Faak Hoel AR AR XK ZZER (B AB2EMO Vol. 44 No. 6
2016 4 6 H Journal of Northwest A&.F University(Nat. Sci. Ed.) Jun. 2016

2% H B B ] - 2016-05-03 14,05 DOI:10. 13207/j. enki. jnwafu. 2016. 06. 002
[ & i bk - http: //www. enki. net/kems/detail/61. 1390. S. 20160503. 1405. 004. html

FRERAKESTREEEREESHRROLR

B ART KA RXH THR
BB R E T AR

O ZBARN KR a 28GR MPHEEBE b AWH AR TG e ShPRHEEBE . 28 S 2300365
2 AR AR BRI R 8 AR 23002253 R B AR AR L AR )T 232200)

[ ZE] [EMY RIS =0 &AM R B ARAR SN A KRR A MR 2ZES . Uk S8R
(6042, 42) kg BYIFHM = JC 28 M RE X R X KO % 12 L B WAL R 2 4. 84 6 MEE A&,
F2 = 0% 38 1 % T B T L0 T AR L R AN S B BRI R SR A R 35 R 50 d R As B SR 1 Al IR AR KRR RE AT
MY 25 5. LE5SRY 137 50 d (3T T34 B 38 1 5 4 1 25K = S04 3848 (P<C0. 05)  BA B &t Lb 38 g T = oo 2%
ZEHG (P<C0.05) , AR WA SR N S5 R KB A7 S0P 43 LD B W L R 0 7 B0 B 188 L % 1 R G U7 1R 1) 5 i 34
FE T SIS (P<C0. 05) , T HC L PR i /K 451 2% B L LT 4k B 4% AN 22 R A g U TR+ = 0 B 3 AIK T = om 42 X 4k
(P<C0.05), [&5) 5 = Jn22 380 L0 3T A K U G248 ARDHR 76 Ah AR AR B O R 1 R JB P BRI XL e

(xR I = TT23CH R 4B K Mg

[hE4SES] S828.2;S813.9 [XBiRED] A [XEZHE] 1671-9387(2016)06-0009-07

Comparison of growth performance and meat quality of
Wei pigs and Duroc X Yorshire X Landrace pigs

GU Qing-nan'*,SI Xiong-yuan'",ZHANG Li* ,CHEN Wen-bang®,
DING Wei-min®, LI Lii-mu'*'*, XU Fa-zhi'*,DING Xiao-ling'c

(1 a School of Tea and Food Science and Technology b Biotechnology Center ,c School of
Animal Science and Technology s Anhui Agricultural University , He fei,Anhui 230036 ,China;
2 Institute of Anhui Animal Feed and Veterinary Drug Control  He fei, Anhui 230022, China;

3 Anhui Antai Agricultural Group ,Guangde ,Anhui 232200, China)

Abstract: [Objective)] This paper compared the growth performance and meat quality of Wei pigs and
Duroc X Yorshire X Landrace(DYL) pigs under the same diet and feeding conditions. [Method) Twelve Wei
pigs and 12 DYL pigs with weight of (60+2.42) kg were randomly divided into two groups,each group
with 6 replicates. The male to female ratio was 1 ¢ 1 in all groups. The experimental diet was designed ac-
cording to the nutritional needs of DYL. The pigs were fed with the automatic feeding system and the
growth performance and meat quality were compared after 35 d and 50 d,respectively. [Result] The aver-
age daily gain (ADG) of Wei pigs was significantly lower than that of DYL (P<C0. 05),but the feed/gain
ratio (F/G) was higher (P<C0. 01). Marbling score and the contents of intramuscular fat (IMF), inosine
acid, EAA and saturated fatty acids (SFA) of Wei pigs were significantly higher than those of DYL, while

drip loss, hardness, muscle fiber diameter and polyunsaturated fatty acids (PUFA) content of Wei pigs
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were significantly lower than that of DYL(P<C0. 05) at same periods. [Conclusion)] Compared with DYL
pigs, Wei Pigs had slower growth speed and feed conversion rate,but better meat quality and flavor charac-
teristics.

Key words: Wei pigs;DurocX Yorshire X Landrace (DYL) pigs;meat quality;growth performance
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Table 1 Diet and nutrition levels
i H %y i
Item Component Content
Ek/(g+ kg ') Corn 701. 2
AR 5 KB/ (g« kg™ 1) Rice bran 61.8
Diet HH/(g+ kg™!) Soybean meal 206. 1
formula 1 /(g + kg™ 1) Bran 20. 6
Hih/(g+ kg!) Soybean oil 10. 3
HALRE/(MJ « ke™!) DE 14.2
M H/ (g« kg 1) CP 158.0
#rkp ®/(g-kg ) Ca 5.8
Nutrient A %8/ (g + kg™ !) Effective phosphorus 2.4
level /(g - ke ) Lys 10.0
(EER+ER) /(g kg™ ) Met+Trp 5.5
H /(g kg™ ') Thr 6.7
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Table 2 Comparison on the growth of two pig varieties in different breeding times

50 d
BH Ttem B ¥ 4% B o
DYL Wei pigs DYL Wei pigs
WA R/ (kg « 3k~ 1) Initial heavy 58.3843.06 a 60.8542.07 a 57.48+3.65 a 57.0044.14 a
KM (kg + 31 End heavy 90. 0345, 70% 90. 6345, 61%~ 101. 806, 44% = = 90. 7846, 14%
SEHJ H R R R/ kg ADG 0.90-0.07% 0.8540.05% " 0.88-0.06% * 0.6840.07%%
S H R & i /kg ADFI 2.2820.07% " 3.3820.16% %~ 2.4340.14% 2,680,187 % *
BHAR & I F/G 2.5540.30% " 4,0240.23%% 2.7740.29% 4,060, 25%%
=

TE < AT BOUR 5 bR A (6] 52 8 3R 7R 28 5 R W25 (P>>0. 05) o [Al AT B J5 b > B4 B30t AN [ 2R (] — it il AS [ £ 5 30 A L 22 5

B #F(P<0.05),

i 0 B0 A [ 37 [R] — f R U AS T3] ot ol A b 22 5 W 2 (P<<0. 05) . TR

Note:Same letters in each row indicate no significant difference among groups(P=>0. 05). Different numbers of * in each row indicate sig-

nificant difference between different raising periods of same breed (P<Z0. 05) , while different numbers of # indicate significant differ-

ence between different breeds at same raising period (P<Z0. 05). The same below.
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Table 3 Comparison on pork quality of the two varieties in different breeding times

5 ltem 35 d | 50 d |
ZILZe A% DYL % Wei pigs =L DYL 5% Wei pigs
L 38.7142.89% % 37.6344, 977 % 39.4041.69%# 38,5443, 847 %
a 6.23+1.30" % 8.7241.59* % 6.32+0.50" % 8.1241.41 %%
b 6.7540.64" % 7.60£1.71" % 6.8340.99" # 7.554+1.05%#
pH 6.1020.56" % 6.5240.25% % 6.2840.11"# 6. 444054 %
W& /N Shear stress 34.32+1.21*+7 33.98+0.71*% 35.44+0.61*7 34.91+0.70* %
WLET 4k 4%/ pum Muscle fiber diameter 55.7542.43* % 50.5542.19" ## 58.9241.29*# 52.2343.147 %%
EE I/ % Cooking loss 42.4441.58" % 42.3842.12* % 42.8543.39" % 42.7042.60**
fifi i /¢ Hardness 795. 75472, 36 % 672.984:59.13* %%  777.32463.15* % 630. 24479, 27 %%
#iPf: /mm Springiness 2.7440.60" 7 2.974+0.32*# 2.7540.33*# 3.0040.40*#
NP Cohesiveness 0.50+0.05%# 0.5240.04% % 0.47+0.04%# 0.49+0.04%#

% M /N Resilience 0.4140.07"# 0.4140.09" # 0.3840.04"# 0.44+0.07"#
LIRS & &/ % IMF 4.38+0.81" % 8.9440.487 %% 4.5040.83%# 9.80£0.53% " #*%
K452 / % Drip loss 2.3840.21"# 1.6640.20% ## 2.2840.35% % 1.5340. 147 # %
KA G4 Marbling score 3.9240.86* % 6.2541.78% %% 3.7540.69* % 6.334+1.51*#%%
K4y / % Moisture 72.2440.98% % 70,661, 84 72,9741, 05" # 70,4342, 487 ¥ #

B %/ % Slaughter rate 76.3842.22% % 74.6641.23% % 75.164£1.09* % 73,131,797 %%
2.3 EFPXN 2 EAMEANETFBNEIERESEN R ANEAR BEARMOOH LR SEY D ES
=40 T EIRAR B (P<C0.05) . 2 S Al 50 d i 5 &
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Table 4 Comparsion on inosine and amino acid of the two varieties in different breeding times

BH Item - 35d A _ 50 d A -
SILRAE DYL % Wei pigs =JCA K DYL R Wei pigs

WUHFRR/(mg + ¢ 1) IMP 1.45+0.07" % 1.58+0.06%% 1.48+0.07" % 1.62+0.08%%
KEE®/ % Asp 1.9540. 10" # 2.1340.06%% 2.0140.12" % 2.3340.11%%
BHEm/ % Glu 5.16+0.59*# 5.9240.18% % 5.4840.30" # 5.94+0.24% %
2R/ Y% Ser 2.49+0.15"# 2.644+0,19" # 2.484+0,17" # 2.5940.63" %
HAE M/ % His 2.87+0.31%% 2.23+0.20% 7 2.08+0.64*7 2.34+0.15* 7
HaEm/ % Gly 15.3540. 79 # 15.53+0.68*# 15.6740.53" % 15. 4442, 86" %
TR/ % Thr 6.75+0.32% % 6.7240.27* % 6.76+0.38* % 6.44+0.38* %
W&/ % Arg 1.81+0.20"# 1.78+0.16" = 1.7940.28" = 1.7740. 06> =
WEM/ % Ala 3.08+0.29"# 3.04+0.5"* 3.4040.62" % 3.4740.47" %
W& R/ % Tyr 9.0840.60"* 9.034+0.70% # 9.05+=1.01%% 9.0240.42% %
KA/ % Cys 4.8140.12% % 4.784+0.16* # 4.79+0. 247 % 4.80+0.15%#
WA/ Y Val* 3.47+0.17% % 4,17+0.26*## 3.80+0.15* 7 4.37+0.12%%7
EE// Y Met* 1.0540.03" % 0.99+0.11"# 0.9540.08" % 0.9140.08" %
HINE R/ % Phe* 1.6340.10% % 1.8740.06" %% 1.6640. 04" % 1.8940.08> %%
SRR/ % e 4.6140.36"% 4.7740.19" % 4,6740.19" % 4,8840.76" %
SRR/ Y Leu™ 1.19+0.07" % 1.2240.17" % 1.24+0.10" % 1.25+0.07" =
WA/ Y Lys* 12.7940.89*# 14.03+0,59*## 12,5240, 77 % 14.7741.137 %%
I/ /% Pro 17.9140.37+# 17.9340, 84" # 18.7140.31 * # 18.4840.62 * =
BT EIER/ % EAA 30. 1940, 52" 33.8740.50" # % 31.2040.99" % 34,5140.77* %%
e T AR/ % NEAA 51.00+1. 76" % 51.76+1.01" % 51.89+1.06" = 50.65+2.06" %

TR 45 R LA EUE IR & 5 B R R A R A RN . A RN LT AR

Note: The results are indicated by the ratio of each amino acid to the total amino acids. Yy represents the essential amino acids.
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Table 5 Comparsion on fatty acids of the two varieties in different breeding times %
Jig 105 2 35 50 d

Fatty acid =535 8% DYL 5% Wei pigs =LA H DYL P Wei pigs

+ DU R Tetradecanoic arid 1.4240.22* % 1.66+0.14* % 1.4040.18*# 1.63+£0.06" %
+ X kEMR Hexadecanoic acid 24.6344,52% % 32.0944, 64" %% 26,0544, 27 % 33.9344,08 ##
+-E iR Heptadecanoic acid 0.62+0.11*# 0.33+£0.06*%% 0.69+0.07*% 0.27+0.06*%%
+ \kElR Octadecanoic acid 19.14+1,95%# 12.9741.59" ## 17.49+0.80* # 11,6541, 747 ##
7-+ St g 7-Hexadecenoic acid 3.92+0.36*# 2.324+0.38* %% 3.95+0.69*# 2.664+0.67*%%
9-+ LRk KE R 9-Heptadecenoic acid 0.5940.06" % 0.5040.04" % 0.6340.04" % 0.5740.02% %%

13-+ A\ B M HR 13-Octadecenoic acid 37.2142.21" % 39,1742, 36" # 37.5642,85" % 38,5243, 09" #

9-— k)& R 9-Eicosenoic acid 0.50+0.08* % 0.48+0.01*% 0.48+0.09* % 0.40+0.17*#
Z};&ﬁf;ﬁﬁim acid 4.7740.80" # 5.7340.64" %% 4.65+0.84" # 5.7040.29 ##
;}Higlﬁiﬁ%dud 5.3240.53" % 2.91+0.36" %7 5.2540. 75 % 2.85+0.23" %%

5,8,11,14- = U /7R Arachidonic acid 1.7540. 14 % 1.7840.13* % 1.70+0.23*# 1.7440.28* %
%Pg;ifiﬁﬁﬁ;;;;ﬁifi%cmw 0.1340.02% % 0.0640.01% %% 0.1540.02% % 0.0840.01"##
HFN PG WiR SFA 45.8140.38*# 47,0540, 467 ## 45.6340.61*# 47, 4840,737 ##

AR iR UFA 54.1941.31%# 52.9541.22% % 54.3741.95% % 52.5241.23* %

BRI 7 R MUFA 42.22+1.31%% 42,4741, 58 # 42.62+1.10%# 42,1541, 62* #
Z AR iR PUFA 11.97+0.51"# 10.4840.60" %% 11.75+0. 78" # 10.3740.66" %%

TE < DLb 45 2R LA R M7 72 PP 5k X 7 6 06 A AR o5 6 B 1 AL €0 3 D el A U R YR O TR BB 1T LR

Note: The results are indicated by the ratio of corresponding peak area of the fatty acid methyl ester to the peak area of total fatty acid

methyl ester in ion current chromatogram.
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