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PSE c a r c a s s  h a s  b e e n "  e d r i h c a l c u l a t i o n s  t h e  d e c l i n e  i n  t h e  v a l u e  o f  t h e  
i n  s a u s a g e  p r o c e s s i n g  a n d  t h e  l o w e r  ' ' e d u c e d  ^ t e r  b i n d i n g  c a p a c i t y  o f  t h e  PSE m e a t  
P r o c e s s i n g  o f  c o o k e S  ham ( 2 ) " S ™ * 1 t e c h n o l o g i c a l  y i e l d  i n  t h e
b a t h e r  r e l i a b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e  v l r i a t i o n ^ n T a t  T h e  c o o k e d  ham t e s t  p r o v i d e s  a 
P r a c t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  PSE c a s e s  ^ 1 )  O ^ ^ t y ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  t h e

M e t h a n e  n ^ L e ^ p o r k ^ * 1"  ^ d l f f — i n  ^ ^ “ y  b e t w e e n  h a l o t h a n e  p o s i t i v e  a n d  

M a t e r i a l  a n d  m e t h o d s

S n i \ 2 u ^ i t i Br ; n, ; : i r ; s s ! 2 4 ! i i ! : c i ^ d ' ) 1 1 ? h i n , ‘ r t h ho d s ^ t h e  p H i v a i u e  ° f" t h e  — *
Chemical c o m p o s i t i o n  o f  L  m a ’ , S r , b l " d i n e  c a p a c i t y  (3) and the

the c o o k e d  h a m  a n d  a l s o  the o r g a n o 1 e p t i c ° q u f 1 i l y .* 1 6 1 d ^  C h e m i c a l  c o m p o s i t i o n

*"d a ix^un tested "control ""pigs^ f!r tv*f P * " *  P°SitiVe "nd hal°tha"a negative pigs
p a s s e s  was measured in the'rniddl!”! f ^  m,lnUteS after stunning the pH value of the

the carcasses w e de one l0nglsslmus d°nsi, the next day the hams
"!re salted (in b r i n ! l 9% ^hfsnbft^samples .were taken, following which the hams
t^ u n g  in a n e t , s m o ^ d  ( 1  h) a n d  c o ! k ^  U 4  h ^ ^ c f  ‘14 h)>
ne c o m p l e t e d  p r o d u c t ,  and t h P nnmh«r, - i  b C * S a m P les w e re t a k e n  f r om
r°m e a ch b a t c h  o f  c u t  h a m  was c a l c u l a t e d . 1 ° 8 r a m S  ° f c o o k e d  h a m  t h a t  c o u l d  be m a de

63ults and discussion
Of
Of !ue halothane positive pigs 67% (4/6) were PSE cases (pH 2s 

'■he halothane negative. 1 5.8), and 17% (1/6)

Pt'evio,aPltS °?,Wat!r binding capacity of the ham (inside round) correspond to
Water h- results. Thus normal meat was compared with a severe PSE case (2). The
5 halc-i" 108 caPacity of ham was 33.8% lower for a halothane positive pig than for
<PH 6 3?neTI!e8atiVe Pig’ and 63>3% lower than that of the untested control pigsi °-3). The water binding results are in table 1.

Table 1. The water binding capacity of the halothane tested pigs. Hal- did not
react to halothane, hal + reacted to halothane, and control pig <pH1 6.3)

Number of samples Water binding capacity. %

«ai + 

C° h t r o l

42.3
28.0
76.3

The ch
818hiftraiCal comP°sItion of the test pigs is presented in table 
C°htr0l ?fc dlfTerence between the halothane positive, halothaneoi Pigs.

2. There was no
negative and



Table 2. The chemical composition of the meat of the halothane tested pigs. Six 
halothane positive hal+ and six halothane negative pigs hal- and three 
untested control pigs.

Pig type Cut of meat Water, % Protein, % Fat,

h a 1 + spare rib 70 19 11
hal- II 69 18 13
control " 66 17 18

ha 1 + loin 70 20 10
hal- h 71 21 8
control " 67 19 15

hal + outside round 7 5 21 5
hal - h .74 21 6
control h 73 20 7

hal + inside, round 76 22 3
hal- 77 21 3
control " 76 22 3

The technological yields of cooked ham made from the test pigs^ are presented in 
fable 3. The technological yield of cooked ham made from the ham of a halothane 
positive pig was 11.9% points lower than the technological yield of cooked ham 
a halothane negative pig and 13.8% points less than the technological yield o 
cooked ham from a control pig (pH 6.3). It was established in previous studies 

technological yield of cooked ham from a severe PSl pig 
(pH^ ^ 5.4) was 4.7% points less than normal (2).

Table 3. Technological yield of 
cooked ham. Pig types in 
table 1.

Pig type < Technological
yield

ha 1 - 105.9
h a 1 + • 94.0
control 107.8

The chemical composition and organoleptic quality of the cooked hams is present®^ 
in table 4. There was no difference in the chemical composition of cooked hams 
from, the control and halothane negative pigs. Compared with these there was les® 
water (3.1% points) and fat (1.0% points), but more protein (3.7% points) in th 
cooked hams made from, halothane positive pigs.
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S u : . : î ; r i p ^ . r : : s : * â ! â ? n . î " u c ï u ? : nô 1 5p t i 5 \ u n i t y  ° f
1 2 - 1 5  f o r  good and 9 - 1  ^  5 f ^ r  s a t i  s ^ c  ^  ^  ° ’ 7 P.»*"*» • Total pointa

% % % %

*1Q1̂

ha i  +
7 5 . 7

7 2 . 4
1 8 . 6

2 2 . 2
3 . 2  

2 . 5
2 .9  

3 . 2

c°ntrol 7 5 . 2 1 8 . 5 3 . 8 2 . 9

0 . 5 9  

0 . 5 9

0 . 5 7

1 1 . 5

9 . 0

10.0

best structure
crumbly, dry, 
worst structure
crumbly, watery
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