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Abstract

The two hundreds and twenty two pork carcasses from commercial breed were tested to compare
technical quality characteristics and relationships with meat quality parameters between PSE and nor-
mal pork classified by 24hr postmortem conductivity(C,). In characteristics of PSE and normal pork
by C. value, highly significant differences were found in NPPC color scale and CIE L*(p<0.001), mod-
erately significant differences in C; and cooking loss(p<0.01), and significant differences were in Cs,
CIE b*, WHC and juiciness(p<0.05). In correlation coefficients between C, and other meat quality
determining factors, C, was poorly related with pH;(R?=0,28, p<0.01), CIE a*(R?2=0.14, p<0.05), b*
(R?=0.28, p<0.01) and cooking loss(R2=0.26, p<0.01). Also, relatively low correlation coefficients
were observed in pH.(R*=0.32, p<0.001), WHC(R?=0.39, p<0.001) and juiciness(R*=(.41, p<
0.001). Moderately high coefficients were found in NPPC color scale(R?=0.59, p<0.001) and CIE L*

(R2=0.58, p<0.001).
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Table 1. pH and conductance characteristics of PSE and normal pork classified by Cu

value
PSE=>6.0 Normal < 6.0 Sicmifi level
Means SE N Means SE N ignificant leve
pH
pH" 5.92 0.05 22 6.12 0.02 201 o
pH; 5.67 0.04 18 5.86 0.03 78 *x
pHs 5.60 0.04 18 5.76 0.03 78 .
pH. 5.51 0.02 22 5.67 0.01 201 i
Conductance(ms /cm)
C 1.09 0.06 18 1.06 0.03 78 NS
C; 2.71 0.22 18 2.01 0.10 78 i
Cs 3.43 0.35 18 2.65 0.12 78 *

1 Subscripts means postmortem time.
* p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001, NS ; None significant,
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Table 2. Color characteristics of PSE and normal pork classified by Cu value

PSE>6.0 Normal < 6.0 Sivnificant lovel
S
Means  SE N  Means SE N igrieant feve
NPPC score? 1.77 0.19 22 2.52 0.06 208 e
1, CIEL* 5082 092 22 4594 032 208 ree
a* 992 048 22 1017 017 208 NS
b* 550 030 22 474 011 208 ,
29 CIEL* 4895 0.70 22  47.66 034 208 NS
a 1011 062 22 987 018 208 NS
b 552 036 22 560 012 208 NS

D NPPC score ; measured by NPPC color standard at 4~5th thoracic vertebrae,
21 ; Measured by color difference meter at 4~5th thoracic vertebrae,

3 2 ; Measured by color difference meter at last lumbar vertebrae,

* p<0.05, *p<0.01, **p<0.001, NS: None significant,
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Table 3. Meat quality and carcass characteristics of PSE and normal pork classified by Cu

value
. PSE>6.0 Normal<6.0 o
Means SE N Means SE N enificant level
Meat quality,
WHC? (%) 41.94 1.04 15 45.20 0.66 152 *
Cooking loss(%) 42,65 0.77 17 40,18 0370 154 **
Shear value(kg /0.7cm?) 455 0.26 17 479 0.10 155 NS
Pannel score
Juiciness 3.48 0.09 12 3.71 0.05 126 *
Tenderness 3.69 0.18 12 3.73  0.04 126 NS
Flavor 404 0.08 12 4,06 0.03 126 NS
Carcass trait
Grade 1.67 0.17 21 1.95 0.66 204 NS
BFT? (mm) 17.90 1.37 21 17.87  0.35 203 NS
Lean yield(%) 65.95 0.73 21 65.27 0.26 205 NS

) WHC ; Water holding capacity, 2)BFT ; Back fat thickeness.

* p<0.05, *p<0.01, NS, None significant.
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Table 4. Coefficients of determination(R?)
of simple linear regressions and standard
errors between meat quality measurements
and C,

MQMDY R? SE SL?

pH

pH® 0.28 0.04 »*

pH, 0.41 003 ***

pHe 022 004 **

pH. 0.32 0.03 ***
Conductance

C 0.04 004 NS

Cs 0.20 0.10 »*

Cs 0.17 013 **
Sub. & objective color

NPPC? 0.59 0.09 ***

CIEL* 0.58 0.50 ***

a* 0.14 0.31 *

b* 0.28 0.19 »
Meat quality

WHC 0.39 095 ***

Cooking loss 0.26 058 **

Juiciness i 0.41 0.06 ***

L MQM ; Meat quality measurements,

2 SL ; Significant level, *p<0.05, *p<0.01, **
p<0.001, NS ; None significant,

3) Subscripts means postmortem time.

9 NPPC ; National pork producer’s council
color score.
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