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Abstract

In this study, the quality of sow pork was compared with commercial pork to evaluate sow pork as raw meat mate-
rial for processing. Texture, cooking loss, color, pH, water, lipid, fatty acid, volatile profiles, and sensory character-
istics of 3 parts (tenderloin, loin, hind leg) of sow and commercial pork were analyzed. In texture analysis, sow
pork had significantly higher shear force compared to commercial pork (tenderloin: sow 143.19 N, commercial
107.79 N; loin: sow 173.62 N, commercial 120.65 N; hind leg: sow 211.76 N, commercial 112.80 N) (p<0.05). There
were significant differences in cooking loss, color, and pH, but they differed by part. A total of 49 volatile com-
pounds were identified, and there were significant differences in 22 volatile compounds. In the case of hexanal (one
of the warmed-over flavors), which was detected on the largest scale, the relative concentration was significantly
higher in the tenderloin of commercial pork (»<0.05). On the other hand, no differences were reported by sensory
analysis for hardness, off-flavor, juiciness, oiliness, appearance, taste, and acceptability between cooked sow and
commercial pork. This study provides a database on the quality of sow pork by parts, which is considerable to

develop proceed meat products using sow meat.
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A=t 71 1 %—T} 6,649 H/kg, 15+ 6,408 A/kgo 2
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25 108.70+15.30 kgol ™, REQ] A2 A T2 223.28+
16.45kgl 2 A =2 289 o] Et}(National Institute of
Animal Science, 2021). o]l W} RES] F9) Aatge
O 2.04+028 kg, 541 14.23£1.59 kg, =41 10.91+1.27 kg,
k] 20.94+2.19 kg, Stk 34.97+3.15 kg, A4k 28.45+
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(National Institute of Animal Science, 2021). T-¥F E=9]
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A AEE SIATHEE M ST, & §46: SL; =&
TX]: SH; 4= oMl CT, 4= S4: CL;, 4= &
Al: CH). & AlE= 791 Bojgj&5E 2kg o4 Al
ol FHol 2t T AA X2 Yol ALS ATt
T 25 B ARSI AE FEE Qg SviEe
petroleum ether (4980-08, Macron, Radnor, PA, US), A%+
AP EAS S RETEEE 2 EZTEHEE glyceryl
triundecanoate (T5534, Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, US),
37 Component FAME Mix (CRM47885, Supelco, St. Louis,
MO, US), 3 A& #45 A WiEFEdEs 2-
methyl-3-heptanone (103128, Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO,
US) A= AHg-skal.
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d AES 3087 WY F A8 E7](Twin blade
sample preparation tool, Stable Micro Systems, Godalming,
UK)E ©]&ste] 3x3em AUFoz gdsiA dad 2
SNE AT A HF ANREEAN SE3uch 247
42 Stable Micro SystemsAH(Godalming, UK)2] Texture
Anlalyser (TAXTplusC)E& AF&-3F512™, 4ol 90 mm<]
A bladeE ©]-&3l] A (shear force)s =743t Th.
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EAE) e SR, BEFOR WAL=

89.10, a*=-1.52, b*=1.48)% ©|&3}uct RE A Az}

2 33] WHEste] et REAAE YERA AT
pH =5

pH 42 7|9 A4 (Eom & Yang, 2022)5 #3135}
ARSHE HES 19 (ww)E dto] 3 § S4 53
T} 200g ol ¥ B FAsE 7 AJ5EE 5g¥ 50

mL conical tubed]] 3] sl 459 FHFE H7}
g % shaker (MMV-1000W, EYELA, Tokyo, JP)Z 200
pmol A 3027 EF3IATE ©lE 4,500 rppmel A 1027
AR T & AZdo] pHE pH meter (ORION STAR
A211, Thermo Scientific, Waltham, MA, US)E ©]&-3}¢]
73ttt pH 23352 33] WHEate] W3 FEHAE
LERH AT
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Hilleroed, DK)2. 2 oJE|2 80 mLE ©]|-&3lo] FZ3} ).
APk sEglow 22E AW F 25mg WS AF
ato] A3 AL Al ] A1 (Ministry of Food
and Drug Safety, 2023). 2 EA 3} t}h. £47]71E GC-
FID (8890, Agilent Technology, Santa Clara, CA, USA)E
AFRE AL, AR EE SP-2560 (100 m x 0.25 mm X
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et al, 2020)5 Farste] I =27S FA st A
AAE AlE F 1g& 20mL headspace vial (Agilent
Technology, Santa Clara, CA, USA)9l 4= 3| A3 3ste] Ul

BEFEZZ  2-methyl-3-heptanone

[100 ppm (V/V) in
methanol] 100 pLS 3718+ 3, vial cap (Agilent Technology,
Santa Clara, CA, USA)2. 2 T&-3}o] 30% F<9F voltexing
stAth g AES IA|Gr Al FEH(solid phase
microextraction, SPME)S.2 FZ3}% 2™, SPME manual
holder, 75 um CAR/PDMS fused silica 24 Ga SPME fiber
+ SupelcoAH(Bellefonte, PA, USA)2] A& AF8-3}53th
Headspace U] 3¢ E29] HEPFL 98] vialS agitator
(PAL System, Zwingen, Switzerland)oll Al 30 &< #-x] 5
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10327 F2Fekdnh. §2het 38 5452 GC (Agilent
7890B, Agilent Technology, Santa Clara, CA, USA)-MS
(5977A, Agilent Technology, Santa Clara, CA, USA)E ©]

%)
025 um film thickness, J&W Scientific, Folsom, CA,
USA) AFE, oladezes dFS AHEsaer, 52
1.3 mL/min® 2 AL A 52 9 AlolE splitless mode
E AT GC QB2 50°CollAM sE7 AR &,
1°C/mine] £E== 80°Col| ©o|2 H 15°C/ming &E =2
200°Coll =Esle] 5E7F FA51== vl 7= 7](detector)
transfer lined] =%+ 280°CE 3192, mass scan range
= 40-550 m/z, ionization energy= 70 eVol|4 EI (Electron
ionization) W] 0.2 B3¢t 7 3ugd i 4
mass spectral database (WIONI14, Agilent Technology,
Santa Clara, CA, USA)S o|&3to] &35t} 3wAd A
#2o] 32 GC-MS total ion chromatogram “g<] W&
AEFEZE AMEE 2-methyl-3-heptanone [100 ppm (v/v)
in methanol] 100 pLe] 3] ¥ 4 (peak area)Zt 7} 3]7d
AR vamAS vwste] Aoa $ak(relative peak
area). 2 AE3IG o, BE I AT A2 33
e Ste] [ AR VERY AT

= Fofsiith weH I A
H =5S 7 1om T2 Adbsta
& WL ol g3 FAF =71 70°C o) FHA stEx
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&71°0 wot Aol A Ag-atsiet
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Minitab (21 version, Minitab Inc., State College, PA,
USA)S o]&sto] 7} Alge] a1 7%k 2polo] fo4
< At 233, 7HEAE, AL pH, guk A 4
A AR SH A Aole I DR-AHEA (one-way
ANOVA) ¥ Fisher testE F-3J3le] ASst9 o, 537}
= Y 799 B 9 4= Vi AR Blug U & et
& 2ol AES sl 282 ¢ A (ttest) A AT BE
FAAEE p<0.059] oA FodS ASskiTh
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Table 1. Shear force, cooking loss, color and pH of sow and commercial pork according to part

Tendeloin Loin Hind leg
STV CT SL CL SH CH

Mean? SD  Mean SD  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Shear force (N) 143.19Y +£2.09 107.79° £+ 8.88 173.62°£19.95  120.65+29.05 211.76*°+18.16  112.80%+8.21
Cooking loss (%) 38.09* £ 0.54 36.76" £ 0.47 36.34*+ 0.41 33.28°+0.63 27.50°+£0.77 31.98°+2.78
Color L* (Lightness) 42.97°+1.03 39.15°+£1.96 42.62°+0.39 50.28"+ 0.54 41.32¢9+0.31 46.98°+0.52
a* (Redness) 443+ 0.54 13.70*+ 0.86 -0.49°+0.09 —2.057+0.09 12.45°+0.33 3.07+0.51

b* (Yellowness) 14.48 + 0.94 18.42*+£0.73 11.67+£0.23 9.94°+0.20 12.68°+£0.18 9.33°+0.23

pH 6.05°+0.01 5.73%+0.03 5.76°+0.12 5.58°+0.04 5.62% +0.07 6.20*+0.15

YST: Tendeloin of sow pork; CT: tenderloin of commercial pork; SL: loin of sow pork; CL: loin of commercial pork; SH: Hind leg of sow pork; CH: Hind

leg of commercial pork.

2 Average of relative peak areas to that of internal standard (n =5 (shear force) or 3) + standard deviation.
“Mean values with the same letter in a row are not significantly different at p<0.05.
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e FAI AHR 71ERE A5 9% AEEA
g8 5ol YTHHuffman et al., 1996; Platter et al., 2003;
Kim et al., 2007). ¥ AFNHE ZE 2 FH= B9

Lot

H ZAZRS B8] 98 ¥ (shear forceyS 743t
Fow, 2 A= Table 13 2ok A2 2E 5l 44
= 7k o7t M WEE 24 dEow Hyg AdE
S 54 BE= ST 143.19N, CT 107.79N, o+ 9=
SL 173.62N, CL 120.65N, ¥% 9+ SH 211.76N,

CH 11280 N2, B F9ox REe] Aol {94
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SH7F e 2814 sdnistel tgste] AAH o=
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WHC)ol2}aL &t §79 F4& dAshk= F820 5 st
v}e]th(Hong, 2012; Jeon et al., 2015). 43S dg=7
ANM 7o EHE SATOEHN BTt 7hset, =Y
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23, ¢k FEQloAE= ST 38.09%, CT 36.76%E 2|3
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al., 2013; Hong, 2012). & ¥ 4 Ee] F4d A =
gt A3= Table 13+ 2o L¥(BE)2 M4 F-9lolA
ST 42.97, CT 39.15, 54 H$lollAl SL 42.62, CL 50.28
F2] F9oA SH 41.32, CH 46982 =4 o] ¢hale
Hee] BRIV E3, 54, FAe A BRI =8
Ao Z U th(p<0.05). a*(H )= b4l F2]ollA ST
443, CT 13.70, 54 114 SL -0.49, CL -2.05, ¥4
F-2loll A SH 1245, CH 3.072 S =0} el 4=
AAME7L 23, 54, $AE BE AT =39
(p<0.05). %4 AL Sl w2t vleg=Rl gl w
ofA] =529 Mo| FojA= 73 3Fo] °

°‘°1(K1m et al,, 2010), 2=2] 54 B FX] F-9]9 A4
Tt 2 AL ol 7IRlehe AR FAT & Uk ¢F
A F9e A= AR Eof dtE ATt vE
S, e A7 AFoME T4 B FA] Foe BE
AN E7E Z9kA BEA QR RelelA = o3 o)zt
= RALeZ YERHKim & Kim, 2018), ¢ F9)7} E]—
o5l Hls) FH o ® APl wE zpol7t A %

= FAE F Uk pH(EAE)s G FHlelA ST
48, CT 1842, 54 F$]olA4 SL 11.67, CL 9.94, $A|
F-2loll A SH 12.68, CH 9332 A5 o] 37 H9] %
oA B=9] JAETE ZUTHp<0.05). F=o] 4= H]
3 AHo =z e HErt o AAwrt g FA
I A HETF oy ANMETL son, JMEE BE
| 2% :E}l g Utk BE B A4E 9 pH
A A= Table 13} Zow, M 9= ST 6.05, CT
73, 54 H-9= SL 576, CL 558, &% F9&= SH
562, CH 6202 UEl} ¢hil, E4e RES) pH7} =9
O, A= A= pH7E EXTHp<0.05). 71E AT
T &5 %ol 71| wEt pHe Rolzivte Aet
(Park et al,, 2001), & 7] M4, 4 F91¢ A=

= do rfu &212

|

W

FitE]glon, kst A+ A= pHe B, 14
7ke] zpol7) W EelRA] ¢kol(Kim & Kim, 2018; Hoa et
al,, 2020) 7| Ao WE Aol7} ) = Aoz 2HAL.

ST 77.01%, CT 74.68%, %—ﬁ‘ =
T234%% FEo] foFow Egpon T Y= SH
74 12%, CH 72.89%% UEOl =71 8?‘329_% 14 Aol

O

3}S E}(Klm & Klm 2018). AW gk Qb H$= ST
0.50%, CT 0.88%, 54 %= SL 0.35%, CL 1.78%%
TA=0] FYHoz =9kor, X H9 = SH 1.3%,
CH 03%=% Eo] foldoz s3dth(p<0.05). T4= &
A, Qb o] A gho]l REd) His) B A 7S A
Azl FARRHKIm & Kim, 2018), $21©] 7§ it <]
A7 e o, o= AAxA I WA 55 Al
Aste FA A LG Zfolol] 7IRIgH Aow FH T
SO AR F8S G4 B AsE SN v
83 9 4oln, 53] 7tExEE F3l aldehydes, acid
7, esterfr § S dul = o]F EES A=
AFA 2] 9 &% SHK(Dihn et al, 2021). 2 Ao A
;(] H]—)\}o] q_/d ]0_8_ ?l-/;:]‘ H,c]q.‘: ST= _\,j_;éjrx] H]')‘]'(SFA)
41.77%, B E3AWAHUSFA) 57.65%, CTE SFA 38.93%,
USFA 60.50%% SFA H]&-2 ZE0], USFA Y& 174
=o] EAdLh T4 F9= SLS SFA 41.67%, USFA
57.93%, CL-S SFA 40.52%, USFA 59.02%% R=3} 44
=] AAE ARSI F2]F 2te] 7t /1A TH(p<0.05).
& H9E= SHE SFA 38.60%, USFA 60.89%, CHE

-

Table 2. Water, fat contents and fatty acid compositions of sow and commercial pork according to part

Tendeloin Loin Hind leg
STV CT SL CL SH CH
Mean? SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD
Water content (%) 77.01°9+ 0.14 74.68" £ 0.42 74.20°+0.14 72.34°+0.07 74.12°+0.63 72.89°+0.88
Fat content (%) 0.50%+ 0.05 0.88°+0.03 0.35°+0.06 1.78°+0.17 1.32°+0.09 0.29°+0.02
Fatty acid SFAY 41.77°+£ 043 38.93%* + 0.44 41.67°£2.18 40.52%* +0.35 38.60°+ 0.08 41.88*+0.39
compositions ~ TFA 0.58+ 0.02 0.57*+0.01 0.40%+0.19 0.46®+0.01 0.51°°+0.00 0.28°+0.12
(%) UFA 57.65°+ 0.41 60.50® + 0.45 57.93°+£2.17 59.02% + 0.35 60.89*+ 0.07 57.84°+0.37

MUFA  45.16™ % 2.03 48.44°+0.44
PUFA 12.49™ & 1.65 12.06"+0.34

50.13*+0.40 50.80% £ 0.09 46.53£0.23 49.53"+0.27
7.80°+2.01 8.22°+£0.27 1436+ 0.23 8.31°+£0.60

YST: Tendeloin of sow pork; CT: tenderloin of commercial pork; SL: loin
leg of commercial pork.

of sow pork; CL: loin of commercial pork; SH: Hind leg of sow pork; CH: Hind

D Average of relative peak areas to that of internal standard (n = 3) + standard deviation.
9SFA: saturated fatty acid; TFA: trans fatty acid; UFA: unsaturated fatty acid (MUFA + PUFA); MUFA: mono-unsaturated fatty acid; PUFA: poly-

unsaturated fatty acid.
“Mean values with the same letter in a row are not significantly different

at p<0.05.
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2 FAEJY. AEE 49% F aldehyde™ 8%, alcoholF

3%, acidf 2%, esteri 2%, ketonef 2%, furani 15

Table 3. Relative concentrations of volatile compounds of sow and commercial pork according to part

Tendeloin Loin Hind leg
STV CT SL CL SH CH
Mean? SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD
Aldehydes (21)
Pentanal 0.3479+0.189  0.507**+0.160  0.266™+0.138  0.593* £0.015  0.244°+£0.211  0.276 +0.008
Hexanal 3.593°+0.194 4.962*+ 1.409 3.222°+0.536  3.327° £0.157  2.937°+0.065 2.075° +0.320
(E)-2-Hexenal 0.021% + 0.009 0.044*+£0.011 0.008°+0.001  0.025" £0.001  0.014°+0.002  0.009° +0.005
Heptanal 0.496% + 0.049 0.821°+£0.132  0.581°+£0.084 0.597° £0.012 0.551*°+0.022 0.454° +0.065
Heptenal 0.093*+ 0.053 0.204°+£0.024  0.009°+0.015 0.073™+0.007 0.096"+0.083  0.028™ + 0.008
Benzaldehyde 0.023°£0.040 0.009°+£0.016 0.166+0.037  0.202* +£0.023  0.068™+0.059 0.093" +0.011
Octanal 0.311°+£0.023  0.429* +0.135 0.462°+0.108  0.441™+0.010 0.421*°+0.052 0391 +0.074
2-Octenal 0.049°+0.018  0.059™+0.014 0.042°+£0.015 0.084* £0.008 0.082°+0.015 0.035° +£0.014
Nonanal 0.278°+£0.077  0.334®+£0.030 0.360°+0.061 0.440° £0.019 0.431°+0.063 0.398* +0.089
Ethyl benzaldehyde 0.003%¢ + 0.003 0.006°+£0.001  0.002*°+0.002 0.005®°+0.000 0.001°+0.002 0.003" +0.001
(E)-2-Nonenal 0.010 = 0.009 0.020 + 0.008 0.012+0.003 0.016 +0.002 0.027+0.009 0.011 +0.004
Decanal 0.000° £ 0.000 0.000° £ 0.000 0.004*+0.001  0.006" +0.000  0.004"+0.003 0.005" +0.001
(E,E)-2,4-Nonadienal 0.000 + 0.000 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 = 0.000 0.002£0.003 0.000 =+0.000
2-Decenal 0.009° + 0.003 0.009° £ 0.002 0.009°+0.002 0.010° £0.002  0.025°+0.011  0.008" +0.003
2,4-Decadienal 0.001°+0.002 0.001°+ 0.002 0.000°+0.000 0.004®+0.001  0.009°+0.008 0.002° =+ 0.002
Dodecenal 0.004 £+ 0.004 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.004 +0.004 0.000+0.000 0.002 +0.004
(E)-2-Tridecenal 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.002 +0.004 0.009+0.015 0.000 +0.000
(E)-Tetradec-2-enal 0.000 £ 0.000 0.002 £ 0.003 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
(E)-Hexadec-2-enal 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 = 0.000 0.000£0.000 0.002 =+0.004
Octadecanal 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.004 +£0.007 0.000 +0.000
Tetradecanal 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.001 +0.002 0.002+0.003 0.002 +0.001
Alcohols (8)
1-Pentanol 0.237°+0.410 0.598*+ 0.180 0.000°+0.000 0.576° £0.033  0.000°+0.000  0.000" = 0.000
1-Hexanol 0.700* £ 0.228 0.409° + 0.062 0.054°£0.012 0.102° £0.004  0.158°+0.040 0.025° +£0.012
1-Heptanol 0.061% + 0.026 0.086 + 0.009 0.053°+£0.013  0.062*+0.002 0.065°+0.015 0.045" £0.013
1-Octen-3-ol 0.183°+0.039  0.285®+0.028 0.187°+0.024  0.324° £0.014 0.219°+0.044 0.185° +0.065
(Z)-2-Octenl-ol 0.008 +£0.014 0.006+0.011 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
(E)-2-Octenl-ol 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.006+0.010  0.000 +0.000
1-Octanol 0.027 £ 0.047 0.037£0.032 0.032+£0.028 0.025 +0.007 0.044 £0.044 0.015 +0.015
2-Octen-1-ol 0.000 £ 0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.004 +0.007 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
Acids (5)
Acetic acid 0.009® +0.015 0.000°+0.000  0.006®°+0.010 0.000° £0.000  0.026*+0.024  0.000" +0.000
Hexanoic acid 0.016+0.018 0.005 £ 0.009 0.005+0.006 0.011 +0.006 0.010+0.011  0.006 =+0.005
Octanoic acid 0.001 £+ 0.002 0.001 £ 0.002 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
Nonanoic acid 0.006® £ 0.003  0.006™+0.001  0.003"¢+0.001 0.002*+0.002  0.007°+0.003 0.001¢ +0.001
9-Octadecenoic acid 0.001 £ 0.002 0.000 £+ 0.000 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
Esters (4)
Methyl hexanoate 0.008" £ 0.007 0.020° £ 0.011 0.000°+0.000  0.000" £0.000  0.004°+0.006 0.004° =+ 0.004
Ethyl octanoate 0.000 £ 0.000 0.001 £ 0.002 0.000+0.000 0.000 =+ 0.000 0.000+0.000  0.000 =+ 0.000
Pentyl hexanoate 0.010*+0.001 0.010*+0.001 0.001°+0.002  0.002° £0.003  0.000°+0.000 0.000° = 0.000
Hexyl hexanoate 0.000° £+ 0.000 0.000° £ 0.000 0.000°+0.000  0.003" £0.002  0.000°+0.000 0.000° = 0.000
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Table 3. Continued
Tendeloin Loin Hind leg
STV CT SL CL SH CH
Mean® SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD
Ketones (3)
2-Heptanone 0.109°+0.014 0.157*+0.024 0.071%+0.013  0.089*+0.002 0.058*+0.005 0.045° +0.016
2-Methyl-3-octanone 0.201*£0.019 0.077* +0.133 0.191*+0.046  0.183* +0.031 0.000°+0.000 0.121°*+0.106
2-Decanone 0.000" £ 0.000 0.000° + 0.000 0.000°+0.000  0.000° +£0.000  0.000°+0.000 0.006* + 0.002
Furans (1)
2-Pentyl furan 0.096°+0.011 0.316"+0.042 0.131°+0.048 0.216° £0.074 0.091°+0.022 0.118° +0.063
Hydrocarbons (7)
Toluene 0.449*+ 0.389 0.000° &+ 0.000 0.446*+0.023 0.011° £0.019  0.577°+£0.036 0.316* +0.036
1,3-Octadiene 0.000° £ 0.000 0.071*+0.013 0.000°+ 0.000  0.053° +0.001 0.000°+ 0.000 0.000¢ +0.000
Dimethylbenzene 0.000°+ 0.000 0.000° £ 0.000 0.004°+0.001  0.010* +0.001 0.003°+0.003  0.000° + 0.000
(2)-3-Bthyl-2- 0.023"£0.020  0.040°£0.036  0.025%+0.006 0.018°=0.032 0.000°+0.000 0.000° +0.000
methyl-1,3-hexadiene
3-Ethyl-2-.methy1- 0.000° £+ 0.000 0.000°+ 0.000 0.000°+ 0.000  0.000° £0.000  0.037°+0.004 0.020° +0.017
1,3-hexadiene
Tridecane 0.001% + 0.002 0.000° £ 0.000 0.004°+0.000  0.005* £0.000 0.003®+0.003 0.003® +0.001
Tetradecane 0.000° + 0.000 0.000° + 0.000 0.002*+0.002  0.002®+0.002  0.004*+ 0.002  0.002® + 0.000

DST: tendeloin of sow pork; CT: tenderloin of commercial pork; SL: loin of sow pork; CL: loin of commercial pork; SH: hind leg of sow pork; CH: hind

leg of commercial pork.

2 Average of relative peak areas to that of internal standard (n = 3) + standard deviation.
9Mean values with the same letter in a row are not significantly different at p<0.05.
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Table 4. Sensory scores (1-9) of sow and commercial pork according to part

Tendeloin Loin Hind leg
STV CT SL CL SH CH

Mean? SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Hardness 569+1.3 45+13 6514 5119 59+13 6.5+1.1
Off-flavor 5.8+1.3 54+2.0 3614 32+19 3.6+14 47+2.0
Juiciness 24+1.0 28+1.5 27+£0.8 32+1.2 45+1.0 44+14
Oiliness 23+0.8 24+1.1 23+1.3 2.6+1.6 39+1.1 3612
Appearance 58+1.5 46+13 62+0.9 63+1.1 6.0+£0.9 57+1.1
Taste 41+1.1 52+13 55+1.0 5.6+0.8 57+14 51+1.2
Acceptability 47+1.8 55+1.2 53+13 55+13 65+12 53+13

YST: tendeloin of sow pork; CT: tenderloin of commercial pork; SL: loin of sow pork; CL: loin of commercial pork; SH: hind leg of sow pork; CH: hind
leg of commercial pork.

D Average of relative peak areas to that of internal standard (n = 3) + standard deviation.

IThere was no significant difference among samples (p<0.05).
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