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Abstract

The objective of this study was camied out investigate the changes of carcass characteristics, physico-chemical
characteristics and fatty acid composition in crossbred pigs (Korean native breed x Landrace breed) by backfat
thickness. A total 182 pigs were divided into 3 groups by there backfat thickness, i.e., <11.80 mm, 11.80~25.01
mm and 25.01 mm<. The live weight, carcass weight and dressing percent of backfat thickness 25.01 mm< group
were higher compared to those for backfat thickness <11.80 mm and 11.80~25.01 mm group, but the final grade
were lower. The pH of backfat thickness 25.01 mm< group were higher compared to those for backfat thickness
<11.80 mm and 11.80~25.01 mm group. Shear force of 25.01 mm< group were lower than that of other groups.
Water, crude fat content and cooking loss have no difference between the 3 groups. The hardness of backfat
thickness 25.01 mm< group were higher compared to those for backfat thickness <11.80 mm and 11.80~25.01
mm group. The yellowness (b*) of meat and fat color in backfat thickness 25.01 mm< group were lower compared
to those for backfat thickness <11.80 mm and 11.80~25.01 mm group. The stearic acid and saturated fatty acid
content were higher compared to those for backfat thickness <11.80 mm and 11.80~25.01 mm group, but the
linoleic acid and unsaturated fatty acid content were lower.
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Table 1. Condition of Rheometer for texture analysis

Items Fresh meat Cooked meat
Table speed 120 mm/min 120 mm/min
Sample 60 ms 50 ms
Load cell 10 kg 10 kg
Adapter area 30 mm’ 5 mm’
Sample area 10 x 20 mm® 25 x 25 mm’
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Table 2. Conditions of GLC for fatty acid analysis
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Table 3. Growing period, live weight, carcass weight, dressing percent and final grade of pig by different backfat thickness

Backfat thickness (mm)

11.80~25.01 (n=65) 25.01< (n=57)

Traits
<11.80 (n=60)
Growing period 205 +1.75
Live weight (kg) 78.21+1.83¢
Carcass weight (kg) 56.90+1.38°
Dressing percent (%) 70.13+0.80°
Final grade” 4.03£0.09*

207 +1.71 209 +1.84
88.67+1.80° 96.41+1.93%
66.79+1.36° 72.63+1 434
74.88+0.79" 75.47+0.85"

3.62+0.08° 3.30:£0.09°

A€ Means+SD with different superscript in the same row significantly differ p<0.05.

D 5(A grade)~1(E grade).
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Table 4. Water, crude fat, pH, shear force and cooking loss of pork by different backfat thickness

Backfat thickness (mm})

Traits <
<11.80 (n=60) 11.80~25.01 (n=65) 25.01< (n=57)
Water (%) 74321020 74.15£0.20 74.18+0.21
Crude fat (%) 3.19+0.23 3.61+0.22 3.63+0.24
pH 5.29+0.02° 5.35+0.02° 5.42+0.02*
Shear force (g/em’) - 2,807+0.80*° 3,096+117* 2,682+125°
Cooking loss (%) 35.82+1.42 34.69+1.52 33.07£1.52

® Means+SD with different superscript in the same row significantly differ p<0.05.
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Table S. Texture properties of cooked pork by different backfat thickness
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Backfat thickness (mm)

Traits
<11.80 (n=60) 11.80~25.01 (n=65) 25.01< (n=57)
Hardness (g/cm’) 15,487+1,666° 18,997+1,634° 26,232+1,754*
Cohesiveness (%) 44.52+1.41 45.17+1.38 47.23+1.48
Springiness (%) 83.5342.23 81.64+2.19 81.4242.35
Gumminess (g) 38825 420+26 46026

® Means+SD with different superscript in the same row significantly differ p<0.05.

Table 6. Meat and fat color of pork by different backfat thickness

Backfat thickness (mm)

Traits
<11.80 (n=60) 11.80~25.01 (n=65) 25.01< (n=57)
L* 50.93+1.58 _ 49.11+1.55 47.16+1.66
Meat color a* 6.10+0.49 6.98+0.48 6.934+0.52
b* 7.72+0.76" 7.26+0.74* 4.95+0.80°
L* 71.610.36 71.45+0.35 71.81£0.38
Fat color a* 1.94+0.29 2.09+0.28 2.65+0.30
b* 4.58+0.30* 4.16+0.30* 3.00£0.32°

® Means+SD with different superscript in the same row significantly differ p<0.05.
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Table 7. Fatty acid compositions of pork by different backfat thickness

Backfat thickness (mm)

11.80~25.01 (n=65) 25.01< (n=57)

Traits
<11.80 (n=60)
Myristic acid 0.98+0.04
Palmitic acid 19.30+0.30
Palmitoleic acid 2.5140.12
Stearic acid 12.09+0.52°
Oleic acid 41.46+1.05
Linoleic acid 16.67+0.82*
Arachidonic acid 6.95+0.49
SFA" 32.83£0.57°
UFA? 67.61x0.57*
UFA/SFA 2.1340.05

0.94+0.04 0.93+0.05
18.49+0.30 18.86+0.32
2.61£0.12 2.48+0.13
12.6120.51° 14.39+0.45"
44.35+1.03 43.38+1.11
14.38+0.812 13.52+0.87°
6.56+0.48 6.41x0.51
32.05+0.56" 34.19+0.60"
67.92+0.56" 65.80+0.61"
2.160.05 1.96+0.05

AB Means+SD with different superscript in the same row significantly differ p<0.05.

D SFA: Saturated fatty acid, ? UFA: Unsaturated fatty acid.
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