.26" 0.05 -0.16  0.72°

0.14 0.17 0.21 -0.03 0.06 -0.11  -0.12

0.54" 0.58" 0.54" 0.23" -0.09 0.05 0.18  -0.06

0.12 0.14 0.17 0.03 -0.08 0.01 0.01 -0.04 0.18

0.35" 0.36" 0.22 -0.01 -0.15 0.23°  022° 010 0.30° 0.69"

0.19 0.23" 0.34" 0.15 -020 -0.09 -0.04 -0.17 045 0.46" 0.56"

0.20 0.22 0.20 0.07 -0.07 0.05 0.10 0.02 0.18 0.33" 044" 057

0.28 0.27" 0.05 0.12 0.03 0.23" 033" 0.28° 0.01 0.37" 046" 035" 0.34"

0.31 0.35" 0.38" 0.15 -0.27°  0.01 0.01 -0.09 0.46 0.57" 0.68° 0.74" 0.62" 0.30"

*P<0.05
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Effect of crossbreeds and sexes on pig’s

carcass traits and meat quality

The effect of different crossbreeds and sexes on carcass traits and the
quality characteristics of the latissimus dorsi (LD) muscle were studied. A
total number of 410 crossbred pigs based on the crossbred
(LandracexYorkshirexDuroc, LYD; LandracexDuroc, LD) and the sex
(Barrows and Gilts) on pig’s carcass traits and meat quality were compared.
Completely randomized design with 2x2 factorial treatment arrangements
were used. Carcass length, carcass weight, loin eye area, dressing
percentage, backfat thickness, lean percentage, proximate analysis, water
holding capacity and pH were compared among different crossbreeds and
sexes. The meat quality of LD muscle was analysis by cooking loss,
sensory evaluation, lean meat color, marbling, firmness, CIEL a"b", shear
value, texture profiles analysis, muscle fiber numbers, free amino acid,
fatty acid composition, melting point and ATP related compounds content.

In carcass traits, the results indicated that LYD barrows were higher
(P<0.05) in hot carcass weight than other treatments. In dressing
percentage, LYD gilts were significantly lower than other treatments, but
there were not significantly different in crossbreeds. In carcass length, gilts
were significantly (P<0.05) longer than barrows in the same crossbreeds.
In loin eye area, LD gilts were significantly (P<0.05) higher than other
treatments. In backfat thickness, LYD pigs were significantly (P<0.05)
higher than LD pigs. There was a negative correlations (r =-0.69) between
lean percentage meat and backfat thickness in the same breed. The color
score showed that LYD gilts were significantly (P<0.05) higher than others.
The firmness score of LYD pigs were significantly (P<0.05) higher than
LD pigs; however, no significant difference was found among sexes. The
LD pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher in L” value than LYD pigs. LYD
pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher in 5" value than LD pigs. There was

a positive correlations between b* value (r = 0.93) and marbling (r = 0.62).
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In the proximate analysis, LYD pigs were significantly (P<0.05) higher in
moisture content than others, but it was not significantly different in sexes.
LYD pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher fat and protein content than
LD pigs, and the fat content was significantly (P<0.05) higher in barrows.
The pH values were not significant in pH1 among treatments, but LY D pigs
were significantly (P<0.05) higher in pH24 than LD pigs.

In the content of ATP related compounds, LYD pigs had significantly
(P<0.05) lower CMP, and the LD pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher
ADP than other treatments. No significant difference were found among
sexes. LYD pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher AMP content than LD
pigs, but there was not significantly different among sexes. In IMP content,
LYD pigs had significantly (P<0.05) higher IMP content than other
treatments. In free amino acids analysis, LYD pigs had higher arginine than
LD pigs. LYD pigs had higher (P<0.05) arginine than others, and LYD gilts
had significantly (P<0.05) higher arginine than others. LYD barrows had
significantly (P<0.05) lower phosphoserine. LYD pigs had significantly
(P<0.05) higher taurine than others. In the fatty acids composition, SFA
and PUFA were not significantly different in crossbreeds and sexes. LYD
gilts had significantly (P<0.05) higher content of MUFA than others. In
lean meat color, LYD gilts had higher (P<0.05) color score, but LYD
barrows had higher (P<0.05) marbling and firmness score than gilts. In
sensory evaluation, LD pigs had higher (P<0.05) color score, LYD pigs had
higher (P<0.05) odor score, and LD gilts had lower (P<0.05) odor score.
However, no significant differences were found in tenderness, juiciness,

flavors and overall acceptability.
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