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Introduction

Annual breeders and pork producers have concentrated on reducing subcutaneous fat in plgs until recent y ^ ,  

L n  the^ nteracti°n ln the “ «ate preslaughter period are considered
„ lias

anf

c o n s i d L d P S F u f '™'"C PSE P°rk (MU,Tay "  a l ' 1989)' the « «  Processing industri
W ood T i l  (1 9 fZ  “ “  “  CarCa5S fat"eSS “  red““ d (J“ ' S et I994X Accorckn£ to KempsterW »d et al. (1988). very ean pig carcasses are showing soft fat. subcutaneous fa, separation, high drip loss,

lacking in Juiciness and flavor. Kompster et al. (1986) found that meat color and drip loss were not off«®1 
carcass weight, whereas meat from leaner carcasses had higher drip loss but had no effect on meat color.

For those countries aiming a, the Japanese market it is important keep producing high quality pork, and«I  
important to know that Japanese prefer highly marbled pork lorn. Recently, marbling of pork loin is also emP«^ 
Korea, but few studies have reported about the relationship between intramuscular fat or backfat thickness 
quality characteristics. Hence, the present study aimed to examln the associations among carcass weigW 
thickness, intramuscular fat content, drip loss, and meat color of pork.

an«

M aterials and M ethods

Two trials were conducted using pigs from a same farm A total of • , 1 0
weigh, sex, backfat th.ckness at three different point, muscle pH of loin a, l a T ^ a  T T “ “ ¡"d

“  —  < n p p c -

f™and »r ~ «. -  t t z 's z s s z r so,t -  ™
" "  " t j l z z z z z z z z ^and1 objective leaTcotor. 7 u r ^  mem T *  P° *  * " *  —  — —  drip loss intram,

200b. Results were expressed as t i t  » 7 , 7 ' ' 7 '  ‘ S“rfaCe “  'aS'  rib uslnB a Minolta ^CJ.E L., a., b., and metric chroma O  and hue were calculated Drip
determined as the weight loss during suspension of meat T a l ^ T Z u t w j ^  '1Ue. ^ ere CalcuIated Drif 
(Honikel, 1987). These meanirpmontc , P bo 1 30g) in an inflated plastic bag (4 C)

was determined by ether extraction o v e r ^ h r s  7a O AC T  ° l ^  daSSeS' IntramUSC
backfat thickness were measured ................ n0r t0 the quallty assessment, carcass '

— ™ r “ - — —

loss

°C) f°r

R esults and D iscussion

q u i ; r im : im '™ sd j s t  s n  r sbt- ^  c* r a-d —  — — pi
subjective color score were incrlas^ L i  !  Wdl!bt and ba' ktal ‘b « * " - .  both ultima» J
KFN and DFD, backfat o, RFN samp,e was t h i c k e t
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! bdckfat thickness maybe effected on subjective marbling score, and pork quality also could be affected by them.
° *ore carefully investigate this hypothesis, objective meat color, drip loss % and intramuscular fat % were 

>n Trial 2. Although the simple correlation between backfat thickness and intramuscular fat % was 0.33 
^  ,°0l)' significant correlation between pork quality and backfat thickness was not showed. With increasing of carcass 
lncr8ht and backfat thickness, L*- value and drip loss % were not changed. Furthemore, even intramuscular fat % was 
]ntreased- meat color and drip loss % were not changed (Table 2). There was not significantly different between

tharatnUSCUlar fa t % and p o rk  q u a lity  (P> a 0 5 ) - These  resu lts  show ed th a t m a rb lin g  d id  no t e ffec t on pork quah ty
acteristics, although carcass weight and backfat thickness were correlated with marbling of pork loin.
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' Characteristics of four backfat thickness classes of pork carcasses

s%3vT'8ht <kg)

0 « “ '  ■>« 
score

scores
Color

Firmness
Marbling

A<=20mm

68.83a(2.16)

1.75“(0.24) 
1.67a(0.22) 
1.33a(0.22) 
5.47a(0.09) 
1.92“ (0.24)

Backfat thickness classes (mean, SE)

20mm<B<=25mm

77.52b(1.02)

2.14ab(0.11)
2.06ab(0.10)
1.68ab(0.10)
5.57a(0.04)

2.44ab(0.11)

25mm<C<=30mm

81.40c(0.67)

2.35b(0.07)
2.25b(0.07)
1.81b(0.07)
5.63b(0.03)
2.56b(0,08)

any row having unlike superscripts are different (p<0.05).

D>30mm

84.69d(0.65)

2.39b(0.07)
2.24b(0.07)
1.86b(0.07)
5.66b(0.03)
2.63b(0.07)

6 0
Characteristics of intramuscular fat % classes of pork loin

kkfT Wei8ht (kg) 
Sickness (cm)

l>gh?te pH
(L.)

C  0ss (%)
V .^ sc u la r  fat 
v  score

(%)

Intramuscular fat % classes (mean, SE)

A<=2.0 2.0<B<=5.0

any row having unlike superscripts are different (p<0.05).

0 5 .0

87.00(4.50) 79.57(0.89) 81.15(1.71)
2.60ab(0.23) 2.75a(0.05) 3.00b(0.09)
5.71(0.14) 5.66 (0.03) 5.66(0.05)

50.44(2.50) 50.96(0.49) 51.09(0.97)
4.11(1.31) 4.11(0.26) 4.73(0.50)
1.75a(0.39) 3.50b(0.08) 5.66c(0.15)
2.33(0.47) 2.55 (0.09) 2.45(0.18)
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