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The muscles studied were: Proximal pelvic limb (Gl): Tensor fascia 

(B F E )/ Glutaeus medius. accessorius et profundus (GLU).Vastus 
^^falS-jnedialis (V M E ) , Vastus intermedius (VIN) , Rectus femoris (RFE),

’ Scaciiis (GRA), Semimembranosus (SME), Adductor (ADD), Pectineus (p e c ) 

tal pelvic limb (G2): Gastrocnemius et soleus (GAS), Fibulari ,q

^^iioruji!— longus & Extensor digitorum lateralis (EPL) and Flexor

— si— profundus & Fibularis longus (FPL). Spinal (G3): Psoas major 

(LDO). Abdominal (G4): Obliauus externus abdominis (OEA),

(O I A ), Iransversus abdominis (TRA) and Rectus abdominis (r e a ). 

1Inb (G5)= Deltoide? (DEL), infraspinatus (INF).Triceps brachii (TBR),
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Teres manor (TEM), supraspinatus (SUP), Biceps brachii (BIB) and
A b d u c t o r  d i athoracic limb (G6): Extensor carpi radialis,__ ylnaris lateralis.

Extensor diaitorum communis et lateralis (ETL) and fjexpr carpi radial
5 SV'

Flexor diaitorum profundus et superficialis (FTL).
The data were processed statistically by the NWASTATPAK Program Northwest 

Inc. Portland Oregon USA.
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The individual IMF content as a percent of total IMF in each anatomical D jji

for L and F pigs are given in Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4. Significant difference

tribution between the L and F pigs were detected. A significant accumulati°n (P

IMF fat occurs in Mm BFE and GLU in F pigs and in GRA, SME and ADD in L pigs in t h e

Fig. 1). In spite of the big SD in the abdominal ®usC^jpelvic limb muscle group
fat content shows the most important changes, specially in Mm OIA and REA (P < ' ^

Differences in the other muscle groups were less significant. The total
xS ft*each anatomical muscle group as a percentage of total IMF in the L and F piPs p
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Figure 5. Statistical differences (p <.05) in the distribution of IMF P

groups are shown for groups 1, 2 and 3. The total amount of IMF fat was si® ^

0.43 and 0.41 kg in spite of big differences in carcass fat. This results e
a ,/correlation found between total body fat and IMF for many authors (Duniec et

a and the difficulties in the estimation of the effects
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like breed, sex, diet on the IMF content fat in a given muscle taking in 
fatness or any predictor indicator of carcass fatness as a back fat *'*" ^  

increasing incidence of meat quality problems requires new methods of meat
I

prediction (Kempster et al 1986). ^ 4.

The IMF% in the muscles from the two lines are given in Figure 1, 2, 3 

were higher in the F pigs compared with the L ones except for the Mm 

(Group 1); OIA and TRA (Group 4) and extensor muscles (Group 6 ).

The levels of linoleic acid (18:2) in the muscle lipids were always ^  }tl

than in the fat pigs (Fig.6 ). The values were from 6.3 to 13.4% in the lean
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4.9 to 10.9% in the fat pigs. The % of 18:2 was related negatively to the ^. t n a n  f
muscle but also at similar IMF% the F pigs have less 18:2 in total lipias  ̂ (0. J

No differences in the average daily gain between the two lines were
d e t e c t e

0.929 g for L and F pigs) and then the difference may be due to the 

of the lipid classes to the total muscular lipids. At similar diet the 

observed when growth rate and fat thickness were high (Wood, 1983).
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Conclusions

Differences

J

in the distribution of intramuscular fat between lean a n d f at J 1
found. The total amount of intramuscular fat was similar in both lines. The f  attV

position of intramuscular lipids 

linoleic acid in the lean pigs.

showed a strong tendency for a h i g b e r
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Fig. 2. IMF% and IMF weights as a % of total 
IMF in the anatomical group.
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Fig. 3. IMF% and IMF weights as a % of total 
IMF in the anatomical group.
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Fig.5 Intramuscular fat as a % of total 
intramuscular fat in each group.
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Fig. 4. IMF% and IMF weights as a r0#  
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