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R M BT H - NS AR ENERE R 8RB HAZ (Raj er al., 2010) ~ 4= R (Suzuki ef al.,
2003) jz Hi%E (Latorre et al., 2008) » [ 5o FIME L Z 200 (44055 ) © Alonso er al. (2009) F5H » Fi& e Bl
LY fERIFEHEAL B U B RS M RE i 4l i Za 2 &Y ve B B, Pietrain §84F - Rybarczyk et al. (2011) Kz Alonso et al. (2009) JR
fath - AR vE AT DU INEEACHE ~ AL RERG Y2 A& © Franco et al. (2014) RIFEE - #%&5e Al H B Celta RS8R
gz BRaVERE - JAIMER T AL RS B M Re A RIS - A& e B BREE M TR - IR EZE HAR A
2 Hi g K fRREA] %R (Blanchard et al., 1999; Latorre ef al., 2003) -

iR 56 2 G5 4,117 355 » (52 BEIEFEFHY 52% » G EHUE 824,500 BH » (5 R BEIEFHTHEY 15% (S
SHEH 0 2014) - B EENBEEMEE - (HRESEFEEILFEE NS - SREERENE - £RENE -
BERIFI R ~ HRERE ~ BeR - BRI S8 AR REGRES o MRS 5/ F R m A 54 (8 FH B A4 4
0 MEE AtEEmHR U AR - BRIMEIRBINAER - 476 RIGREH - FMIAME TR S - E T iEEH
B BREMERE LA - RIS STl B B A 2 12 X DARAI& su 8P b R H A RIERE K E
B MR S B A e A A - Bt AN EREIFI R ERESS 720 BN ERS se i bR BFE TR AR FELAET
iR Ef & v E R A U RIERE R BRI 22 -
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i BEEY 70 HERAMHIT 2 =8 5% (K) ~ DK J¢ DKD #% 12 55 (RAFE A ZFEEE ) » 4kt 36 B » Ball =4kt~
& SO EER AR 50% (K) ~ 75% (DK) J 87.5% (DKD) -

. HELIFRRAREMAEL > AR (70 — 120 Hilk ) RALEI (121 — 180 Hil ) Z AR AR 1 - 4
RIAHREZAHECE R 18.2% > {UHAE R 3,104 kealkg ¢ IEFIHH R ZHEH'E R 14.4% - HEER 3,179
kecal/kg °
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Table 1. The composition of experimental diet

Ingredients Grower period Finisher period
(d71 - d120) (d121 - d180)
Yellow corn, CP 7.5% 62.77 76.29
Soybean meal, 43.5% 23.50 19.00
Wheat bran 6.00
Dicalcium phosphate 0.60 1.00
Limestone, pulverized 1.30 1.40
Fish meal, CP 60% 3.00
Choline chloride (50%) 0.08 0.06
Molasses 2.00 1.50
Salt 0.50 0.50
Vitamin premix* 0.10 0.10
Mineral premix” 0.15 0.15
Total 100 100
Calculated value
Crude protein, % 18.20 14.44
Metabolizable energy, kcal/kg 3,104 3,179

* Vitamin premix provided per kilogram of diet as follow: Vitamin A, 6,000 IU; Vitamin D,, 400 IU; Vitamin E, 20 IU;
Vitamin K;, 2 mg; Vitamin B,, 2.6 mg; Vitamin B,, 2 mg; Vitamin B,,, 0.04 mg; Pantothenic acid, 30 mg; Niacin, 30 mg;
Pyridoxine, 3 mg; Folic acid, 0.6 mg; Biotin, 0.2 mg.

" Mineral premix provided per kilogram of diet as follow: Fe (FeSO, - 7H,0) 80 mg; Cu (CuSO, -5H,0), 5 mg; Mn (MnSO,),
6 mg; Zn (Zn0O), 45 mg; I (KI), 0.2 mg; Se (NaSeO;) 0.1 mg; Co (CoSO, * H,0), 0.35 mg.
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HEHH
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B ERCH AR EETRHR B B NP - 5t RE HPYETRER & & (average daily feed intake; ADFI) ~ H 5
EH (average daily gain; ADG) S B4 H FHSEE (gain/feed, G/F)
i BBk
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iii. —fEET T
B2 KSy ~ MHEEE AR 22 AOAC (2006) ATt /5 AH#ELT
iv. EMIR
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RIAE (marbling) 757 « BREETEE S R S5 40 | FRIFFMOB/KERE © 2 BRI 2K 5 3 TR
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v. HRILEREEE
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(P <0.05) - f£ Fisher et al. (2003) ZHWtFerPRIFEH > M58 RS2 R e A7 50 R (Peitrain) e BxFmirf#Md/ ) ¢ 1M Suzuki
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K & 1 K HEHGREEE DKD % - 1f Franco er al. (2014) Htgerh 15t - St IFEE BRI RE S 2 et
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Table 2. Growth performance of black pigs among different Duroc genetic proportion

o

Items K DK DKD SE
Initial weight (kg) 20.63 21.62 19.77 0.51
Final weight (kg) 98.54° 102.73* 108.63 1.15
All (d70 - d180)

Average daily gain, kg /d 0.71° 0.73" 0.85° 0.02
Average feed intake, kg /d 2.18° 2.19% 2.45° 0.08
Feed efficiency, gain/feed 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.01
Growth (d70 - d120)

Average daily gain, kg /d 0.71° 0.71° 0.83° 0.03
Average feed intake, kg /d 1.84 1.89 1.98 0.08
Feed efficiency, gain/feed 0.39 0.38 0.42 0.02
Finish (d120 - d180)

Average daily gain, kg /d 0.71° 0.74° 0.88° 0.03
Average feed intake, kg /d 2.46° 2.43 2.90° 0.11
Feed efficiency, gain/feed 0.29 0.31 0.30 0.01
“® Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

*® 3. FEMIZTCEELLAR RS Z B TEIR

Table 3. Carcass characteristics of black pigs among different Duroc genetic proportion

Items K DK DKD SE
Dressing percentage, % 85.75° 87.24° 87.84" 0.15
Backfat thickness, cm 2.77 2.35 2.33 0.08
Loin eye area, cm’ 31.65° 38.16° 48.46" 1.01
Lean percentage, % 40.46° 45.05° 48.67* 11.28
Fat percentage, % 15.35° 13.93* 11.77° 0.45
Bone percentage, % 14.74° 15.77° 15.86" 0.18
Average feed intake, kg /d 2.46° 2.43° 2.90* 0.11
Feed efficiency, gain/feed 0.29 0.31 0.30 0.01

"¢ Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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BN RENHEA FHEIYMEE SR - H K FREN /Ky EE8HE (P < 0.05) =1 DK B DKD -
BTy T RE R AL 18 FE4E A 27K 0 & B (BREE - 1991) » NI EECAGERGE RATEIT - FREIKD S 2B
V& e R FR T B TR R B SR
IV. WE AR
CHFEE T R R (% - S8 SRR OSHEEU Y A HETFE A BB SIS 2 EREE « NI AT
PHEAREMS B E R B SRR EMERER 2GR (R 5) 8n - AEMDECEEILR BN Ae
SEITINIA 2.96 — 3.08 - RERHIAH I MRAAE 2SR o H K R REER/T 8 S DKD (P<0.05) 5 7
B R R ALEE I LA DK 1 DKD BIEER K (P < 0.05) © /5 Al EE i i 5e 2 FERC AT 42 m HUE AT 5#
LA HERRG 2 JE A (Suzuki ef al., 2003; Alonso et al., 2009; Franco et al., 2014) °
. BERRALCGSE TR
2 6 By NEIMIS SR BRI R EAL ALA S &R L~ a ~ b (HAYZ RMELLET - 455 80R » DKD Hig&
Al L {E#E# DK K K Fy/)s (P <0.05) » a {EHIDL K #43# DK 2 DKD £y/)N (P < 0.05) < DKD % f5 a {6 5 b {H
B S K ) DK © Hill and Dansky (1951) 358 - Biglaii o8O X EREROEHERN - —KmMS @ B2 E
s B ERFOREEAS - ELAF ZAALE N (myoglobin) & & HIAE » RELHLAZ L{EEK > afd

HIl#/)N (Lyon and Cason, 1995) » AtER th A AEISE R -
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Table 4. Chemical composition of black pig’s Longissimus dorsi among different Duroc genetic proportion

Items K DK DKD SE

Moisture, % 72.42° 71.17° 71.27° 0.17
Crude protein,% 22.22 22.62 22.72 0.16
Crude fat, % 4.11 5.05 4.98 0.21

" Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

xS FEMETEESEREE SRR WEER

Table 5. Meat quality characteristics of black pig’s Longissimus dorsi among different Duroc genetic proportion

Items K DK DKD SE

Color score 3.08 2.96 2.96 0.08
Firmness score 3.13° 2.88% 2.79° 0.06
Marbling score 2.42° 3.04° 2.96 0.10

“® Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).

*o. FEAMEEEELREET LRI EEZ @F

Table 6. The L, a, b values and backfat of black pig’s Longissimus dorsi among different Duroc genetic proportion

Items K DK DKD SE
Loin meat
L value 57.08° 56.39° 53.64° 0.34
a value 2.71° 3.84° 4.40° 0.14
b value 6.51 6.90" 6.31 0.19
Back fat
L value 77.96 78.53 77.29 0.27
a value 1.33° 1.01° 2.53° 0.17
b value 6.53° 6.98" 8.49° 0.16

“® Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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VL BVE st
Maltin et al. (1997) F5H > BFIATFEIZIGE (eating quality) T ZEEE(H EHk (lavor) ~ #JE (tenderness) B2+
P (juiciness) © 22 7 Ry R [Ef% ve AR AH EEAREE B RAE HE i BALHLAE BE a2 Phlg - 455880 - K fism T
I 5 i 5y B3 E 8 DK 5 DKD 4 (P < 0.05) © Touraille ez al. (1989) WFE45 &5 - BUFE 1 47 Y 4 A e A
TERNABREZE N - AallpER - K (& 50% fLLFEENAAERR ) B A#E DK k& DKD B A7 EZ4f -
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Table 7. Sensory evaluation of black pig’s Longissimus dorsi among different Duroc genetic proportion g

Items K DK DKD SE

Flavor 3.37° 2.98° 3.08° 0.09
Juiciness 2.78 2.67 2.75 0.06
Tenderness 3.26° 2.84° 2.93® 0.10
Overall acceptability 3.15 2.93 3.03 0.06

" Means in the same row with different superscripts are significantly different (P < 0.05).
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Abstract

The objective of this study was to investigate the growth performances, carcass characteristics and sensory evaluation
of crossbred black pigs with various proportions of Duroc genetic background, including crossbred K (Meishan ¢ x Duroc
&', 50% Duroc), DK (Duroc@ x KHAPS black pigs &, 75% Duroc) and DKD (DK$ x Duroc &, 87.5% Duroc) pigs. Totally
36 black pigs, 12 (6 barrows and 6 gilts) for each crossbreed were used in the present study. Feed and water were provided
ad libitum from 70 to 180 days of age before the pigs were slaughtered. The growth performance and carcass characteristics
were analyzed. Results indicated that DKD had a significantly (P < 0.05) higher average daily gain (ADG) when compared to
K and DK. In addition, the slaughter rate, lean meat percentage and of loin eye area DKD pigs were the best among the three
crossbreeds. The results showed that muscle moisture content was significantly (P < 0.05) higher in K. A significantly (P <
0.05) greater muscle firmness score was found in the K than the DKD. Compared with DKD and DK, K had a significantly (P
< 0.05) smaller muscle marbling score. In addition, the DKD produced significantly (P < 0.05) smaller muscle L value than
those others. Moreover, the muscle a value was significantly (P < 0.05) smaller in K than those others. However, the back fat
a and b values were significantly (P < 0.05) greater in DKD while K had the highest (P < 0.05) muscle sensory panel score of
aroma, flavor and tenderness. In conclusion, the growth performance (ADG) and carcass characteristics (dressing percentage,
lean, loin eye area and fat percentage) increased with Duroc genetic proportion improvement, but sensory evaluation (flavor

and tenderness) of K for the most good.

Key words: Duroc genetic proportion, Growth performance, Carcass characteristics.
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