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Abstract

The physicochemical properties and sensory characteristics for the neck, belly and ham of crossbred pigs SW90
(slaughter weight 90~100 kg) and SWI110(slaughter weight 110~120 kg) were evaluated to investigate their quality. The
water holding capacity, freezing loss, thawing loss, pan boiling loss and water boiling loss were not significantly different
between SW90 and SWI110, but the thawing loss and water boiling loss of belly were higher than those of other
parts(p<0.05). The surface color was not affect by slaughter weight, but the L* value of belly was higher than that of
the other parts and a* value was lower than that of the neck and ham(p<0.05). The mechanical texture was not affect
by slaughter weight, the hardness of belly was lower than that of the neck and ham, but the springiness, cohesiveness,
gumminess, chewiness and shear force of neck and ham were lower than those of belly(p<0.05). The pH, VBN content
and TBARS value was not significantly different by slaughter weight. The taste, aroma, texture, juiciness and palatability
of SW110 were higher than those of SW90, and the sensory characteristics of belly were higher than those of neck and

ham, but their difference was not significant.
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Table 1. Water holding capacity(WHC), freezing loss(FL), thawing loss(TL), pan boiling loss(PL) and water boiling

loss(WL) of pork

Neck Belly Ham
Traits ; .
Swoo” Sw110? SW90 SW110 SW90 SW110

WHC 64.1+4.8% 64.8+4.8 64.7+4.5 68.7+3.7 63.543.8 65.4+5.6
FL 0.840.6 0.4+0.9 0.6+0.3 0.640.2 1.5+1.0 0.9+0.4
TL 5.042.3%9 42£1.5% 3.142.2° 2.3:+0.8° 8.4+2.9% 9.2+] .8
PL 28.524.1 28.3+8 .4 314434 30.246.0 31.542.6 31.246.0
WL 31.5+1.7%" 29.3+3.4% 24244 .6° 24.3+5.5> 32.541.5° 30.3:2.4%

" Slaughter weight 90~100 kg.
2 Slaughter weight 110~120 kg.
) Mean+tStandard deviation.

9 Means with different superscript letters within a row are significantly different at @=0.05 level as determined by Duncan's multiple

range test.

Table 2. Hunter's value of pork

Neck Belly Ham
Hunter's value . 2
Swoo" SW110? SW90 SW110 SW90 SW110

L 46.9+1.7%9 48332 4% 65.644.8° 64.36 6" 50.4+1.1™ 49 8+2 3%
a 13.4+0.7° 13.741.0° 42419° 6.142.6° 9.6+0.8° 10.1£0.5°
b 5.7+1.7 6.942.7 7.040.8 7.541.8 49£13 5.742.1

19 As in Table 1.

L" lightness, a’: redness, b yellowness.
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Table 3. Handness(dyne/cmz), springiness(%), cohesiveness(%), gumminess(kg), chewiness(g) and shear force value(SFV,

kg) of pork
) Neck Belly Ham

Traits
SW90" SW110” SW90 SW110 SW90 SW110
Hardness 1,335£17%% 1,4734254" 1,281£156 1,247£191° 1,428+219® 1,640+140°
Springiness 74.148.6® 77.546.7 83.345.9° 85.0+5.2° 67.246.6° 68.6£6.9°
Cohesiveness 42.1£5.6° 42.0+5.5° 49.7+3.7% 55.242.6° 41.7+4.6° 44.4+5.0°
Gumminess 278+40° 333429° 382+22° 386:£48% 311434% 383:442%
Chewiness 63.245.0° 70.3+5.2° 82.5:2.4° 84.6+4.7° 63.3+4.2° 71.9+5.0°
SFV 1,816+131° 2,343+208" 4,927+182° 4,529+383" 2,195+186™ 2,480+251°

'™ As in Table 1.

Table 4. pH, volatile basic nitrogen(VBN,
mg/kg) of pork

mg%) and thiobarbituric acid reactive substances(TBARS, malonaldehyde

Neck Belly Ham
Traits
SWogV SW110? SW90 SWI110 SW90 SW110
pH 5.65+0.21% 5.76+0.17 5.69+0.13 5.79+0.20 5.73+0.26 5.63+0.15
VBN 10.88+2.93 12.78+4.92 10.84+4.04 10.22+4.15 11.45+2.49 11.94+4.62
TBARS 0.33+0.28 0.23+0.09 0.26+0.14 0.27+0.17 0.25+0.10 0.25+0.08

=3 AS in Table 1.
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Table 5. Sensory evaluation of pork

EAAFo] e £49 F4 % 154 v

Neck Belly Ham
Sensory properties >
swoo" Sw110? SW90 SW110 SW90 SW110
Taste 4.90+0.947 5.15+1.17 4.85+1.24 5.46+1.03 4.94£1.18 4.81+1.03
Aroma 4.95+1.07 5.07+1.01 4.93+1.13 5.02+0.91 4.59+1.02 4784091
Texture 4.85+1.46 5.17+1.36 5.15%1.11 5.42+1.14 4.80+1.27 4.15+1.48
Juiciness 4.85:1.17 5.37+1.20 5.15£1.30 5.59+0.97 4.98+1.26 4.87+1.19
Palatability 4.78+1.06 524+1.11 5.12+1.05 5.44+1.05 4784113 4.61£1.05

"3 As in Table 1.
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