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ABSTRACT

(Y x L) x D-crossbred gilts and barrows weighing 80.2 + 0.2 kg were fed a “medium-energy” (ME) or “low-energy” (LE) diet (3.2
vs 3.0M cal DE/kg) and slaughtered at 110, 125, or 138 kg, after which physicochemical and sensory quality traits of major
primal cuts of resulting carcasses were analyzed, under a 2 (sex) x 2 (diet) x 3 (slaughter weight; SW) factorial arrangement of
treatments. The ADG and ADFI were greater (P<0.01) in barrows than in gilts and also in 125- and 138-kg vs 110-kg SW.
Moreover, ADG and gain:feed were greater in ME vs LE (P<0.01), whereas ADFI was greater in LE vs ME (P<0.01). Backfat
thickness, which increased with increasing SW (P<0.01), was not affected by sex or diet. Carcass marbling score was greater
(P<0.01) in gilts and LE than in barrows and ME, respectively. Carcass quality grade, which was superior in LE vs ME, was not
affected by SW, whereas the yield grade decreased abruptly between 125- and 138-kg SW primarily due to the upper limit of
carcass weight imposed on the A and B grades. Physicochemical characteristics including pH, drip loss, and variables pertaining
to color of belly, ham, and loin were not affected significantly by any of the treatment factors, albeit statistically significant in
some cases, in terms of quality criteria. In sensory evaluation, the acceptability of fresh belly was not influenced by any of the
treatment factors. Marbling score of fresh ham was greater in LE vs ME (P<0.01) and tended to increase between 110- and
125-kg SW (P=0.10); in loin, the increase of this variable between the two SW was significant (P<0.01). Following cooking, LE
was superior to ME in the acceptability in belly and ham, but the effect of SW was insignificant in any of the sensory quality
traits evaluated in this study in any of the three major primal cuts. In conclusion, the present results suggest that SW can be
increased to up to 138 kg without compromising carcass quality and that LE has some beneficial effects on quality of the whole
carcass and the major primal cuts.
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Table 1. Composition of the diet (as-fed basis)

Medium-Ener Low-Ener

ftem Diet ® Diet ®
Ingredients, %
Corn 67.89 49.21
Wheat bran 4.86 30.00
Soybean meal (44%) 18.06 11.78
Rapeseed meal 3.00 3.00
Molasses 4.00 4.00
Limestone 0.67 0.73
Dicalcium phosphate 0.92 0.60
Salt 0.25 0.25
Vitamin premix” 0.10 0.10
Mineral premixb 0.10 0.10
L-Lysine 0.15 0.23
Total 100.00 100.00
Calculated chemical composition

DE, Mcal/kg 3.20 3.00
Crude protein, % 15.5 15.0
Lysine, % 0.90 0.90
Crude fat, % 3.19 3.32
Crude fiber, % 3.94 5.05
Crude ash, % 4.58 5.03
Ca, % 0.60 0.67
P, % 0.55 0.61

* Provided per kg of diet: 8,100 IU vitamin A, 1,200 IU vitamin
Ds;, 45 TU vitamin E, 2.25mg vitamin K, 1.5 mg thiamin, 0.6
mg riboflavin, 2.55 mg pyridoxine, 0.03 mg vitamin B, 19.5 mg
pantothenic acid, 39 mg niacin, 0.09 mg biotin, and 0.75 mg

. folic acid.

Provided per kg of diet: 102.7 mg FeSOs, 0.442 mg CoSOs, 67
mg CuSOs, 54.18 mg MnSO4, 69mg ZnSOs 0.546 mg CalOs;,
and 0.338 mg Na,SeO;.
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o] Ab& (“AHolTA]") 70.84 kg) K.t} %21 (P<0.01), 110
kg =245 T (0.84 kg)oll Ml 125kg 7 (0.92kg) 3 138
kg T (0.91 kg)7} ZT} (P<0.01; Table 2). YFALBAFHHFS
AFsA ol Aot o] AAM=HA 3.68kg)7t FENAI(3.35
kg) ETF Z o (P<0.01), F TAAE Tt Apo]7t gl
A (TollUIA] du] Aol : 350 vs 3.53kg), 125kg,
138kg % 110kg =4 + o= ok (A2 3.65,
3.54 4 335kg P<0.01). ¥ WIFE GEIX]o|AE 125ke
o} 138kg =AAT T (22 3.51 2 3.46kg) Il Aol
1ol 110kg 7 (3.08 kg) Xt} ZE (P<0.01) WHH AA|= A
o 4= 125kg 7-(3.79kg)7t 110kg - (3.63kg) 2 138kg
T-(3.62kg) BTF ZIth(P<0.01). 3 ¥ WHEE Sy
Al S FoAgS wE= 125kg EAAIF T (3.69keg)7F 110
kg 2 138kg (&7 339 2 342kg) HT} FHork
(P<0.01) AlUA AEZS F = 125kg 2 138kg
T (47 3.61 2 3.66kg) 7t ko] glo] 110kg - (3.31
kg) Bt} =%t} (P<0.01). AHREENMNE F A 2 A &=
AT T 2ol Aol §lol FellvAl 7+ (0.268)7F Aol
Al T (0.239)H.t}F F=94TH (P<0.01). FAAT] BAE TX
HHEA = A XX (23.4 mm)7F EIA] (212 mm) RO} 7
(P<0.01), =AATo] F7ME45E Fvh(P<0.01; 110, 125
2 138kg =AAT T 247 199, 225 2 244 mm).
5= S Ux] AR (227 mm)¢ AdUx] ALE (218
mm) T e Zol7b gl oy (P=0.11), HAAES Fol3
S e T EAAST(110~125kg 2 125~138 kg) Alo]
5 Z7he ok (72 P<0.01 H P<0.05; ZH7+e] A
ZFo A SAWFA]: 190, 23.6mm 2 256 mm) FAS
FolAE vl =2AF] 110kg L ZHE 138kg7HA] &
ZhelloF W24 B WL ST (P<0.05; At =
AR Fo ] TAHFAlL 20.8, 21.4 2 23.2 mm).
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Fig. 1. Distribution of the carcass yield grades of finish-
ing gilts and barrows: effect of the slaughter
weight.
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Table 2. Effects of dietary energy level and slaughter weight on growth performance of finishing gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows

Item 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 kcal DE/kg 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 keal DE/kg  Fooled Sigmﬁcanci

110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg (5, D, 5W)
Initial wt®, kg 802 800 799 805 804 799 803 799 800 805 804 805 0.9
Final wt’, kg 1078 1245 1350 107.1 1252 1385 109.6 1256 1383 1112 1279 1409 0.8 S#%| DEE GWHE
ADG", kg 082 092 093 072 084 081 094 103 098 089 088 091 0.03 S#%| DEE GWHE
ADFT, kg 304 359 332 302 343 361 365 379 352  3.60 379 3.72 004 S** SW* SxSW** DxSW*
Gain:feed® 0261 0256 0281 0239 0246 0226 0259 0272 0279 0247 0233 0244  0.009 D+
Backfat®, mm  17.6 225 259 190 20.0 220 204 246 253 226 229 244 1.0 S#% SWH* DxSW*

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

® Data are means of 16 animals in each SxDxSW combination.

¢ Data are means of four pens.

¢ Targeted SW-adjusted average of the measurements between the 11" and 12" ribs and between the last rib and the 1% lumbar.

* P<0.05. ** P<0.01.

Table 3. Effects of dietary energy level and slaughter weight on carcass quality traits of finishing gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows
Item 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 kcal DE/kg 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 keal DEkg  Fooled Sig“iﬁcanci
110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 5. D, SW)
Meat color® 375 400 400 400 400 3.87 400 400 400 400 388 400  0.07
Marbling® 181 180 153 181 1.67 193 194 1.8 156 233 225 267  0.18  S** D#% SxD¥*
Quality grade®  2.69 273 253 263 260 273 289 263 256 313 300 333 015  S** D SxD*x
Yield grade® 319 293 113 344 320 113 363 269 138 273 288 120  0.19 SWH**, SxD*

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

® No. 3~5, No. 2 or 6, and No. 1 or 7 of the MAF color standard [MAF (&%
1 points of an arbitrary grade unit, respectively.

“ No. 4 or 5, No. 2 or 3, and No. 1 of the MAF marbling standard [MAF (&%
1 points of an arbitrary grade unit, respectively.

4 Grades 1", 1, 2, and 3 [MAF (& HH), 2007] were assigned 4, 3, 2, and 1 points of an arbitrary grade unit, respectively.

® Grades A, B, C, and D were assigned 4, 3, 2, and 1 points of an arbitrary grade unit, respectively.

Pede Data are means of 16 animals in each SXDxSW combination.

* P<0.05. ** P<0.01.

=]

), 2007] corresponding to the quality grades 1° & 1, 2, and

H

+-), 2007] corresponding to the quality grades 17, 1, and 2 &
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Table 4. Effects of dietary energy level and slaughter weight on the primal yield of finishing gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows
Ttem 3,200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DE/kg 3,200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DEKg L ooled  Significance
SE (S, D, SW)
110kg 125kg 138kg  110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg  110kg 125kg 138kg

Carcass wt’, kg 80.4 912 1023 81.2 91.9 105.1 81.1 943 1013 83.2 95.2  106.1 1.1 S*, D** SW**
Dressingb, % 74.6 73.2 75.8 75.8 73.5 75.9 74.0 75.0 73.2 74.8 74.4 75.3 0.8 SxSW*
Total lean®, kg 46.4 56.2 60.9 48.8 55.7 63.2 46.1 56.2 58.6 47.8 55.7 61.9 1.2 D*, SW**
Primal yield, % 433 44.7 45.8 454 453 45.8 427 449 423 43.5 44.2 44.4 0.8 S**
Primal cut percentage’

Shoulder 16.4 16.3 16.6 16.5 16.8 16.6 17.3 16.5 16.9 16.4 16.3 16.8 0.3

Neck 8.9 8.8 9.3 9.3 9.3 9.9 9.1 9.5 9.3 9.8 9.4 9.5 0.2 D**

Loin 12.5 11.7 11.7 13.0 12.4 12.7 11.7 11.9 10.6 12.5 12.1 12.1 0.3 S** D** SW*

Tenderloin 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 0.1 S*

Rib 8.2 7.9 8.1 7.4 7.4 7.8 8.4 7.9 8.5 7.7 7.6 7.2 0.2 D**, SxDxSW#*

Belly 20.0 21.1 20.8 19.1 20.1 20.1 21.2 21.3 21.9 20.9 21.8 21.5 0.5 S**

Ham 31.6 31.9 31.3 325 31.8 30.5 30.0 30.7 30.5 30.4 30.7 30.8 0.5 S**

“Seagull” 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.02 S*, D**

Total 100.0 100.0  100.1 100.0  100.1 99.9 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 —

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

® Data are means of 16 animals in each SXDxSW combination.
¢ Data are means of six animals in each SXDxSW combination.
* P<0.05.

** P<0.01.

147



Park et al. ; Dietary Energy Level and Carcass Quality in Larger Pigs

FHE AP Mgl EiA (202%) Bk AAIEHA
(21.4%)0oA =9k (P<0.01), EAA|Fo] F7ise=E B
W7 S7lkehe A3 (P=0.07)S F5E skt (110,
125 2 138kg =AAT 7 2H7F 203, 21.0 2 21.1%).

A 2859 WE(CIE LHE AANYA - (55.1)7F
FAUAl T (49.3) Brh =ka, A NS HEe
AMNA - (79.5)9F AANIA - (79.7)7F 247+ SFEiA] -
(78.6) & o 9A] F-(78.5) Bt} =T} (P<0.01; Table 5).
AR 2550 AR @) A, AR S22 =T
AeFs WA dtar, Aol AR (b= AdUA]
(4.89)7F FoluA]l (4.02) B} =9JTH(P<0.01). AFHA
+559 pHE =AAIT] 110kg (6.38) 22 H-E 125kg
(6322 F7FEEA tha 7HASHS oL (P<0.05) 138 kg
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S9le] R Sheko olE)#] (48.1%)7F AAEA] (43.7%) K.
o 44% EREI(P<0.01), Foz At TR AN A
(38.7%)7F LENA] (34.5%) KU} HIS=E 44| (4.2%) THE =
SkT} (P<0.05).

Atk PEe EiAAE FAYA T (44.0) BT}
AAA T (46.8)0NA ER o (P<0.05) A=A ol A=
AR T ZE Abel7E fISIT(47.0 vs 46.0). - 912 A
A= A, Al 52 B2 - 1 Abel7h §IIaLl pH
= sAUA T (5.80)7F AlA] - (5.69) Bt thA %9
o} (P<0.05). 23 (water holding capacity) 3, A& =
S EAAIFY dFo] gl FHEHEES dEHA oA
= FUA] (1147} AolA T (1.74) B wgka 7
A A M= Gom FodA] - (1.58)7F AollvA] -
(0.80) Ht} ot BE AgTola] A5 A
5% Joo &, 1999) Hrli= 4l e 35 YERYATH
b = e e e TR = =L S R R i o] P 7 ¢ T
7tEge Adrh= A, AR 2 =AAF 7Y daEg
o] <dgFo] 9lo] (P<0.05) aAe] wWilo]l Sileonvt H¥
T b TR Aol= A Fdrh FE RS FEA
(74.9%)9F U T (75.0%)7F 2tz AXFA (74.3%)
9 AR T (74.2%) BUF thA 59kaL (P<0.05), =AW
shaFe Jo R AHo|UA] F(2.50%)7F SR T (2.04%)
Hop #9kou (P<0.01) A=A (2.31%)9F EIA] (2.24%)
Zrell= zbel7h giinh ®3k B WE SR oA
= dAdE 138kg E=AAT T(2.24%)7F 110kg T
(174%) BT} =901} (P<0.05) AollU#] FolA= tha
ol#lH o 125kg T (2.82%)7} 138kg T+ (2.18%) Bt} =
ATH(P<0.05). 2 F-9o oA FFS A, Alm F2
A F e Faekeinh

Ao HEE A 28FoAet ol AdyA]
(55.6)7F FdA T+ (52.1) Bt} ka1 (P<0.01), Sl A]
AlRE HolFS wlE= 110kg AT 7 (53.3)7) 138kg
T(50.7) Bt} E2 AEFS YERR oW (P=0.06) Al A|
AFRE FoJ3 A9l JoR 138kg T (56.8)7F 110kg
T+(54.5) BT} =& A (P=0.09)S YERIALE S F
A= OER 836)7F AAEIA (7.75) Bk E9kaL(P<

0.05), AlA] +(8.51)= solUA] F(7.60) Bt} =%tk
(P<0.01). pHE A, A8 2 m=2b5o] ks kx| ¥k
th BEEe FolUA T (66.7)7F AolUA] T (48.4)E Tk
3L (P<0.01), SEFEES dEIA (1.95%)7F A=A
(1.36%) Hrh  =9kth(P<0.05). 7197 FoluA +
(34.6%) K.t} AUA] T (36.3%)°14] %13l (P<0.01), 110kg
AT T (36.3%)9F 125kg T (35.5%) o= xpolzb
AR A= 138kg T (34.5%) KU} =ShTHP<0.01).
780 Aerbs AdyAl T (318 kgem’)7h ol LA
T 2.8 kglem’) Bt} Zoh 8 e xeacle]
S W grh 2AY e AAEA (2.77%)7F SE
2] (2.41%) BT} =9k (P<0.05), =olUA] T (2.82%)7} A
oflA] - (2.35%) Bt} =Tt (P<0.01). HgF 2 WiFE=
FAUA AEE F99E v AT 1 Zolvt
AR ot 10, 125 2 138kg E=AAF T ZZF 293,
249 9 3.05%) AoUA] Abm o] Al Aol
110 kg 25-E 125kge2 712 o ti S718k%laL
(P<0.05) 138kgo 2 Z7te w= o o] WakA] ¢
(110, 125 % 138kg =AAF T 22 196, 256 2
2.54%). o gk JEiX| M= FAYA
(22.9%)7F AUA] T (22.1%) Bt} =9k} (P<0.05), A
A Aol M= 7 AR 38 22.5%= ZFol7b (1%L,
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Table 5. Physicochemical characteristics of the belly, ham, and loin of the gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows Significance
Item 3,200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DE/kg 3,200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DEAg T (s b, swy
110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg x
Belly’
CIE L*(muscle) 498 499 485 540 53.6 544 501 492 484 543 556 587 12 D+
CIE L* (fat) 780 784 784 796 789 784 785 792 785 803 802 80.6 0.5 SH*| DH*
CIE a* (muscle) 113 127 120 114 126 108 116 112 128 117 113 111 06
CIE b* (fat) 436 364 378 481 512 496 405 463 366 461 535 452 040 D#*
24 h pH (muscle) 633 628 630 640 627 624 632 631 625 648 637 636 0.5 SW*
Moisture, % 479 471 449 513 480 493 461 439 403 456 410 451 23 S
Crude fat, % 347 354 366 303 341 360 357 387 417 373 400 391 3.0 S
Ham®
L* 432 446 442 470 462 470 482 451 479 461 459 459 16 SxD*
a* 98 107 107 104 106 105 102 106 109 104 106 99 05
24 h pH 587 569 581 565 563 565 591 585 568 569 575 580  0.08 D*
Water holding cap., % 57.0 57.0 55.5 59.5 55.0 58.0 54.0 59.8 548 582 547 584 2.6
Drip loss, % 086 142 116 193 197 131 136 173 166 091 079 069 035 SxD#*
Cooking loss, % 388 399 383 401 397 383  40. 396 399 388 382 396 08
Shear force®, kg/em® 440 532 409 450 3.69 447 385 393 503 469 413 419 042 SxDxSW*
Moisture, % 758 753 747 748 744 746 747 752 742 144 T35 736 0.5 S*, D*
Crude fat, % 183 208 198 238 300 215 1.64 224 250 261 265 223 024  D** DxSW*
Crude protein, % 209 213 218 213 215 219 220 210 220 216 223 220 0.5
Loin”
CIE L* 534 529 493 547 546 569 532 520 520 543 561 568 14 D**, DxSW*
CIE a* 78 78 73 91 98 84 72 73 82 79 86 72 05 S*, D**
24 h pH 565 554 572 558 563 564 571 559 561 564 561 570 0.06
Water holding cap., % 63.8 597 669 478 501 478 708 700 69.1 458 500 487 27 D*+
Drip loss, % 210 217 142 216 154 234 198 145 168 115 122 070 048 S
Cooking loss, % 351 346 334 371 363 360 366 350 330 364 362 357 09 D**, SW*
Shear force® kg/lem® 299  2.87  3.07 357 298 293 265 270 269 328 295 339 028 D*
Moisture, % 742 735 739 739 739 739 740 737 723 742 T34 7136 04
Crude fat, % 291 246 260 185 242 222 295 253 350 207 270 286 027 S* D** DxSW*
Crude protein, % 2207 231 228 222 219 223 221 226 227 222 230 224 03 SxD*

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

® Data are means of six animals in each SxDxSW combination.
¢ Measured on cooked meat.

* P<0.05.

** P<0.01.
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Table 6. Sensory quality traits of the fresh belly, ham, and loin of the gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows Significance
ltem 3.200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DE/kg 3.200 keal DE/kg 3,000 keal DEkg  Pooled o Ty e
110kg 125kg 138kg  110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 3F ¥

Mb
Color (fat)* 519 483 524 529 493 529 521 536 500 543 552 564 025
Color (muscle)’ 562 579 610 514 560 571 560 576 633 576 557 562 023 D*, SW*
Aroma’ 298 305 3.02 410 438 445 314 324 317 433 421 441 015 D**
Off-flavor® 3.00 200  0.69 074 062 083 093 193 131 062 076 152 045 D** SxSW*, DxSW*
Fat:lean ratio® 519 538 533 402 464 519 502 629 624 524 607 557 034 S¥*| D¥ SWH*
Fatlean balance’ 526  4.48 479 438 531 533 524 476 486 510 524 524 021  SxSW¥*, DxSW*
Acceptability® 533 552 519 467 562 550 521 512 536 514 524 548 023

mb
Color 6.08 558 656 538 535 527 527 605 550 538 571 557 042
Aroma 3.64 370  3.65 437 476 476 356 373 358 456 473 440 0.15 D
Off-flavor 294 318  3.15 408 411 417 327 318 316 425 397 400 0.15 D
Drip* 498 583 582 567 609 567 526 548 597 573 542 498 030 DxSW*
Marbling® 345 365 3.67 477 539 452 414 444 440 477 525 550 034 S*, D¥*
Acceptability 489 491 527 533 561 522 511 532 524 547 544 555 021 D*

LLinb
Color 596 603 656 523 584 465 558 650 635 546 513 456 033 D**, DxSW#*
Aroma 260 251 2.68 369 367 357 272 271 261 374 367 336 0.4 D#*
Off-flavor 253 236 238 254 235 221 257 243 243 235 223 240 0.10 SW
Drip 540 532 543 483 507 507 532 553 539 550 426 455 028 D#*
Marbling 325 493 490 416 454 449 417 456 546 444 559 511 051 SW
Acceptability 510 563 579 488 509 481 538 578 58 509 512 505 023 D

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

® Data are means of six animals in each SXDxSW combination.
¢ Evaluated by seven to twelve sensory panelists according to a 9-point hedonic scale.

¢ Greater values indicate “darker,

* P<0.05.

2«
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stronger,” “superior,” and “greater” in color, aroma, fat:lean balance/acceptability, and fat:lean ratio/marbling, respectively.
¢ Greater values indicate “more” meaning “worse” in terms of quality.
** P<0.01.
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Table 7. Sensory quality traits of the cooked belly, ham and loin of the gilts and barrows

Gilts Barrows Pooled Significance
Item 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 kcal DE/kg 3,200 kcal DE/kg 3,000 kcal DE/kg (S, D, SW)*
110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138kg 110kg 125kg 138k e
MXb
Aroma® 436 436 412 500 477 544 448 441 436 479 502 496 0.18 D**
Off-flavor® 287 254 268 206 242 235 280 280 277 217 223 225 0.3 D**
Juiciness® 532 558 553 554 517 544 555 553 567 548 540 540 0.16
Tenderness® 544 563 582 556 571 560 525 551 544 600 621 558 022 D*, SxD*
Taste® 575 568  5.63 596 563 598 551 539 582 571 600 588 0.19
Acceptability® 525 544 547 575 563 577 547 530 544 573 596 563 0.8 D**
@b
Color 535 570 5.17 551 604 554 520 550 558 564 577 554 021
Aroma 448 473 478 603 573 597 473 497 470 603 583 603 0.8 D**
Off-flavor 368 372 383 418 438 455 363 403 362 438 421 418 0.8 D**
Juiciness 503 485 490 516 526 526 490 480 490 540 570 560 025 D**
Tenderness 482 492 5.00 514 517 481 517 470 443 511 567 527 029
Acceptability 495 490  5.02 526 509 489 520 485 468 519 556 529 020 D*
mh
Color 528 527 533 499 505 48 508 510 532 489 499 509 021
Aroma 403 388  3.93 3.04 331 351 413 405 407 324 327 331 0.5 D**
Off-flavor 343 345 323 198 201 225 320 333 343 188 201 225 0.3 D**
Juiciness 480 478  4.65 409 386 393 437 442 472 396 436 416 027 D**
Tenderness 508 533 470 484 478 504 517 493 527 511 548 524 032
Acceptability 535 552 5.08 498 518 501 532 513 522 532 548 548 023

*'S, sex; D, diet; SW, slaughter weight.

b . . . . .
Data are means of six animals in each SXDxSW combination.

¢ Evaluated by seven to twelve sensory panelists according to a 9-point hedonic scale.

¢ Greater values indicate “darker,

2

d g . . .
Greater values indicate “more” meaning “worse” in terms of quality.

* P<0.05.
** P<0.01.
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stronger,” and “more/superior” in color, aroma, and juiciness/tenderness/taste/acceptability, respectively.
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