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Abstract; Total hundred of piglets of each twenty from the five hybrid pigs of Duroc x N, (DN, ),
Duroc X N,(DN,), Duroc x N,(DN,), Yorkshire x Landrace x Saba (YLS) and Duroc x Land-
race X White large ( DLW ) weighting 20 kg were fed for 120 d. After feeding and slaughter experi-
ments, muscle nutritional component, psychical and chemical specialties and sensory evaluation was
conducted to investigate the effect of genotypes on the meat quality in hybrid pigs. It has been shown
that the content of crude protein Longissimus dorsi (LD muscle) in DLW and YLS hybrids was signifi-
cantly higher than other hybrid pigs while content of crude fat of Longissimus dorsi ( LD muscle) in
DN, hybrid pigs was significantly higher than other hybrid pigs. Compare with other hybrid pigs, DLW
hybrid pigs had a lower marbling score. The shear force value of LD muscle in DN;and YLD hybrids
was significantly lower than other hybrids. Compared with DN, , DN, , YLS and DLY hybrids, the rate

of water loss in DN, hybrid pigs was significantly low. The content of inosinic acid of LD muscle in
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DN;, DN, and DN, hybrids were significantly higher than the YLS and DLY hybrids. Compared with
DLY, the diameter of muscle fiber in DN, , DN, and DN, was significantly lower and the reverse results

were observed for density of muscle fiber in DN, and DN, hybrids. There were no significant differ-

ences among DN, , DN, and DN,. And the results of sensory evaluation indicated that the flavor, sa-

vor, tenderness and juicy in DN, was trend to be better compare with other hybrids even though there

were no significant difference among the five hybrids. Overall, DN, was very suit for the production of

chilled meat compared with other hybrid combination.
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Tab.1 The formula of basal diets and nutrient levels
- Mr Bt stage
SRR 20 ~ 30 ~ : 70 ~
formula of basal diets
30 kg 70 kg 110 kg
FK maize 51 50 52
M1 soybean meal 13 20 19
L K E toasted soybean 10 — —
F %k wheat bran 8 14 13
2} fish meal 4 — —
JHHBE rapeseed bran 10 5 5
SRR rapeseed meal — 5 5
WA H zeolite power — 2 2
TR premix 4 4 4
e s o i Bt stage
HIRRO O 0o i
nutrient levels
30 kg 70 kg 120 kg
DE/(MJ - kg™") 13.04 12. 14 11.70
CP/% 18.00 16.90 16.40
Lys/% 0.96 0.79 0.77
Met + Lys/% 0.63 0.59 0.58
Ca/% 0.77 0.65 0.55
P/ % 0.65 0.54 0.40

CHYIESS (EATHAR) 4.2 ¢ MgSO, - 7H,0, 400.8
mg CuSO, - 5H,0, 448 mg ZnCO, - 7H,0, 13.6 mg MnSO, -
H,0, 512.7 mg FeSO, - 7H,0, 0.6 mg Na,SeO,, 0.2 mg IK.

Rk Z LG (AT HIR) 30 mg MR, 16 mg D -2
BA%, 7 mg 4EEE B, 6 mg EEE B, 6 mg HHHE, 2 mg
MR, 0.2 mg AW, 2.5 mg 4i/EE B,,, 300 mg 4l %
E, 16 mg 4i2EE A, 2. 5mg 44 % D3, 0. 75 mg 4L E K.
RIRFED R (BT HRRL) 4 ¢,
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Tab.2 The comparison of muscle nutritional component among hybrid porcines

L H parameter FLIEE DN, FLEEL DN, FEIE RS DN, )AL YCS 4K DLW
IK4Y/ % moisture 73.81 +1.49 74.06 +1.29 73.42 +1.46 73.22 £1.73 73.02 +1.24
FY /% dry matter  24.67 +1.49 24.74 +1.29 24.93 +1.46 25.48 £1.73 25.83 +1.24
M5/ % crude protein  19.81 +0. 61° 19.97 £0.51° 19.59 £0.26" 20.65 +0.72" 20.52 £0.71"
MR/ % crude fat 3.77 £1.02" 3.69 £1.290" 4.09 +1.97* 3.66 +1.56" 3.78 £1.71°
MJK5/% crude ash 1.08 +0.13 0.93 +0.17 1.03 +0.09 0.95 +0.11 1.01 +0.04

=T P FRARERREREE (P<0.05),

Note; The letter in the same row means significant difference (P <0.05).
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Tab.3 The comparison of psychical and chemical apecialty among hybrid porcines

i H parameter FHIEE DN, FHEE DN, FHIERG DN, KA YCS K DLW
pHas i 6.15+0.11 6.24 +0.13 6.29 +0.21 6.09 +0.07 6.12 +0.19
W/ 3.16 +0.26 3.00 +0.00 3.16 +0.26 3.08 +0.20 3.16 +0.26
meat color
A8/

jti.aq o 3.25+1.21" 3.25+0.61" 3.50 +0. 00" 3.25 +0.52" 2.50 +0. 54"

marbling score
RUZ/N 47.07 +4.09" 44.28 £4.12" 35.18 £6.61" 40.36 £8.96"  55.37 +11.59"

shear force value
K/
HOKA/ % 17.69 +3.99" 17.71 £4.30" 14.19 2. 05" 24.20 +10.17°  17.19 +3.85"
water loss rate
e e . -1
Hﬂﬁ@a/é\;g g) 2.61 +0.21" 2.58 +0. 34" 2.74 +0. 20" 2.35 +0.23"  2.26 = 0.19"
Y H AL/
Mz EE /pm 202.02 £25.26*  209.56 =19.001°  195.51 +14.15%  224.27 +16.35" 245.56 +34.80"
muscle fiber diameter
LT Yy 53R i . -2
WAL/ (n » mm ™) 48.25 £8.10"

ab
muscle fibre density 53.70 £5.36

56.39 £10.77*

57.39 +8.91°

48.16 +12.26"

ER—fT P FRARERREZREE (P< 0.05),

Note; The letter in the same row means significant difference (P < 0.05).
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Tab.4 The result of sensory evaluation among hybrid porcines

T H parameter FEE DN, FIHE DN, FEUEFS DN, KA YCS ALK DLW
7S, aroma 7.62 +0.50 7.53 +0.20 7.87 £0.71 7.51+0.45 7.61 £0.57
T flavor 7.83+0.34 7.70 £0.34 8.00 +0. 63 7.43 £0.23 7.70 +0. 50

¥ tenderness 7.79 +0.20 7.71 £0.26 8.00 0. 87 7.66 +0.31 7.57+0.78

Z 11 juiciness 7.84 +0.27 7.72 £0.24 8.00 +0.63 7.62 +0.67 7.67 £0.67

HEF—fT P FRARERREZREE (P< 0.05),

Note; The letter in the same row means significant difference (P < 0.05).
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