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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to investigate the meat quality characteristics of pork loin in 3 crossbred groups (30 pigs/group).
The crossbreeds were LY ¥xD 4, Y $xB 3 and L $xB 3 (L: Landrace, Y: Yorkshire, B: Berkshire, D: Duroc). Pork loins were
collected from animals (110~120 kg body weight) slaughtered in a commercial slaughter house and stored at -3°C. Sam-
ples were analyzed for general composition, physico-chemical properties, meat and fat color, texture characteristics, sen-
sory evaluation and fatty acid composition at 24 hrs postmortem, and TBARS (Thiobarbituric Acid Reactive Substances)
values were determined at various storage times. The LYD pigs showed a higher back fat thickness than the YB and LB
pigs. There were no significant differences in intramuscular fat, intermuscular fat, subcutaneous fat and springiness
among the 3 crossbreeds. In addition, there were no significant differences in general composition, pH, drip loss, cooking
loss and cooked sensory evaluation among the 3 crossbreeds (p>0.05). The shear force value of LB pork was signifi-
cantly lower than other crossbreeds (p<0.05). Total heme pigment was significantly higher in YB pork compared to LYD
and LB pork (p<0.05). The TBARS value of YB pork was significantly lower than that of LYD pork, except after the 1
day of storage (p>0.05). TBARS values increased significantly during storage for all three crossbreeds. The lightness
(CIE L) of YB pork was significantly lower, while the redness (CIE a) was significantly higher in YB pork relative to the
other crossbreeds. With regard to textural properties, the hardness and adhesiveness values were significantly lower in
YB pork compared to LB pork. In fresh meat, the color of YB pork was significantly higher than the other breeds
(p<0.05). The content of myristic acid (C14:0) was significantly lower, while the content of arachidonic acid (C20:4) was

significantly higher in LB pork (p<0.05). These results show that the YB breed has the highest quality meat of the three
crossbreeds.
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Q) Q3FE U]?_]E‘r(Martel et al., 1988; Martens, 1998). =1
£ % =X 7)Y olslehAR] EAL XY FE
B} 7R1A B, 39 AR 7 2 AR o) 3}
olF UEMIY, &5 A A, ST 2L =&
A -] HFL ATy T T3 8%lo) Hu}
(Warriss e al., 1995). WEhA] HISE AQate] 1o Sakw)
=7 0] 5o AHAAE FEIANE, 7 FF0] 7HAL
.Al-% e Y TS £0]7] 98t F530 il E
o]- &3l (Uttaro et al., 1993). ‘6=le o] vis-g Hx e
Landrace, Yorkshire 2 Duroc £ Ibj&led AHALS= AF
HagE(LYXD)o] 7 ]’72} gz 01%51-1- A=, ol o
A vls) AR =
o] 7] WEo|tHHong et al., 2001; Jin et al., 2006). =
o] EASA WA= G A Ay dsglo]x,
giolA] slolE, FE, @——}‘4, ’&L%ﬂ;&% Abole) A&
I A ASEA FelHel b7t gloka Hudigle
& 5, 1996), Sather $(1991)& =)#] TZo) we} =
AEES wAA A7t U, FE, AW, W 8HjEE
A BAGle]l FANBI A RSk
B Aoy dukFo g ARRET Y AdugE
(LYXD)™} Landrace®} Yorkshire <=Fo] v]=2] NPPC
(National Pork Producers Council)o|A] A
it Al §-AFA) 7P A3E Berkshie 2 3¢
&=(Terminal Sire)©. & ©]-g-3}o] AAtE LxB, YXB 7+e]
SAEAL Hw FAEI AQ2S SAATE e 2T

HESTo=

A} AR BFAT.
M=z 3 2y

SASE, B0AIE 9 Atfad

DT oA LA FfobsE WEPelN AN
YorkshirexBerkshire(485F), LandracexBerkshire(225) F1-&
AT HAYFEA T4 Berkshire Y-S F-Fubol A
BTy Add BE A TAHRO, FInPE
LYKD; 28%)& ] thelel 7] thels ol ] Aare
AAE ol8IANT. AFEPe) EATRE AR EA
olx F=HF vigAlE EATE S2E (concrete slate), A&
Fod WL 75 kg ARI} Bolz 4 g VINE 7
C‘47]E ARSI FAo 8 At FAAIHeH, F548H

< AR FAE0] sle YE(ippley o183t 2%
A 58T B APl ALEE Alge] FAL Table
17} dv)

A A

AEYS Bes] 3 AYTR AP on, RT
(LYXD), YxB, LxB fﬂﬂif“—‘”— Z3MR) (A F: 110-120 kg7t
A AR 8 ANRE gelsid RA%E INEE F

Table 1. Ingredients and chemical composition of basal diet

A, o) W, & YA

-3}31 e &

for feeding trial
Basal diets for
Ttems Growing pig Finishing pig
Early Late Early Lat
periods periods periods periods

Ingredients (%)

Yellow corn 47.57 58.90 67.32 69.25
Soybean meal 31.20 30.85 23.60 14.68
Wheat bran - - - 5.65
Wheat 10.00 - - -
Wheat flour 3.00 - - ~
Rapeseed meal - - - 3.00
Limestone 0.49 0.74 0.43 1.00
Tricalcium phosphate .59  1.39 1.92 0.84
Salt 0.10 0.25 0.30 0.30
Vitamin* 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
Mineral** 0.10 0.10 0.10  0.10
Animal fat 4.70 4.47 2.16 1.00
Molasses 0.50 3.00 4.00 4.00
L-Lysine HCI 0.20 0.10 007  0.08
DL-Methionine 0.15 - - -
Antibiotic 0.30 0.10 0.00 0.00
Total 100.00  100.00  100.00 100.00
Chemical Composition

Crude protein (%) 19.50 18.50 16.00 14.00
Lysine (%) 1.20 1.10 0.90 0.75
Methionine (%) 0.36 0.33 0.27 0.23
DE (kcal’kg) 3,515.00 3,500.00 3,400.00 3,300.00

*Vitamin : vit A, 4,000 [U; vit D3, 800 IU; vit E, 15 IU; vit K3,
2 mg; thiamin, 8 mg; riboflavin, 2 mg; vit B12, 16 mg, pan-
tothenicacid, 11 mg; niacin, 20 mg; biotin, 0.02 mg.

- **Mineral : Cu, 130 mg; Fe, 175 mg; Zn, 100 mg; Mn, 90 mg; 1,

0.3 mg; Co, 0.5 mg; Se, 0.2 mg.
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3 23/ ARE AAF F =S8l SA FA E e BEISE

A SRVAL §F 57 /1% e Asgem, 1 84 3 e Ame] AUug ol8siel 348
3 FRFAN AN Q= AA SR HERAY, 2 CFA B AR 544 deR @S Chromameter

=

T A48 AOAC1995M0) F3lgon, S8
RS- oven XN, AL ZowlE =721 (2200
Kjeltec Auto Distillation, Switzerland), ZX|*}-& Folch &
(1957)¢] "o =g Soxhletf"%‘ﬂ(Soxtec system HT6,
Switzerland), Z3]3% $H3L electric muffle furance(Naber-
phrem® Gremany)E ©|-83} 800°CE 5A|7Hs<t 3314

2% 7 gere 2Hek) URe %)= Lehsich

pH
npARE AJR 10 g2 S/ 90 mLet 37 polytron
homogenizer(IKA labortechnik T25-B, Malaysia)= 14,000

rpmel}X] 1837t 7881 pH-meter(Mettler Toledo Co., MP
230, Switzerland)E &A1)

Lo Jpor
STt

Honikel(1987)2] suspension ‘Y-S ©] &3l =8 =4
o2 A7 4 cm9] coreE ]85 50 g WOE ABE
AFAT T BAE7)(20x15x15 cm)ol] wiEo} 4°Ce] WA

S50 A 48417 FRF A3 & FAE ST S
o &gt Freks EketT).

\J
—_

OE=17FE.(5F

7FEES 0] 4 cmQ) coreE o]-&35l] A)lge] &

T 70 g Yo7} H =8 dA3HA Austd FAES

E Ayl Yo 3 E9] 217} 90°C
B Qw51 70009 E%% W 7hx] 7kl

9% 17;_ 9 e Alge) TAE ZAsel®) A
F3h5ict
Cooking loss (%)= LA;—BQXIOO

S ML S

F FAa S Homsey(1956)01 A3 whiog &4

RoH, £ =5 2 g Fstd WA REEQ
Hornsey A|2F 9 mL-& ¥ % 13,000 rpmollA 1837

23} (Model T-25 Basic, IKA, Malaysia) 39t} H-aH-&
kAol A 1A)17F W3 3 Whatman No. 42 QA2 o
I$+ 2 Spectrophotometer(Model Genesys 5, Spectronic,
USA) 640 nmel| Z}Zy 358 S5t g3 22 A
A KRN ) S

Total heme pigment (ppm) =640 nm X 680

(Minolta Co., CR 301, Japan)E AFE-3te] Y3 A5 E
33] ¥HE3}e] WX (lightness)E YWERH+ CIE(Commision
Internationale de Leclairage) L 4k, &2 = (redness)S 1EH
W+ CIE a g3} SHE (yellowness)s YER+= CIE b 4k
g 243t ol XS A REARS ol&FI
Y=93.5, x=0.3132, y=0.3198 2 EFIA|Z] & {4
< SAsAT-

Tzt

Aol W L2l 10007} RS Add T e
ANA 15%7F PRI F AF 1.5 cm® coreE ©]-&3}
A B 22 WFeRE NEE XNFHT F-. Instron
Universal Testing Machine(Model 4443)°l]  Warner-Bratzler
shear deviceE “F&oto] A5 4w W H4o=
Aste] =48] Instron®] 72 transducer 50 kg,
crosshead speed 100 mm/min, load range 20 kg@ F 4lA]
sttt Al peakE HFEE (kg/em) 02 VR

x|

Test typeS Mastication testo]A] 3}H 3L, computerS}
rheometer 271-8- Table 29} 2t}

Xlgrst

Beuge®} Aust(1978) 5&] ¥ o]&-3dt A5 4

Table 2. Conditions of computer and Rheo meter for texture

analysis
Items Conditions
Computer conditions
Table speed 120 mm/m
Sample speed 60 ms
Load cell 10 kg
Adapter area £ 5 mm
Sample area £ 10 mm
Sample move 15 mm
Sample length 10 mm
Force unit g/cm?
X axis unit time (sec)
Rheometer conditions

Mode 21
R/H Real
R/T Press
Rep. 2
Max. 10
15.0 mm
120 mm/m
1 sec
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AT AlE 5 g9l butylated hydroxyanisole(BHA) 50
uLe}t 7 15 mLE 7}8) polytron homogenizer(IKA
labortechnik T25-B, Malaysia)Z 14,000 rpmol| 4] 30x7t
dESAY & F2Y 1 mLE AR 91 474 2
mL thiobarbituric acid(TBA)/trichloroacetic acid(TCA) &
 FENe Yol 93] BRE TS, 90°Ce] ezl A

1SR GAEF 3 WA A 3,000 rpmell A 1027 QA

EYAIZT AR AR AFE 35t spectro-
photometer(Model Genesys 5, Spectronic, USA) 531 nm®l|
N EREE 3P0

TBARS(Thiobarbituric acid reactive substances)
=53 % X x5.88

syt

WS ¥ 98 25N 89S Ausl 7
BTz of AEyes BeAAE AN A4
%9 A5H S 4, 85 P, vhiey 2z0]
(marbling score), &F 2 RHA|HQ 7|49 JHF o2 A
AAFE DA 2, marbling scores HIET-E 53802
71Esle] 2+ ATl AL Hrke sk dold g
olt}. 7tEs #ed AR S, &, 22, AAH
Rl 71348 dFoE BAHALE AT

S

A& FZL Folch $(1957)¢] HH© 2 chloroform™}
methanolE FZ3}5th. A5 25 g9l Folch 8-(CHCI, :
CH,OH = 2:1) 180 mL$®} BHA 50 pLE Y1 #3237

(2,500 rpm)E 1E-7F #2331 T 0.08% NaCl 50 mL

< A7Fske 3023t £ 3’ F 3,000 rpmefl4] 10
0 4ARE AIAY 5L aspirationS £33} A A 3}
31 31%~2 funnel filter paper®ll sodium anhydrous sulfate
£ FH718t filtering 31T FE5-& rotary evaporator
ANX FFA71L NyslellA F2 &l & AASAH-

oA o] Folch WY o2 323 A2 80 mgE
screw-capped test tubedl] @31 AAZEA oA LuE A
A%t & 0.5 N NaOH(in methanol) 1 mL< Y31 90°C¢]
A TR G 7EEERAIAILD T A0l 5E Fo W
A A f8] AW 14% boron trifluoride(in methanol)
1 mL& 378t 90°Col| 4] 1087t methylation A]7] 3-
307 A0 WA AT Hexane 2 mL, =F5 2 mL
= B3I GC B4 A3t AFdA 1 mLE 353}y
GCE #AZ7MA| WaadlA Easid.

Total fatty acid®] ¥FE 7317 18l 353 sample 0.5
uULE split injection port®l] injection 3}$JaL, o|#|e] GC %
7L Table 33 2},

Table 3. GC conditions for analysis of total fatty acids compo-

sitions
Items Conditions
Instrument Hewlett Packard 6890 Gas chromatography
Supelcowax 10 fused silica capillary
Column column 60 m x 0.32 i.d
Detector Flame ionization detector (FID)
Initial temperature 50°C
Initial time 1 min
Final temperature - 200°C
Final time 40 min
Injector temperature 250°C
Detector temperature 250°C

180°C (6 min hold) — 5°C/min climb,
220°C (2 min hold) — 2°C/min climb,

Oven temperature

240°C (20 min hold)
Carrier gas N,
Split ratio 10:1

EAEY

B A ol 272 FAAEE SAS(Statistical
Analysis System, 1999)5 ©]8-3} FrHEAS AHAISHR
I, AT Hade] F94 3R (p<0.0512 Duncan®| T
Z77H (multiple range test, Snedecor and Cochran, 1980)
o2 HelT 0] $11Q AolE MmIHTH

an o @

=X S4

WHlZEE ¥ B A=) 110-120 kg B! A1EES
TE3l] o Adox 24X REIZ & EAF, A F
S ZAVSE A3 Table 49 20}

WIS 7 ©45L YB 2E0] Hi 92.6 kg E LYD
IS = S AT LB 18 Bohe 52 EAFS B

=4, °o]& LB &S &3] AAIFEo] thA &
T 114 kg E3131917] W&ol 2§ ol =AFH 2}o]
g BYtt. &4 AlFo] VI met AT S8}
= AoZ A oW (Cisneros et al., 1996; Eggert et
al., 1996; Ellis et al., 1996), ¥ ATNX= &3} A HT
AZFol th27] ol =AFH 2lo)7) o, BE 1
S ZF HF AYRIEO) 110 ko] 7] WEo] $3 2
AAl A8 71 zol= (S ASE ALEHT. Sather &
(19D HA FF9 w2 =AEAES 7oA zol7t
AR, A, A 2 W] FAS Adel) BAQlol FA
FFE Ty B 3131950, Beattie S(1999)% FH| X9} 17
AF AEA] THl 2AlEL zlo)7) givky Bk

A FA= aulERg e 73] Zele fISIA]
9t LYD Z159] ¥ 27.00 mm= YB 22.80 mm, LB 1
F 20.88 mmoll Bisle] SAH FA7E T4 Uelsoh

—,
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Table 4. Comparison of carcass traits among crossbreeds

1)
Treatment LYxD YxB LxB
Items -
Carcass weight (kg) 91.00+5.344B 92.60+2.30% 85.60+4.16°
Backfat Thickness (mm) 27.00+8.72 22.80+2.28 20.80+2.39

DL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).

A-B Means with different superscript in the same row are significantly differ at p<0.05.

LYD 152 ¥ E3lA50] 121 kgolH, YB 152 123
kg Z LYD 1Fo0| thh DA 27 EA ’8* o] 2}

= o M

o2 SA TASL TAL RO ettt

& 97}

=5 F 24M7 B 41 1°CY] AN YEAE T
= ¥ FAYEsHAN Aoz AAS e 52
AL FEQ] SR, 2R, A A # B34

et H7LE AAI3H A= Table 59 2ot

Table 5. Comparison of meat quality traits among crossbreeds

1
__— Treatment” )y 1 YxB IxB
tems
Intramuscular fat 1.80+0.45  2.00£0.00  1.80+0.45
Intermuscular fat 1.20+0.45 1.00+£0.00 1.00+0.00
Subcutaneous fat 1.80+0.84 2.00+0.00 1.40+0.55
Springiness 2.00+0.00 2.00+0.00 2.00£0.00

YL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).
? Very good : 4 grade, good : 3 grade, moderate : 2 grade, bad : 1
grade.

THAES WA WiH S DA v s
Mk Aoz vad et 7 S43 AL 4%, 7]
ok AL 1Mo veilied, Rt fHd
o= QUAAI YB 120) W E=E A Wkt ol
ot 2& Ade R £F AFol 110-120 kgolH,
FEHAE ANE A7) Wi viEY ezt A9 wi%
@ A% ARG, 2R B2 22 Ald) A
3 RS Jehlle Aos wHiEdRe) felFl xlol
7} %}15%11:} AL FHE wiHZ AR Ae) el

A grge Heped), AR FA7E 10 mm =Y
o 48S T AR ol w2lFQl Aol YIe

M A &% 5ot SRHAS WAPE du
54 ol AA BEE e AR @] £&
A% 4402 Jehhdnh Iz 2ol $U§ 2.009]
Sede Byl ol Ang Fg MW =54 W
WZEZ BEAZT SeldH0) vl%al] PEe] §4%
7t 474A) FEA HelF Ao} AL gle Ao Y
Bl

=3 54 -

TNZHE S WA BA) AL S
FRHQ HPHo 2 53 T2 24X|3t B4t didd 1
3 & A=A ZHEE 54 (Hﬂﬁ%}%, Longissimus dorsi

muscleyS A3t 4+ 1°Cox BASIHA SHAEA B
AL FAAER o83t

H
2Hol) ;}% B8 T4l duitdE BN Axne
Table 60l YEMTE. FEFZFE wullE 7o) Aol&
Rolx] gron, HAFOZ 69.01-69.23%2] TS B
A}, Hodgson 5(1991)2 R0 o9 Addide=s
Adyetago] yrolATiL SIGEH, B A7oiMe wHlE
A7l R A FFo] AY AR FEE B
ot ZelA gk welRg el 723 xpolE B
o] x| ¢rorth. Ba iRy 7ho] ©E Shefo] 25%
FEog T UHid FHE RYT AN TF
(Intramuscular fat, IMFYS Yehll= ZAW &S 1)
Z37to) Fo)AQl AolE HolA= FUAT B T
£ LYD>YB>LB 2.2 Uelygth. A= (IMEF)= 3
A 1719] ZA(Lee and Joo, 1999) & & AA I
(Steinberg et al., 1996), Kirchheim 5(1996)y2 WA=
AALANE 2%2 AASIET =3 2UANEE B89 3

o

Uty

¢ I

of

=
ETIAC] P

Table 6. Comparison of chemical composition of pork loin among crossbreeds

Chemical composition (%)

Treatments” : .
Moisture Crude protein Crude fat Crude ash
LYxD 69.01%1.93 25.73x1.47 2.35+0.34 1.33+0.11
YxB 69.23+1.86 25.15£1.23 2.20+0.42 1.28+0.03
LxB 69.10+0.69 25.83+0.59 1.29+0.04

Y L (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).

1.80+0.48
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Table 7. Comparison of physico-chemical properties of pork loin among crossbreeds

Physico-chemical properties

Treatments" Shear force value . . Total heme pigment
pH  (kg/em?) Drip loss (%) Cooking loss (%) (ppm)

LYxD 5.49+0.13 4.20+0.66* 3.52+1.89 32.46+4.58 30.85+3.02°

YxB - 5.51x+0.06 4.22+0.994 1.84+0.46 31.04+£5.94 42.50+6.54*

LxB 5.43+£0.04 3.18+0.48® 3.31+1.33 31.88+2.95 34.18+2.778
Y L (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).
A8 Means with different superscript in the same column are significantly differ at p<0.05.
=, pH 2 drip loss$} & ABAAZS 7FthLee and 9 AlEEe] o o

Joo, 1999). Z3)% ke W3} 710 §-2)AQ o)
£ Holx] gk}

AR E BEAA9) w23k galste] vl§A)7l HXA
& Z3dB T FsAlFo] Hsd RS /}jlﬂés}o:] =3}
7] ol IRl A FFE vixA e Ao
= YEhst.

Oleelx} 4 H3}

-U-HHZEE} 3 pH, AW}, SF4%, 71940= 9 = &

Ak D Table 700 VIehllch. So] Balgpers 4
2 FAA 7 712 Fey 23 A9 pHe S B
T QS VXY, pHY| I A o7} B 2 A
Eol| G PXIH. 52 pH As= T WRE A
Zt=]o] FHF pHol| Y=, 259 pH7} ik A
< GPRHELZE-S ke B¢ Ak dixlRRR o)A 87
A gArEE g ABEUA 25 Ul 224 ol 7
Ax(Maribo et al., 1998)3}7] wjFo)glm B 313}t )
Z3E pH ¥laoA BEE FFo] B340 pH HIYSE 1
Fom, wHlEgr 7t §-oZQ1 Zol7) YehA] el
A7l= LYDSF YB 280 LB &) Hisl] §93o
2 £2 AWE EATE<0.05). A Al AEEE S5
oY, A5E 7HEse W AEEHe 7}37“—* 2
myoglobin, hemoglobin®} cytochrome &2 Ve

SAx BEre YB _1—-—-0] LYDS} LB :L—wﬂ Hl*o‘}cﬂ fr

A o7 EHo TS BYTHp<0.05). 2421]&]& YB 1
=°| pH, MW7} 3l & S84 ke w1, $54%, 7t

S ol LYDS} LB 2E9) Hlsle] S|-9
o] ¥ttt Bk 4= o).

<5 AH59 S myoglobin, hemoglobin W@
cytochrome Coﬂ ol @%E] =], H% ©|2{%} heme protein
; Hedrick ef al.,
1994), A Z97< =50y -1——rr°ﬂ}\1u myoglobin®]
A 2GR ASAlME cytochrome Cofl ]3] S-Ao]
FEHHan, et al., 1994). £3] ZZte] &% Wl &
A2 (heme pigemnt) e Z+z} ThE M (Hood, 1980), &
FET g UePdth. 53] Renner(1990)°] W= W3

=A4EA

2919 25, 5%, 9%, FF o
B Sa20) FPL v

FAH 4l |

=4 2 A 2 AR L, a, b §H2 Table 814
JERAGE S99 8] A= UeRiE W (ightness:
L) 2 YB 1E°| LYDS} LB 159l vl3te] Fejdo

2o & BHTHp<0.05). X E(rednessyE& VER<

a %’k—&- Bxo Adel= vHE YB 1§°] LYD 159

Hlete {o]Ho® F2 e EAoT(p<0.05), LB IF
e foH Aol AUAT T: B FHe BT
G (yellowness)E HERHE= b g aujEetghe] x}o]
7h vehdAl gisith avidEe) BEe 4% 700 9
o4 i 9 %, 548 7122 514l PARCHZh and
Brewer, 1998). =3+ S84 =59 F4& 34 Ha,
PAESNN B $4L E40) oiA thes)
Z Q3 (Warner et al., 1993).

A &4 23, BEE el L 3% YB I5°|
LYD$} LB 150 Hlste o8 %o BHe & XSl
THp<0.05). AAx(@e Hxe Adel= ¥itiE YB OF
o] LYDS} LB 28] Hlstd fFold oz w2 g Bt
(p<0.05). A=y FHEF ol Aol ehiA) siste
Table 8. Comparison of CIE L value (lightness), CIE a value

(redness) and CIE b value (yellowness) of pork loin
and backfat among crossbreeds

Color
Treatments”
L a b
Meat color
LYxD 53.81+£3.70%  7.80+1.43" 4.75+1.52
YxB 48.95+2.128 8.84+1.194 4.49+1.05
LxB 53.99+1.30%  8.57+0.9148 5.08+0.69
Backfat color
LYxD 79.09+1.04% 3.28+1.224 3.94+0.65
YxB 80.52+0.98*  2.27+0.36" 3.99+0.36
LxB 79.41+1.068 3.55+0.74% 3.61+0.69

YL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).
A8 Means with different superscript in the same column are sig-
nificantly differ at p<0.05.
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Table 9. Comparison of texture property of pork loin among crossbreeds

n Hardness Adhesiveness Cohesiveness Springiness Gumminess ~ Brittleness
freatments (gfen?) ® (%) (%) @) (®
LYxD 1003.48+223.62%%  58.40+37.39° 37.02+4.014 48.36+5.24 675.21+190.51 352.43+135.62
YxB 907.07£146.95° 54.40+31.39° 35.78+3.14%7 47.91+4.91 581.09+133.32  306.97£104.77
LxB 1105.28+132.86* 96.40+34.64%  33.19+3.07° 50.11+4.04 651.81+118.90 327.60+73.02

DL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).

A8 Means with different superscript in the same column are significantly differ at p<0.05.

ZEIZH HE}
W ME =8 TN 237} —E——# ZA3}= Table
9o JERHRIY. B8 HEAAIZ of B a3 3-8 el

= 74X (hardness)s= LB 1§°] YB :L-v—oﬂ H|3}] F-2]
Hog w2 g HIOH(p<0.05), LYD I1EXTT= T
A 2 S Btk EAY THI} FA FEE Q)
= Ag TYA7I=d 283 3 UeleE A
(adhesiveness)> FE 2| AFe}l AR S HPoH,
LB 1E°| LYD®} YB Z150l vlsl foHoz & 2k
= BERGp<0.035). AFY HHE A% U3 A
of Ba%t 38 Yehl= 8- A (cohesiveness)S LYD 1
&°| YBY LB 159 wIsl &2 kS EAtH(p<0.05).
AFe] AFREHRH FS 713 F A7 HFo] P& AA
Al AAEASE AAS el @84 (springing), AlF
= A F & A== Yed 2983 oAuXE UEY
= 7474 (gumminess)¥} A|E-E Fo=d 2R3 3L YE
W= 334 (brittleness)S ufZESE 7hol F94%1 2}lor}
VERA] 33k

r

y NG
WHjEZ] e =5 FAY AtE B4 dFe
Table 109 UERAAT. A 190 wufzgre i
WA 7221 2]t YA kARE AR 59 o]
o= YB ZF©°] LYD 1o vsle feolygo=z vt
& ArEE BAth(p<0.05). A7zt W& Hlmd)
M BT 52X 27170l ZAHde wEt {3
2 Z7)elTh(p<0.05). Ao} 28 13 AR
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Table 10. Comparison of TBARS (mg MDA/kg) of pork loin
among crossbreeds

Storage (days)
Treatments?’
1 5 8
LYxD 0.15+0.03¢ 0.22+0.03%%  0.33+0.01%°
YxB 0.14£0.068 0.18+0.02%°  0.26+0.014°
LxB 0.15+0.03%  0.19:0.018%  0.26+0.022°

D1 (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).
AB.C Means with different superscript in the same row are signifi-
cantly differ at p<0.05.
b Means with different superscript in the same column are signif-
icantly differ at p<0.05.
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(p<0.05), ©]9} 7> AF= Chromameter= CIE L, a 3k
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T 2re J1A v AT ke 7HE =4 Vel wE
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SZE7h, ol 2yt & 2 ANNHQ) Ve Ry
Zhll #2179 xpo)7t 1%yt YB 2E°] tE uHjx
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Table 11. Comparison of sensory evaluation of fresh pork loin among crossbreeds

Treatments”

Color Drip loss Marbling score Aroma Overall acceptability
LYxD 5.20+0.53B . 4.84+1.05 5.00+0.00 4.43+1.72 5.29+0.49
YxB 6.20+0.79* 4.90+0.93 5.50+0.76 5.29+0.76 6.27+1.07
IxB 6.00+0.8248 5.73+1.88 4.79+1.07 4.14+1.07 5.10+1.53

D L (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).

&8 Means with different superscript in the same column are significantly differ at p<0.05.
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MEe] E3t % Aol AAZF AtoloA dojuEzg
(Nishimura et al., 1999), S} EAz4 57} Jrjde=
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Table 12. Comparison of sensory evaluation of cooked pork
loin among crossbreeds

Treatments®?  Color Aroma Texture Ove‘au.
acceptability

LYxD 5.32+1.18 5.50+1.52 6.00+1.10 5.75+0.52

YxB | 5.72+£0.92 5.68+1.15 6.32+1.18 6.20+1.20

LxB 5.68+1.23 6.02+0.87 5.05+£2.31 6.96+1.21

YL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).

Table 13. Comparison of fatty acid composition (%) of pork
loin among crossbreeds

Treatments
Fatty acid
LYxD YxB LxB

C14:0 1.69+0.074 1.60+0.114 1.46+0.08®
C16:0 24.92+1.33 24.78+0.97 23.93+1.10
Cl6:1 3.80+0.60 3.90+0.28 3.26+0.34

- C18:0 12.33+1.36 12.14+0.93 12.01£0.66
C18:1 44.00+1.04 44.70+1.07 44.12+0.46
C18:2 10.20+2.13 9.86+0.88 11.62+1.95
C18:3 0.47+0.12 0.46+£0.07 0.50+0.08
C20:0 0.19+0.04 0.28+0.26 0.18+0.02
C20:1 0.83+0.11 0.74+0.06 0.75+0.04
C20:4 1.58+0.00" 1.54£0.22B 2.16+0.44*
SSFA? 39.13+2.70 38.80+1.90 37.58+1.81
SUFAY 60.87+2.70 61.20+1.90 62.42+1.81

YL (Landrace), Y (Yorkshire), D (Duroc), B (Berkshire).
4B Means with different superscript in the same row are signifi-
cantly differ at p<0.05.
%) SFA : saturated fatty acid (C14:0, C16:0, C18:0, C20:0).
% UFA : unsaturated fatty acid (C16:1, C18:1, C18:2, C18:3,
C20:1, C20:4).
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