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Abstract :[Objective] This study was designed to compare the differences in postmortem glycolytic po-
tential, growth performance, carcass traits and pork quality to investigate the relationships between post-
mortem glycolytic potential and growth performance, carcass traits and pork quality from two different
genotypes pigs. [Method) Seven Hampshire-sired barrows (BW=(19.48=41. 136) kg) and six Landrance-
Saba(LS) barrows (BW=(20. 5%1.500) kg) were placed in individual pens, fed same diets,and slaugh-
tered when their weight attained 100 kg. [Result] The results suggested that Hampshire-sired pigs had
greater average daily gain(P>>0. 05) and higher postmortem glycolytic potential (P<C0. 05)than LS pigs.
LS pigs had greater back-fat thickness (P<C0. 01),reduced eye lean area and lean percentage (P<C0.01),
and a lower dressing percentage (P<C0.01). Hampshire-sired pigs had reduced pH2 (P<C0. 05) ,shear force
(P<C0.05),b values(P<C0. 01) ,and greater drip loss(P<C0. 05) compared to PL pigs. Correlation analyses
showed that postmortem glycolytic potential had positive relation with eye lean area,lean percentage, had

negative relation with shear force,drip loss, bvalues,pH1 and pH2,but had weak relation with ADG, undr-
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essing percentage,carcass length, [Conclusion] Results from this study suggest that postmortem glycolytic

potential is an important factor influencing carcass characteristics, ultimate pH and other meat quality

traits.
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Table 1 Composition and nutrient content of trial diets
o . ERAT B
Ingredient 20~50 kg 50~80 kg 80~100 kg Nutrition content 20~50 kg 50~80 kg 80~100 kg
F /(g - kgD Corn 615. 2 715.7 787.6 WALHE/(M] - kg 1) DE 13. 64 13. 89 13.93
Bl /(g kgD - I JETTIS R
Wheat bran 50 HMWEH/ (g kg™ CP 176 154 130
T4 /(o e ko] . ko1
SM/ (g kgD 245 220 151 B5/Cg = ke 6.7 5.5 5.1
Soybean meal Ca
/(g ke D B/ (g kgD
Fish meal 20 TP 6.6 5.1 4.7
KE/(g=kg™ D) - R/ )
Soybean oil 25 22 2 (g+ ke 1) AP 1.1 2.9 2.7
fik/ (g kg™ AT Al R/
Limestone 6 7 7 (g+ ke D) DLys 9.8 8.0 6.7
R AL/ (g« kg™ A AL AR/
Dicalcium phosphate 13 10 I (g + kg™!) DMet 2.1 2.3 2.0
T/ (g kg™ D) A AL R+ PR / -
Salt ¥ s s (g+ kg 1) D(Met+Cys) 4o 46 4.0
i =R/ CIRGE - ¥ . .
(g+ kg DLys 2.8 2.3 2.4 (g+kg ') DThr 5. 0 5. 3 4.4
IR0 7 IRk CIREEIACk =¥
(g+ kg ') Premix 20 20 20 (g+ kg ') DTrp 1.4 1.7 1.3
it /g Total 1 000 1 000 1 000

T BRI )7 B kg 28 8k 100. 0 mg, B 100. 0 mg. 4 10. 0 mg. 47 10. 0 mg, i 0. 3 mg, B 0. 5 mg, V4 2 000 IU, Vp, 200 IU, VE20
1U,Vk 30 mg, A4 % 0. 05 mg, "2 0. 30 mg, JE 7afik 20. 0 mg.iZ MR 20.0 mg % & 2.5 mg. Vg 2.0 mg.Vy, 1.0 mg. Vi, 10.0 pg.

FAACIATE 1.0 g, 2R 30. 0 mg, Hr ML 200. 0 mg,

Note: The mimeral and vitamin premix cortains per kg diet: Fe 100. 0 mg,Zn 100. 0 mg,Mn 10. 0 mg,Cu 10. 0 mg,Se 0. 3 mg,10.5 mg, Va

2000 IU, Vp, 200 IU, Vg 20 TU, Vk 30 mg, biotin 0. 05 mg, folic acid 0. 30 mg,niacin 20. 0 mg, pantothenic acid 20. 0 mg, riboflavin

2.5 mg,Vp 2.0 mg,Vp 1.0 mg, Vg, 10.0 ngscholine 1. 0 g, tylosin 30. 0 mg,antioxidant 200. 0 mg.
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Table 2 Comparison between postmortem GP,growth and carcass traits of Hampshire and LS pigs

[EN &I R4 KA PEAR DEI-R KA
Trait Hampshire LS pig Trait Hampshire LS pig
i P/ e gl J /0
Ha ik (JP/<‘um(‘)1 &) 168.43+14.793 a 119.9449.533 b B/ %% 56.87+0.329 A 39.8440.758 B
Postmortem GP Lean percentage
y” J_L/ ] i
s 19.484+1.136 a2 20.5%1.500 a MR & /em 92.6340.649 a  92.500.847 a
Initial BW Carcass length
K/ kg HIEJE/ cm
+ 5 a 95.4740. 456 . .2540.15 . 7140.19¢
Final BW 97.80+1.875 a 95.4740.456 a Backfat thickness 2.25+0.157 A 3.7140.199 B
= r/ 2
HIHFiE /e 722.91+14.230 a  708.0244,314 a AL B,/ cn 36.34+1.075 A 29.2741.037 B
Daily gain Eye lean area
B/ %

Undressing percentage

74.8040. 216 a

74.0640.219 b

AT EAR G AR TR R/NG TR R 22 5 128 (P<C0. 05) WA R RS FRE KR 22 F il i 3 (P<<0. 0D, R 3T,

Note: The different small letters in the same trade mean significant difference (P<C0. 05) ;the different capital letters mean very significant

difference( P<0. 01). The same as Table 3 .
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# 3 WoR, D BAE R BT ) A pH2 1 I
THRAE (P<0. 05) i KR IR K A8 %05 T

x3

KA (P<<0. 05) , AR AT b (H A% B 35 K T K
¥ (P<<0.01) .1 L{E . .a M pH1 {HLE 2 5 & F
HZRALE(P>0.05),
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Table 3 Comparison between meat quality traits of Hampshire and LS pigs

Trait

D
Hampshire

KA
LS pig

37491 73 /N Shear force
KBS/ % Drop loss
JIKF /% Purge loss

Cooked meat percentage

L {& L value

29.95+1.333 a
2.02740.045 a
14.57£0.542 a

62.454+0.570 A

34.86+1.253 a

39.504+1.914 b
1.88£0.019 b
12.72£0375 b

69.45+1.011 B

36.4541.035 a

LEIN DGR KA

Trait Hampshire LS pig
afl a value 5.314+0.761 a 7.58+0.905 a
b {H b value 4.87+0.296 A 7.744+0.385 B
pH1 6.50+0.058 a 6.66+0.071 a
pH2 5.494+0.039 a 5.63+0.024 b
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5 H A FE bR AR SCPE AN K. KU ik GP 5 pH2
ARG (P<0.01), 5 pHI KL a
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Table 4 Correlation coefficients among postmorm GP

and growth and carcass traits

SgE| e Ko L5 G RN
Item Hampshire LS pigs  Compositive effect
o e
H 3t 7 it 0.036 0.088 0. 340
Daily gain
B
Undressing —0.282 0.119 0.273
percentage
LA 0.571 0.565 0. 604 *
Lean percentage
i
Backfat —0. 257 —0.577 —0.616 %
thickness
SA)
MR A i 0. 348 0.379 0. 467

Eye lean area

T FORMIE R B 3 (P<T0.05) ;" * Rk A 56 R B B 3%
(P<<0.0D, F£[.
Note: *denotes significant correlation coefficient ( P <C
0.05); "~
(P<20.01). The same with below.

denotes very significant correlation coefficient
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Table 5 Correlation coefficients among postmorm GP and meat quality traits

iH B E KA LS L5 RN

Ttem Hampshire pig Compositive effect
pH1 —0.449 —0.620 —0. 505
pH2 —0.719* —0.940" % —0.769* "
LIR7I Wi} - _
Shear force 0.108 0.058 0.408
AR —0. 456 —0.386 0.137
Drop loss
e K =R
SR —0. 068 —0.060 0.255
Purge loss
Cooked meat —0. 341 0.023 —0.572
percentage
L{H L value —0.084 0.174 —0.213
afH a value —0. 189 —0.651 —0.451
b {H b value —0.498 —0.098 —0. 639 *

3 Wi {HA AL I8 . Hamilton 555 i3l . 24 28 W% &
> j4
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B GPL T IE %% GP & 4k, Enfalt 25 ©/[H]
BRI E 7O B K M s B GP
LR E R GP S E S TR AEMY 5
B3 . Miller!™ fil Hamilton 2 B 97 # 3£ 81, GP

MR IS R GP AR fYE B 113 ~301 pmol/g, A&
W55 Hh DU B GP 3 @ TR U - GP A TR T #g
JEFEC2 AR T2 R EE R,

A 25 R W 5K UE R A L D
(19 pH {H 35 5] 3 FRE K 3 84K . 98 PR 25 R R AL e AR
R, TTREAY R R I B P A A RN 3L,
LA PR S5 7 P (RN ) 9 450 2 8% 75 (0. 50 ~
0.72), Miller " 3@ 3 5 204 A&l Fh 00X 52 5%
B GP A & B, 1o M 48 7 B ) RN /9 031 4 oy
0.63, B DS Z AR AW A RN B, f 5@ o
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SEARW] L2 A A A IR R GP 5 B JIL Iw B R 9 R R
WRIEME. 5 pHL pH2 JHKIK ca HM b HZ
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FHE A G R BGAF 0. 940, T K 48U 19 Ak GP
ERTEE . XRW, Y GP KM, S
pH2 HA T4 0 A0 Sk L i B3R pH (B 5
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