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Fig. 1. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke  Fig. 2. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke

supplementation on pH in sow during supplementation on pH in barrow
refrigerated storage at 4T during refrigerated storage at 4
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Fig 3. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke  Fig 4. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke

supplementation on water holding capacity supplementation on Water holding capa-
(WHC) in sow during refrigerated storage city (WHC) in barrow during refrigera-
at 4T ted storage at 4T
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Table 1& A% 7)70e] WE AT $4S Yepd Rolth £4 G5 3 Lilighnessgte A%7]
2ol AolAFE BE AATAN ZARROY 498 Aolk HALHP005), a (rednes) RS
Lllightnesyatsh W2 4371200 mhe} $91202 248 ATHpe005). b ellowness)zhe 2%(T1)
AT FATE BETO e FHOR We S HAFAYED05). £l FA £E BE
Nazes EUze WSS Table 201 Uehigleh 7lRTRe ANES A TI% FATA

Table 1. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke on cooking loss, drip loss in pork during storage 4°C

Storage Treatment
days  C(barrow) Tl(barrow) T2(barrow)  C(sow) Ti(sow) T2(sow)
38.28* 34,24 37.98* 40.24* 38.02°° 37.67°
6 34.07° 35.26% 34,64 38374 41.81% 4123
Drip loss(%) 6 7.90° 6.04° 5.70° 8.54° 8.60° 10.40°

** Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

Item

Cookig loss(%)

#8% Means 1n the same column with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

Table 2. Effect of dietary Rhus verniciflua Stoke on CIE color in pork surface during storage at 4T

Treatment
Storage
Jtem ) C T1 iV C T T
ays
(barrow) (barrow) (barrow) (sow) (sow) (sow)
0 53.95%4 52.78" 53.32%% 5357 53.08% 53.13%
. 3 53.87% 5371 54,12* 53.93* 53.67° 54.34%
(ieh 6 54.25%4 5407 53.62* 54.44% 53.85%  5417°
1ghtness
ghiness) 8 54.47°4 54.44 5444 55.35% 53,95 55.89*
10 54.89** 53.93% 53.66™ 54.23* 54.80%* 56.22%
0 831* 6.21% 7.70% 7.72% 761 6.29"
\ 7.98 5.95% 7.69* 7.64% 7.34% 6.40™
a
) 6 7414 5.58% 6.994 6.98 6.98 5.81%
(redness) 8 5.68° 4128 6.29° 3.97% 4.19® 3.57%
10 430 331 414 475% 4.48% 3.84°®
0 6.80% 5.15% 5,924 6.30% 593 512"
b 3 7.25% 627" 6.5 6.85 6.65"4 6.09"
) 7.19% 59784 6284 6.83* 6.66" 593"
(yellowmess) 7.02% 5.69% 638" 6.22* 6.07* 6.32*
10 6.81 4.95% 5.73% 539 5.81% 597%

¢ Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

*C Means in the same column with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).

- 144 -



Table 5. Effect of dietary Rhus vermiciflua Stoke on TPA* in pork during storage at 4T

Treatment
Item S?;;‘Sge C TI v c TI v

(barrow) (barrow) (barrow) (sow) (sow) (sow)

0 3329 3081 3417 2956™ 3372" 3981

Hardness 10 DATA 01 046t 314sM 4035t 3gag®
o 0 0.876* 0.796™ 0850  0.833™  0814"  08714*
Springiness 10 0823 083" 0862  081s* 0824 (868"
Cohesinencss 0 0.432* 0436™ 0428 0418" 0447 0.450*
10 04534 0.441% 0442 0.452% 0.467* 0.443*

Gumminess 0 14418* 1349 1473* 1238 1510%® 1789
10 1472 1286 1351 1430" 1888* 1706

Chowingss 0 1261 1075 1252 1038™ 1231 1572
10 12074 1082 1157 1166™ 1549 1484*

Resilience 0 0.095™  0.104* 0.088" 0.089" 0.103* 0.089"
10 0.122%  0106™  0.102% 0.109 0.112* 0.099**

** Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05).
A% Means in the same column with different superscripts are significantly different(p<0.05)
*TPA: Texture profile analysis.
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